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I.AW OFFICES OF 

STEPHEN M. WILtiAMS F~EC;El~lED 
B 0 /\ F: D () f S tJ P En V ; S ~) ~ S 

1934 Divisadero Street I San Francisco, CA 94115 TEL: 415.292.3656 I F~4i1'5JW°6(:S:i;U7! :;4Cilhw@stevewilliamslaw.com 

July2, 2014 

David Chiu, President 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 · 

RE: 2251 Greenwich Street-Firehouse #16 
Environmental Application# 2012.1443E 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption Determination 

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board: 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

····------~----

This office represents the adjacent neighbors to the proposed Project Brent 
McMicking and Evan Kletter. Mr. McMicking and Mr. Kletter are the adjacent property 
owners immediately to the west of the subject Project site. They both own their homes 
and reside at the site with their families, both of which include small children. 

The proposed project is the demolition and replacement of Firehouse #16 at 2251 
Greenwich Street Because the site has always been a Firehouse, it has always had 
underground storage tanks---that leaked gasoline and other fuels. Leaks were discovered 
in 1965 and again in 1987. The Leaking Underground Storage Tanks at the site were last 
declared "clean" in late 1998. Nevertheless, obviously there are now aging underground 
tanks in place at the site since that time, now slated for replacement as part of this project. 
The site appears on the State Water Resources Control Board 'Geo-Tracker" Map as a 
Leaking Underground Storage Tank site with a previous clean-up. 

Because this is a public building located on a development lot which is zoned 
"Public" under the Planning Code, the notice process and any and all review of the 
Project is limited and conducted through the Civic Design Review Committee of the San 
Francisco Arts Commission. Our investigation revealed that the Civic Design Review 
process was not properly conducted for this Project. 

Even though the DPW officials sponsoring the Project, and the Projectmanager 
Gabriella Judd Cirelli were keenly aware of the neighbors' objections to, and interest in, 
the Project, the neighbors were deliberately not given notice of the several presentations 
made to the Committee, including the presentation for final approval before the full San· 
Francisco Arts Commission on February 3, 2014. No neighbor was given notice and no 
neighbor attended any of these "public" hearings. The entire process was a sham. 

Because the neighbors were not notified of these public meeting, they were 
denied the opportunity to present public comment regarding the proposed new firehouse 
and to request mitigations on the Project to reduce the impacts to their homes-including 
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possible environmental impacts. There was an affirmative obligation under the Civic 
Design process to provide written notice of these meetings to the neighbors prior to the 
conduct of the Civic Design Review process that has been ongoing since October 2012. 

The process and the neighbors' rights have been violated and the CEQA review 
by the Board of Supervisors is the only other public review process open to the 
neighbors. The environmental review was also completely mishandled by DPW and 
Planning. fu fact, the Project received its "final approval" from the Arts Commission on 
February 3, 2014, and the new Categorical Exemption was not issued until June 2, 2014, 
some four months after the "final approval." CEQA review is.required to pre-date such 
approvals and is supposed to be the starting point for project review, not a last hurtle to 
be overcome. The Project does not conform to the requirements set forth in CEQA for an 
exemption. The Board should remand the exemption determination to the Planning 
Department for further action and review. 

Summary of Grounds for Appeal of Categorical Exemption 

1. The Department has issued a Second Categorical Exemption dated June 2, 2014, 
(attached hereto) for the site based on an incorrect Department interpretation of CEQA 
that narrows the scope of environmental protection for the public rather than expanding 
such protection as required by law and court decisions interpreting CEQA. 

2. Astoundingly, even though this is a "cookie-cutter" Project and a design being 
repeated all over the City for re-building Firehouses, the first environmental analysis 
failed to even note the presence of underground diesel storage tanks at the site, failed to 
note that the Project included replacement of one tank and the removal of another tank, 
failed to note the site is contained on the Maher Map as a hazardous waste site (the site 
was not enrolled in the Maher program until the neighbors complained) and failed to 
comply with any aspect of the environmental review process. The site has been a City 
Firehouse for more than 100 years and is con:firmed to have a long history ofleaking 
underground storage tanks and many other toxins and pollutants at the site. 

3. The Project has received all approvals without any public vetting or discussion of 
the Project. Officials from the Dept of Public Works (the "Project Sponsor") 
affirmatively perjured themselves in the application process in order to avoid notifying 
the neighbors of any public hearings on the Project. As a result, no public hearing of any 
kind has ever been held on this massive new Project slated for this 100% residential 
neighborhood. The neighbors are apprehensive because they have been lied to by DPW 
and denied any chance for public input on the Project. DPW was charged with 
affirmatively notifying the neighbors of public hearings at the Arts Commission and 
failed to do so and yet falsely informed the Art's Commission that the public was 
noti:fiecl As a result, no member of the public was present for any "hearing." 

4. The Project description did not mention that the site is a historically documented 
UST site, and on the California State map for UST' s. The Project description failed to 
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mention that it includes excavation and replacement of tanks at the site and the placement 
of a new diesel-burning generator on the roof. The Environmental application submitted 
to Pianning made no mention of these facts and was not accurately completed. The 
application also incorrectly stated that excavation at the site will not exceed eight (8 ') in 
depth and will not require disturbance of soil in excess of 5,000 gross square feet. Both of 
these questions were incorrectly answered on the Planning Dept's Application by DPW. 

5. The Project will disturb more than 5 ,000 gross square feet of surface soil as the lot 
is 5, 7 60 square feet in area and is being completely graded and excavated (in addition to 
the tank removal). Further, the Project is required to comply with the new Storm-water 
Management Ordinance from the SFPUC which has the same triggering number 
(disturbance of 5,000 gross square feet of surface soil). 

6. The adjacent neighbors have very small children and of course, they are quite 
apprehensive not only because of the UST site but also because this property has long 
been (only) used as a Fire Station and the reports in the file show extensive toxins 
throughout the building to be demolished---especially worrisome since this is a 100% 
residential neighborhood. We requested that the Planning Dept revoke the Cat Ex for this 
Project, that the applications be corrected and resubmitted and that the Project be referred 
to DPH for review under the Maher Ordinance and those steps were taken, but the 
neighbors remain apprehensive because every aspect of the first review by the Dept was 
incorrect and secretive. 

7. The Department's Second Categorical Exemption is based on the incorrect 
conclusion that the Department is certain the site (a state-mapped toxic waste site and 
leaking underground storage tank site) does not present any possibiHty of an adverse 
environmental impact; an irrational and unreasonable conclusion. 

8. The recent testing and analysis at the site shows the continued presence of many 
toxins. The history of the site as a hazardous waste site and its proximity to the water 
table dictates that the Department should require a mitigation plan to be in place. Grading 
and excavation of the site could expose construction personnel and the public to 
contamination present in the soil associated with historic on-site uses. 

9. The Department should rescind the Second Categorical Exemption given to the 
· Project and issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration requiring DPW to develop and have 
in place a contingent mitigation plan to protect workers and the public if: 

-Potential residual contaminants are detected in areas already tested; 

-Requiring workers at the site to strictly adhere to hygienic standards to avoid 
dermal contact and incidental ingestion; 

-Heightened dust control and masking to prevent inhalation of airborne dust 
released from dried hazardous. materials-the neighbors have small children; 
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-While not anticipated once closure reports have been issued (such as here) the 
possibility remains that contamination (which was not encountered during soil 
sampling) is still present. It is possible given the site's long history ofleaking 
underground tanks that contaminants still are present or that additional tanks are 
present which were installed prior to pennitting and record keeping requirements. 
A plan should be in place to deal with such possibilities and to prevent migration 

· of contaminants; 

-Due to the migratory nature of oil in the soil, the risk remains for oil to exist in 
the soil in areas that have not been previously sampled or tested. The Project 
Sponsor should be required to develop and have in place a plan to deal with such 
an eventuality, including a system of wind barriers and retained qualified and 
licensed professionals to conduct on-going site control and monitoring who 
remain ready to commence work in any contaminated ai:ea. 

Additional Grounds For Appeal: 

The following exceptions to a Categorical Exemption are relevant in this case, based on 
Section 15300.2 of CEQA, Article 19: · 

A) The Site is a Former Hazardous Waste Site and There Is a Specific 
Statutory Exception From The Categorical Exemption 

The Project site was on the State's Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List; clean-up 
and remedial action was twice rendered at the site for removal of leaking underground 
storage tanks. California Public Resources Code Section 21084(c) provides a specific 
exception to a categorical exemption if a site is listed on any of the State's Hazardous 
Waste Sites. That section states: 

"No Project located on a site which is included on any 
list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government 
Code shall be exempted from this division ...• '~ 

The Project site's appearance on the list of the States Hazardous Waste Sites precludes 
the categorical exemption that was again granted it by the Department. As a matter of 
law, the categorical exemptions are to be narrowly de:fineci It cannot be said that this site 
has not appeared on ANY list of Hazardous Waste Sites; it has; and a broad based 
reading of this exception and the site's appearance on the list (past or present) precludes 
the use of categorical exemption. 

B) The Department Applied The Wrong Standard For a ·categorical Exemption 
And Has Misinterpreted the Statute Which Forbids a Exemption in this Case 
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In order to grant to this site a Categorical Exemption, the Department offers its own 
"interpretation" of the above code section without reference to any supporting case law or 
guidelines for the interpretation. Citing the removal of the five leaking underground 
storage tanks, the Department states as follows: 

The Department does not explain or offer any support for its interpretation of the law, and 
it is Appellants' contention that such an interpretation is contrary to the intent of CEQA 
and to the well established rules for its interpretation. The Department's interpretation is 
under inclusive while CEQA and its guidelines are specifically meant to be interpreted in 
a broad fashion and to be over inclusive to provide the citizens of California with the 
greatest possible environmental protection. 

One of fue basic principals to govern fue application of CEQA is fuat the statute and the 
guidelines are to be interpreted as broadly as possible in order to provide the maximum 
protection to the environment and to the people of California. In the first case to interpret 
CEQA, the California Supreme Court made it clear that ambiguous language found in the 
statute was to be applied broadly rather than narrowly. In, Friends of Mammoth v Board 
of Supervisors 8 Cal.3rd 247 (1972), Justice Stanley Mosk wrote fuat the Act (CEQA) is 
to be interpreted and construed so as to give the environment the fullest protection 
possible. This analysis, now known as fue "Mammoth interpretive principle" was based 
on the legislative statements of intent and is still applicable today. 

The Department's narrow interpretation of Section 15300.2 is incorrect as a matter oflaw 
and violated the principles of CEQA requiring broad interpretation of its provisions. 
Because fue Project site is included on one of the State's Hazardous Waste lists, it is not 
eligible for a Categorical Exemption and the Department should re-evaluate the Project 
and include specific mitigations because of the distinct possibility that further 
contaminants my be uncovered during excavation at the site. 

C) The Site Can Never Meet the High Standard Of "Certainty" of "No 
Possibility" of an Adverse Environmental Impact 

The second provision of CEQA relied upon by fue Department has also been incorrectly 
applied and interpreted by the Department. Section 1506l(b)(3) provides that a Project 
may be given a Categorical Exemption is it can be said with certainty that there is no 
possibility of an adverse environmental impact. By definition, with the issuing of the 
second C.E., the Department is saying that there is absolute certainty in this case and !!Q 
possibility construction activity will have a significant effect on the environment. 

It is hard to imagine a more unusual circumstance that could have a significant 
environmental impact than the proposal to construct a large new industrial building on a 
hazardous/toxic waste site: The location, size and type of fue proposed construction is an 
unusual circumstance that represents an exception to the CatEx approval. The 
Department's analysis treats this property as if it was any other site and completely 
ignores the long history of toxics and hazardous materials at fue site. One is tempted to 
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ponder, what· would constitute "possible" effect on the environment? It is certainly a 
"possibility" that toxics are still present on the property at unacceptable levels. In fact, 
the testing done by the City confirms this fact. It is also reasonable to assume that the 
excavation of the entire lot might release some of those toxins into the surrounding 
environment (perhaps without even knowing it). The bottom line is, Why not require a 
mitigation plan IF such toxins are found at the site? Why not have DPW draw up a 
contingency plan to provide for this reasonable possibility? The Department should 
require a mitigation plan for such a contingency to be in place. The blanket categorical 
exemption is not appropriate. 

The proposed size of the structure is also an "unusual circumstance." The building is 
slated to be much larger than any building constructed in the area and is the only through 
lot on the block, and therefore it is reasonable to assume it could cause significant 
environmental disruption both in terms of air, land and noise, effecting the neighborhood 
and the social and physical environment. The Project is not consistent with the zoning in 
the are.a and is the only lot zoned "P" on the block. This allows the Project to increase 
bulk and eliminate any rear yard. · 

D) The Project Could Have a Significant Effect on the Environment: 

By definition with the issuing of the CatEx, the Department is saying that there is !!Q 
possibility construction activity will have a significant effect on the environment due 'to 
circumstances at the site. The location, size and type of the proposed construction is an 
unusual circumstance that represents an exception to the CatEx approval. The building is 
much larger than any building constructed in the area, and therefore could cause 
significant environmental disruption both in terms of air, land and noise, but also of the 
resulting effects on the neighborhood and the social and physical environment. The 
location's proximity to schools, children and the tourist destinations of visitors to San 
Francisco further disqualifies it for categorical exemption under the code, and is a 
compelling argument for a greater standard of environmental review. 

Conclusion 

For these reasons, we appeal the granting of a categorical exemption by the San 
Francisco City Planning Department to the Project sponsor, DPW. We respectfully 
request that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors require the current Building's 
demolition and the construction of any new building on the lot to undergo environmental 
mitigation review as required by CEQA. 

VERY TR~Y YO-yRS, 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot{s) 

2251 Greenwich Street 0515/031 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2012.1443E NIA 09/10/12 

0 Addition/ [Z}oemoli ti on [{]New I 0Project Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 
Demolition and new construction of Fire Station #13. The proposed project includes demolition of the existing 2-st0ry, 10,272 square foot (sf) fire 
station built in 1938 and construction of a new 2-story, 10,396 sffire station on the same lot with three programmed areas: (1) Apparatus bay and 
support, (2) firefighter operations, and (3)1iving quarters. The project also includes replacement of the roof top generator, removal of one 
underground storage tank and replacement of a second underground storage tank. 

~----'-----.. -------------------- ...... ---·-·-·--·---
STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Avvlication is required.• 

D Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. 

D Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three (3) r.ew single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 

!Z] Class 
- 2 Aeplacemenl & reconstruction of exi:s!ing struclureslfacl~lies. New $((Uet0re la::ated on the same :site as structure replaced with substantially the same purpose & capacity. 

-- --· 
STEP 2: CEQA.IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

ff any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

D 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _fircMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or 
heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 

[l] 
cubic yards or more of soil disturbance - or a change of \.!5e from industrial to residential? If yes, 
this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application 
·with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. Excepticms: do not clzeck box if the applicant presents 
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Deparh11ent of Public Health (DPH) Maller program, a 
DPH waiver from the Maher program., or other c<oomzentaf:ionfrom Environmental Planning staff that 
hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to EP _ArcMap > Malzer layer). 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT1J4 ;.'.,; '.::Q;,! 
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Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 

[Z] than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP _ArCMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive 
Area) ' · · · 

D 
Noise: Does the project include pew noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospital.S, 
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways loc'ated in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to EP _ArcM4p > CEQA Cater Detennination Layers> Noise Mitigation Area) 

D 
Subdivision/Lot line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a·subdivision or lot line 
adjustment on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Detennination Layers> Tupography) 

Slope= or> 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 

D on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work perfonned on a 
previously developed portiqn of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Cater 
Determination Layers> Topography) If box is checked, a geotech.nical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required · 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, 

D 
grading-including excavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously tkvelaped portion of the 
site, stairs, patio, deck; or fence work. (refer fo EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >Seismic Hazard 

Zones) If box is checked,. a geotechnical report is required ~d a Certificate or higher !evel CEQA document 

required 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 

D 
square footage expansion greater than iooo sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously 
developed portion of the site; stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to BP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex: 
Determination Layers> Seismic Haz.ard 'Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required 

D 
Serpentine Rock: Does the project invol".e any excavation on a property containing serpentine 
rock? Exeeptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to 
EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Detenninatitm Layers> Serpentine) 

"'If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more )loxes are checked above, an Environmental 
Evaluation Ap.f!.lication is re!lui:red, unless :reviewed by an Enviromiiental Planner. 

D Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the 
CEQA impacts listed above. 

· Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jessica Range·=-...::;::: -=--
Correction to exemption Issued 1/23/2013. Preposed prejectsubjectto soil & groundwater remediation in cornpfiance wi1h Health Code Article 22B {Maher 
Ordinance). Prejed sponsor has enroUed in the Maher Program With the San Francisro Department of Public HeaHh. Pr~ect reviewed by staff archeologist 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- H1STORIC RESOU~CJ: . 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLAMNB't 
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLJ,OWING: (~ to Parcel In annation ) 

A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STI!P 5. 

I 

Wt&~~~~ DEPARTMENT 04.28.2014 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

L J 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

D 3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

D 5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 6. Deck,. terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

D 7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. 

D 8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Donner Windows. 

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

[Z] Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO· TO STEP 5. 

D Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS-ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project 

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

D 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with 
existing historic character. 

n 4. Fa~de/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

D 5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining 
features. 

D 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic conditioi:t, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of fhe Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ~:4 ~1 .: .':' \.~ 
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8. Other work consistent with the SecretartJ of the Interior Standards for_ the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 

·. 

D 

ll1 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Se;iior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 
a Per HRER dated: 1=12 (attach HRER) 
b. Other (specify): 

' 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below. 

D Further enviionmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

ll1 Project can proceed with categorlcal exemption review. The project has been.reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6, 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: Allison K. VandersJicf~.':-:--

STEP 6; CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check 
all that apply): 

D Step 2- CEQA Impacts 

D Step 5- Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

D No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

PiannerName:Jessica Range Signature or Stamp: 
lligkal!Ys;gn.d by.Jes.lea Range 

Proi ect Approval Action: J.essica Range ON:dc=o111.-gov, dcF<ityplannin9,a.r-Cit)f'lannln9. 
ou=&win>nn>ental Planning,- Rang<>, 

. """'"9....,..range@sf!JOY.org 
_Building Permit Date: 2014.06,0211:41:55 -<l7'00' 

*If Discretionaty Review before the Planning 
Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 
project. 

·Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of !he San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed withln. 30 days of the project receiving the .first approval action. 
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt· project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee). mttst determine whether the proposed change constitutes 
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed 
changes to the approved project would constitute a "su,bstantial modification" and, therefore, be subject to 
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) · Block/Lot(s) (If different than 
front page) 

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No. 

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action 

Modified Project Description: 

.. 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

D Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

D Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 
Sections 311 or 312; 

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)? 

D 
Is any information being presented that was not known and _could not have been known 
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 
no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, :fttr.thei'.-environmental review is required~ATEX FOR~ 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL·MODIFICATION 

D I The propo'sed modification would not result in any of the above changes. 
If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior pr~ject 
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 
Department website and office and mailed to th.e applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp: 
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Lamug, Joy (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Good morning, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Tuesday, May 12, 2015 11 :02 AM 
'Stephen M. Williams'; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); 
Sanchez, Scott {CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron {CPC); 
Tam, Tina (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Rahaim, 
John (CPC); Cirelli, Gabriella (DPW); De Freitas, Paul (DPW); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-
Legislative Aides . 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); 
Lamug, Joy {BOS) 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption Determination - 2251 Greenwich Street - Fire Station No. 16 
- Appellant Letter 

Please find linked below a letter received by the Office of the Clerk.of the Board from the Appellant, regarding the 
. appeal of the proposed project at 2251 Greenwich Street. 

Appellant Letter- Mav 11, 2015 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on May 19, 2015. You are 
invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 140767 

Thanks, 

Joylamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Ca~lton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct: (415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of th°e public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and Its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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LAW OFFICES OF 

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS 
1934 Divisadero Street 

r;. ~ .. '1 '(! :0-1 \- ..._, ,,~~r-., ... ~• ·- . ,. ' 

San Francisco }tA: 9.Jt·11'9:··' {;:r~\ij J 1~ ;~§2;~ 656 ~ [ FAX: 415 .776 .8047 I smw@stevewilliamslaw.com 
..,_,; '\' '· > •I .• • I,. ~ '•.• '"·' .j 

May 11,2015 

. ·' .. ·-·' ____ ,tl.;l.____ ·---··--····· 
London Breed, President 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689 

via email and hand delivery 

RE: 2251 Greenwich Street Firehouse #16 Categorical Exemption Appeal 
May 19, 2015; Special Order 3:00 p.m. 

Dear President Breed and Members of the Board: 

INTRODUCTION 

This office represents the adjacent neighbors to the proposed project at 2251 Greenwich 
Street. The proposed project is the complete demolition and new construction of 
Firehouse #16. The neighbors of this project have serious and longstanding concerns 
with the potential negative impact of the project on both their properties and health, and 
with the administrative approval process of this project that was improperly conducted to 
their prejudice. 

The Appeal before the Board challenges the grant of a Categorical Exemption to a known 
hazardous waste site---a site with leaking underground storage tanks (UST). A site that is 
included on a list compiled pursuant to Section 659625 of the Government Code-that 
requires that the California State Department of Toxic Substance Control compile a list of 
all hazardous waste facilities and hazardous waste properties, including all sites with 
underground storage tanks for which an unauthorized release report has been filed. There 
is a specific Exception in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) statutory 
scheme which precludes the issuance of a Categorical Exemption for such a site. 
(California Public Resources Code Section 21084(c)). 

The normal course of a development project involves a private developer submitting 
plans to the City of San Francisco which then scrutinizes the plans to insure that the 
development complies with all applicable provisions of the Planning Code, zoning and 
environmental regulations. That is to say, normally the City acts as the gatekeeper to 
stop development projects which do not comply with the law from moving forward. 
Here the City, was and is, the developer; and because of this developer role, City officials 
conveniently lost sight of the normal (and more important) gatekeeper function. 

The result has been that this project was improperly managed from the beginning. City 
officials intentionally failed to inform neighbors of public hearings and meetings at which 
the proposed project would be under discussion, as is required by law; and then misled 
the Boards and Commissions. which reviewed the project and stated that public 
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notification had occurred. City officials also hid or obfuscated facts regarding the scope 
of the project and its environmental impact. This resulted in City Officials filling out 
paperwork which was inaccurate on its face, and constituted either gross incompetence or 
willful deceit on the part of public employees. 

Despite the obfuscation of the public comment process by the City, and the fact that the 
Project Manager submitted forms which contained falsifications, and omitted reference to 
the removal of underground storage tanks, the project was still given a categorical 
exemption from review under CEQA. 

The City Ignored the Hazardous Waste at the Site and Issued a Categorical 
Exemption. 

The Project Manager was aware of the presence of the Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks on this site from the beginning of the proposed project. The Project Manager 
noted that the project included the "replacement of an existing fuel tank" in her 
November 6, 2012 letter to the Planning Department, re: "CEQA Exemption Request for 
Station #16 Demolition-Reconstruction Project". Attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

Thus, the Project Manager was aware of the Underground Storage Tanks on the site on 
November 12, 2012. Despite this, on January, 23, 2013, the Project Manager filled out 
the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination form (attached hereto as Exhibit 2) and 
did not check the box on the first page stating "Hazardous Materials: Would the project 
involve ... 2) soil disturbance; on a site with a former gas station, auto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or on a site with underground storage tanks." 
The form notes that if ANY box is initialed below, an Environmental Evaluation 
Application is required." 

Despite the Fact that the Project Manager was aware that the site contained Leaking 
Underground Storage Tanks, she did not initial this box, and was not required to submit 
an Environmental Evaluation Application based on this false information. The Planning 
Department issued its Categorical Exemption from environmental review under CEQA 
on January 23, 2013. 

After the Neighbors Objected, The City Admitted Its Error But Improperly Issued 
a Second Improper Cat Ex. For the Site. 

Despite the failure of the Project Manager to disclose the presence of the USTs, and the 
failure to disclose that the re-grading of the 5 ,758 square foot site would move in excess 
of 5 ,000 square feet of soil and thus triggers the Maher Ordinance requirements, the 
project was granted a CEQA Categorical Exemption. Because the CEQA Categorical 
Exemption was, on its face, erroneously applied for and incorrectly issued, the adjacent 
neighbors were forced to object to the Categorical Exemption. 

In response to the neighbor's objection, the Department "corrected" its Categorical 
Exemption and specified that the proposed project would be subject to soil and 
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groundwater remediation under the Maher Ordinance. The Department's Second 
Categorical Exemption, issued June 2, 2014, is also based on the incorrect conclusion that 
the Department is now certain that the site (a state-mapped toxic waste site and leaking 
underground storage tank site) does not present any possibility of an adverse 
environmental impact. See, San Francisco Planning Department CEQA Categorical 
Exemption Determination, June 2, 2014, attached hereto as Exhibit 6. 

In light of the conditions of the site and the presence of numerous environmental hazards, 
the Department's "certainty" is alarming. Furthermore, the recent testing and analysis at 
the site shows the continued presence of many toxins. Millennium Consulting, 
Hazardous Materials report. Attached hereto Exhibit 3. The history of the site as a 
hazardous waste site,and its proximity to the water table dictates that the Department 
should require a mitigation plan to be in place. Re-grading the soil and excavation of the 
USTs present at the site could expose construction personnel and the public to 
contamination present in the soil associated with historic on-site uses. 

The Project has NEVER Been Publically Vetted and DPW Excluded the Neighbors 
from the Public Review Process 

The Department of Public Works' Project Manager Gabriella Judd Cirelli was in frequent 
email and telephone contact with neighbors over the course of the review of this project. 
Ms. Cirelli was keenly aware that these and other neighbors of the proposed project had 
specific objections to the proposed project based on its negative impact on the air, light 
and space of their properties, as well as concerns regarding the environmental hazards 
associated with digging up the site of a known Leaking Underground Storage Tank. 

Despite knowing of the concerns of the neighboring property owners, Ms. Cirelli 
deliberately failed to give the neighbors notice of the several presentations made to the 
Civic Design Review Committee, including the presentation for final approval before the 
full San Francisco Arts Commission on February 3, 2014. As a result, not a single 
neighbor of the proposed project attended any of these "public" hearings. San Francisco 
·Arts Commission Civic Design Review Committee Agenda: Monday January 13, 2014. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit 4. Rather than answer to the public that they serve the 
Department of Public Works (DPW) staff manipulated the public hearing process to 
excise public comment. 

The neighbors of the proposed project were denied the opportunity to comment on this 
project because they were not given the required written notice of public meetings and 
hearings. As a result they were unable to publically comment on a public building 
project which, in its current form, has major impacts on their private rights to air, light 
and privacy; in addition the neighbors were denied the ability to publically comment on 
the very real environmental concerns raised by the major excavation of a site on which 
underground petroleum leaks were reported in 1965 and 1987, and which recent 
environmental evaluations confirm contains numerous heavy metals, toxins and 
hazardous materials. The neighbors were unable to request mitigations or even voice 
their concerns, because the review process had been hidden from them by city 
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employees. A private developer, experienced with construction in San Francisco? would 
only dream of a design review process in which it could ignore adjacent neighbors and 
property owners. Only the City, as a developer, could make that dream a reality. 

The Project site is listed as a Hazardous Waste Site, and is therefore statutorily 
excepted from the Categorical Exemption. 

The Project site is listed on the State's Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List. See 
State Water Resources Control Board Geotracker Case Suinmary, Attached Hereto as 
Exhibit 5; cleanup and remedial action was twice rendered at the site due to leaking 
underground storage tanks. California Public Resources Code Section 21084( c) provides 
a specific exception to a Categorical Exemption if a site is listed on any of the State's 
Hazardous Waste lists. That section states: "No Project located on a site which is 
included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code 
shall be exempted from this division .... " 

The Project site's appearance on the list of the State's Hazardous Waste Sites precludes 
the categorical exemption that was again granted by the Department As a matter of law, 
the categorical exemptions are to be narrowly defined. It cannot be said that this site has 
not appeared on ANY list of Hazardous Waste Sites; it has; and a broad based reading of 
this exception and the site's appearance on the list (past or present) precludes the use of 
categorical exemption. In order to grant to this site a Categorical Exemption, the 
Department offers its own "interpretation" of the above code section without reference to 
any supporting case law or guidelines for the interpretation. 

One of the basic principals governing the application of CEQA is that the statute and the 
guidelines be interpreted as broadly as possible in order to provide the maximum 
protection to the environment and to the people of California. In the first case to interpret 
CEQA, the California Supreme Court made it clear that ambiguous language found in the 
statute was to be applied broadly rather than narrowly. In Friends of Mammoth v. Board 
of Supervisors, 8 Cal.3rd 247 (1972), Justice Stanley Mosk wrote that the Act (CEQA) is 
to be interpreted and construed so as to give the environment the fullest protection 
possible. This analysis, now known as the "Mammoth interpretive principle" was based 
on the legislativ~ statements of intent and is still applicable today. 

The Department's narrow interpretation of Section 15300.2 is incorrect as a matter oflaw 
and violates the principles of CEQA requiring broad interpretation of its provisions. 
Because the Project site is included on one of the State's Hazardous Waste lists, it is not 
eligible for a Categorical Exemption. The Department's response to this appeal, does not 
dispute the accuracy of the above interpretation of the rules of application of CEQA 
Instead the department asserts that the "site's listing on a "Cortese List'' does not 
necessarily preclude the issuance of a categorical exemption when a closure letter ... has 
been issued." The Department's response goes on to point out that once a site is placed 
on a "Cortese List" it is never removed. The response then theorizes, "[ o ]ne of the 
possible reasons why sites remain on the Cortese List is because remediation techniques 
may include capping the site (or containment of the hazardous material) so that the 
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hazardous material no longer presents a risk to humans or the environment. However, a 
subsequent project that includes excavation or would otherwise disturb that containment, 
could expose the public and the environment to hazardous materials within the 
soilfgroundwater that were previously contained." Planning Department Response to 
BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal, page 5-7. 

This explanation for why a site remains on a "Cortese List'' even after a case closure 
letter has been issued is very important in this case. In this case the Planning Department 
has stated that this site is not excepted from Categorical Exemption from CEQA Review 
because, although it is on a Cortese list, its status on this list is as a "closed case". The 
Planning Department response then points out that the reason that a closed case remains 
on the Cortese list is because "a subsequent project that includes excavation or would 
otherwise disturb that containment, could expose the public and the environment to 
hazardous materials within the soil/groundwater that were previously contained." 

The proposed project includes the complete re-grading of the project site, and the 
removal of a 600 gallon and a 3,000 gallon underground storage tanks (USTs). The 
proposed project therefore proposes to move over 5 ,000 square feet of surface soil, 
triggering both the Maher Ordinance reporting requirements and compliance with the 
Storm-Water Management Ordinance. This is exactly the type of "subsequent project" 
that "includes excavation" which "could expose the public and the environment to 
hazardous materials ... that were previously contained." This site remains on the 
"Cortese list" because it remains a potential environmental hazard. The San Francisco 
Department of Public Health requires permits for the removal of the USTs be issued by 
the Hazardous Materials Unified Program Agency, the San Francisco Fire Department 
and the Department of Public Works because the site remains a potential environmental 
hazard. The designation as a "closed case" does not mean that the site is clean, or safe; it 
means that the hazard has been temporarily contained. The excavations proposed at this 
site are exactly the type of site alterations which would alter this containment, and this is 
why known Leaking Underground Storage Tanks remain on the Cortese Lists after such 
leaks are contained. 

The placement of the proposed project site on the Cortese list was required by California 
Government Code Section 659625(c)(l), which states, "The State Water Resources 
Control Board shall compile ... a list of all of the following: ... All underground storage 
tanks for which an unauthorized release report is filed pursuant to Section 25295 of the 
Health and Safety Code. Unauthorized releases from the UST at the project site were 
reported in 1965 and 1987 according to the State Water Resources Control Board's 
Geotracker website. Exhibit 5. These two documented unauthorized releases qualify the 
project as a Hazardous Waste Site for the puiposes of CEQA Sec 15300.2(e), which 
states, "[a] categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site which 
is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 659625 of the Government Code." 
A plain reading of the CEQA statute thereby demands that no Categorical Exemption be 
issued for the proposed project, because it is a Hazardous Waste Site under Government 
Code Sec 65962.S(c)(l). 
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The Site Can Never Meet the High Standard Of "Certainty" of ''No Possibility" of 
an Adverse Environmental Impact. 

The Department also relies on another provision of CEQA whi,ch has been incorrectly 
applied and interpreted. Section 15061(b)(3) provides that a Project may be given a 
Categorical Exemption if it can be said with certainty that there is no possibility of an 
adverse environmental i:wpact. By definition, in issuing the second Categorical 
Exemption, the Department is saying, with absolute certainty, that there is no possibility 
that construction activity will have a significant effect on the environment. 

The location, size and type of the proposed construction makes it impossible to determine 
with certainty that there is no possibility of an adverse environmental impact. The 
Department's analysis treats this property as if it was any other site and completely 
ignores the long history of toxic and hazardous materials at the site. Given the two 
reported petroleum leaks at the site (one of which took a decade to be declared "closed"), 
it is certainly a "possibility" that toxics are still present on the property at unacceptable 
levels. In fact, the recent testing done by the City confirms this. Exhibit 3. It is also 
reasonable to assume that the excavation of the entire lot might release some of those 
toxins into the surrounding environment (perhaps without even knowing it). In light of 
the site's history, it is ridiculous to proceed with this project without putting in place a 
mitigation plan, to deal with the highly likely release of environmental contaminants. 
The Department should require a mitigation plan for such a contingency to be in place. 
The blanket categorical exemption which has been issued is patently not appropriate. 

The location, size and type of the proposed construction is an unusual circumstance that 
represents an exception to the Categorical Exemption approval. The building is much 
larger than any building constructed in the area, and therefore could cause significant 
environmental disruption both in terms of air, land and noise, but also of the resulting 
effects on the neighborhood and the social and physical environment. The location's 
proximity to schools, children and the tourist destinations of visitors to San Francisco 
further disqualifies it for categorical exemption under the code, and is a compelling 
argument for a greater standard of environmental review. 

Conclusion 

For these reasons, we appeal the granting of a categorical exemption by the San 
Francisco City Planning Department to the Project sponsor, DPW. We respectfully 
request that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors require the current Building's 
demolition and.the construction of any new building on the lot to undergo environmental 
mitigation review as required by CEQA. 

VERY TRULY YOURS, 

Stephen M. Williams 
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Citiand County of San Francisc~ ·· 

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director 

November 6, 2012 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1.650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

San frr-~cisco Department of Public Works 
Office .,1 the Oeputy Director & City Engineer, Fuad Sweiss 

Infrastructure Design and Construction 
30 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415} 557-4700 ft www.sfdpw.org 

Patrick Rivera, Division Manager 

RE: C~QA Exemption Request for Station #16 Demolition-Reconstruction Project 

Dear San Francisco Planning Department: 

The San Francisco Department of Public Works (SFDPW), on behalf of the San Francisco Fire 
Department (SFFD), requests review of the proposed Station #16 Demolition-Reconstruction 
Project (project) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The purposes of this 
letter are to: 1) Provide the Environmental Planning Division (EP) with information on the 
proposed project; and 2) Request EP review and concurrence that the project is categorically 
exempt under CEQA. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15302 provides exemptions for "Replacement or Reconstruction. 
Class 2 consists of replacement or reconstruction .of existing structures and facilities where the 
new structure will be located on the same site as the structure replaced and will have 
substantially the same purpose and capacity as the structure replaced." The San Francisco 
Planning Department has clarified that "replacement and reconstruction of industrial, 
institutional, and public structures and facilities within the limitations stated including 
construction undertaken to meet seismic safety standards" are under the Class 2 exemptions in 
the "List of Projects that are Generally Categorically Exempt from Review Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)" adopted by the Planning Commission August 17, 2000. 

The following description of the proposed activities demonstrates the proposed project would not 
result in any adverse environmental effects, and provides support for our recommendation that 
the activities are categorically.exempt under CEQA. 

BACKGROUND 

The purposes o.f the proposed project are: (1) to provide a facility that is able to withstand 
seismic activity and other catastrophic events; and (2) to provide an adequate fire station facility 
to meet San Francisco's fire services operational requirements. 
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CEQA Exemption Request for the Station #16 Demolition - Reconstruction Project 
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Page 3 of5 

reading the city's infrastructure, and by ensuring the necessary coordination is in 
place for a ready respons.e 

• Policy 2.7 - Continue to expand the City's fire department prevention and 
firefighting capability with sufficient personnel and training 

o . Objective 3: Establish strategies to address the immediate effects of a disaster 

Second, the proposed project results in a new two-story fire station building located on the same 
site (lot area 5,758 sq. ft) as the structure replaced. The fire station will be built within existing 
zoning and height/bi;ilk requirements of P-Public and 40-X, respectively. The site is adequately 
served by all required utilities and public services. 

DESCRIPTION. OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed. proj'ect involves the demolition and reconstruction of Fire Station 16. The 
proposed project will result in a two story 10,398 sq ft building (existing square footage is 
10,272 sq ft), with a 5,780 sq. ft first floor and a 4,668 sq. ft second floor. The project calls for 
three main types· of programmc;:d ·spaces: (1) Apparatus bay and support, (2) Firefighter 
operations, and (3) Living quarters. The project also includes a replacement roof top generator 
and replacement of an existing fuel tank. The area sub-components are outlined below: 

• (1) Apparatus bay and support 

o · Apparatus bays 
o Turn.out storage area 
o Turn.out drying room 
o Specialty gear storage 
o Shop/worlcroom 

• (2) Firefighter operations . 
o Fire station lobby/front desk 
o Communication room 
o Public restroom 
o Library 
o Firefighter stUdy/report writing room 
o Communication alcove · 
o Janitor's closet 

• (3) Living Quarters 
o Officer's quarters 
o Firefighter bedrooms 
o Swing locker room 
o Individual firefighter restrooms with showers 
o Kitchen/dining room 
o Dining room 
o Pantry 
o Laundry room 

San Francisco Department of Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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constructing a second stqry addition at the east side, and the south end of the building, and 
conducting interior alterations and upgrades. Therefore, the proposed project would not have an 
adverse impact on the resource as the current structure no longer retains its original features and 
its otherwise individually ineligible. · 

CEQA Compliance/Recommendation 

Based on the above description, the SFDPW recommends EP determine the proposed Project 
categorically exempt under CEQA Guidelines Section 15302. The Planning Department provides 
that "replacement and reconstruction of industrial, institutional, and public structures and 
facilities within the limitations stated including construction undertaken to meet seismic safety 
standards" are exempt in the "List of Projects that are Generally Categorically Exempt from 
Review Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)". adopted by the Planning 
Commission August 17, 2000. 

If you have any questions, please contact Frank Filice, Manager of Regulatory Affairs at ( 415) 
558-4011. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

M~ 
Frank Filice, Manager of Regulatory Affairs 
SFDPW Infrastructure Design & Construction 

Cc: Gabriella Judd-Cirelli, SFDPW- BDC 

Attachment A- Station.#16 DPR 523A and B Forms (Page & Turnbull, February 2012). 

San Francisco Department of Public Works 
Making S~n Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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CEQA .categorical 
Determination· DOCK.El" cop·yi 

SAN ffiP..NClSCO 
Pl.ANNING. 

Property Information/Project Description DO NOT REMOVE 
DEPARTMENT f PAOJECTADDRESS- - - --·------------ -. ----- ·-·-... ..... ··;;;·-......... --.. -----·-;;;·'tl!o!~ijiijo;p~---===;;;;-..J 

-~~ ~-\--~_,& ~-----o-~d_5/ ol t 

0Addition/ Alteration (detailed below) 

PERMIT NO, 

·¢ Demolition (requires HRER if over 50 
years old) 

PLANS DATED 

WD EXEMPTION CLASS C.lc.S':> :{: Re?leile.".'.'\e.,tor R~coriS·trc,.J,'o') 
D Class 1: Existing Facilities ~'h\~.\.::3siruJ.'-'re?~~i;c.'.\:41~ w~ere_ .\-h i')e.<-J S~r~c.}Jrc_ ~~\\ b.:_ loc~L_j_ 

Interior and exterior alterations; additions under i0,000 sq.ft.; change of use if principally 0
1'\ ih~· £{1,_,e_-;,. ~~ 4';:, -1\\e.. s·ir~ ivrc 

permitted or with a CU. NOTE: "<:'..? ltilt.d_.j_ "'-'·' \ \ hc.t,J'e__ 

If neither class applies, Sub5~c.,..,tu\i( 
D Class 3: New Construction an Environmental the_ _!; .,,""' ..___ 

Up to three (3) single family residences; six (6) dwelling units in one building; Evnli!ation Application is D. I' pc:i;:,e., a> 
commercial/office structures under 10,000 sq.ft.; accessory structures; utility extensions. reqmred. r '-'\ ·l.r 

Co. PC\(.. j -

m CEQA IMPACTS (To be completed by Projec;t Planner) 

If ANY box is initialed below an Environmenta[ fa>a./ua.tia11 Applicatio11 is required. 

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking 
spaces or residential units? Does the project have the potential to adversely 
affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of 
nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, 
schools, colleges, universities, day care fac,ilities, hospitals, residential 
dwellings [subject to Article 38 of the Health Code], and senior-care 
facilities)? 

Hazardous Materials: Would the project involve 1) change of use 
(including tenant improvements) and/or 2) soil disturbance; on a site wi\h a 
former gas station,' auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or 
on a site with underground storage tanks? · 
Phase I Environmental SileAssessment required for CEQA clearance (E.P. initials r"ifuirod) 

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in the soil 
disturbance/modification gri:ater than two (2) feet below grade in an 
archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in non-archeolog(cal sensitive 
areas? 

Refer to: EP ArcMop > CEQA DtEx Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive Areas 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, 
colleges, unh1ersities, day care facflities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and 
senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation area? 

Refor to: EPArcMap > CE(]A Ca!Ex DeterminaUon Layers> Noise Jl.1itigation Area 

Subdivision/Lot-Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a 
subdivision or lot-line adjustment on a lot with a slope of 20% or more? 

Refer to: EP ;\rcMap > CEQA CatEx Dcterrn.inai:ion Layers >Topography 
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NOTE: 
Project Planner must 
initial box below before 
proceeding to Step 3. 

Project Can Prot:<eed 
With Categorical 
Exemption Review. 

The project does not 
trigger any of the CEQA 
Impacts and can proceed 
with categorical exemption 
review. 

. ,._: _. 



·:······· ·'-·"{ 

D 
~ Category B: Potential Historical Resource ( over 50 years of age ) ~ 

D Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age) w~.m 

mfJ PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST (Tobe completedbyProjectPlarmer) 

If m~dition applies, please initial. 

1. Change of Use and New Construction (tenant improvements not included). 

2. Interior alterations/inlerior tenant improvements. Note: Publicly-accessible 
spaces 0.e. lobby, auditorium, or sanctuary) require preservation planner 
review. 

NOTE: 
Project Planner musf 
check box below 
before. proceeding. 

r/; Project is not 
P listed: 

3. Regular maintenance and repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or 
aamage·10 the building.· - ·. . ........ · ... · · · · .... ···· .. _ · · · ··· · · · .... · ............. · · ·· j. ------:··=~"'lk1f$B· · ·-- ·· 

4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement 
Standards (does not includ storefront window alterations). 

5. Garage work, specifically, a new opening that meets the Guidelines tor 
Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or replacement of garage door in an 
~xisting opening. ' 

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences that are not visible from any 
immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

7. Mechanical equipment installation not visible from any immediately adjacent 
public right-of-way. 

8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public 
notification under Zoning Administrator.Bu/fetfn: Dormer Windows. 

9. Additions that'are not visible from any immr;:diately adjacent public right-of
way for i 50' in each direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level 
of the top story of the structure or is only a sing le· story in height; does not 
have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original building; 
and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

D 

D 

D 

Project does not. 
conform to the 
scopes of work: 

&&ma. 

Project involves 
4 or more work 
descriptions: 

&!!lli& 

Project involves 
less than 4 work 
descriptions: 

lil"lii"!-ii~D 

B!HD CEQA IMPACTS-ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW (TobecompletedbyPreservationPlarmer) 

If condition applies, please initial. 

1. Project involves a Known Historical Resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to Scope of Work Descriptions listed in Step 4. (Plea.<e initial scopes.of work in STEP 4 that apply.) 

2. Interior alterations to publicly-accessible spaces. 

SAW FRAHCISCO P1..tl.~NING DEPARTMEtfl FALL irm 
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Dernrmination for CEQA Categoricai Exemption 

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not 
"in-kin,d" but are is consistent with existing historic character. 

4. Fa<fade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or 
obscure character-defining features. 

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, 
or obscure character-defining features. 

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's 
historic condition, such as historic photographs, plans, 
physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are 
minimally visible from a public right of way and meets the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 

Specify; 

9. Reclassification of property status to Category C 

a Per Environmental Evaluation Evaluation, dated: 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

*Attach Historic Resource Evaluation Report 

"'Requirr:s initial by Senior Preservation Planner/ NesetVaOon CoorcJ;n.ator 

NOTE: 
lf ANY box is initialed in STEP 5, 
Preservation Planner MUST review 
& initial below. 

Further Environmental Review 
Ret;:1uired. 

Based on the information 
provided, the project requires 
an Environmental Evaluation 
Application to be submitted. 

Preservation Planner Initials 

Project Can Proceed With 
Categorical Exemption Review. 

The project has been reviewed 
by the Pre~ervation Planner and 
can proceed with categorical 
exemption review. 

AV 
Preservation Planner Initials 

fGM3 CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION (To be completed by Project Planner) 

A.-J" ~ Further Environmental Review Required. 

Proposed Project does not meet scopes of work in either: 

{check all that apply)' 

D Step 2 (CEQA Impacts) or 

D Step. 5 (Advanced Historical Review) 
11ust file Environmental 
Evaluation Applica.tion. 

4J [Szf No Further Environmental Review Required. Project is categorically exempt.under CEQA. 
I . 

Da / 

Print Name 

Once signed and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and 
Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. · 

~l.W FflANCISCO P1.~NNlliG OEP}ll'\TMSN'l f.AU 2011 S 

994 



EXHIBIT 2 

995 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 

Date 
Case No.: 
Project Address; 
Zoning: 

December 28, 2012 
2012.1443E 
2251 Greenwich Sb:eet (Station #16) 
P (Public) 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Block/Lot: 
Sta.ff Contact: 

40-XHeight and Bulle Disb:ict 
0515/031 
Allison Vanderslice, Preservation Planner 
( 415) 575 - 9075 

·Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

allison. vanderslice@sfgov.org 

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 

Buildings and Property Description 

The subject parcel is located on the south side of Greenwich Sb:eet between Steiner Street and Fillmore 
Sb:eet in the Marina Disb:ict. The property is San Francisco Fire Station #16 and is located within a P 
(Public) Zoning Disb:ict and a 40-X Height and Bulle Disb:ict. 

2251 Greenwich Sb:eet was consb:ucted in 1938 in the Spanish Eclectic I Mission Revival style as a fire 
station for the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD). In 1955-56 the building underwent a major 
renovation funded by the 1952 Firehouse Bond. The two-story, reinforced concrete fire station is now in 
the altered Modern style. The irregular plan building is topped with a gable roof toward the north 
(primary fa;;ade), a narrow flat-roofed addition at the east, a shed roof at the center, a flat-roofed deck 
toward the south, and flat-roofed, one story kitchen wing at the southwest comer. The .cladding is stucco 
and fenesb:ation is primarily multi-lite, fixed metal sash windows. The primary fa<;ade (north) contains 
two rectangular apparatus room openings with metal roll-up doors. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rati~g I Survey 

The subject property is not included on any historic resource surveys or listed on any local, state or 
national regisb:ies. The building is considered a "Category B" property (Properties Requiring Further 
Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning Department's California Enviroronental 
Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures due to its age (constructed in 1938). 

Neighborhood Context and Description 
The subject parcel is within a mixed-use district comprised primarily of mulit-family residences with some 
commercial buildings closer to Fillmore Street in the Cow Hollow neighborhood of the Marina District. The 
majority of buildings on the subject bloCk face were constructed in the early 2Qth century and are interspersed with 
some later development. The area does not appear to constitute a cohesive collection of styles or types. Prior to 
the construction of Station #16 in 1938, the lot was occupied by three commercial buildings fronting on Greenwich 
Street with residential in the rear fronting on Pixley Sb:eet. 2251 Greenwich Street was constructed in 1938 for 
Engine 20, which was relocated from 2666 Lombard Street, several blocks to the west of the subject parcel. 

wvvw.sfplanning.org 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Respon~e 
December 28, 2012 

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 

CASE NO. 2012.1443E 
2251 Greenwich Street 

Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or determined to be 
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources." 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. 

Individual 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: 
Criterion 2 - Persons: 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 

0Yes[2JNo 
0Yes[2JNo 
0Yes[2J:No 
0Yes [2JNo 

Historic District/Context 

Property is eligible. for inclusion in a California 
Register Historic District/Context under one or 

more of the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: 
Criterion 2 - Persons: 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 

D Yes!ZI No 
D Yes!ZI No 
o·Yes[8J No 

0Yes [8JNo 

Based on the information provided in the attached DPR form prepared by Pag~ & Turnbull for the subject 
property, dated February 15, 2012, and the information found in the Planning Department's records, 
Department staff finds that the subject building is not individually eligible for inclusion on the California 
Register and does.not contribute to the San Francisco 1952 Firehouse Bond Act Thematic Hi.stone District 
or any other eligible historic district. 

Constructed in 1938, Station #16 was built during the term of Chief Cllarles J. Brennan (1929-1943). Due .to 
the Great Depression, the early years of Brennan's term required deep cuts to.the fire department and a 
halt on all building programs and even standard maintenance until the ·formation of the Works Project 
Administration.1 The highlights of Brennan's tenure were not associated with any notable ~onstruction 
programs but with the restructuring of the SFFD. Specifically, Brennan increased the responsibility and 
importance of the Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety and established seven permanent 
inspectors.2 Few other changes occurred at the Department during the late 1930s prior to new 
responsibility associated with the 1939-1940 World Fair.3 For additional information on the history of the 
SFFD, see the attached DPR form prepared by Page & Turnbull. 

1 "Historical Review, Part II: The Paid Deparbnent." San Francisco Fire Department Museum, Accessed December 28, 
2012: http://guardiansofthecity.org/sffd/hlstory/paid_department.htrnl · 
2 "Charles J. Brennan, Orie£ Engineer, 1929-43." San Francisco Fire Department Museum, Accessed December 28, 2012: 
http://guardiansofthecity.org/sffd/hlstory/paid_department.html 
3 "Historical Review" San Francisco Fire Department Museum. 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
December 28, 2012 

San Francisco 1952 Firehouse Bond Act Thematic Historic District 

CASE NO. 2012.1443E 
2251 Greenwich Street 

A Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by Page & Turnbull in March 2010 for -676 Howard 
Street (Station #1) identified 14 firehouses as constituting a potential discontiguous thematic historic 
district that is significant under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3· (Architecture).4 The proposed 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 authorized by the 1952 Firehouse Bond Act that dates from 1952 to 1961. The firehouse 

inventory compiled by Page & Turnbull for; the proposed discontiguous district includes firehouses that 

wei:e built between 1953 and 1961 in the International Style and does not include existing stations that 

were altered or upgraded during that period. While the subject property underwent major alterations in 
1955-1956 as part of the construction campaign, the building is clearly a stripped down version of its 
earlier style and is not an example of the International Style. 2251 Gre"enwich Street does not contain the 
character-defining features of the district nor did it significantly contribute to the modernization of the 

SFFD and, therefore, it is not a contributing property to the San Francisco 1952 Firehouse Bond Act 
Thematic Historic District. 

Criterion 1: Property 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 States. 
Constructed in 1938, the subject property does nqt appear to be associated with any events significant in 

the history of the SFFD or San Francisco generally. While Station #16 was renovated iri the rnid-1950s as 
part of the 1952 FirehoU.Se Bon~ Act, this association is not ~ignificant in the broader · trend of the 

modernization of the SFFD. Therefore, Staff finds that the subject property is not associated with any 
historically significant events and is not eligible for incl'usion on the California Register individually or as 
a contributor to a potential historic district under Criterion 1. 

Criterion 2: Property is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or 
national past. 

Records do not indicate that any persons significant in the local, regional or national past are associated 
with the subject property. The station was coristructed during the tenure of Chief Brennan but does not 
appear to be associated with him directly or with the main achievements of his career. Therefore, the 
subject property is not eligible under Criterion 2. · 

Criterion 3: Property embodies the distinctive charac;teiistics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the wo:rk of a master, or possesses high artistic values. 
The property was constructed in 1938 as a firehous~ in the Spanish Eclectic style. The original architect 
and builder were not identified. The building underwent a major alteration in 1955-56 which included the 

following changes: the far;ade was reclad and stripped of all ornamentation; the apparatus room openings 
were converted from arched openings to rectangle openings; and all windows and doors were replaced. 
Due to these alterations, the building is no longer a good example of the Spanish Eclectic style. Although 
the building D?derwent a major alteration in t]:i.e 1950s, it is not a good example of the International Style 

or Modem-period architecture generally, particularly with the gable roof. Therefore, it is not a good 

4 Page & Turnbull, Historic Resources Evaluation for SFFD Station No. 1., 676 Howard Street, San Francisco, California, 
March 31, 2010. A copy of this report is on file with the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 and is 
available for public review as part of project file 2009.0291 R 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
December 28, 2012 

CASE NO. 2012.1443E 
2251 Greenwich Street 

example of a type, period, or method of constru.ction .. Nor does the building p9ssess high artistic values. 
Lastly, the building does not contribute to a grouping of similar buildings. As outlined above, the 

b1?lding does not contribute to the San Francisco 1952 Firehouse Bond Act Thematic Historic District nor 
does the surrounding block appear to _be a potential historic district. Therefore, the subject property does 
not appear to be eligible for listing on the California Register as an individual resource or as a contributor 

to a historic district under Criterion 3. 

Criterion 4: Property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Based upon a review of information in the .Departments records, the subject property is not significant 
under Criterion 4, which is typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject 
property is not likely significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criteria typically applies to rare 
construction types when involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a 
rare construction type. 

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 Resourci;s 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 . 

pr::.1 ;ad of· significance/'. ·Histv1 ;c--i:nteg;ity· enables u prOpert-y to illustrate ·sign.iftCUnt· aspects of~its·-past. All scue;t. 
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident. 

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: 

Location: 0Retains 0Lacks Setting: 0Retains 0Lacks 
AssociatiQn: 0Retains 0Lacks Feelini 0Retains 0Lacks 
Design: 0Retains 0Lacks Materials: 0Retains 0Lacks 
Workmanship: D Retains 0Lacks 

Since 2251 Greenwich Street was determined not to meet any of the criteria that would identify it as 
eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources, analysis of integrity was not conducted. 

Step C: Character Defining Features 
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character
deft.ning features of the building(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential 
features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a 

property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. 

Since 2251 Greenwich Street was determined not to meet any of. the criteria that would identify it as 
eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources, this analysis was not conducted. 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
December 28, 2012 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

D Historical Resource Present 

D Individually-eligible Resource 
D Contributor to an eligible Historic District 
D Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

kSJ No Historical Resource Present 

PART I: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Signature: __ ~ ___ /(._~---------------
Tina Tam, Senior Preseruation Planner 
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Historic Resource·Evaluation Response 
December 28, 2012 

IMAGE 

Source: Page & Turnbull, February 2012 
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State of California - The Resources Agency · 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

PRIMARY RECORD 

Primary# __________________ _ 
HRI# _________________ ~ 

Trinomial ___________ ~-----~'--
NRHP Status Code ____________ _ 

Other Listings ____________________________ _ 

Review Code 
Page _1_. of _JL 

P1. Other Identifier: 
*P2. Location: DNot for Publication IBJUnrestricted 

*b. USGS 7.5' Quad San Francisco North. Calif. 
*c. Address 2251 Greenwich Street 

Reviewer Date 
Resource name(s) or number(assigned by recorder) 2251 Greenwich Street 

*a. County San Francisco 
Date: 1995 

. City San Francisco Zip 94123 
*e. Other Locational Data: Assessor's Parcel Number Block: 0515 Lot 031 

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

2251 Greenwich Street occupies a 48' x 120' lot on the south side of Greenwich Street, between Steiner and Fillmore Streets. Built 
in 1938, the tWo-story, reinforced concrete fire station is designed in an altered Modern style. The irregular-plan building is clad in 
smooth stucco. It is capped by a gable roof toward the north, a narrow flat-roofed addition at the east, a shed roof at the center, a 
flat-roofed deck toward the south, and a.flat-roofed kitchen .wing at the.southwest corner. The primary fa9ade faces north. It 
features a four-light steel-sash hopper window behind a metal grille at the first story, as well as two apparatus room (garage) 
openings with roll-up metal doors. One four-light steel-sash hopper window and two three-part multi-light steel-sash awning 
windows are located at the second story. The fa9ade. terminates in a metal vent in the gable end and a simple cornice and concrete 
parapet. The primary entrance is located in a recessed bay to the west, and is accessed through a metal gate within a scored 
stucco concrete wall. A brick walkway leads to a shed-roofed entrance portico, which features original decorative wood posts, a 
carved arched opening, and brackets. The entrance contains a partially glazed metal replacement door. 
(Continued) 

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (list attributes and codes) HP14. Government Building 

*P4. Resources Present: l&IBuilding DStructure DObject DSite DDistrict DElement of District DOther 

P5a. Photo P5b. Photo: (view and date) 
View from north (13 February 2012) 

*P6. Date Constructed!Age and 
Sources: IBJhistoric 
1938 (SFFD Museum) 

*P7. Owner and Address: 
San Francisco City Prope~ 
25 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

*P8. Recorded by: 
Page & Turnbulf, Inc. 
1000 Sansome Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

*P9. Date Recorded: 
2115/2012 

*P10. Survey Type: 
Intensive 

*P11. Report Citation: (Cite survey 
report and other sources, or enter •none") 
None 

*Attachments: ONone Dlocation Map DSketch Map raJContinuation.Sheet IBJBuilding, Structure, and Object Record 
DArchaeological Record DDistrict Record DLinear Feature Record DMilling Station Record ORock Art Record 
DArtifact Record DPhotograph Record D Other (list) 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required infoffi"\atlon 
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State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

CONTINUATION SHEET 

Primary# ___________________ _ 

HRl#_~~~~~-~----~------
Trinomial 

Page _L of _lL Resource Name or# (Assigned by recorder) 2251 Greenwich Street 
*Recorded by Page & Turnbull, Inc. *Date February 2012 I&l Continuation D Update 

P3a. Description (continued) 
The east fa~de abuts the adjacent building and, where exposed, is clad in stucco and horizontal wood siding. The west fayade 
abuts the adjacent building toward the south, and the fayade facing the entrance walkway features multi-light steel-sash awning 
windows and terminates in original wood eaves with carved wood brackets. The first story of the rear (south) fayade contains two 
partially glazed metal doors with glazed transoms, a four-light steel-sash window, and paired wood doors with metal strap hinges. 
The second story features four six-light steel-sash awning windows. A concrete hose tower is located at the east end of the fayade 
and features decorative concrete vents toward the top. It is capped by a hip roof and is accessetl via the rooftop deck at the back 
of the building. A one-story, flat roofed kitchen wing projects from the west end of the rear fa~de, and features six-light steel-sash 
awning windows on the east fa~de. The backyard is paved with concrete and contains a gef)erator and a basketb?ll court. 

Though the interior has been largely modified, it does contain an original wood staircase with turned balusters and some original 
paneled wood doors. · 

This building appears to be in good condition: 

DPR523L 

West end of primary (north) fa1tade, entrance walkway and portico, looking south. 
(Source: Page & Turnbull, February 2012) 
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. State of California__:.._ The R!lsources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

. Primary# __________________ _ 
· :HRI # _________________ _ 

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial 

Page __L of _JL Resource Name or# (Assigned by recorder) 2251 Greenwich Street 
*Recorded by Page & Turnbull, Inc. *Date February 2012 IEl Continuation D Update 

DPR523L 

Rear (south) fai<ade, partial view looking northeast 
(Source: Page & Turnbull, February 2012) 

Rear (south) fa1<ade, partial view looking northwest toward kitchen wing. 
(Source: Page & Turnbull, February 2012) 
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State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Prima~#-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
HRI#~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial 

Page ___£ of ~ Resource Name or# (Assigned by recorder) 2251 Greenwich Street 
*Recorded by Page & Turnbull, Inc. *Date Februa~ 2012 00 Continuation D Update 

DPR523L 

. ... · . . . ~ 
,::; .... 

- ~-- __ :--:::: -----=-=-·=:-.-=--:::::-=-- .. _-·""·~·--- -
- - ·-. .. ..··:::.· ~· ·- . :.-_~:·--~. •, .... :~ ,:__, .. - . - ' .. . • .. -·- ~= ~ 

Rear (south) fa~ade, view from Pi;x:ley Street showing fire hose tower to the east 
(Source: Page & Turnbull, February 2012) 

Hos~ tower from rooftop deck, looking east 
{Source: Page & Turnbull, February 2012) 
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State of California- The Resources Agency Primary# _________________ _ 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRl#---------------~-
BLJflDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page _5_ of_9_ *NRHP Status Code-,---~6Z~-------

*Resource Name or# 2251 Greenwich Street 

81. Historic name: San Francisco Fire Department Engine No. 20 
B2. Common name: San Francisco Fire Department Station 16 
83. Original Use: Fire station B4. Present use: Fire Station 

*BS. Architectural Style: altered Modern 
*BS. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations) 

Constructed in 1938 in a Spanish Eclectic style 
Conversion of apparatus room arched openings to rectangular openings; re-cladding of primary fayade; removal of 
buttresses, cornice, and clay tile roof; replacement of all windows; replacement of doors; construction of second-story 
additions on east side and south end (1955-1956; no permits on file) 
Removal of all existing roofing and installation of new built-up roofing system and waterproofing at roof edges (June 
1994, Permit#746387) 
General interior remodeling of dormitory and toilet/locker rooms; mechanical and electrical system upgrade; women's 
facilities; and ADA-accessibility on first floor (December 1994, Permit #767920) 
._New overhead apparatus room doors (Drawing elevation, 1994) 

*B7. Moved? OONo DYes OUnknown Date: ____ _ Original Location: _____________ _ 
*BS. Related Features:· None. 

B9a. Architect Unknown b. Builder: Unknown 
*810. Significance: Theme Infrastructure and Government Area Cow Hollow 

Services Development 
Period \)f Significance N/A Property Type Fire Station Applicable Criteria N/A 

(Discuss irnportarice in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period; and geographic scope. Also address integrity) 

2251 Greenwich Street was constructed in 1938 as a fire station for the City of San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD). It is a 
single engine station. The original architect and builder are unknown. The fire station is located in the Cow Hollow neighborhood, a 
mixed-use district of commercial buildings and residences originally developed during the nineteenth century. 

The Paid· Fire Department of the City and Coun1y of San Francisco went into active operation on 3 December 1866, before which it 
was operated entirely on a volunteer basis. The Fire Departmenfs third Chief Engineer, David Scannell, assumed the office in 
1871 and held the.position until his death in 1893. He recommended limiting frame buildings to sixty feet in height and installing fire 
escapes and standpipes on tall buildings. San Francisco was expanding rapidly, and Chief Scannell took every precaution to keep 
abreast of its needs. By the late 1870s, membership had grown to 276 regulars plus 201 on-call volunteers.1 (continued) 

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

*812. References: 
·see continuation sheet, pg. 6 

813. Remarks: 

*814. Evaluator: Christina Dikas;Page & Turnbull 

*Date of Evaluation: February 15, 2012 

(This space reserved for official comments.) 

DPR 5238 (1/95) *Required information 

1 "Historical Review, Part II: The Paid Department," San Francisco Fire Department Museum, web site accessed on 24 March 2011 from: 
http:/!www.guardiansofthecity.org/sffd/history/paid _ departmenlhtml. 
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State of California -The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

CONTINUATION SHEET 

Primary# ___________________ _ 
HRI # __________________ _ 

Trinomial 

Page _§__ of .31_ Resource Name or# (Assigned by recorder) 2251 Greenwich Street 
*Date· -February 2012 !&! Continuation D Update *Recorded by Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

810. Significance (continued) 

Under the regime of Scannell's successor, Dennis Sullivan (1893-1906), the Fire Department grew to include 36 engine 
companies, eight truck companies, seven chemical companies, one water tower, and two mor:iitor batteries by 1900. A modem fire 
.alarm system had been installed throughout San Francisco. Water mains with more than 4,000 hydrants displaced the old fi~e 
cisterns. On the morning of 18 April 1906, a terrible earthquake shook San Francisco, and within a few hours, 52 fires had started. 
By the time the flames were extinguished three days later, 4. 7 square miles of burned area remained, including the entire · 
downtown. 28,000 buildings were destroyed-including 20 fire stations-and many of the Fire DeRartmenfs vehicles and more 
than half of all hose were lost Chief Sullivan died from injuries he sustained from the earthquake. · 

Under Chief Patrick Shaughnessy (1906-1910) and authorized by a bond issue of $5,200,000, the city's Auxiliary Water Supply 
System was constructed. The system was comprised of the Twin Peaks Reservoir, two intermediate water tanks, 889 hydrants, 
two fireboats, and a system of underground reinforced concrete cisterns. The entire installation was completed in 1913, and 
formally accepted by the Fire Department in January 1914. The system remains in use today, providing an emergency supply in 
the event of any failure of the regular water distribution system.3 

· · 

Prior to the construction of the current fire station at 2251 Greenwich Street, the site was occupied by three commercial buildings 
that faced Greenwich Street. The easternmost building was one story in height and contained an office. The center building was a 
two-story store with an attached dwelling at the rear. The westernmost commercial space was a of]e-story store. The back of the 
lot, facing Pixley, contained a two-story residential flats building. 

The current fire station at 2251 Greenwich Stre·et was constructed iii 1938 for-Engine 20, which relocated to ifa" new quarters from 
2666 Lombard Street The station featured a steel frame and had one-story sections at the east side and at the rear {where the 
two-story flat-roofed section exists today). The original building permit and plans were not found at the Department"of Building 
Inspection. -

Renovations were performed in 1955-56 with funds from a 1952 bond act that provided $4.75 million for the construction and 
rehabilitation of fire stations throughout the city. The bond act was the San Francisco Fire Department's largest building program 
since the reconstruction after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. The proposition was the result of two separate surveys by competent 
structural engineers, H.M. Engle of the Pacific Fire Rating Bureau and Harry Vensano, former Director of Public Works oR San 
Francisco. San Francisco's fire station system had developf'>d over the previous eighty or so years, and the locations and facilities 
were based upon outdated conditions. For example, 12 fire stations were over 50 years old in 1952, and 28 were built to 
accommodate horse-drawn equipment 4 The bond act sought to update the older locations, build structures to provide better fire 
protection for the city, and provide improved living and working conditions for firefighters.

5 
The Vensano Report (1951) noted that 

most of the fire stations were constructed by an architect, without the assistance of a structural engineer. As Fire Chief Edward p_ 
Walsh said, "The result is that not only would an earthquake or atomic attack knock out most of our present firehouses, but the loss 
of personnel and equipment would be immeasurable at a time when people rely upon the Fire Department" 6 

The Firehouse Bonds proposition (Proposition H) was inCluded in San Francisco's November 1952 election, and sought bonded 
indebtedness for the "acquisition, construction, completion, and reconstruction of firehouses within the City and County, together 
with their appurtenances."7 The proposition broke down the bond amount into the following allocations: $28.5,000 for land 
purchase, $50,000 for engineering surveys, $3,950,000 for the construction of new fire stations, $365,000 for reconstruction, and 
$100,000 for contingencies.8 Following passage of the bond ac~ Fire Chief Walsh stated tbat he hoped for a three-year program to 

·complete construction and rebuilding of fire stations.9 It appears that ultimately, at least 17 new stations were constructed 
and 1 f others were reconditioned. Engine 20 was temporarily relocated to quarters at the Palace of Fine Arts while Station 16 was 
renovated: · 

2 Ibid. 
3lli~ ' 
4 "City and County Propositions together with Arguments and Statements of Controller Relating to Costs to be voted on at General Presidential and 
Special Municipal Election to be held November 4, 1952: Proposition H: Firehouse Bonds, 1952," San Francisco Public Library, 23. Website 
accessed on 2 July 2009 from: http://sfpl4.sfpLorg/pdffiles/November4_ 1952.pdf. 
5 San Francisco Planning Department, 11. 
6 Paine Knickerbocker, "Proposition H: Chief Walsh Tells the City's Need for New Firehouses," San Francisco Chronicle (6 October 1952) 2 .. 
7 "City and County Propositions together with Arguments and Statements of Controller; 21. 
8 "City and County Propositions together with Arguments and Statements of Controller," 24. 
9 'Three-Year Firehouse Plan Urged," San Francisco Chronicle (3 December 1952} 4. 
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810. Significance (continued) 

Integrity 
2251 Greenwich Street has been greatly altered, though it continues to be used as a San Francisco fire station. Alterations include 
altering the shape of the apparatus room door openings', remodeling the primary fai;:ade to a mo.dern style, cpnstructing second 
story additions at the east side and the south end of the building, and conducting interior alterations and upgrades. Therefore, it 
retains integrity of location, setting, and association. It does not retain integrity of design, materials, workmanship or feeling. 
Overall, the property does not retain integrity. 

Historic Significance . 
2251 Greenwich Street does not appear tp be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history such that it would be eligible for local designation under National Register Criterion A (California Register 
Criterion 1). Its original construction is not associated with any major fire station construction program in San Francisco, nor did it 
play a pivotal role in the .growth of the Cow Hollow neighborhood: Its 1950s renovations were funded by an important 1952 Bond 
Act, but it does not appear individually eligible for this association. 

2251 Greenwich Street does not appear to be associated with any persons significant to the history of the State of California or the 
City of San Francisco such that it would be eligible under National Register Criterion B (California Register Criterion 2). None of the 
people directly associated with the building appear to be significant to local, state, or national history. 

2251 Greenwich Street does not appear eligible under National Register Criterion C (California Register Criterion 3) because it 
does not feature high artistic value, and it does hot embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, method, or period of 
construction. The original architect is unknown. Furthermore, the fire station has been greatly altered and does not retain integrity. 

This property was not assessed for its potential to yield information important in prehistory or h}story, per National Register 
Criterion D (California Register Criterion 4). 

Based on the above assessment, 2251 Greenwich Street is designated with a CHRSC code of 6Z, which means it has been 
"Found ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey evaluation." 

2251 Greenwich Street, 1938. 
(Source: San Francisco Fire Department Museum) 
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2251 Greenwich Street, ca.1938 (photograph mislabeled as Station 40, 215518llt Avenue). 
(Source: San Francisco Historic Photograph Collection, AAD-8170) 

rlJI I 

Fire engine in front of Station 16 (old Engine 20), 14 April 1941. 
(Source: San Francisco Public Library, AAE-1168) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Millennium Co:nsuli:ing Associates (MILLENNIUM) was requested by City and County of San 

Francisco,· Office of the Deputy Director .for Design. & Construction Department of Public 

\YI orks, Project Controls and Services, Site Assessment and Remediation Section to perform a 

demolition survey for 2551 Greenwich· Street, San Francisco, CA. The purpose of the 

demolition survey was to determine and i:eport the presence of hazardous .materials such as 

Asbestos Containing. Materials (AC:M), Lead-Based. Paint· (LBP), Lead-Containing ~aint (LCP) 

and other regulated rn;i.terials tha,t may b~ affected during the demolition project for the facility. 

MillenniuriJ. performed the surveys on Jilly 31, 2012 ~d August 2, 2012. Wes Chase, CAC #: 12-

4$46, CDPH-I/A #: 21068 and Tyler Belair, CSST #; 11--4144, CDPH-P/M #: 22727 

conducted walktliroughs to identify and coll!'!Ct information regarding all hazardous .tnaterials 

included in the scope of work. Millen.ni:um used the infonnation to create a sampling sttategy 

that would represent all suspect tnatetials located in the subject facility areas. For the asbestos 

survey, the Millennium Team collected ninety-five (9!5) bulk samples throughout the subject 

areas of the facility, which wer<: held and sent to a certified laboratory under chain of custody. 

For the lead survey, The Millenniutn Team used a certified X-ray Fluorescence Analyzer (XRF) 

to identify lead concentrations on painted surfaces thtougho:ut the subject areas of the facility. 

Of the nin.ety-:five (95) suspect asbestos bulk s~les collected throughout the Fire Station 16 

building, nine (9) samples contain types of asbestos fibers at ·concenttatlons ranging frotn less than 

1to10%, as summarized belqw: 

According to the analytical resu~~' the following materials were identified as Asbestos 

Containing Material (ACM): 

1. 16" Gray Transite pipe in the basement mechanical contained 3-5% Chrysotile asbestos 

and 5-10% Crocidolite asbestos; 

2. 6" White pipe insulation with cotton canvas wrap in the basement mechanical contained 

5-10% Chrysotile asbestos and 5-10% Amosite asbestos; 

3. Gray exterior window putty on the 1 '1 floor kitchen window. and the znd level west side 

ranged in concentration from greater than. 1-3% Chrysotile asbestos; 

August2012 -ii- 3072.2083 
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4. Tan exterior wmdow putty on the znd level east side ranged in concentration from gteater 

than 1-3% Chtysotile asbestos; and 

5. Off-white exterior window putty on the roof patio at the stairs tanged in concentration 

from gteater than 1-3% Chrysotile ;i.sbeitos. 

For additional details, refer to Result Summary Table 1 and Bulk Sample Location l'Y!aps ID.eluded in 

this report. Note: No Asbestos Contaibing Construction :M:aterials (ACC11), materials containing$. 

1 % asbestos, was found during our survey. 

According to the results of the XRF Survey, the following is ~ list of components that 

contained concenttatio:ns that resulted in readings. above the federal stan~~u:d for lead 

based paint {greater than or equal to 1.0 rng/ cm2
): 

XRF Readings 

1. White, red, gxeen and yellow paint on the plaster walls and ceilings in the Office, TV 

Room, Laundry Room, Restroom, Hall/Stairwell, Pantry (below the stairs), Dormitory, 

Men's Toilet Room and· the Stairw:ell to the Roof contained lead in concentraJ:ions 

ranging ·from 53-18.4 mg/ cm2• 

2. ·Black paint on the wood ~ and baseboard in the TV Room c;onta:ined lead in 

c~ncenttations ranging from 4.2-12.0 mg/cm2
• 

3. White, maroon, green and beige paillt on the door and door. components in the 

Shower/Boiler room, Hose Towet, Gftn, Kitchen, Hall/Staitwe~ Exterior, Men's Toilet 

and the Roof contained lead in concentrations rangmg :ftom·0.8~9.6 tng/ cm2
• 

4. Brown VSF stair tread (bottom layer) in. the hall/ stair well contained lead m 

concentrations of 5.0 mg/ cm'.?. 

· 5. Red paint·on the exterior concrete walls contained lead in concentrations ranging from 

1.0-2.4 tng/crn2. 
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6. Gr'.ly paint on the.exterior wood walls contained lead in concentrations of 9.5 rug/ cm2
• 

7. Gray paint on the exterior metal wall trim contained lead in concentrations of 1.7 

mg/cm2
• 

8. White paint on the exterior courtyard wood fence, gat!! and fence framing contained lead 

in concerittations ranging from 1.1-3.5 mg/ ctn2
• 

9. White paint on the BBQ shed tnetal doors in the exterior courtyard contained lead in 

concentrations of 1.4 mg/ cm2
• 

10. Beige and black paint on the BBQ shed metal walls~ ceiling, door frame and door casing 

·in the exterior courtyard contained lead in .concentrations :tanging from 1.2-3.5 mg/ ctn2 • 

11. Black paint on the structural metal I-beam contained lead in concentrations of 4.3 

mg/cm2
• 

12. Onu;ige paint on the metal tank in the boiler/mechanical room contained lead in 

concentrations of 2.6 mg/ cm.2• 

13. Red paint on the metal components and the white ·paint on the wood components on 

the exterior flag pole contained lead in concentrations ranging from 11.8- 14.3 mg/ cmz. 

14. Green ceramic wall rile, white porcelain sinks, white porcelain urinals and the white 

metal window casing in the. J'vfon's Toilet room contained lead in concentrations ranging 

from 4.4-25.9 mg/ctn2
• 

15. White paint on the metal handrail in the stairwell leading to the roof contained lead in 

concentrations of 2.0 tng/ cm2• 

16. Beige metal wall and the beige metal eave at the roof/patio entrance contained lead in 

concentrations ranging from 2.5- 2.8 mg/ cm2• 
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17. Gtay metal roof jack contained lead in concentrations of 58.1 mg/ ctn.2 • 

Note: Please tefet to Table 2 fot the results of the XRF survey which lists the 

components- that contained concentrations that resulted in readings at tb.e fedetal 

standard for lead containing paint of less tban 10 mg/ cal. 

Accordittg to the visual assessment, comments on other regulated m;iterials were noted: 

1. Appto:ximately two hundred eighty-eight (288) fluorescent light tubes. we.re noted 011 

both floor levels. The light fixtures· appeared to be mercury-containing lighting tubes; 

2. Approximately one hundred fifty (150). light ballasts. were noted on both floor lev:els; 

3. Approximately eight (8) exit signs were noted on both floor levels; 

4. No .tnetcury-containing thermostats were noted at the titne of the investigation; 

5. No obvious signs of fungal gtowth was noted at the t:itne of the investigation; 

6, So:tne treated wood was noted in the floor/ceifu}g framing in the Hose Tower (lower 

level) and in the exterior courtyard area above the emergency diesel generator; and 

7. The site appeared to have an underground storage tank located in and/ or adjacent to the 

Apparatus Room. Also, ·an emergency diesel generator was noted in the rear exterior 

courtyard area, 

Note: Only a representative number of light tubes, light ballasts and exit s:igns were 

visually assessed for universal wastes. Therefore~ the contractor may need to fi.eld~vetify 

and check all light tubes., ballasts and other utli.versal wastes pcio:r to the planned 

demolition. activities. 

Areas , not tested ot inaccessible at the time of the survey which may need further 

evaluation: 

1. Thei:e were no inaccessible areas at the ti.me of the sutvey. 

Prior to demolition, all defined regulated materials tnust be handled and disposed (or recycled) 

by trained, licensed contractors. 
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This sununary is hot to be read as a standalone docum~nt. The report shall be read in its 

entirety, The reader must review the .detailed infottnation provided in the accompanying text 

Any interpretation, use an~ conclusion resulting frotn the data contained in this report are the 

responsibility of the reader. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

11illeru:rium Consulting Associates (MIILENNIUM) was reqµested to perform a hazardous 

:materials survey for Asbestos Containing Material (AC:M), Lead-Based Paint (LBP) and other 

regulated materials at 2551 Greenwich Street, San Francisco~ CA 94123 (SUBJECT PROPERTY 

or SITE). 'Ihe purpose of the hazardous materials survey was to determine the presence of 

ACM, LBP and othet regulated materials at the subject property prior to the scheduled 

demolition. Based on JYfillennium's understanding· of the client's needs, the following scope of 

services was conducted.: 

1. Performed ACM survey of the subject property in accordance with: the listed criteria in 

California Occupational Safety and Health A~sttation (Cal OSHA) standard 8 

California Code of Regulations (CCR) 1529, OSHA standard 29 Code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR) 19.26.1101 and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standard 40 

CPR Part 61.145 (a) • .including the analysis of bulk samples via polarized light 

microscopy (PLM) methodology; 

2. Performed lead survey to assess for painted surfaces that tnay require removal prior to or 

specific work practices during renovation activities. Paint chip samples are limited to 

collection from surfaces observed with deteriorated conditions only (i.e., peeling, 

blistering, flaking, etc.); 

3. Other hazardous waste streams which were surveyed/investigated for include: mercury

contain.ing light tubes and thermostats, PCB-containing light ballasts, treated wood 

wastes; tritlum~conminlng exit signs and mold; and 

4. Provided a written report detailing the hazardous materials information including 

description of the samples and sample locations, analytical results in tabular form, a site 

sketch depicting sample locations, quantity and condition of surfaces identified and 

intetpremtion of results. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND 

2.1 Site Description 

The subject property consists of Fire Station No. 1.6 at 2551 Greenwich Street, San Francisco, 

CA. The fire station is a two-story concrete and wood structure constructed on a concrete 

foundation. The building's foot-print at ground level is approximately 5,760 ft:2 and includes the 

Apparatus room (w/ a gym area), Office, TV room, Laundry room, Toilet, 

Shower/Boiler/Mechanical rootn, Storage Hose Tower, ·Communications room, Kitchen, Phone 

booth/Storage area and an Entry hall/Stairwell with a Pantry.· 

The second level pf the building (approximately 4,512 ft2) is accessed by a west-stait\vay. The 

2nd level hallway ieads to the following functional rooms: Dormitory, Men>s Toilet area, Men's 

Locket room, Wome:O:'s Toilet/Locker room, Storage room, Officer's toom (SW), Officer's 

:too.In (SE) and the Officer's Toilet. 

The building's e:i1:tetfor siding along Greenwich Street :includes red lead-based paint on concrete 

and black painted ceramic tiles with two metal rollup doors. Deteriorated beige paint on 

stucco/plaster walls is present on the west and south ex.teriQr sidings of the build:ing. Gray lead

based paint on wood siding is present on the east side of the property. A white lead-based paint 

fence located in the south court yard 1s present. Old metal window casings with window putty 

ate found on the exter:i,or of the site.. Grayish/ tan/ off-white Asb!O!Stos-corttaining (Aq window 

putty (Chrysotile 1-3:%) is touhd on the exterior of sit~ 

Ground level (Apparatus floor) 

The ground level of the building i~ constructed 0n a concrete slab-on-grade. The floor of the 

Apparatus room is covered with a layer of b.town painted concrete. Catpeti.Qg is present in the 

Gym area of the Apparatus Room. Maroon vinyl sheet flooring is present in the 

Communications Room and Stairwell The Kitchen is comprised of black vinyl sheet flooring. 

The remaining rooms, :including the Boiler Room, Laundry Room and other ~urrounding storage 

rooms have exposed concrete fl.oorfug. The interior walls and ceilings. on t\le g:tmilld level are a 

mix of concrete, plaster and drywall construction. 
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The Mechanical/Boiler Room contains pipes with Ther.tnal System Insulation (TSI). A 16"-0D 

gray pipe contains cementitious asbestos materiai (5-15% Chrysotile and 5-10% Croddolite). A 

6" -OD pipe with white insulation and cotton canvas contiiins asbestos material (5-15% 

Chtysotile and 5-10% Amosite). No other obvious TSI pipe tUilsor elbows are found within the 

property. 

Second level 

The second floor (~5,400 ft2) consists of corridors (-.-S'-6 ft wide) that lead to a Dortnitory, 

Men's Toilet, Men's Locker room, Women's Locker Room/To.ilet, two Officers' Rooms, an 

Officer's Toilet and a Storage Room. 

The flooring material found throughout iµost of the second floor is maroon vinyl sheet covering 

and brown vinyl base. coves (4" high). The Men's Locket room. and the Women's Locker 

room/Toilet have gray concrete :finished flooring. The Men's Toilet room is comprised of green 

ceramic tiles and gray concrete finished flooring. The. interior walls and ceilings on the ground 

level are a mix of concrete, plaster and drywall consttuctlon. lnteripr walls of tb.e showers and 

restrooms are comprised. of 4" ceramic tile and painted plaster. 

The lJpp~ Roof (approxnnately.1,344 ft2) ~ accessed by. a.west-staitway. The Upper Roof is. 

surrounded by approximately 2 - 3 ft high parapet stucco/ concrete wall? and metal flashing, A 

fence is present along the south parapet wall. The Upper Roof of the building is constructed of 

one layer of flat roofing felt with tar and small gravel .. Roofing penetration with tat is found 

around most of the riser pipes and roofing vents. A !fose Tower (~45 ft high) is locate~ on the 

southeast-end of the upper roof, as part of the original .construction contains a yellow /beige 

surface coat with tan sealant (Chrysotile 5-10 %). To the north is a pitched to0f with asphalt 

shingles (approximately 3,072 ft:2). Along the southwest-side of the building 1s the Lower Roof 

(approximately 468 ft2), which serves as the roof of the ground level Kitchen. 
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2.2 Scope ofWotk 

Millennium conducted the demolition hazardous materials assessment for 2551 Greenwich 

Street, San Francisco, CA 94123. The purpose of the demolition survey was to detertnine and 

report the presence of hazardous :tllil.teri~ls including ACM, LBP, LCP and other regulated 

materials that may be affected during the demolition project for the facility. 

2.3 Records Review 

Millennium was-not provided previous dam or hazardous materials surveys for the subject site. 
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3.0 WoRKDESCRIPTION: SURVEYS AND FINDINGS 

3.1 Asbestos Site Inspection/ Assessme:nt 

A prefuninaty walk-through of the subject property buildings was performed to familiarize the 

inspector with the sttuctures and to identify suspect ACM. The subject site is a fire station 

building. Most observed interior finishes were in good condition, although some were in poor or 

damaged condition (i.e., some of the interior and exterior walls and door and window 

components}. The following interior finisP,es were included in the sampling plan: 

• Drywall systems containing gypsum drywall and joint compound; 

• Resilient Floor Systems (RFS) containing floor tiles, Vinyl Sheet Floodng (VSF) and 

associated mastics; 

• Carpet adhesives; 

• Pipe insulation; 

• HV AC duct adhesives/tapes; 

• Covebase and/ or kickboards with associated mastics; 

• Ceramic tiles and associates grouts; 

• Vapor barriers; 

• Transite pipes; 

• Window putties and caulking; 

• Stucco walls; 

• RoQfing systems and associated mastics and paints; 

• Tat around skylights; and 

• Plaster walls. 
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3.1.1 Asbestos Bulk Samplirig Collection and Analysis 

During the walk-through, the interior of the building and the main roOf was assessed for suspect 

asbestos-containing surfacing materials, suspect asbestos-containing miscellaneous friable 

materials,. suspect asbestos-containing Category I non-~le materials, and suspect asbestos

contafuing Category II non~friable tnatCrials. Friable materials are defined a~ materials. that when 

dry, can be c.t:Uttlbled or reduced to a powder by hand pressure. Category I non-friable materials 

are defined as packing, gaskets, asphalti.c roofing materials, and resilient flooring materials and 

associated masti.cs in which the asbestos fibers are bound within a resinous matrix;. Category II 

non-friable :materials are defined as. other non-friable materials (e.g., transite.) in which the asbe5tos 

fibers are bound wi~ a cement-like matrix. 

Sampling of suspect ACM was cond_ucted on identified suspect materials regardless of their 

conditi.on Q.e., friability) at the titne of the. survey. The assessment and sampling of suspect non

friable rnatenals were included in the scope of work ~use their conditi.on could change during 

renovation and/ or demolition activities. Their change in condition could result in their 

·reclassification from non-fi:iable ACM tO regulated ACM (RA.CM) that are subject to the EPA 

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) asbestos standard (40 CFR 

Part 61, Subpart M). Dl.lring the walk-through, homogeneous sample groups were identified in the 

building. Based on the identified sampling groups, a bulk-sampling plan for suspect. ACM was 

developed. 

Bu1k sampling was conducted in l\CCordance :with procedures outlined in the Asbestos Hazard 

Emergency Response Act (40 CPR 763.86, Samp~g). The procedure requires the inspector to 

select random sampling locations from homogeneous materials suspected to contain asbestos. 

Ninety-five (95) suspeq: ACM bulk samples were collected and.shlpp.ed under chain-of-custody 

·procedures to AnalyticalLabs San Fmncisco (ALSF) located in Sari Francisco, California. ALS.F is 

recognized under the National Laboratory Accreditation Program fo:t satisfactory compliance with 

criteria established in Title 15, Part 7 code of Federal Regulati.o~ and acctedited for b:ulk 1;tsbestos 

fiber- analysis (NVLAJ? lab code: 101909-0). While the EPA Method of Asbestos in Bulk 

Insulation Samples is defined in 40 CFR 763, Appendix E to Subpart E (EPA Method 600/M4-

82-020), the A.CM bulk samples· were analyzed for asbestos content using the .EPA Method 
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600/R-93/116, 1993. 1his method is refett~d to as the «Improved Method" and is recommended 

·by EPA as a preferred substitute to the Interim Method EPA 600/M4-82-020, 1982. 

The EPA regulations define ACM as any matet:ial with a:ti asbestos content greater than one 

percent(> 1%). EPA regulations regarding the proper handling of ACMs must be followed for 

materials containing greater than one percent asbestos .. If based on the results of the initial 

sampling, NESHAP Point Count reanalysis is necessary fo.t positive asbestos results of less than 

10%. This quantification can be necessary to establish the most c0st effective abatement practices 

required for some materials, particularly drywall systems. Lab analytii::al data for some materials 

collected resulted in amounts of Cbtysotile asbestos greater than 1 %. For this survey, these 

. materials were not analyzed by the pohit counting tnethqd. Additional funding may be required to 

conduct any additional analyses. 

3.1.2 Asbestos. Regulatory Ovei:view 

Construction materials containing aibestos greater than 1 percent are defined as an Asbestos 

Containlng Material (AClvI) and are regulated under both. fedetal and state r~tlons. Constructing 

materials containing asbestos greater tha,n 0.1 % are defined as an Asbestos Containing Construction 

Material (ACCM}and are regulated by the State of California. Cal/OSHA regulates the removal of 

both ACM and ACCM. 

Please refer to Title 8§1529-Asbestos for the regulatory requirements associated with working with 

both ACM a,nd ACCM. Additionally, refer to §1529(t)-Repott of Use and Asbes@N'diated Work 

R.cgistration for the tegistration requirement of contractors involved in asbestos-related work 

involving over 100 square feet of ACCM/ ACM. In. instances where a tnaterial contains asbestos in 

concentrations below the ACCM regulatoty. thteshold, the employer is requited to comply with 

Cal/ OSHA 5194-Hazard CiJmmunicatilm in addition to pertinent sections of §1529-Asbestos. 

In California, ACMs that are friable or will become friable during abatement are classified as a 

California-Hazardous Waste, and require special handling, packaging and disposal. 
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3.1.3 . ACM Survey Results 

A complete b.teakdown of the m;iterials s-a.tnpled, location, positive results, the EPA NESl-IAP 

Categories ·and analyticaI results are provided in Table 1. 

The ACM sample locations are illustrated in Table 1; the analytical laqoratory report is provided 

in Appendix A. 

3~2 Lead Paint Site Inspection/ Assessment 

Millenniums conducted the lead survey on july 31, 2012 and on August 2, 2012 to assess for 

paint that would require removal prior to demolition activities and to identify painted surfaces 

which may contain lead and, therefore, specific wotJ; p.tactices during demolition activities. The 

sampling was not a comprehensive survey and, as such, was not intended to be compliant with 

U.S. Depart:tnent of Housing and Urb.an Development (HUD) sampling .requirements. 

Millennium perfo:ttned the lead stlrV'ey in· general accoi:dance with industry st~nda.tds. for 

demolition projects. 

Wall A is the front wall or the wall that parallels the street that gives. the site its. address. Walls B, 

C and D go clockwise around the· building o.r room f.to.tn wall A. The C wall is the rear wall. 

Ea·ch room has a wall A, B, C and D and each closet has an A, B, C and D wall. 

3.2.1 Lead Regulatory Overview 

Worker Protection and Waste Definitions of Lead (in paint and con~tntction materials) 

Other Regulatory Definitions of lead-containing materials are detailed in 8 ·CCR and 22 CCR and 

CFR title 40 regulations. Cal/OSHA 1532.1-.Lead regulates the removal of materials with detectable 

levels of lead. Please refer to §1532.1-1.tad fo.t the .regulatory requirements associated with working 

with lead-conta.irtirtg materials. 

It is itnporotnt to understand that Cal/OSHA does not give a regulatory definition of a "lead

containing material." Cal/OSHA and Federal OSHA are· eoncerned with "an employee 

occupationally exposed to lead." This is understood to tnean material disturbed during construction 
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work containing lead in any amount (Le., lead-containing paint and lead-based paint) is covered 

under the lead in construction standard. Additionally, Federal OSHA has determined that the uses of 

XRF data and/or bulk sampling data .(e.g., paint chips) are not acceptable for predicting employee 

exposures to lead. This fact means that contractors cannot use XRF data, paint ·chip data or bulk 

sample data as a suttogate for employee exposures during construction work (or the bidding process) 

as defined in 8 CCR 1532.t(a). The two OSHA interpretation letters below should be reviewed. 

Again, in summary they state, the burden of proof is on the employer in regards to employee 

exposures to lead in construction work and not the .reliance on XRF data; bulk sampling data or 

paint chip sampling data. 

1. www.osha:.gov/pls I oshaweb/ owadisp.show dorntnent?p table= INTERPRETATION 
S&p id=23455 

2. www.osha.gov/pls/oshaweb/owadisp.show docuruent?p tabk=IN'TERPRETATION 
S&p· id=22701_ 

Current California and Federal regulations do mandate. that generators determine if a waste is 

hazatdous or non-hazardous by testing representative samples of the waste. The total lead by Total 

Threshold Limit Concentration (TILC), California WET-method Soluble: Threshold Limit 

Concentration (S1LC), and Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) analyses should be 

performed. to charactetlze each waste stteam as Federal RCRA hazatdous waste, Califotttia 

hazardous waste, non-hazardous waste, or as consttuctioli debris.. The waste stream must be 

handled a.$ RCRA environmentally hazardqus waste if TCLP lead' levels exceed 5.0 milligrams per 

liter (mg/l), or as California. hazardous waste if TILC lead exceeds 1mo nlilligrntns per kilogram 

(mg/kg), and/ or STLC lead exceeds 5.0 mg/I, respectively. By calculation, if a sample 11ri.alyzed for 

lead. by TfLC is found to contain less than 50 mg/kg, then the waste stream represented by the 

sample result is non-hazardous by definition (a completely soluble waste at this concentration would 

produce a TCLP lead concentt'ation of less than 5.0 mg/l). Sitnilatly, total lead less than 50 mg/kg 

will generally produce an S1LC lead concentration of less than 5.0 ing/L 

3.2.2 Lead Sutvey Summary 

A preliminary walk-through of the subject property was completed to visually identify 

deteriorated (i.e.; not intact) painted surfaces. Most of the interior and exterior painted surfaces 

observed during the site reconnaissance were in good (m-tact) condition~ however sQme finishes 
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were in. fair or poo:t condition (Le., some of the interior and exterior walls and door and Window 

components). 

A NITON (Modd No. XLp 303A). a hMd-held, battery operated energy ·dispersive x-:tay 

fluorescence (XRF) analyzer was used for the survey. Ute XRF is utilized for the detectiqn and 

quantification of elements ranging from phosphorus (atomic number 15) through uraniutn (atomic 

number 92). A positive classification indicates that lead is present on the painted surface at or 

above the California Departtn.ent of Public Health (CDPH) standard of 1.0 m.g/cm.2• 

A total offour-fomdted fifteen (415) XRF readings were collected at various locations of the site, 

not including calibrations and standardizations. The p.nalytical results from XRF data of the lead 

samples indicate that seventy-seven Cf7) readi:Qgs registered above 1.0 mg/crri.2• A complete 

breakdown of the surfaces sampled and location are provided in Table 2 of the Tables section of 

this document. 

3.3 Other Reguiated Materials 

Jn additi.o!}. to lead and asbestos> buildi.Q.~ tan contain qther regulated ~terials (ORM) that are 

CQ~idered hazardous. Typieally, the ORMs include·polychlorinated bi-phenyl (PCBs) containing 

light ballasts, mercury in .lig4ting futures wd thermostats, and self-illuminating signs. 

Typically, the bal.h\st labeling insid~· the fatures reads either "PCB-containing", "No PCBs", or 

no. label indication at all. Only those ballasts dearly ihdicating ~'No PCBs" can be disposed of as 

construction waste. Therefore, fot purposes of this preliminary and non,.inttusive survey, all 

ballasts will be assumed as not having PCB\ unless found oth.erwise prior to the demolition 

activities. 

Fite Station No. 16 contains a combination of fluorescent lighting fixtures and incandescent 

lighting. For detnolition/renov~tion purposes, each fluorescent light fixture (typically 4' x 2') is 

assutned to contain two.ballasts and four light tubes. 
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According to the visual assessment, the following otl.ier regulated materials wete noted: 

1. Approximately two hundred eighty-eight (288) fluor~cent light tubes were noted on 

both floor levels. The light fixtures appeared to be mercury-containing lighting tubes; 

2. Approximately one hundred fifty (150) light ballasts were noted on both floor levels;. 

3. Approximately eight (8) exit signs were noted on both floor levels; 

4. No tnercuiy-contain.ing thermostats were noted at the time of the invescigarion; 

5. No obvious signs of fungal growth was noted at the titne of the investigation; 

6. Sqme treated wood w~ noted in the floor/ ceiling framing in the Hose Tower (lower 

level) and in the exterior couttyard atea above the emergency diesel generator; and 

7. The site·app.eared to have an.underground storage tanklocatedinand/oradjacent to 

the Appa:tatus Rootn. Also, an emergency diesel genetator was noted in the rear 

exterior courtyard area. 

Note: Only a tep.tesetttative number of Hgbt tubes, Hgbt ballasts and exit signs wete 

visuaJly assessed for universal wastes. Therefore, the conttactor may need to field-verify 

and check all Jig.ht tubes, ballasts and other universal wastes prior to the planned 

demolition activities. 
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4.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS 

Milletmiw:n conducted the Demolition Survey on July 31, 2012 and on August 2, 2012 in general 

accordance with industry standards for bulk asbestos and lead-based paittt (LBP) sampling . 

procedures in existence at the time of the project. The conclusions and recommendations 

presented in this report ate based on the applicable standards of our profession at the time this 

rep01:t was prepared. Copies of t;his report are futtrished to provide the factual data that w~e 

gathered and summarized in the report. 

The analysis and . .recommendations submitted in this report ru:e based in part on the data 

obtained from specific and discrete. sampling locations. However, the nature and extent of 

variations between the sampling locations may not become evident until planned renovation 

and/ or demolition procedures co.tntnence. If potential variations ate identified during 

renovation o.t demolition activities, it may be necessary to- -conduct additional bulk sampling. 

This report has be~n prepared fot the .exclusive use of DPW for specific application to the ACM 

and LBP buil~g surveys t>erformed on the property, specifically, the facility located at 2551 

Greenwich Stteet, San Francisco, CA. This report may not be copied (e.."'tcept by our client) 

without the written pettnission of IYiillennium Consulting Associates, Pleasant Hill,· California. 

No other representation, expressec;l odtnplied, is .. made. 
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The bcilding located at 2551 Greenwich Street, San Francisco, Califotnia, as identified in the 

attached figures, has been surveyed for ACM and LBP and categorized based on the listed 

criteria. 

Asbes/()S Containing Mat~tial S ttJ"/JijJ 

PLM analysis identified ACM applications in the following materials: 

1. 16" Gray Tran.site pipe in the basement mechanica). contained 3-5% Chrysotile asbestos 

an!l 5-10% Crocidolite asbestos; 

2. 6" White pipe insulation with cotton canvas wrap in the basement mechanical contained 

5-10% Chtysotile asbestos and 5-10% Amosite asbestos; 

3. Gray exterior window putty on the 1st floor kitchen window and the znd level west side 

ranged in concentration from greater than 1-3% Chrysotile asbestos; 

4. Tan exterior window putty on the 2"d level east side tanged in concentration from greater 

than 1-3% Chrysotile asbestos; and 

5. Off-white exterior window putty on the roof p·atio at the stairs tanged in concentration 

ftotn. greater than 1-3% Chtysotile asbestos, 

Asbestos was 11ot detected in the remaining bulk samples collected during this survey. 

Millennium recommends the removal of identified ACM by a licensed removal contractor in 

accordance with applicable state and local regulations prior to planned dernolitlon/renovatlon 

activities. 
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Lead Paint Material Survev 
0 

The analytical .results from XRF data of the lead samples indicate the presence of lead-based paint 

in the follmv:iog tnate:tials' 

1. White, red, green and yellow paint on the plaster walls and ceilings in the Office, TV 

Room, Laundry room, .rest'toom, Hall/Stairwell, Pantry (below the stairs), Dormitory, 

Men's Toile~ roo:tn and the Stairwell to the· Roof contamed le~d in concentrations 

:i:angitrg from 5.3-1.8.4mg/~2• 

2. Black paint on the wood trim and baseboard in the TV Room contained lead in 

concentrations ranging from 4.2-12.0 mg/ cm2
• 

3. White, tnatoon, green and beige paint on the door. and door components in the 

Shower/Boiler room, Hose Tbwet, Gym, Kitchen, Hall/Stairwell, Exterior, Men's Toilet 

and the Roof c~ntained lead in concentrations ranging from 0.8-9 .6 mg/ tm2
• 

4. Brown VSF stair ttea.d (Oottom layer) .ih the hall/ stair well contained lead l1l 

concentrations of 5.0 mg/ ctn2
, 

5. Red paii:tt on the exterior concrete walls contained lead. in concentrations r;ing:ing from 

1.0-2.4 rug/ ctn.2. 

6. Gray paint on the exterior wood walls contained lead in concentrations of 9 .5 rng/ cm2• 

7. Gray paint on the exterior metal wall trim contained lead in concentrations of 1.7 

mg/cm2
• 

8. White paint on the exterior courtyard wood fence, gate and fence framing contained lead 

in concentrations ranging from 1.1-3.S mg/cm2
• 

9. White paint on the BBQ shed .tnetal doors in the exterior courtyard contained lead in 

concentrations of 1.4 rag/ cm.2 • 
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10. Beige and black paint on the BBQ shed metal walls, ceiling, door frame and door casing 

in the ~xterior courtyard contained lead in concentrations ranging from 1.2-3.5 mg/ ctn2
• 

11. Black paint on the structural metal 1-beatn c.ontained lead in concentrations of 4.3 

mg/cm2
• 

12. Orange paint on the metal tank in the boiler/ mechanical rootn contained lead in 

concentrations of2.6 mg/cm2
• 

13. Red paint on the metal components and the white paint on the wood components on 

the exterior flag pole contained lead in concentrations ranging from 11.8- 14.3 tng/ ctn2
• 

14. Green ceramic wall tile .. white porcelain sinks, white porcelain urinals and the white 

metal window casing in the· Men's Toilet room contained lead in concentrations ranging 

from 4.4- 25.9 mg/ctn2
• 

15. White paint on the metal handrail in the stairwell leading to the roof contained lead in 

concentrations of 2.0 mg/ cm2
• 

16. Beige metal will and the beige metal eave at the roof/patio entrance contained lead in· 

concentrations ranging from 2.5- 2.8 mg/ cm2• 

17. Gray metal roof jack contained l~d in concentrations of 58.1 mg/ cm2• 

Millennium recommends the removal of identified lead paint by a licensed removal contractor in 

accordance _with applicable .state and local regulations prior to planned demolition/renovation 

activities. 

Other Reg11/ated Materials S11t11gy 

The ORM survey indicates the presence of fluorescent tubes and treated wood. However, no 

obvious signs of PCB-containing light ballasts, tnercuiy-contain:ing switches, exit signs with 
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radioactive sources or obvious signs of fungal growth were present at the time pf the 

investigation. If these materials are. discovered during the course of abatement, Millennium 

recoriunends these materials be handled and disposed of properly. 

IMPORTANT: Not all lighting ballasts, lighting tubes, thermostats, and exit signs were 

inspected. Therefore, it will be necessary to inspect all fixtures and equipment for ORM prior to 

disposal or recycliilg. 

If you have any questionii, please contact me at your convenieqce. Thank you. 

Wes Chase, LEED-AP, REA, CIE, CAC, CDPH-I/ A 

Certified Asbestos Consultant#: 12-4846 

·CDPH-I/ A#: 2i068 

Associate Industrial Hygienist 

Jeremy Malson, CIH 

Certified Industrial Hygienist 

ABIH Certification#: 9823, Exp. 6/1/2016 

Director of Nor Cal IH Services 
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TABLE1 

Building Material Samples-ACM 

Fire Station No. 16 

I I Approx. , . 
. _ ...... ·-·-·-···-.... -... ----j-----------·----.. ·------·- i ____ ............. -·-........... ---·-·-----· ·--.. -----r ... ·-·--.. -·--· -.. -- .. -- ... ] ____ ..... _______ .. __________ ! _____ ·---.. -- ............. -... 

I Sample I , Asbestos 1 EPA :M:ncrrnl 
Sample No. i l\faterial Type I Qi:\·. I I 

I 
Location i · l Content/Type I Categoty' 

l (ft
2
) I I 

Condition 

1: I 

120802.901 1•t Flo01: Kitchen Black Sheet Flooring N/A NAD NIA N/A 

120802.902 l•t Floor Kitchen Black Sheet Flooring N/A NAD N/A N/A 

Cove Base Mastic Associated / 
120802.903 1st Floor Office I NIA NAD N/A N/A 

with 6" Tan CB 

c B ~-A . d I l"FloorTV ove ase tic ssoaate j 
120802.904 ) N/A NAD NIA N/A 

Room with 6"1'an CB i 

I 

120802.905 1 ., Floor RR #.1 2" x 2" Ceramic FT Mortar NIA N.AD N/A N/A 

120802 .. 906 1" Floor RR #1 2" x 2" Ceramic FT l\.fortat 1· NIA NAD NIA N/A 

I 

120802.907 l•t Floor RR #1 2" x 2" Ceramic FT Mottar l N/A NAD NIA N/A 
I 
J 
l 

120802.908 t•r Floor RR #1 2" x 2" Ceramic FT Mortar N/A NAD N/A NIA 

120802.909 1" Floo.r RR #1 4-" x 4" Ceramic FT Mortar N/A 'NAD N/A N/A 

120802.910 1 <t Floor RR #1 4" x 4" Ceramic Ff Mortar NIA NAD N/A N/A 
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l 

I 

120802.911 Sauna/Shower T.tleGrotit N/A. NAD N/A N/A 

120802.912 Sauna/Shower Tile Gtout N/A NAD N/A N/A 

120802.913 Sauna/Shower Ttl~Mortat N/A I NAD i N/A NIA 

I l 
!. 

I 
! 

l 
! I i I 

120802.914 Sauna/Shower. 

I 
Tile Morla!: N/A i NAD 

[ 
N/A 

I 
N/A 

I I 

i 
i I l I ! 
! 

120802.915 I Sauna/Shower· Vapor Barrier N/A NAD N/A 
! 

t 
l I N/A I 

I I l I 
I 

120802.916 Sauna/Shower I Vap'or Barrier NIA. N.AD I N/A NIA I I 
i I I 
! l r 5-15% 

I l Basement I 

I 
i Chrysotile 

120802.917 Mechanical 16" Transite Pipe 35LF Cat II NF Good i 

Room 
'5-10% l I ! Crociciolite 

! 
! 

! I 5-15% 

I 
I Basement .Included 
1 Chrysotile ! ! I 

120802.918 Mechanical 16" Transite Pipe I inSanipie Cat II NF Good 

Room I 120802.917 
5-10% 

I I Crocidolite 
i 

1st Floor Gym 
Carpet Mastic (Yellow) l NIA ·NAD N/A N/A 

I 120802.919 j 
I 

Area 
i ! 

I 1 
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120802.920 Carpet Mastic (Yellow) N/A NAD N/A NIA 

120802.921 1•• Floor RR #1 4" x 4" Cetamic WT Mortar NIA NAD NIA NIA 

120802.922 1•< Floor RR #1 4" x 4" Ceramic WT Mort'ar N/A NAD N/A N/A 

Red Sheet Flooring with 

Backing and Yellow Mastic 

120802.923 1« Floor Stairs (Top) Brown Sheet Flooring. N/A NAP N/A N/A 

I i with Backing and Black l l i 

l Mastic (Bottom) l I I I l 
I Red Sheet Flooring with 

l 
I 

I I I ! Backing and Yellow Mastic 

I 120802.924 ! 1st Floor Stairs (fop) Brown Sheet Flooring N/A I NAD I N/A N/A 
l I l with Backing and Black I 

I 

I 
I I 

l t 
I 

Mastic (Bottom) 
1 

I NewTSI on Ceiling Pipei> 
120802.925 1 sc Floor Gatage I N/A NAD N/A NIA I and Changers 

I 
I 1st Floor TV New TSI on Ceiling Pipes I I l 120802.926 N/A I NAD N/A NIA I 

Room and Changers ) I 
J 

I I Basement 5-10% ! 
I 

120802.927 

I 

Mechanical TSI (6" Pipe) 25LF Chrysotile Friable I Good 

! 15-10% Amosite 

I 

Room ! I I ! 
i l 

I 
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120802.928 Mechanical TSI (6" Pipe) inSatn_ple Chtjrsotile Friable Good 

Room 120802.927 
i j 5-10% Amosite 

1 >t Floor Break 
Black/Red Sheet Floo.ting 

120802.929 
. Room 

with Backing and Yellow N/A NAD N/A NIA 

Mastlc 

Blatk/Red Sheet Flooring 

I 
1st Floor Break l 

l I 

I i 
i 

1208.02.930 with Backing and Yellow N/.A I NAD I N/A .N/A 
Room 

I ! I 
Mastic I I l I ! I 

l Black/Red Sheet Flooring ! i i i 

j 
120~02.931 znd Floor Hall I with Backing and Yellow NIA l NAD I N/A NIA 

I 
Mastic I 

l 
Cove Base Mastic (Yellow) 

120802.932 2".'d Floor Hall Associated with 4" Brown N/A NAD NIA N/A 

CB 

I Cove Base Mastic (Yellow) 

l I - I 
I 

120802933 znd Floor Hall Associated wit:q 4" Brown l NIA . I NAD NIA N/A 

l 
I I I 

I l CB l I I l 
I j 2nd Floo.r Stairs to Brown Battleship with Black 

I 
j 

I I 120802.934 

I 
NIA NAD I N/A N/A 

\ 
Roof Backing 

I 2°d Floor Stairs to I Brown Battleship with Black i 

I 
120802.935 N/A NAD N/A NIA 

Roof I Backing 
j 

I 120802 . .936 I 
Stair Landing at I Black Sheet Flo.oring with I N/A NAD I 

NIA N/A I ! i 
I 

l 
I Roof Backin l j g 
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120802.937 

120802.938 

120802.939 

120802.940 

120802.941 

I 
120802.942 

I 

I 
120802.943 

I 120802.944 I 
I 
i 

I 
I 120802.945 

120802.946 

120802.947 

I 
I 

I 

Black Sheet Floqritlg with 
Backing 

1 •< Floor Laundry I 
Room Plenum . 

Tan HV AC Mastic or Duct 

Attic 

Attic 

Attic 

Attic 

Southeast 

East 

Tan HV AC Ma5tic and Tape 

on Duct 

11

1 TanHVACMasti.candTape 1

1 
. on Duct 

! I 
j Gray HV AC Ma:stic and Tape I 
I i 

! 

Gray HV AC Mastic and Tape l 
i 
t 

Black Wall Vapor Barrier I 

Black Wall Vapor Battier 

I 
l 1st Floor Kitchen 

I l Window 
Exterior. Window Glazing 

2nd Floor West Exterior Window Glazing 

2nd Floor East Exterior Window Olazing 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

N/A . l 
I 

N/A I 
I 

NIA I 
N/A 

N/A 

80 I 
Included 

in Sample 

120802.945 

Included 

in Sample 
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NAD NIA N/A 

NAD N/A N/A 

NAD N/A N/A 

NAD N/A N/A 

NAD N/A N/A 
I 

l I 
! I NAD I N/A N/A 

I 
I I 
t I I N/A N/A , NAD I 

I 
i 
l 

NAD ! N/A l N/A 

I I I 
1-3% l 

I 

l CatIINF I Good 
Ch.rysotile I 

l 

1-3% 
Cat II NF Good 

Chtysotile 

1-3% 
Cat II NF Good 

Ch.rysotile 



: 

f 

I 
i 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

l 

., 
12oso2.94s I 

120$02.949 

120802.950 

120802.951 

I 

120802.952 

I 1208(/2.953 I 
I 
I 

120802.954 
I 

I 
I 
i 

I 120802.955 

I 
120802.956 I 

120802..957 

Roof Patio at 

Staits 

RR 

2nd Floor Men's 

RR 

2nd Floor Men's 

RR 

2nd Floor 1'.1en's 

RR 

2nd Floor 

Women's RR 

2nd Floor 

\Vomen'sRR 

2nd Floo.t 

Women's RR 

2nd Floor 

Women's RR 

2nd Floor 

Officer's RR. 

·1 

I 
Included 

Exterior Window Gla2:ing , in Sample 

I 120802.945 

C~mic Wall Tile Grout and J 

r N/A 
Mortar 1 

! 

I Ceramic Wall Tile Grout and 
N/A 

I Mortar 
I 

I Mosaic Ff Mortar and Grout 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

Mosiiic FT Motµr.t and Grout 

4" x 4'~ Ce.tamic Wall Tile 

Grout and Mortar 
' 

4" s 4" Ceramic \Vall Tile 

Grout and .Iviortar 

Blue Epoxy Floor 

Blue Epoxy Floor 

Shower Tile, Grout and 

1.fortar 

j 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

I 
N/A 

I N/A 

l 
I 

.J 
l N/A 
I 
I 
I 

NIA 
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I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

1-3% 

Chtysotile 

.NAD 

NAD 

NAD 

NAD 

NAD 

NAD 

NAD 

NAD 

Cat II NF 

N/.~. 
I 

NIA 

I 
! N/A 
I 

I 
i 
l 
l N/A 
I 
l 

N/A 

N/A 

I N/A I 
I 
l 

N/A 

NIA 

Good 

N/A 

l I 
I 
I 

N/A I 
! 

: ! 
N/A ! 

I 

I NIA I 

NIA 

I 
N/A 

I N/A 

I 
I 
I 

N/A 

NIA 



120802.958 NIA NAD NIA NIA 
Officer's RR Mortar 

1•t Floor Laundry 
DWS N/A NAD N/A N/A 120802.959 

Room 

· 1st Floor Break 
120802.960 DWS N/A NAD NIA N/A 

Room 

l;t Floor Break 
120802.961 DWS NIA NAD NIA NIA 

Room (Ceiling) 

120802.962 znd Floor Hl!ll DWS N/A NAD .I NIA NIA i 
l 

200 Floor l 120802.963 DWS NIA NAD N/A NIA 
Women's RR 

I 
znd Floor Men's 

120802.964 DWS N/A NAD N/A N/A 
Locker Room 

120802.965 
! 2nd Floor Office's 

RR 
DWS NIA NAD NIA N/A 

1"' Floor Office 
120802.966 

#1 
Plaster Wall System N/A NAD N/A NIA 

1st Floor Behind 
120802.967 

Ice Machine 
Plaster Wall System NIA NAD N/A N/A 

120802.968 
1st Floor Garage 

Plaster Wall System NIA NAD N/A N/A 
on Column 
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.. ' 

120802~969 
Ceiling 

Plaster Wall System NIA NAD NIA N/A 

120802.970 2nd Floor Hall Plaster Wall System N/A NAD :t'.\!IA N/A 

2nd Floor 
120802.971 Plaster Wall System NIA NAD NIA NIA 

Officer's Rm #1 

2nd Floor 
120802.972 Plaster Wall.System NIA NAD NIA NIA 

Offi.cet's Rm #2 

120802.973 Taken in Attic Ceiling Plaster NIA NAD N/A 
j 

r I i ' , 
I I 

I 

N/fi 

i Ceiling Plaster Above Zod I 120802.974 Attic 

I 
NIA NAD NIA NIA 

Floor DW Ceiling 
f 
I 

I Above Stairs l Flat Roll~d Tar wd Gravel 
NIA I N/A ! 120802.975 NAD NIA 

Roof 
i I ' I 
! Flat Rolled Tar and Gravel I i 

I 120802.976 I Northeast Roof NIA NAD I N/A N/A 
Roof I l 

I North of Roof Flat Rolled Tar wd Gravel 

I i 120802.977 N/A NAD NIA N/A 
I Patio I Roof 
I 

I I 
Flat Rolled Tar and Gravel l 

N/A 
I 

120802.978 Roof Patio N/A NAD. 

J 

NIA 
I Roof 

! I 
i East at Roof 

I l 120802.979 Composition Roof NIA NAD N/A NIA 

I Transition 
I I I 
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120802.980 Westat Pellk 

120802.98i Roof 

120802.982 Roof 

120802.983 North of Patio 

At Composition 
i 120802984 

I 
i 

Roof l 
I 

120802.985 I East Flat Roof 

North of Patio 

l 120802.986 
on Flat Roof 

l 

120802.987 ·1 
I 

West Skylight 

I 

I 
120802.988 l . East Skylight . I I I 

! I I 
Patio Roof 

I 

120802.989 I I 
I I ! 

I 
North/Front of l 

120802.990 Composition I 
I 
I 

Roof l I 

I I 

Composition Roof 

Black Penetration Mastic 

Black Penetration Mastic 

Gray/Black Penetration 

Mastic on Roof 

Gray/Black Penetration 

l\t!astic on Roof 

HVACTape 

HVACTape 

. White Skylight Mastic 

White Skylight Mastic 

Tati Flashing Mastic 

Tan Flashing Mastic 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

i NIA 

I 
N/A 

NIA 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Millenni.um Consulting Associates 

1049 

I 

I 

NAD N/A · NIA 

NAD NIA NIA 

NAD NIA NIA 

NAD N/A NIA 

NAO N/A NIA l 

1 

i l 
l 

I 
I 

I 
NAD 

I 
N/A N/A 

I NAD I NIA NIA 

NAD N/A NIA 

NAD I NIA NIA I I 
NAD NIA NIA 

NAD N/A NIA 



I . I 
I 

EXte#ot sjli(!c6J coi,i~tete 
1250 Cat II NF 

Tower Skim Co.at Cbrysqtile 

North E41:erior Exterior Stucco/Concrete 
120802.992 N/A 

Wall Ski.tn Cqa:t 
NAD NIA 

120802,993 
Exte?orBBQ 

Shoo 
Paint( Cream) N/A NAD N/A 

120802.994 Exterior South Paint N/A NAD N/A 

Exte.tior So.uth I 
RetainingWallPaint N/A NAD I' N/A 

I 
120802.995 

Yard 

*Sample$ were not point counted as part of the initial survey. Additional fuuclin.g may be required to conduct 

the additional ~ruilyses. 
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Good 

N/A 
I 
I 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
j 
I 
I 



Fir¢ Stati~m 
Apparatus Bay Wall Plaster ·Green <LOb QJ)3 5 

.#16 

Fire Station 
6 Apparatus Bay Wall Concrete Green <LOD 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
7 Apparatus Bay Wall .Plaster Green <LOD O.D7 

#16 

Fire Station 
8 Apparatus Bay Wall Plaster · Green <LOD 0.1 

#16 

Fire Station 
9 . Apparatus Bay Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Sta ti on 
to Apparatus Bay \Vall Plaster White <LOD 0.69 

#16 

Fire Station 
11 Apparatus Bay Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.1 

#16 

Fire Station 
12 Apparatus Bay Wall 

#16 
Plaster White <LOD 0.05 

Fire Station 
13 Apparatus Bay Ceiling Plaster \Xlhite <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
14 Apparatus Bay Floor 

#16 
Concrete Brown <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station 
15 Apparatus Bay Door 

#16 
Wood \Vhite <LOD 0-03 
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Fire StatiotJ. 
16 Appatatus Bay Door frame Wood White <LOD O.D3 

#16 

Fite StatiotJ. 
17 Apparatus Bay Door jamb Metal White .<LOD 0,03 

#16 

Fire S~ation 
18 Apparatus Bay Dborstop Metal White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
1:9 Apparatus Bay \Vmdow sill Wood Greeo 0~09 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
20 Apparatus Bay Window apron Wood Green 0.08 0.()5 

#16 

Fire Starioh 
21 Office Wall Plaster \Vhite <LOD . 0.75 

#16 

Fire Station 
22 Office Wall Plaster \Vhite <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
23 Office Wall Plastet \Vhite <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
24 Office Wall Concrete White <LOD 0.66 

#16 

Fire Station 
26 Office Ceiling Plaster White <LOD 0.77 

#16 

Fire Station 
27 Office Door Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
28 Office Door frame Wood \Xlhite 0.18 0.()8 

. #16 

Fire Station 
29 Office Door jamb Wood \'V'hlte 0.7 0.1 

#16 
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30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

38 

39 

40 

44 

Fii:eStati.on 

#16 

Fice Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Statioµ 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Office 

Office 

Office 

Office 

Office 

Office 

TV Room 

TV Room 

TV Room 

TV Room 

TV Room 

Dobrstop Wood W1tlte 0.18 0.11 

Baseboard Wood White 0.26 0.14 

\Vindow sill Wood \'Qhite 0.13 0.08 

\Vmdow apron Wood \Vhite 0.23 0.15 

Window casing Metal ·\'X?hite <LOD 0.03 

\1\faJl heater case Metal \Vl:rite 0.07 0.05 

Wall Plaster Maroon <LOD 0.05 

Wall Plaster Maro0n <LOD om 

Wall .Concrete Maroon <LOD 0.09 

Celling Plaster Maroon <LOD 23.1 

Floor Concrete Gray <LOD 0.05 
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Fire Station 
46 TV Room Door Wood Black <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
Dour frame 47 TV Room Woqd Black <LOb 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
48 TV Room Doorjatnb Metal Black <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
49 TV Room Door stop Metal \Vhlte <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire. Station 
50 Laundry Roorn \Xla!l Plaster Gieen <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire. Station 
51 Laundry Room Wall Drywall Green <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire StatiOn 
53 Laundry Room Wall Drywall Green <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
54 Laundry Room Wall Drywall Green <LOD . 0.03 

#16 

Fire Statibn 
55 Laundry Room Wall Drywall Green <LOD O.Q3 

#16 

Fire Station 
56 Laundry Room Ceiling Plaster White <LOD 0.72 

#16 

Ftte Station 
57 Laundry Room Door frame Wood \Vhite <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
58 Laundry Room Door jamb Metal \Vhlte <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
59 Laundry Room Door stop Metal \Vhite <LOD 0.03 

#16 
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F'ite Station 
60 Restroom Wall Plaster Yellow <LOD 0,03 . 

#16 

Fire Station 
61 Restroom Wall Plaster Yellow <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
63 Restroom Wall Plaster Yellow <LOD 0.7 

#16 

F.u:e Station White 
0.03 64 Restroom Wall Plaster <LOD 

#16 (Upper) 

Ftte Station White 
65 Restroom Wall Plaster <LOD om 

#16 (Upper) 

Fire Station 
69 Restroom Door 

#16 
Wood Tan <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station 
70 

#16 
Restroom D 00rframe Wood \Vhite <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station 
71 Restroom Door jamb Metal · \Vhi.te <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
72 Restroom Dootstop Metal \V'hite <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
73 Restroom Floor 

#16 
Ceramic Beige <LOD 0.08 

Fire Station 
74 Restroom Baseboard Ceramic Beige <LOD O.o7 

#16 
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Fite Station 
Restroom 15 Baseboard Ceramic B~ <LOD Q.19 

#16 

Fire Station 
76 Resttqoin Shower wall Ceramic Beige <LOD 0.12 

#16 

Fire St:ation 
77 Restroom Toilet Porcelain White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

·Fire Sta ti on 
78 Restroom Sink Porcelain White <LOD O.D3 . 

#16 

Fire Static;>n Shower/Boiler 
83 TSI Metal Silver 0.11 0.06 

#16 Room; 

Fire Station Shower/Boiler 
84 Floor Metal Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 Room 

Fire Station Shower/Boiler 
85 Stringer Metal Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 Room 

Fire Station Shower/Boiler 
86 Tread Metal Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 Room 

Fire Station Shower/Boiler 
87 Tread Metal Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 Room 

Fire St:.-ition Shower/Boiler 
88 Riser Metal Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 Room 

Fire Station Shower/Boiler 
89 Handrail Metal Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 Room 
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Fire Station Shower/Boiler 
91 Shower wall Ceramic \Vhite <LOD Q.03 

#16 Room 

Fire Station Shower/Boiler· 
92 Shower wall Ceramic Gray <LOD 0.17 

#16 Room 

Fire Station Shower/Boiler 
Shower wall <LOD 93 Ce.cani.ic Blue 0-03 

#16 Room 

Fite Station Shower/Boiler 
Showez: floor 94 Ceramic White <LOD ·0.03' 

#16 Room 

Fite Station S!iower/Boiler 
95 Floor Wood Grl!en <LOD om 

#16 Room 

Fire Station 
100 Hose Tower Guard rail Metal Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
tol Gym Wall CMU Red <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
102 Gym \Vall 

#16 
Concr¢te Red <LOD 0.16 

Fire Station 
103 Gym Wall 

#16 
Plaster White <LOD 0.83 

Fire Station 
104 Gym Ceiling Plaster White <LOD 0.03 

#16 
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l05 
Fire Station 

Gyrii Wall Trim Plaster Gold <LOD 0.86 
#16 

Fire Station 
106 Gym Wall Trim Plaster Black <LOD 0.D9 

#16 

Fire Station 
107: Gym Windowsill Wood Black 0.12 O.Q7 

#16 

Fire Station 
108 Gym Wmdow ap.ron Wood Black <LOD 0.14 

#16 

Fire Station 
109 Gy,m Window casing Metal J?lack <LOD 0.03 

#16 

F.tte Station 
110 Gym Door Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
111 Gym Door frame Wood White 0.1 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
113 Gym Doorstop Wood Beige <LOD 0.6 

#16 

Fire Station 
114 ·Communications Wall Plaster White· <LOD 0.69 

#16 

Fite Station 
115 ) Conunuoications Wall 

#16 
Plaster White <LOD 0.85 

Fire Station 
116 Co.tn.tnuoications Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.84 

#16 

Fire Station 
117 Communications Wall Plaster White . <LOD 0-03 

#16 

Fire Station 
118 Comtnunications Crown molding Wood Blue <LOD 0.06 

#16 

Fire Station 
119 Communications Wall Plaster \Vhite <LOD 0.86 

#16 
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· Fire° Station 
120 Communications Baseboard. Wood Gray 0.1 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
Wood 121 Communications Door Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 

F.iie Station 
123 Communications Door frame Wood Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fii:eStation 
124 Communications Door ja:tnb Metal Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
<LOD 125 Communications Doorstop Metal Gray 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
126 Comtnuo.i.cations \\lindow fr.ame Wood Gray <LOD 0.14 

#16 

Fire Station 
127 Commuo.i.cations \Vmdow frame Wood Gray 0.2 0.11 

#16 

FireSmtion 
129 Communications Wall Wood Gray <LOD 0.08 

#16 

Fite Station 
130 Communications Floor register Wood Gray 0.5 0.3 

#16 

Fire Station 
131 Kitchen Wall Plaster Yellow <LOD 0.0~ 

#16 

Fire Station 
132 

#16 
Kitchen Wall Plaster Yellow <LOD 0.79 

Fire Station 
133 Kitchen Wall Plaster Yellow <LOD 0.81 

#16 

Fire Station 
134 Kitchen Wall Plaster Maroon <LOD 0.85 

#16 

Fire Station 
135 Kitchen Chair rail Wood Maroon <LOD 0.03 

#16 
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Fire Station 
136 .Kitchen Baseboard Wood Maroon <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
137 Kitchen Ceiling Wood Yellow <LOO 0.03 

' #16' 
! 

t Fire Station .! 
l 138 Kitchen Door Wood Maroon <LOD 0.15 

#16 

Fire Station 
139 Kitchen Door frame Wood Maroo11 <LOD 0.72 

#16 

Fire Station 
140 Kitc;:hen Door~top Wood Maroon. <LOD 0.21 

#~6 

Fire Station 
142 Kitchen Windowsill Wood Maroon <WD 024. 

#16 

Fire Station 
143 Kitchen \Vmdow apron Woo.cl Maroon <WD 0.76 

#16 

Fire Statlo!\ Stor~/Phone 
. 144 Wall Plaster Yellow <WD 0.73 

#16 Booth 

Fire Station Storage/Phone 
145 Will Plaster Yellow <LOD ()-:.·77 

#16 Booth 

Fire Stati.<;>n Storage/Phone 
Plaster 146 Wall Yellow <WD 0.76 

#16 Booth 

· Fire Station Storage/Phone 
147 Ceiling Plaster Yellow <LOD . 0.11 

#16 Booth 

Fire Station Storage/Phone 
148 Ceiling Plaster Yellow <LOD 0.82 

#16 Booth 

Fire Station Stomge/Phone 
149 Trim Wood \X'hite <LOD 0.03 

#16 Booth 

Fire Station Storage/Phone 
15.0 Shelf Wood Yellow <LOD 0.03 

#16 Boot;h · 
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Fire Station Storage/Phone 
151 Door Wood Gray <LOD 0.25 

#16 Booth 

Fire Station Storage/Phone 
152 Door frame Wood White <LOD 0.41 

#16 Booth 

Fire Station Storage/~one 
153 Door jamb Wood Gray <LOD 0.29 

#16 Booth 

Fire Station Storage/Phone 
154 Doorstop Wood. Gray <LOO 0.21 

#16 Booth 

Fire Station 
·155 Hall/ Stillrwell Floor 

#16 
Concrete Brown <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station Red 
162 Hall/Stairwell Wall Plaster <LOD 0.11 

#16 (Lower) 

Fire Station Red 
163 Hall/Stairwell Wall Plaster <LOD 0.1 

#16 (Lower) 

Fire Station Red 
164 Hall/Stairwell Wall Plaster 0.12 0.06 

#16 (Lower) 

Fire Station 
165 Hall/Stai!well Baseboard 

#Hi 
Wood Black <LOD 1.02 
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Fire Station 
166 lli.11/Stairwell Stringer Wood Black <:LOD 1.25 

#16 

Fire Station 
167 Hall/Stairwell Stringer 

#16 
Wo0d Blitck <LOD 0.23 

Fire Station 
168 

#16 
.Hall/Stairwell Stringer Wood Black <LOD 0.19 . 

Fire Station 
169 Hall/Stairwell Riser Wood Brown <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
170 Hall/Stairwell Balaster · Wood Brown <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fit:e Station 
Hall/Staixwdl 171 Newel post Wood B.rown <LOD 0.11 

#16 

Fire Station 
172 Hall/Stairwell Hruid.t:ail Wood Brown <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
173 Hall/Stairwell Wall trim Wood Black <LOD 0.17 

#16 

Fite Station 
174 Hall/Stairwell Wall trim Wood Gold <LOD 0.6 

#16 

Fire Station 
175 Hall/Stairwell Door Wood White 0.15 0.08 

#16 

Fire Station 
176 Hall/Stairwell Door fame Wood White 0:23 0.12 

#16 

Fire Station 
177 llill/Staitwell Door jamb Wood White <LOD 0.6 

#16 

Fire Station 
178 Hall/Stairwell Door jamb Wood White 0.4 0.2 

#16 
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Fire Station 
185 Pantry (Below staiis) Baseboard Plaster \Xlhite <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
186 Pantry (Below stairs) Baseboard 

#16 
Plaster W1:tite <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station 
187 Panti;y (Below srairs) Door Wood White <LOD 0-01 

#16 

Fire Station 
188 Pantry (Below stairs) Door frame Wood White <LOD 0.13 

#16 

Fire Station 
189 Pantry (Below staks) Doo:rjamb Wood White 0.1 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
190 Pantry (Below staks) Door.stop Wood \Vbite <LOD 0.1 

#16 

Fire Station 
191 Pantry (Below staks) Shelf Wood W'hite. <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
192 Communications Floor VSF Maroon <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
193 Kitchen Floor VSF Black <LOD 

#16 
(l.03 

Fire Station 
194 Hose Tower (Lower) Floor 

#16 
Concrete Gray <LOD 0.13 

Fire Station 
195 Hose Tower (Lower) Floor 

#16 
Concrete Gray <LOD 0,03 
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196 Hose Tower (Lower) \Vall Concrete Yellow <LOD 0.03 
#16 

Fire Station 
197 f:l.os.e Tower (Lowe.i:). Wall Concrete Yellow <LOD O.o3 

#16 

Fire Station 
198 Hose· Tower (Lower) Wall Concrete Yellow <LOD 0.07 

#16 

Fire Station 
199 Bose Tower (Lower) Wall Concrete Maroon <LOD Q.0;3 

#16 

Fire Station 
200 Hose Tower (Lower) Shelf Wood Maroon <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Frre:Stat;i.on 
201 Exterior Wall Ce.ramie Black <.LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
202 Exterior Wall concrete Red .0.8 0.2 

#16 

Fite Statiop. 
207 Exterior Wall Concrete Red <LOD 1.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
208 Exterior Wall Wood Gray <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Millenttium Consulmig Associates 
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Fire. Station 
211 Exterior Wall Concrete Beige <LOD 0.13. 

#16 

Fire Station 
212 

#16 
Exterior Wall Concrete Beige <LOD 0.0.5 

Fire Station 
213 Exterior Wall 

#16 
Cona:ete Beige <LOD 0.05 

Fire Station 
214 

#16 
Exterior \Vindow sill Conci;ete Beige 0.21 0.08 

Fire Station 
215 Exterior Door Wood Beige <LOD 0.14 

#16 

Fire Station 
216 Exterior Door Wood Beige <LOD 0.03 

~ . #16 
~-

Fire Station 
219 Exterior Downspout Metal Beige. <LOD 0,04 

#16 

Fire Station 
220 Ext. Courtyard Wall Concrnte \Vhite <LOP 0.04 

#16 

Fire Station 
221 Ext. Couttya:td Wall Concrete \Vhite <LOD 0.16 

#16 

Fire Station 
222 Ext. Courtyard Wall 

#16 
Wood Green 0.8 0.3 

Fire Station 
223 Ext Courtyard Wall Wood Green 0.4 0.1 

#16 
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Fire S.tation 
BBQ Shed Wall 233 Ext. Courtyard Metal Black 0.6 0.1 

#16 

Fire Station Red-
2334 Ext Co~rtyard BBQ Shed Wall Metal 0.9 0.1 

#16 Orange 

Fire S~ation Red-
235 R"l:t. Courtyard BBQ Shed Wall Metal 0.23 CY.14 

#16 Orange 

Fire Stati.qn 
Ei.;t. Courtjfard Metal Green· <LOD 239 Genexato.r 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
240 E..xt. Courtyard· W:tndow sill Concrete Beige <LOD 0.04 

#16 
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Fire Station Tank support 
251 Boiler/Mechanicd Metal Green 0.28 0.06 

#16 beams 

Fite Station 
. Metal 252 Boiler/Mechanical Water heater Beige <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
253 Boiler/Mechanical Furnace Metal Blue <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
254 Boiler/Mechanical Boiler Metal Blue <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
255 Boiler/Mechanical 16in. Pipe Concrete Gray 0.3 0.06 

#16 
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·uo. Fire Station 
Exterior Gate Metiil. Brown <LOD 0.04 

#16 

Fi,re Station 
2nd Floor Corridor 261 \'Vall Plaster White <LOD 0.86 

#16 

Fire Station 
262 2rtd Floor Cortldor Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire S4tion 
263 2nd Floor Corricfor Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.78 

#16 

Fire Station 
264 2nd Flom: Corridor Wall Plaster \Vhite <LOD 0.78 

#16 

Fire Station 
265 2nd Floor Corridor Ceiling Plaster White <LOD 0,03 

#16 

Fire Station 
266 2nd Floor Corridor Baseboard Wood White 0.12 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
267 2nd Floor Corridor Floor VSF Maroon <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
268 2nd Floor Corridor Door Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
269 2nd Floor Corridor Door frame Wood· White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
270 '2nd Floor Corridor Door jamb Metal· \"Qhite <LOD 0.03 

#16 
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271 

272 

273· 

274 

275 

276 

277 

278 

279 

280 

281 

282 

283 

285 

·Fire Statlon 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fite Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

2nd. FloorCortidor Door.stop Metal 

2nd Floor Corridor Windowsill Wood 

2ndBlo.or Corridor Window apron Wood 

2nd Floor Cortidor W.tndow casing Metal 

2nd Floor ·Corridor Wall Plaster 

Dormitory Wall (Upper) Plaster 

Dormitory Wall (Upper) Plaster 

Dormitory Wall (Upper) Plaster 

Dormitory Wall (Upper) . Plaster 

Dormitory Wall (Lower) Plaster 

Dormitory Wall (Lower) Plaster 

Dormitory Wall (Lower) Plaster 

Dormitory Wall (Lower) Plaster 

Donnitory Pony wall. Drywall 
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\Vhite <LOD 0.03 

White 0.15 0.08 

\Vhite 0.12 0Ji7 

White <LOD 0.45 

\V'hite <LOD Q.03 

\Vhite <LOD 0.03 

\V'hite <LOD 0.76 

\1''hite <LOD 0.03 

\Vhite <LOD 0.03 

Beige <LOD 0.03 

Beige <LOD 0.7 

Beige <LOD 0.03 

Beige. <LOD 0.03 

Beige <LOD 0.03 



Fire Station 
Domiltory 286 Baseboard Wood Beige 0.14 0.06 

#16 

Fi.reStatj.on 
287 Dormitory Flt;>or VSF Maroon <WD 0.03 

#16 

Ftre Station 
288 Dormitory \Vmdowsill Wood \Vhite 0.13 O.o7 

#16 

Ftte Station 
289 Dormitory Window apron Wood \Vhite 0,13 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
290 Dormitory Door Wood \Vhite <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
291 Dormitory Door fl:at).le Wo.od White <LOD 0.03 

#16· 

Fii:e Station 
292. Dormitory D 0orjamb Metal White <LOD -0.03 

#·16 

Fire Station 
293 Dormitory Doorstop Metal White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Millennium Consulting Associates 
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303 

304 

305 

315 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16 

Fire Station 

#16. 

Men's Toil~t Flom~ Ceramic 

Men's Toilet Wall heater Metal 

Men's Toilet Floor. Concrete 

Men's Toilet Doorstop Wood 
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·Green <LOD 0.03 

\"Qhite 0.05 0.03 

Gtay <LOD 0.03 

\Vhite 0.03 0.02 



Fite Station 
316 Men's Locker Wall Plaster \Xi'hlte <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
317 Men1s Locker Wall Pla~ter White <WD 0.03 

#16 

318 
Fire Station. 

Men1s Locker Wall Plaster \'Vhite <LOD 0.03 
#i6 

Fire Station 
319 " 

#16 
Men's Locker Wall . Plaster White <LQD 0.03 

Fire Station 
320 Men's Lo<;ker Ceiling Plaster White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
.321 

#16 
.Men's.Locker Ceilin .g Plaster \'9hite <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station 
322 Men's Locker Floor Concrete Gray · <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
323 Men's Locker Door Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
324 Men's Locker Door fi:ari;te Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
325 

#i6 
Men's Locker Dorn: jamb Metal White <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station 
Men's Locker 326 Door stop Metal White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station Women's 
327 Wall Drywall White <LOD 0.03 

#16 Locker/toilet 

Fire Stam>n Women's 
328 Wall Drywall White <LOD 0.03 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Station Women's 
\Vall 329 Drywall White <LOD O.D3 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Station Women's 
330 Wall Drywall White <LOD 0.03 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Millennium Consul~ Associates 
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:Fii:e suitioii. · 
331 Wall Drywall \Vhite <LOD · 0.03 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Station \Vomen's 
332 Ceilit;tg Drywall White <LOD 0.03 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Station Women's 
333 Floor Concrete Gray <LOD O.Q3 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fite Station \Vomen's 
334 Wall Ceramic Peach <LOD 1.09 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Station \Vomen''s 
335 Toilet Porcelain White <LOD 0.03 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Station Women's 
336 Sink Porcelain \Vhite <LOD 0.Q3 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Station Women1s 
337 Door Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Station Women's 
338 Door frame Wood White <;LOD 0.03 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Station Women's 
339 Door jamb Metal \Vhite <LOD 0.03 

#i6 Locker/Toilet 

Fire Statio11 Women's 
340 Doorstop Metal White <LOD O.Q3 

#16 Locker/Toilet 

· Fire Station 
341 Storage Closet Doorstop Metal White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
342 Storage Closet Door jamb Metal \Vhite <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
343 Storage Closet Door frame Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
344 Storage Ooset Wall 

#16 
Plaster White 0.08 0.04 

Fire Station 
345 Storage Closet Wall 

#16 
Plaster White <LOD 0.75 
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.346 
Fi,teStation 

Storage Clo~et 
#16 

Wa.ll Plaster White <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station 
347 Storage Closet Wall Plaster White 0.05 0.02 

#16 

Fire Station 
348 Storage Closet Ceiling ·Plaster White <LOD 0.73 

#16 

Fire Station 
349 . Officer's Toilet Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

350 
Fire Station 

#16 
Officer's· Toilet Wall Plaster White <.LOD 0,03 

Fire Station 
Officer's Toilet <LOD 351 Wall Plaster White 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
352 Officer's Toilet Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
353 Officer's Toilet Ceiling Plaster White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
354 Officer's Toilet Floor Concrete Gray <LOD 0.o3: 

#16 

Fire Station 
355 Officer's Toilet Wall Ceramic Green <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
35'6 Officer's Toilet Toilet Porcelain White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire. Station 
357 Office.r's Toilet Sink Porcelain White <LOD 0.21 

#16 

Fire Station 
358 

#16 
Officer's Toilet Door Wood White <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station 
359 0 ffice.t' s Toilet Door fr~ Wood White <LOD 0,03 

#16 

Fire Station 
360 Officer's Toilet Door jamb Metal White <LOD 0.03 

#16 
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Fire Station 
361 Officer's Toilet Poor·stop Metal White <LOD O.o3 

#16 

Fire Station 
362 Officer's Room (S\XI) Doorstop Metal White <LOD O.o3 

#16 

Fire -Station 
363 Officer's Room (S\'Q) Dootjamh Metal \Xlhite <LOD O.Q3 

#16 

Fire Station 
Doo~f:rame 364 Offic;er's Room (SW) Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire· Station 
365 Officer's Room (SW) Door Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
366 Officer's Room (SW) Wall Plaster \V'hite <LOD 0.77 

#16 

Fire Station 
367 Officer's Room (SW) Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.04 

#16 

Fire Station 
368 Officet's Room (SW) Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.0.6 

#16 

Fire Station 
Wall 369 Offi.cet:'s Room (SW) Plaster White <LOD 0.84 

#16 

Fire Station 
370 Officer's Room (SW) Ceil.iug Plaster White <LOD 0.78 

#16 

Fite· Statfon 
371 Qfficer's Room (S"W) Baseboard Wood \Vhite 0.12 0.06 

#16 

Fire Station 
372 

#16 
Officer's Room (S"W) Windowsill Wood \Vhite 0.08 0.05 

Fire Station 
373 Officer's Room (SW) \V.1ndow apron Wood \Vhite <LOD 0.22 

#16 

Fire Station 
374 Officer's Room (SW) Wall heater 

#16 
Metal \V'hite <LOD 0.08 

Fire Station· 
375 Officer's Room (SE) Wall 

#16 
Plaster White <LOD 0.03 
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Fire Station 
Officer's Room (SE) 376 Wall Plaster \Vhlte <LOD 0.67 

#16 

Fire Station 
. ~ 377 Officer's Room (SE) Wall Plaster \Vhite <LOD 0.85 

j #16 
~ 
>. 

Fire, Station 1 
~ 378 Officer's Rao.tu (SE) Wall Plaster White <LOD 0.67 

#16 

' l Fire Station { 379 Officer's Room (SE) Ceiling Plaster White <WD 0.69 
#16 

Fire Station 
White 380 Officet's Room (SE) Door Wood <LOD o.m 

#16 

381 
Fire Station 

Officer's Room (SE) Door frame Wood \Vhite <LOD 0.07 
#16 

Fire Station 
382 Officer's Room (SE) Doorjainb Wood White 0.13 0.07 

#16 

Fire Station 
383 Officer's Room (SE) Doorstop Wood White 0.12 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
Wall heater Whlte 384 Officer's RooJ;n (SE) Metal <LOD 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
385 Officer's. Room (SE) Baseboard \Vood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
386 Officer's Room (SE) Baseboard Wood White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
387 Officer's Room (SE) \V.tndow sill Wood \Vhlte 0.07 0.04 

#16 

Fire Station 
388 Officer's Room(SE) Window apron Wood White <LOD 0.12 

#16 

fire Station .r 

389 Officer's Room (SE) Floor VSF R'Cd <LOD 0.03 
#16 

Fire Station 
390 

#16 
Stairwell to roof Tread VSF Brown 0.25 0.09 
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Fire Station 
394 Stairwell to roof Wall Plastei.; White 0.06 0.03 

#16 

395 
Fh:e Station 

Stairwell to roof Wall Plaster White 0.09 0.04 
#16 

Fire Station 
.396 Stairwell to roof Wall 

#16 
Plaster \Vhite <LOD 0.74 

Fite Station 
3'97 

#16 
Stairwell to roof Ceiling Plaster White <LOD 0.75 

Fire Station 
398 Stainvell to roof HVACDuct Metal White <LOD 0.03 

#16 

Fire Station 
399 Stairwell to roof Vert.Pipe 

#16 
Metal \Vhite <LOD 0.03 

Fire Station 
400 Stairwell to roof Door Wood White. 0.17 0.05 

#16 

Fire Station 
St~ell to roof 401 Ooorframe Wood \Vhite 0.18 O.o7 

#16 

Fire Station 
402 Stairwell to roof Door jamb Wood White <LOD 0.38 

#16 

Fire Station 
403 Stairwell to roof Door jamb Wood White 0.21 0.07 

#16 

Fite Station 
4-04 Stairwell to roof Door stop Wood White 0.11 o.os. 

#16 

Fire Station 
4-05 Stairwell to roof Stair riser Wood White 0.15 0.05 

#16 
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406 
·Fire Statlo.n 

Stairw:ell to .roof Plenum do()r Wood White 0.1 0.04 
#16 

Fire Station Plenum door 
407 Stairwell to roof Wood White 0.5 0.2 

#16 threshold 

Fire Station 
St.airwell ta' roof 408 Door frame Wood White 0.17 O.o7 

#16 

Fire Station 
409 Stairwell to roof Door jamb Wood White <LOD 0.19 

#16 

Fire Station 
410 S~llto.roof Windowsill. Wood White 0.16. 0.07 

#16 

Fite Station 
Stairwell to ·i:oof 411 \Vmdow api:on Wood White 0.15 0.1 

#1.6. 

Fire Station 
412 Stairwell to roof Basebo~d Wood White 0.14 0.09 

#16 

4i3 
Fire Station 

Roof Floor Wood Gi:een 0.08 0.04 
#16 

Fire Station 
414 

#16 
Roof Door Metal Beige 0.4 0.1 

Fire Station 
415 Roof Door frame Metal Beige 0.2 0.08 

#16 

Fire Station 
<LOD . Concrete B' . eige Roof Wall 420 

#16 
0.05 
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421 

422 

423 

424 

Fite Stitlon 
Roof 

#16 

Fire Station 
Roof 

#16 

Fire Station 
Roof 

#16 

Fire Stiition 
Roof 

#16 

Calibration and/ot Standardization 

See Note 1 Below. 
,,.,.,_~""=' 

=== 
Lead-Based Paint and/ or Component. 

Wall Concrete Beige <LOD 

Wall Concrete Beige <LOD 

Fence framing Wood Beige <LOD 

HVACduct fyfetal Beige <LOD 

NOTE 1: It .is itnpottllnt to \llldetStand that Cal/OS.EL'\ does 1.1.0t-give a regulatory definition of a 'llead-containing material." 

t:;11.l/OSHA and Federal OSHA are conce.t:ned with "an employee occupationally exposed to le.id." This is understood to mean 

material disnu:bed during construction wotk contlining lead in. any amount {i.e., lead-cont:iliiing paint and lead·based pairtt) is 

covered under the lead in construction st11Jldard. Additionally, Federal OSHA has detertnined that the uses of XRF data 

and/ or bulk sampling data (e.g., paint chips) are not l\cceptable fur predicting employee e11.-postires to lead. This fact means that 

conttactots calll;lot use XRF data, paint chip data or bulk sa[nple data as a suo:ogate fo.t employee e.xposures during 

construction work (or the bidding process) as defined in 8CCR153Z.1(a). The two OSHA interpretation letters below should 

be reviewed. ,~n, in sutnmary they state, the burckn-0(proof is on the etnp!oyer in regards to employee.exposmes to lead in 

construction work and not the reliance on XRF data; bulk sampling <;liita or paint chip sampfuig data: 

http:/ /www.osha.gov/ pls/ oshaweb/ owadisp.show_document?p_table=INTERPRETA TIONS&p_id:::23'455 

http:/ /www.osha.gov/pls/ oshaweb/ owadisp.show _document?p_table= INTERPRETATIONS&p_id=22701 
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O.o7 

0.03 
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APPENDIX A 

ALSF Laboratory" .Asbestos Bulk Sample 

Analytical Labotatory Report 

Millennium. Consulting Asso.ciates 
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Client 

P.O.#: 
Job#: 

Al§FANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.2083 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

Location: CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

9 Sampfe(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed 
95 Sample(s) Received 8/3/12 11:19 

Sample# Location I Description 

1. 120802.901 1ST FLOOR KITCHEN I BLACK SHEET FLOORING 

ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

A) BROWN-PAINTED PLASTIC & VINYL WITH FIBERGLASS NONE DETECTED 
B) OFF-WHITE GLUE NONE DETECTED 

2. 120802.902 FIRST FLOOR KITCHEN I BLACK SHEET FLOORING 

A} BROWN-PAINTED PLASTIC & VINYL WITH FIBERGLASS NONE DETECTED 
8) OFF-WHITE GLUE NONE DETECTED 
C) TAN RUBBER LEVELING PLASTER NONE DETECTED 

3. 120802.903 1ST FLOOR OFFICE I COVE BASE MASTIC ASSOCIATED WITH 6" TAN CB 

A) OFF-WHITE VINYL NONE DETECTED 
B) OFF-WHITE GLUE WITH PAPER NONE DETECTED 

4. 120802.904 1ST FLOOR 1V ROOM I COVE BASE MASTIC ASSOCIATED WITH 6" TAN CB 

A) YELLOW GLUE AND PAINT NONE DETECTED 

B) OFF-WHITE COMPOUND NONE DETECTED 

5. 120802.905 1ST FLOOR RR #1 / 2" X 2" CERAMIC FT MORTAR 
GRAY MORTAR 

6. 120802.906 1ST FLOOR RR #1 / 2" X 2" CERAMIC FT MORTAR 

A) GOLD PORCELAIN TILE 

B)GRAYMORTAR 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 

Fibers(%) 
Balance on File 

CELL. SYN <1-2 

CELL 10-20 

CELL<1 

CHRYS: ChtYSotile GELL: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amosite GI.: Fiberglass/Mineral.Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC; Crocidolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremolite/Actfnolite CARB: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anthophyllite SIU: Mixed Silicates CASI: Calcium Silicates 

Bu/Jc san1p/esana/yzed in acronltmce with "Me!hodfor tire Derermitlallon of .Asbestns In BulJc Building Materials" EP.A/61JO.'R-9Jlf /6. J,,/y 1993. '/11• tklection /ftn/1Ir1%. Quanll/(Jllon of 
asbestos is byc:alibroted vUual eslimatioa. Ana/yliat/ Uibs San Franr:isco, llW. (111..SF) is n:a>gn/zed Wider the Nat•ona/ L>bora1ory ilccredlla//on Program for satisja&lory compliance with 
cri1eria established in 'Tille Jj, Part 7 ~ (Jj Federal kgulalions and accrcdltedfor fmlk a:rbl!Slos fwer analysis (NYl.AP lab cvde: 10/909-()). tlsbes1os jiber.v less Jhmr O.Z microns mn
not be rc.ofred bv IW:l microscope. 17zis report mmf tlOI be reproduced exc:epr in /id{. wirhout the Wrilten approval of 11.LSr and pertains onlv ta the s11t111J/es mtalvzed 

A"™2EOS-WRE ~ w 
467 PotreroAvenue, San Francisco, CA94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552~0730 
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Al§.FANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
Client: 

P.O.#: 
Job#: 

MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES . 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
'3072.2083 

Location: CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE#16 
DEMO SURVEY 

95 Sample{s) Analyzed 
95Sample{s) Received 813/12 11:19 

Sample # . Location I Description 

7. 120802.907 1ST FLOOR RR#1 / 7" XX' CERAMIC FT GROUT 

A) GOLD CERAMIC TILE 

B) WHITE GROUT 

8.120802.908 1STFLOORRR#1 /2"X2"CERAMICFTGROUT 

A) WHITE GROUT 
B) GRAY MORTAR 

9. 120802.909 1ST FLOOR RR #1 / 4" X 4" CERAMIC WT GROUT 
WHITE GROUT 

10. 120802.910 1STFLOORRR#1 /4" X4" CERAMIC WT GROUT 
WHITE GROUT 

11. 120802.911 SAUNA I TILE GROUT 

WHITE GROUT 

12.120802.912 SAUNA/TILEGROUT 

WHITE GROUT 

13.120802.913 SAUNA/TILEMORTAR 

GRAY MORTAR 

14. 12oao2:914 SAUNA/TILE MORTAR 

GRAY MORTAR 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed:· AUGUST9. 2012 
Semple Collector: TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST2,2012 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

·NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

CELL<1 

NONASBESTOS 
Fibers(%} 

Balance on File 

CELL, HAIR <1 

CELL<1 

CHRYS: Chrysotile CELL: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
• AMOS: Antoslle GL: Fiberglas51Mlneral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocldolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tiemolite/Actinolite CARB: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anthophymte SIU: Mixed Silicates CASI: Calcium Silicates 

Bldlc samplesana/yud in occudbnce with "MelhodforJbe Determination of Ashcslos in BulkBuUdtngM01eriols• EPA/600/R-9JIJ 16, July 19?1. 1hedetec:tion limit is/%. Quonl///Jf/01' of 
asbestos: is by calibrated ~isrtal estimation.. Ana/ylfCQf Labs Salt Frrmclsa>, Inc. (.4I1;F) is recogn;ud IJJUkr /he National LaboroJory Accredilatlflll Program for :saJi:sfactary r:omplianc:e with 
criteria tsta/JUsht:4 in TiJ/e 15, Parl 7 code o{Fdera/ /legu/Qfians and accJ'ediledfor bulk asbOSJosjibrranalysls {NVUP Jab code: 10/91J!J.fJ). Asbestasf/hers f.w; lhan 0.2 mi= can
not he resolved bv lis:Jll mlcra=me. 11tis report must not he ~d exCl!IJI in (1111. whlumt the wr#ten approval of ALSF and ~ains onlv to 1he sompfa anofl'zed. 

AUlHOW-EOSGNAllJRE (j;~~f 4 DATE 'ljoja . . 

467 Potrero Avenue, San Francisco. CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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,~,ISFANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
cnent 

P.O.#: 
Job#'. 
Location: 

MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HfU, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.2083 
CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE#16 
DEMO SURVEY 

Report Number. ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: lYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 

Fibers(%) 
Balance on File 

95 Sample{s) Received 8/3/12 11 :19 
Sample # Location I Description 

15.120802.915 SAUNA/VAPORBARRIER 

BROWN-BLACK FELT AND TAR WITH Sil-VER STRIPE NONE DETECTED CELL 60..70, SYN <1 

16.120802.916 SAUNA/VAPORBARRIER 

BROWN-BLACK FELT AND TAR WllH SILVER STRIPE NONE DETECTED CELL 60-70, SYN <1 

17. 120802.917 BASEMENT MECHANICAL ROOM/ 16" TRANSITE PIPE 

GRAY ACM CEMENT CHRYS 5-15, CROC 5-10 

18. 120802.918 BASEMENT MECHANICAL ROOM/ 16" TRANSITE PIPE 

GRAY-PAINTED ACM CEMENT CHRYS 10-15, CROC 5-10 

19. 120802.919 1ST FLOOR GYM AREA I CARPET MASTIC (YELLOW) 

BROWN-OFF-WHITE GLUE WITH WAX NONE DETECTED CELL<1 

20.120802.920 1ST FLOOR GYM AREA I CARPET MASTIC (YELLOW) 

~ A) BROWN-GOLD GLUES NONE DETECTED CEU..SYN<1 

B) WHITE GLUE NONE DETECTED 

21. 120802.921 1ST FLOOR RR #1 / 4" X 4" CERAMIC WT MORTAR 

A) GOLD CERAMIC TILE NONE DETECTED 
B) GRAY MORTAR NONE DETECTED 

CHRYS: Cluysotile CELL: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amosl!e GL: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidollte SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremolite/Actinofite CARS: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anlhophytrrte SILi: Mixed Sificates CASI: Calcium SiHcates 

BrJ/k:ramplesona/yzed in =~with "Me.thDdforthe Delenninotioll of Ashmos in Bulk Buildhig M(lf~rials" li/W600:R.93il 16,,lu/y 1993. The detection I/mil is 1%. Qu11111ltotlon of 
<1$bes1os is by ca/ibnt!ed vistJal utlmalion. Anteytieaf [Abs San Francisco. Inc. (ALSF) is ncogµized untiel' the N(lfiona/ l..abora1ory Accrrulltatit»J I'm gram for Mlli:sfactory t:0111p/iPnce wilh 
criteila established in Tit/<1 JS, l'ot1 7 code q{F¢<kra/ Regulations and accwliledfor bJIJk asbestosfiberQtUt/ys/s (Nl'LAP lab """1:: 10/9~}. Ashutosflhen lr:u th"'10.2 microns can
not he resolvedbv lil!hl mi=pe. '!'his ~~not be. reP1"0duced 'c;cepl in Jilll. withoUI the written apprrWa/ of AI.SF Q11t;/pertains onlv lo the Sfl/11111es qrzalvzed. 

AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE ~-~~Ll DATE [ /; ~/t;i_ . 
r1 

467 Potrero Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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A.ISFANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

Client 

P.O.#". 
Job#'. 
Location: 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSUL TING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.2083 
CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE#16 
DEMO SURVEY 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9. 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sampfe(s) Analyzed 4SBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 

Fibers(%) 
Balance on File 

95 Sample(s) ReceiVed 8/3/12 11:19 
Samp!e :ff. Location I Description 

22. 120802.922 1ST FLOOR RR #1/4" X 4" CERAMIC WT MORTAR 

A) GOLD CERAMIC TILE 
B) GRAY MORTAR 

C) WHITE COMPOUND 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

23. 120802.923 1ST FLOOR STAIRS I RED SHEET FLOORING WITH BACKING AND YELLOW MASTIC (TOP) BROWN 
SHEET FLOORING WITH BACKING AND BLACK MASTIC (BOTTOM) 

A) BLACK-RED VINYL WITH JUTE BACKING NONE DETECTED CElL3040 

B) GOLD GLUE NONE DETECTED 

C) BROWN VINYL WITH JUTE NONE DETECTED CELL 20-30 

D) OFF-WHITE LEVELING PLASTER/GWE NONE DETECTED 

24. 120802.924 1ST FLOOR STAIRS I RED SHEET FLOORING WITH BACKING AND YELLOW MASTIC (TOP) BROWN 

SHEET FLOORING WITH BACKING AND BLACK MASTIC (BOTTOM) 
A) BLACK-RED VINYL WITH JUTE BACKING NONE DETECTED CELL 30-40 

B) GOLD GLUE NONE DETECTED 

C) BROWN VINYL WITH JUTE NONE DETECTED CELL 21).31) 

D) OFF-WHITE LEVELING PLASTER/GLUE NONE DETECTED 

E) BLACK-BROWN GLUE NONE DETECTED 

25. 120802.925 1ST FLOOR GARAGE I NEW TSI ON CEILING PIPES ANO CHANGERS 
PINK INSULATION NONE DETECTED SYN,Gl.2-5 

26. 120802.926 1ST FLOOR TV ROOM I NEW TSJ ON CEILING PIPES AND CHANGERS 
PINK INSULATION NONE DETECTED SYN,GL.2-5 

. CHRYS: Chrysotile CEU: CeUulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amosite GL; Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Croc!dolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremorlle/Ac!inolite CARB: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anlhophyl!ite SIU: Mixed Silicates CASI; Calcium Silicates 

&Ill. samples onalyretl in acca~ce wllh "Method for the f)eteHninalion ofAsbcsros in Bulk 8JJilding MawrlaJs• HPA-'61JOlR-93il 16. JJJ!y 1993. 'rhe detet:Ji011 liJnil is/%. QuanliltdirNt ef 
asbestos Is hy ca/ibrote4 vimal eSlimation. Anaiylwal I.abs San Francisco, Inc. (ALSF) L< recognized imder the National l.ahoratary Aci:IY!dltation Prowam for satfyfactory complionca with 
criteria established in T/JJe JS. Part 7 code of Federal Regulations and accredited for hulk· ashestos fiber attal)'SL• (NV!.,f P lab rode: J (} 1909-0). Asbestos fibers less than 0.2 microns C'111-

not be N!Solved by lil?lrl microscoM- 11tu repo rwt be relJt'otluced except in fir!/. wilholll lhe written appnwa/ of AISF and pertains onlv to the samples ONJlvzed. 

DATE_~_,.b~/O.,_./;;J-~ 
' I 

467 PotreroAvenue, San Francisco, CA94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX552-0730 
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Client 

P.O.#: 
Job#: 

~ISFANALn1cAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.2083 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Gompleted: AUGUST 9. 2012 
Sample Collector: TYLER BEU\IR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

Location: CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

9 Sample(s} containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed 
95 Sample(s) Received 8/3/12 11:19 

Sample# Location I Descrlpti6n 

27. 120802.927 BASEMENT MECHANICAL ROOM /TSI (6" PIPE) 

WHITE INSULATION WITH <;c>TTON CANVAS 

28. 120802.928 BASEMENT MECHANICAL ROOM I TSI '(6" PIPE) 
WHITE INSULATION WITH COTTON CANVAS 

ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

CHRYS 5-10, AMOS 5-10 

CHRYS 5-10, AMOS 5-10 

NONASBESTOS 

Fibers{%) 
Balance on File 

CELL60.70 

CELL50-6D 

29. 120802.929 1$T FLOOR BREAK ROOM I BLACKIRED SHEET FLOORING WITH BACKING ANO YELLOW MASTIC 

A) RED-BLACK VINYL WITH JUTE BACKING 
B) YELLOW GLUE 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

CELLSD-40 

30. 120802.930 1ST FLOOR BREAK ROOM I BLACK/RED SHEET FLOORING WITH BACKING AND YELLOW MASTIC 

A) RED-BLACKVINYL WITH JUTE BACKING NONE DETECTED CELL30-40 

B) YELLOW GLUE NONE DETECTED 

C) BROWN SURFACE WAX WITH DEBRIS NONE DETECTED CELL, HAIR 1-3 

31. 120802.931 2ND FLOOR HALL I BLACK/RED SHEET FLOORING WITH BACKING AND YELLOW MASTIC 
A) RED-BLACK VINYL WITH JUTE 

B) YElLOW GLUE 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

32. 120802.932 2ND FLOOR HALL/ COVE BASE MASTIC (YELLOW) ASSOCIATED WITH 4" BROWN CB 

CELL30-40 

A) YELLOW GLUE NONE DETECTED BINDERS. CARS, MICA. SYN, MISC. 

B) WHITE PAINT NONE DETECTED 

C) WHITE COMPOUND NONE DETECTED 

CHRYS: Chrysotile CELL:: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amoslte GL: FlberglassJMineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: CrocidoDte SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremolite/Actindlite GARB: carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anlhophy!lite SILi: M"ixed Silicates CASI: Calcium Silicates 

Bulle samples O/llllJIZedill rza;ordam:e with "Method/or lhe Detenninalion ef Asbestos in Bulk /l/iifdingMateria/s" b1'A/6(}{)/R.931l /6, July 1993. The deledian limit iS !%. Qllantltatioo of 
asbestos is by calibmted v/Slla/ esl/mallon. Analytical /..abs San Francisco. Inc. (AL.'IF) is recognized mu/er the National l.ol>ormory Accredilatioll Program/or satb;fat:toty Cf1111pliance with 
critoria esJablt<hed in Tille /5, Part 7 code ofrderal Regulotions '111d accredited/or bulk asbosrasfibcr ana/ysi.- (NVUP lob code: /019(}9.()). Asbestos fibers I= than 0.2 micron:t can-
noc he resol~ bv lif!./11 micl'r$rope. This rtfJ<J SI 1101 ~ reorod11ced exceot in full. withal/I tbe written (lpPl"OWJ/ of ALSF and pertoills on/v to the samples ant1/vzed. 

DATE 

467 Potrero Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94110 (415} 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Client 

P.O.#:. 
Job#:. 
Location: 

LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARJZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HIU, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.2083 
CCSF~ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: lYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: ~UGUST 2, 2012 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 
Fibers(%) 

Balance on File 
95 Sample(s) ReceiVed 813112 11:19 

Sample# Location I Description 

33: 120802.933 2ND FLOOR HALL/ COVE BASE MASTIC (YELLOW) ASSOCIATED WITH 4" BROWN CB 
A) GOLD GLUE NONE DETECTED 
B) WHITE PAINT NONE DETECTED 

C) WHITE COMPOUND NONE DETECTED 

34. 120802.934 2ND FLOOR STAIRS TO ROOF I BROWN BA1TLESHIP WITH BLACK BACKING 
A) BROWN VINYL WITH JUTE BACKING NONE DETECTED CELL20-30 

B) BROWN GLUE NONE DETECTED 
C) Bl.ACK FELT AND TAR NONE DETECTED CELL 51).6() 

0) BROWN GLUE NONE DETECTED 

35. 120802..935 2ND FLOOR STAIRS TO ROOF I BROWN BAmESHIP WITH BLACK BACKING 
A) BROWN VINYL WITH JUTE BACKING NONE DETECTED CELl21)-30 

B) BROWN GLUE NONE DETECTED 
C) BLACK FELT AND TAR NONE DETECTED CELL. SYN, HAIR, LEATHER 50-00 

D) BROWN GLUE NONE DETECTED 

36. 120802.936 STAIR LANDING AT ROOF I BLACK SHEET FLOORING WITH BACKING 
A) Bl.ACK VINYL Willi SAND TEXTURE AND NYLON NONE DETECTED SYN, GLS-15 

B) BlACK GUMMY TAR NONE DETECTED 
C) Bl.ACK FELT AND TAR NONE DETECTED CEll60-70 

D) BLACK GUMMY TAR NONE DETECTED 

CHRVS: Chrysotile CELL: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amosite GL: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool ' FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibn;>US Gypsum 
TREM: Tremofite/Actinolite CARS: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anthophyllite SILi: Mixed Silicates CASI: Calcium SUicates 

Bulk samples analyzed In arcordance wll1r "MethorifDr the Determinatinn of Asbestos in Bulk Braiding Mattriafs• EPA/600!R-9J!J 16, July 1993. 1bt tklectlon limit is/%. Quan/llation of 
as/Jl!$IOS Is by calibratr!d vmuzl est/rnatfon. Mafylk:tJf Labs San Frnncisco, Inc. (ALSF) Lr r~ under die NaJlona/ lAbotatory Accredilmion Program for Stll/ifllClory compliana with 
crileria l!Slabli!thed In Tille IS, Part 7 code ofFedmJ/ Re:gulatlons and acr:rtditedfor b11Jk asbestfJSjiberana/ysis (NVUP lob cod.,· 101909-0). Ashl!Sf.Mfiht!I'S I= than 0.2 microns am-
noJ be resolW!d bv l/Ji:hl microscoPf!. This T"11() llS1 no/ he r~ct:d except In full. ,,JlhOlll the wrlJlen approval of Al.SF and pertains onlv to the samples J111ll/vud. 

DATE 

467 Potrero Avenue, San Francisco, CA 9411 O (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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AISFANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
Client 

P.O.#'. 
Job#'. 
Location~ 

MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, 'CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.20~3 
CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

Report Number. ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector. TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

N~NASBESTOS 

Fibers(%) 
Balance on File 

95 Sample(s) Received 8/3/12 11:19 
Sample# Location I Description 

37. 120802.937 STAIR LANDING AT ROOF I BLACK SHEET FLOORING WITH BACKING 
A) BLACK VINYL WITH NYLON MESH BACKING 
B) BLACK GUMMY TAR 

c) BLACK FaT AND TAR 
D) BLACK GUMMY TAR 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

SYN,Gl..5-15 

CEll60-70 

38. 120802.938 1ST FLOOR LAUNDRY ROOM PLENUM I TAN HVAC MASTIC OR DUCT 
OFF-WHITE CAULK WITH NYLON NONE DETECTED SYN 1-3 

39. 120802.939 ATTIC I TAN HVAC MASTIC AND TAPE ON DUCT 
A) OFF-WHITE CAULK WITH NYLON NONE DETECTED SYN 1-3 

B) SILVER ALUMINIUM PAPER WITH FIBERGLASS NONE DETECTED CELI., GL 40-50 

40. 120802.940 Arne I TAN HVAC MASTIC AND TAPE ON DUCT 
A) OFF-WHITE CAULK WITH NYLON NONE DETECTED SYN1·3 

B) SILVERALUMINIUM PAPER WITH FIBERGLASS NONE DETECTED Cat., GL40-S0 

41. 120802.941 Arne I GRAY HVAC MASTIC AND TAPE 
A) GRAY CAULK ON ALUMINIUM FOIL NONE DETECTED 

B) BLACK STICKY CAULK NONE DETECTED CELL,GL<f 

42.120802.942 ATTIC/ GRAY HVAC MASTIC AND TAPE 
A) GRAY CAULK ON AL SOIL NONE DETECTED 
B) BLACK STICKY CAULK NONE DETECTED CEll,GL<1 

CHRYS: C'1rysotile CELL: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: AmOSite GL: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC.: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidofite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremotite/Actinonte CARB: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anthophylllte SIU: Mixed Silicates CASI: Calcium Silicates 

Bulk s(1JTlp/es anal)'Z"d ill ammfarH:e With "Medlodforthe Detenr1inali01t of Asbestos In W &//ding Mfllerials" EPA!600!R-!131116. Jltly 1!193. 71re dekction I/mil J.r /% Qllalll/Joll/JIJ q 
asbeslm is by C(lfibr(lleJ vbual l!JliJ11atlon. Allalytical uws San FrondscQ. Inc. (4LSF) Is t>:cognitedwukr th11 NmionaJ LabOl'tilol')I AccreJltaJion P10gramfor salisfactory campl/4nee w 
critt!l'io established in T111e 15. Pllrt 7 t:tNfc o[Feder41 /legll/otionsand accn:ditedfar bulk arbwosfiber QlUl'(Ys/s (NVLAP lab cade: 10/909-IJ), Asbestos jib= less tllli110.2 miaon1 cm 
nat be resolved bv Ire/It microscope. 711ismerewoduced ;:cePl in full. JVil/wlll the writ/En CIPP/Ylllal a( Al.SF and PUt«im onlv 10 the samp/u aJlllfwed, 

AUTHORIZB>'"GHAlURE ~J.d DATE ?Im/a-
467 PotreroAvenue, San Francisco, CA94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Client 

P.O.#". 
Job#". 

Al.§FANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED UGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
30722083 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

Location: CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE#16 
DEMO SURVEY 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample{s) Analyzed 
95 Sample(s} Received 8/3/12 11:19 

Sample# Location I Description 

43. 120802.943 SOUTHEAST I BLACK WALL VAPOR BARRIER 

A) BLACK SURFACE TAR AND FELT 
B) BLACK TAR {BOTTOM) 

44. 120802.944 EAST I BLACK WALL VAPOR BARRIER 
A) BLACK SURFACE TAR AND FELT 
B) BLACK TAR (BOTTOM) 

ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

- NONE DETEc-t:ED 
NONE DETECTED -

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

45. 1?0802.945 1ST FLOOR KITCHEN WINDOW I EXTERIOR WINDOW GLAZING 

GRAYPUnY CHRYS>1-3 

46. 120802.946 2ND FLOOR WEST I EXTERIOR WINDOW GLAZING 
GRAYPUTIY 

47. 120802.947 2ND FLOOR EAST I EXTERIOR WINDOW GLAZING 
TAN PUTTY 

48. 120802.948 ROOF PATIO AT STAIRS I EXTERIOR WINDOW GLAZING 

OFF-WHITE-PAINTED GRAY PUTTY 

CHRYS>1-3 

CHRYS>1-3 

CHRYS>1-3 

49. 120802.949 2ND FLOOR MEN'S RR/ CERAMIC WALL TILE GROUT AND MORTAR 
A) GREEN CERAMIC TILE NONE DETECTED 

B) WHITE GROUT NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 
Fibers(%) 

Balance on File 

CEU. 40-50 

CEll40-60 

CHRYS: Chrysotile CELL: Cellulose POLY_: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amosite GL: FiberglaSS/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremolite/Actinofde CARB: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTit Anthophyllite SIU: Mixed Sificates CASI: Calcium Silicates 

Bulk samples analyzed in~ with "Medwdfar the Delermination of Asbesfo:i; in Billie Building Materlaf:i;• liPAl60lJ!R-9J/J 16, July 1993. The tle1tt1/all llmi1 is/%. Qrumtllallott qf 
osbma:i; is hy cali/Jratf!d visual Ullmt11/on. AllDlytit:d /Abs Sall FronciSl:O, Inc. (Al.SI•) tt m:ognt:etl under 1he National l.a/HJrmary Aa:rr:ditation Program /DI' sat4fec/ory t:Ompllance with 
crileria established In Title I:;, Part 7 cede of Federal Rl:gJl/ailolls and accredited far hulk o.thestm jiber 01111/ysla (Nl'l.AP lab code: 10/909-fJ), Asbeslo:i; fwers less dtPll 0.2 "/flfcrons Ctlll· 

not be 1VStJlred bv lif!hl 111ic~ This r~ not~ reoroduced except in fUJJ, without rhe written 41JD1"QVal of ALSF and JH!rlalns onlv to the 80lllliesana/vzed. 

AlJlli()RlZED S"NATURE ~w DATE ~/t lJ /I/-
467 PotreroAvenue, San Francisco, CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Client 

P.O.#". 
Job#: 

LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSUL TING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

. 7526 
30722083 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

Location: CCSF-ESEA ARE STATION, FIREHOU~E #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed 
95Sample(s)Received· 8/3/12 11:19 

Sample # Location I Description 

ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE % OR 
NONE DETECTED 

50. 120802,950 2ND FLOOR MEN'S RR I CERAMIC WAL.L TILE GROUT ANO MORTAR 

A) OFF-WHITE/GREEN PAINTS NONE DETECTED 
B) WHITE GROUT AND CERAMIC TILE NONE DETECTED 

51. 120802.951 2ND FLOOR MEN'S RR I MOSAIC FT MORTAR AND GROUT 

A) GREEN PORCELAIN TILE 

B) GRAY GROUT 
C) GRAY MORTAR 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

52. 120802.952 2ND FLOOR MEN'S RR I MOSAiC FT MORTAR AND GROUT 

A} GREEN PORCELAIN TILE NONE DETECTED 

B) GRAY GROUT NONE DETECTED 
C) GRAY MORTAR NONE DETECTED 

53. 120802.953 2ND FLOOR WOMEN'S RR/ 4" X 4" CERAMIC WALL TILE GROUT AND MORTAR 

A) PINK CERAMIC TILE 

B) WHITE GROUT 

C) GRAY MORTAR WITH METAL 

D} WHITE COMPOUND 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

54. 120802.954 2ND FLOOR WOMEN'S RR/ 4" X 4" CERAMIC WALL TILE GROUT AND MORTAR 

A) PINK CERAMIC TILE 

B) WHITE GROUT 

C) GRAY MORTAR 

D) Wf-!ITE COMPOUND 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 

Fibers{%) 
Balance on Fne 

CELI.. SYN. HAIR >1-3 

CHRYS: (fhrysotile CELL: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amosite GL: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Flbrous Gypsum 
TREM; Tremollte/Ac:tinolite CARB: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anlhophyllite SIU: Mixed Siflcates CASI; Calcium Sirlcates 

&die samples ona/y:ed in accordan~ '11/lh "Mt:thod for the Determin4tlon of Asbatm hi Bulk IJui/ding Moleria/s" I':PA/(i(){J!R-9Jll /6, .hily 1993. 11re dtW:ctlon limit /$ /%. Qµmililat/Dn of 
oskstas /$by cali/mzted visual !'St/million. All(l/ylicaf Lobs San FnmcbcO, fnc. (Al.SF) it recognbd Utttler the Nalional Loborato17 Accrediration Progmmjor $ttlfsfac/Dzy Ctllilpfrance 111hh 
criteria atabfished in Title IS. Part 7 aide ofFetkrtif /legalotJOtJS and accredited for bulk (tSbUtosjiberanalysls (NVl.AP lob code: /01909.0). Asbestosftbm /us than 0.2 micrD1Ucan
not be ruvl~ed bv lil1ht microscope. Thhi ref)Ort must not be reoroduced except in fUII. without the written approval of Al.SF and pertains on/ii ro lhe samples analvzed 

AUTHORIZED SIGNAnJRE CJtf5lu.d DATE '(./lo h 
467 Patrero Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 

1089 



Client 

P.O.#: 

.A.l§FANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT . . . 

MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector. TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 
Job#". 
Location: 

7526 
3072.2083 
CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample{s) Analyzed 
95 Sample(s) Received 813/12 11:19 

Sample # Location I Description · 

55. 120802.955 2ND FLOOR WOMEN'S RR I BLUE EPOXY FLOOR 
A) BLUE PAINT 
B) SAND ANO EPOXY 

56. 120802.956 2HD FLOOR WOMEN'S RR I BLUE EPOXY FLOOR 

A) BLUE PAINT 
. B) SAND AND EPOXY 

ASBESTOS 
1YPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED · 

57. 120802.957 2ND FLOOR OFFICER'S RR I SHOWER TILE, GROUT AND MORTAR 

A) GREEN CERAMIC TILE NONE DETECTED 
B) WHITE GROUT NONE DETECTED 
C) WHITE MORTAR NONE DETECTED 
D} WHITE COMPOUND NONE DETECTED 
E) BLUE PAINT NONE DETECTED 

58. 120802.958 2ND FLOOR OFFICER'S RR I SHOWER TILE, GROUT AND MORTAR 

A) GREEN CERAMIC TILE NONE DETECTED 
B) WHITE GROUT/MORTAR NONE DETECTED 
C) WHITE COMPOUND WITH YELLOW GLASS MESH NONE DETECTED 

59. 120802.959 1ST FLOOR LAUNDRY ROOM I DWS 

A) OFF.wHITE COMPOUND 

B) WHITE GREEN BOARD 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 

Fibers(%) 
Balance on File 

CELL>1·2 

CELL. Gl 15-20 

CHRYS: Chrysoti1e CELL: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amosite Gl: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 

0

TREM: Tremofrte/Actinolite CARB: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
AN1lt Anthophyllite . SILi: M'oced Silicates CASI: Calcium Siricates 

&Jk $i1lllples analyzed /JI flccorr!m= with "Ml!JJwdfor the /Jetenninatln11 qf Asbeslos In fJulk Bili/ding Mater/oh" EP AJ6(}(}tR-93/l J6, July 1993. 1he de1ec:t1on llmil is 1%. Qutmlilation qf 
m/Jl!StfJs ts by calihra1ed •isilal esl/matiOI. Analytical lAh• San Fronclsco, Inc.. (Al.SF} is recagnJzed umJer the Nati!mal Laboratory Accreditation Program.for SlllUfactory compltance with 
criteriaestahlisltedln 1itle /S, Part 7 cede of Federal llegu}attonsandoccredlledforbulk asbaJMjiberanafysis (/WLAP lab rode: 10/9()9..(}) • .hhestosjibt:rslesstht»t0.2111icronsCQtl-
not be resfll'led bv f/S1Jzt microscope, 17IIs _ not be reproduced except in fidl. wilhout the wr/llen opPTOVal of .Al.SF and pertains onlv to the iraJlllJ/es tl1llJJvred. ,,,..,. 

,. 7 
DATE 

467 PotreroAvenue, San Francisco, CA94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Al§.FANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
Client 

P.O.#: 
Job#: 

MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.2083 

Location: CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

95 Sample{s) Analyzed 
95 Sample(s) Received 8/3/12 11:19 

Sample # Location I Description 

60. 120802.960 . 1ST FLOOR BREAK ROOM I DWS 

A) GRAY/WHITE PAINTS 
B) WHITE SHEETROCK 

61. 120802.961 1ST FLOOR BREAK ROOM (CEILING} f DWS 

A) WHITE COMPOUND TEXTURE 

B) WHITE PAINT 
C) WHITE COMPOUND WITH GOLD .GLASS MESH 

D) WHITE SHEElROCK 

62. 120802.962 2ND FLOOR HALL/ DWS 

A) WHITE PAINT 
B) WHITE COMPOUND, TAPE, COMPOUND 
C) WHITE SHEETROCK 

6?. 1208o2.963 2ND FLOOR WOMEN'S RR I DWS 

A) WHITE PAINT 
B) WHITE COMPOUND WITH YELLOW GLASS MESH 

C) WHITE/GREEN BOARD 

64. 120802.964 2ND FLOOR MEN'S LOCKER ROOM f DWS 

A) OFF-WHITE PAINT 

8) WHITE COMPOUND 
C) WHITE SHEETROCK 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
.Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

9 · Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE % OR 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
· NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE PETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 

Fibers(%) 
Balance on File 

CELL. GI. 2Cl-30 

CELL. GL 10-20 

CELL, GL 1o-20 

CEll, GL 1(}.20 

CEi.L, GL 1~20 

CHRYS: Chrysoble CELL: CeRulose POLY: Polyelhylene 
AMOS: Amosite GL: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidoftte SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremolite/Actinolite CARB: carbonates FELD: FeldSpar 
ANTH: Anthophyllite Sill: Mixed Sificates CASI: Calcium Sfficatas 

.Bulle Shlllp/es analyzed in QCt:Drr/ance with "Mdhod for dw Determination of Ash.mos in Bulk Building Matel'io/5" EPAl600lR-931Jl6, July 1993. 71te tkieaiDn limil u /%. QJUmtilation of 
arbcstos is by calibrated visrJal estimation. Analytical lAhs Sun FrancUct>, Inc. (ALSF) Ir n=gniud wider the NoJICJllll/ 1.abo'ratory Accro41tatiDll Program for satisfactory comp/kmce with 
criJeria established In Tille 15, Patt 7 ~of Federal Regulations and accretliledfor bullr asbestos jlberQ1111/ysls (NVUP fob code; JOJ!}(J9--0). A.sheslosflbers I= than 0.2 micl'OJIS can-

~=:= ~~:;;-mM<,.._._::-;;;;;~-_,,.,.,_.-m 

467 Potrero Avenue, Sf)n Francisco, CA94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Client 

P.O.'#: 
Job#: 

.~JSFANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
. MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3.072.2083 

Report Numbei-: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

Location: CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE#16 
DEMO SURVEY 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE "lo OR 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 
Fibers(%) 

Balance on File 
95 Sample(s) Received 813112 11:19 

Sample # Location I Description 
65. 120802-965 2ND FLOOR OFFICE'S RR I DWS 

A) OFF-WHITE PAINT 
B) WHITE COMPOUND, TAPE. COMPOUND 
C) GREEN PAINT 

D) WHITE FINISHING PLASTER 
E) WHITE TEXTURE PLASTER 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

cat 10-20 

. CELL<1 

66. 120802.966 1ST FLOOR OFFICE #1 /PLASTER WALL SYSTEM 

67:120802.967 

68. 120802.968 

A) OFF-WHITETGREEN PAINTS 
B) WHITE FINISHING PlASTER 
C) OFF-WHITE COARSE PLASTER 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

1ST FLOOR BEHIND ICE MACHINE I PLASTER WALL SYSTEM 
A) WHITE/GREEN PAINTS NONE DETECT-ED 

B) WHITE ANISHING Pl.ASTER NONE DETECTED 

C) WHITE TEXTURE PLASTER NONE DETECTED 

1ST FLOOR GARAGE ON COLUMN I PLASTER WALL SYSTEM 
A) GREEN PAINT NONE DETECTED 

B) WHITE COMPOUND #1 NONE DETECTED 
C) GOLD PAINT NONE DETECTED 

D) WHITE ANISHING·PLASTER NONE DETECTED 

E) GREEN/TAN PAINTS NONE DETECTED 

F) WHITE COMPOUND #2. NONE DETECTED 
G) GRAY/BROWN PAINTS NONE DETECTED 

H} WHITE ANISHING PLASTER NONE DETECTED 

I) WHITE TEXTURE Pl.ASTER NONE DETECTED 

CEll<1 

CELL<1 

CELL<1 

CHRYS: Chrysotile CELL: CelluloSe POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amoslte GL: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocido5te SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum. 
TREM: Tremofite/Actinoli!e CARS: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar · 
ANTH: Anthophyllite SILi: Mixed Silicates CASI: Calcium Silicates 

Bulk samples analyrd in aca»'danr:a with "Method for the DeJerminoJiOJt of A.<be:rtos Jn Bulk B11ilding Material•" EPAftfOf}IR-911116. July /991. The Je1ect1tm limit Is /%. Quantitalian ef 
asbestos u by ca/ihmted viJUal esiimation. Analy1icl# Lab:r San Franc#co, Inc. (Al~<of) i• 1'1Xlig11/ted under lhe Nallanol Laboratory lle<:rt1di10lion Program for sot4fot:torY complionr:ewi/h 
crlleria establlthed in TUT• JS, Part 7 code tff Federol Regu/aJlon.< and at:credikd for httJk QS/Jesro:r fiber (lJlaJysi:r (NJTl.AP lab code: 1111909-0). A.tbl!Stos fibers less than 0.2 micron.r can

not he resolved bv llkht ~M Thb r8POT'I must "°' be revroduced 11JCCe1Jt in (11"; without the 19ritJen approvQ/ of AI.SF and vertain.s onlv to tlu? s_0111Ples analvzed 

AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE·--~~--~....,._..,.6 ..... 4=4. __ DATE 8/t fJU;t. 
} .. 

467 PotreroAvenue., San Francisca, CA94110 {415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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AISFANALYTICAL LA B S S A N F RA N C I S .C 0 I N C . 

Client 

P.O.#:. 
Job#:. 
Location: 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES . 
620CONTRACOSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
. 3072.2083 

CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

Report Number. ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector. TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

9 Sample(s} containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 
Fibers(%) 

Balance ·on File 
95 Sample(s) Received 813/12 11:19 

Sample# Location I Description 

69. 120802.969 1ST FLOOR GARAGE CEILING I PLASTER WALL SYSTEM 
A) BEIGE PAINT NONE DETECTED 
B) OFF-WHITE FINISHING PLASTER NONE [)ETECTED 

C) WHITE TEXTURE PLASTER NONE DETECTED CELL <1 

70. 120802.970 2ND FLOOR HALL I PLASTER WALL SYSTEM 
A) OFF-WHITE/TAN PAINT 
B} WHITE FINISHING PLASTER 
C) WHITE TEXTURE PLASTER 

71. 120802.971 2ND FLOOR OFFICER'S RM #1 / PLASTER WALL SYSTEM 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

A) OFF-WHITE/TAN PAINT NONE DETECTED 
B) WHITE RNISHING PLASTER NONE DETECTED 

CELL<1 

C) WHITE TEXTURE PLASTER NONE DETECTED - CELL <1 

72. 120802.972 2ND FLOOR OFFICER'S RM #21 PLASTER WALL SYSTEM 
A} WHITEIGREENfTAN PAINTS NONE DETECTED 
B) WHITE f'INISHING PLASTER - NONE DETECTED 
C) WHITE TEXTURE PLASTER NONE DETECTED CEU <1 

73. 120802.973 TAKEN IN Ame I CEILING PLASTER ABOVE 2ND FLOOR DW CEILING 

A) GREENJPINK PAINTS NONE DETECTED 
B) WHITE FINISHING PLASTER NONE DETECTED 
C) WHITE TEXTURE PLASTER NONE DETECTED CELL <1 

_ CHRYS: Chrysotil& CEll: Cellulose POLY: Polyelhylene 
AMOS: Amosite GL: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocldolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremollte/Actinorite CARB: Calbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: AnlhophyUite SIU: Mixed Silicates CASI: calcium Silicates 

Bulk sample$ analyzed ill (1CC(Jt't/an~ with "Met/uxJfor the /)elenninraion ef Ashas1os ill !Wik Building Materials" EPAl6{)(}!R-93i/ 16. July /993. 'fhe de1ection limit Is 1%. Qwwilalion a[ 
llSbe:s10s Is by ca/Jbl'Qled v/saQ/ estimation. AJfa/ylkvl !Ahs San FTU'flCiscC. Inc. (Al.SF) Is recognized under the Nmionlll /Ahorotory Accreditation Program.for sa1.is[actory compflaJU:e wil1l 
crileria established in Tiile /5, P4rl 7 colk of Fedeial l/egulatiOIU' UJ1d occredi1r:dfor bulk as/ieslm fther analysis {NVLAJ' lab c:ade: /0/ 909.()). Alheslos fibers less //um 0.2 /fl/(:fi)l1$ CDll

not be rosalved bv lild:I mtcrosc:ope. T1tis report llltUI nOJ be reproduced excef)l in ML without /he wrinen OPlJTOVal of AISF and penaiJrs onlv ro the .somPtu Cl11alvzed. 

AlmlORIZEDSIGNAlURE ~w DATE 'Jjio/1:1 

467 PotreroAvenue, San Francisco, CA94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Client 

P.O.#:. 
Job#: 

Al§.FANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED UGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
' 

MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 

620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD .. SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.2083 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Pate Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample COiiector. TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Pate: Al,IGUST2, 2012 

Location: CCSF-ESEAFIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE#1€ 
DEMO SURVEY 

9 Sainple(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed 
95 sample(s) Received 8/3/12 11:19 

Sample# Location I Description 

ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OR 
NONE DETECTED 

74. 120802.974 Ame I CEILING PLASTER ABOVE 2ND FLOOR ow CEILING 
A) GREEN/PINK PAINTS NONE DETECTED 
8) WHITE FINISHING PLASTER NONE DETECTED 

C} WHITE TEXTURE PLASTER NONE DETECTED 

75. 120802.975 ABOVE STAIRS I FLAT ROLLED TAR AND GRAVEL ROOF 
A) BLACK GRAVEL AND GUMMY TAR NONE DETECTED 
8) GUMMY TAR AND FELT/NYLON/PAPER NONE DETECTED 

AND GLASS FELTS . 

C} TAN INSULATION NONE DETECTED 

76. 120802.976 NORTHEAST ROOF I FLAT ROLLED TAR AND GRAVEL ROOF 
A) BLACK TAR AND SAND SURFACE NONE DETECTED 
B) TAR AND GLASS FELTS NONE DETECTED 

C} TAN INSULATION NONE DETECTED 

77. 120802.977 NORTH OF ROOF PATIO I FLAT ROLLED TAR AND GRAVEL ROOF 
A) BLACK SURFACE TAR NONE DETECTED 

B) TAR AND GRAVEL NONE DETECTED 

C) TAR AND GLASS FELTS NONE DETECTED 
D) TAN INSULATION NONE DETECTED 

CELL<1 

NONASBESTOS 
Fibers(%) 

Balance on File 

SYN, CELL, GL 15-20 

CELL60-70 

Gt 1&-20 

CELL60-70 

GL 15-20 

CELL60-70 

CHRYS: Ctuysott1e CEll: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amoslte GL: FiberglaSS/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidolite SYN: Synt11etlc FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremolite/Actlnolite CARB: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anthophylllte SIU: Mbced Silicates CASI: Calcium Sfficates 

Bulksampks analyzed in aa:ol't/t:ltce llliJh "MeJhodfer the Determina/Jon of Asbestos In Bulk Building Materials• EPAl600IR·93!l 16, July 1993. The detection lllllil Is 1%. Quamilotlon 
asbeslas is hy callbmJed ~msm estimatft»r. Analylical 1Ab$ San Frw1cfsc0, Inc. (A/SF} is recognized ll1Ukr the Nati Ma/ lA/;oraJozy Aa:rn:lllatlon Program/or samftJcloJYCOurp/fazice 1 

criteria established ill 1itk IS, Part 7-mtle of Federal ~laliansandaccrediledforbulk osbes1osjiberOt10/ysls(NYLAP lab =le: /Ql909-0). Jfsbt.stasflberslastha,r0.2 mkrons a 
not br; ~by r/J?Ju microu:ope, 1itis report lmlSI not be reproduced except in fitU. lrilhout the wrillen OP1Jroval of ALSF and 1'eltains OllW to the samples mtalvzed. 

AUTilORO:ED SIG,.;.WRE <iit3f 14 DA,,; ~µ 0 fi:;i 

467' Potrero Avenue, San Francisco, CA 9411 O (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Client 

P.O.#: 
Job#: 

.Al§.FANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED UGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 · 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
30722083 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9; 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

Location: CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

. 9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample{s) Analyzed 
95 Sample(s) Received 813/12 11:19 

Sample # LocatiOri I Descliption 

78. 120802.978 ROOF PATIO I FLAT ROLLED TAR AND GRAVEL ROOF 

A)BLACKSURFACETAR 
B) TAR AND NYLON FELT 

C} TARAND GLASS FELTS (4) 
D) TAN INSULATION 
E) TAR AND WOOD 

79. 120802.979 EAST AT ROOF TRANSITION I COMPOSmON ROOF 
A) BROWN GRAVEL AND TAR (2) 
B) TAR AND GLASS FELTS WITH CLEAR PLASTIC 
C) BLACK FELT AND TAR 

80. 120802.980 WEST AT PEAK I COMPOSmON ROOF 

ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% 01 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

A) BROWN GRAVEL AND TAR (2) AND GLASS FELTS (2) NONE DETECTED 
8) BLACK FELT AND TAR WITH WOOD FIBERS NONE DETECTED 

81. 120802.981 BLACK ROOF PENETRATION MASTIC 

BLACK SURFACE TAR WITH WOOD 

82. 120802.982 BLACK ROOF PENETRATION MASTIC 
BLACK SURFACE TAR 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

83. 120802.983 NORTH OF PATIO I GRAY/BLACK PENETRATION MASTIC ON ROOF 
BROWN-BLACK SURFACE TAR NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 
Fibers(%} 

Balance on File 

SYN20-30 

GL 10-20 

CEll60·70 

CEll 1-3 

GL 10-20 

CELL50-60 

Gl 10-20 

CEllfi0..60 

CELL 10-15 

caLS-1s 

CELLS-10 

CHRYS: Chrysotile CELL: CeUulose POLY: Poly"ethylene 
AMOS: Amosite GL: FiberglasS/Mineral Wool FTALC; Flbrolls Talc 
CROC: Croc!dollte SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremolite/Actinolite CARB: carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anthophylllle SILi: Mixed Sificates CASI: Calcium Silicates 

Bulk sampfC$ analyzed in accordance with "Me!hodfor the Delenninalion of Asheslos hr Bulk Bailamg Mmerialr' EPAl600!R-93/l 16, Jufy 1993. The delectlon fflnll 1.11%. Qumttltallon qf 
asb"51DS is by calibrated visual estimation. Anqlytical Lobs San Frt111cisctJ. Inc. (ALSF} is tecognizzd t111der th• NaJional laboratory Acrred#alion Program for m!/efadoryc:omplit:mce wit 
criteria established in Title JS, Pm 7 cOtk ofFedeml RegulaJions and accredited.for bulk asbestos.fiber atml)'lis (NVLAf' ltd> code: 101909..f)). Asbe.slOSflbusloss than 0.2 microns can-
nDl be rtsol.ed bv /Wit mlcrosame. This" not be reproduced except in Ml. without rhe written appro1•al of ALSF and oenains anlv 10 the samples (ltla/vzed 

467 Potrero Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Al§.FANALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT· 
Client 

P.O.#". 
Job#". 
Location: 

MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING.ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
.PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.2083 
CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

95 sample(s) Analyzed 
95 Sample(s) Received 8/3/12 11:19 

Sample# Location I Description 

Report Numbet ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9,.2012 
sample Collector: TYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AU~UST 2, 2012 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% Ol 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 

Fibers(%) 
Balance on File 

84. 120802.984 AT COMPOSmON ROOF I GRAY/BLACK PENETRATION MASTIC ON ROOF 

BROWN-BLACK SURFACE TAR NONE DETECTED 

85. 120802.985 EAST FLAT ROOF I HVAC TAPE 
BlACK CAULK WITH GRAY PAINTED FOIL 

86. 120802.986 NORTH OF PATIO ON FLAT ROOF I HVACTAPE 

BLACK CAULK WITH BEIGE PAINTED ALUMINUM FOIL 

87. 120802.987 WEST SKYLIGHT /WHITE SKYUGHT MASTIC 

. WHITE RUBBER CAULK 

88. 120802.988 EAST SKYLIGHT I WHITE SKYUGHT MASTIC 

WHITE RUBBER CAULK· 

89. 120802.989 PATIO ROOF I TAN FLASHING MASTIC 

A) GOLD RUBBER CAULK 
B) SILVER PAINT WITH TAR ON.SURFACE IN GROOVES 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 
NONE DETECTED 

90. 120802.990 NORTH/FRONT OF COMPosmoN ROOF I TAN FLASHING MASTIC 

CELLS-15 

CASl<1 

CEll, WEB, INSECT FIBERS <1-2 

A) GOLD RUBBER CAULK NONE DETECTED CASI <1 

B) G~Y CAULK IN GROOVES AND BOTTOM NONE DETEC...TED 
i. 

CHRYS: Chrysotile CELL: Cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amosite GL: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremolite/Actinor1te CARS: Carbonates FELD: Feldspar 
ANlli: Anthophyllite SIU: Mixed Silicates CASI; Calclum Silicates 

Bulk samples QJ1t1/yzed /tr =rdonCf! with "Mr:tlrod for the Dl!tanninatitm nf Aslr<!.'1ru in ffulk 8111/tTmg Moreria/s" El' Ai6004/-9Ji/ 16, July /9!JJ. 7he dt1edion limil is 1%. Qiumtilotion of 
asbestos is by carlbrqterJ visual estimation. Alla/ytical I.a~ S4n FrancL<e0, Inc (A/Sf} is l'l!cognized wuler the Notionol l.ahorawry Accn:ditarion l'rograrnfor satisfaanry compliance with 
criteria estahi/shed Jn Title 15, Pmt 7 tfJde of Federal Regu/alllJllS and accred/ledfor bulk osbestm: fiberana/ysi$ (NVLAP Joi> cmb: 101909-lJ}. Asbesfasflhers I= titan 0.1 micmns t:ml· 

nDI be resolved bv /WJrt m/Q'tuco/Je. • .':'.' e reproduced exeept in fr1ll, 1vithou1 the written approwz/ of ALSF and verklins onlv to the samples lmafvwL 

DATE 8Uol !).. . 
I I 

467 PotreroAvenue, San Francisco, CA94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Client 

P.O.#:. 
Job#: 
Location: 

FRANCISCO INC. 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY ANALYSIS FOR ASBESTOS CONTENT 
MILLENNIUM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
620 CONTRA COSTA BLVD., SUITE 102 
PLEASANT HILL, CALIFORNIA 94523 

7526 
3072.2083 
CCSF-ESEA FIRE STATION, FIREHOUSE #16 
DEMO SURVEY 

Report Number: ZH0301 
Date: AUGUST 9, 2012 

Analyst OLGA KIST 
Date Completed: AUGUST 9, 2012 
Sample Collector: lYLER BELAIR 

Collection Date: AUGUST 2, 2012 

9 Sample(s) containing Asbestos 

95 Sample(s) Analyzed ·ASBESTOS 
TYPE AND RANGE% OI 
NONE DETECTED 

NONASBESTOS 

Fibers(%) 
Balance on File 

95 Sample(s) Received 8/3/12 11:19 
Sample# Location I Description 

91. 120802.991 NORTH HOSE TOWER I EXTERIOR STUCCO/CONCRETE SKIM COAT 

A) YELLOW PAINT NONE DETECTED 
B) PINK COARSE FINISHING .PLASTER NONE DETECTED 

C) OLD YELLOW PAINT WITH TAN ACM SEALANT CHRYS 5-10 

92. 120802.992 NORTH EXTERIOR WAU I EXTERIOR STUCQO/CONCRETE SKIM COAT 

A) YELLOW/PINK PAINTS NONE DETECTED 
B) PINK COARSE PLASTER NONE DETECTED 

93. 120802.993 EXTERIOR BBQ SHED PAINT (CREAM) 
. WHITE/PINK PAINTS 

94. 120802.994 EXTERIOR SOUTH PAINT 

YELLOW/PINK PAINTS 

95. 120802.995 RETAININGWAU. PAINT I EXTERIOR SOUTlf YARD 

WHITE/PINK PAINTS 

080612 LABORATORY BLANK (1866 GLASS FIBERS) 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

NONE DETECTED 

CELL<1 

DlATOMS<1 

CHRYS: Chrysoti!e CELL: cellulose POLY: Polyethylene 
AMOS: Amosite GL: Fiberglass/Mineral Wool FTALC: Fibrous Talc 
CROC: Crocidolite SYN: Synthetic FGYP: Fibrous Gypsum 
TREM: Tremolite/Aetlnolite CARB: Carbonates ·FELD: Feldspar 
ANTH: Anthophyllite SIU: Mixed SUicates CASI: Calcium SUica!es 

Bulk samples {111'11J=l in a&r:0rdance with "MeJl:odfar the Determintlt/011 of h:bt:SJD~ In Bulk ~11//ding Moterf(l/s• Ef Al600!R-93!1 l6, July 1991. The daeai<J11 limit is/%. Qmmtltatlon of 
asbe.stas is by calibrated vinlal esrimatfOll. Analyttca/ Labs San Francisco, Im:. (ALSI') Is recognized wuler th~ Natlmwl Laboratory Accreditation Program for $0/isfaaory complftzrlce wllh 
criteria established ill Tide J J, Part 1 code of J.."cdera/ Regulations and accredited far h11lk asbeJtos fiber 01U1/ysis (NJl1.AP /ah code: 101909-0). Asbe.uas fibers less I/Jon 0.2 microns am
not be resolved bv lildtt microscope. Thh ~i=ed exceTJI in fill/. without the m'illen aJ>PTOVaf a( ALSF and pertains anlv to the samvlt.s t:tnalvzed. 

Alffi10R12EOSIGNATURE c& · DATE t/11!/.1:! 

467 Potrero Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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. . 
A ISF ZHoJOle 
~ AN.ALYTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

REQUEST FOR PLM/BULK ASBESTOS ANALYSIS· CHAIN OF CUSTODY ALSF LOG#: 

MAD..BEPORT TO~ 

CI.JENT; Millennium Consulting 

620 Contra Costa Blvd., Ste 102 

·-~t.lloll ....... ,_, .. __ ..,.""'11-._•..,llor ..... _.,ialb_ 
ai.ii..~--.. -~.-.r--.-.oo1,...... 

CONTACT: 

RESULTS NEED BY: 

I 
~~--~~~--~-~~~~• 

NE: (925) 808-6700 

FAX: (925) aoe.:i;1os J 

Pleasant Hill, CA PAGER: 

P.01: J S-Z l:. 

SAMPLE NO ALSFNO . -- -

l'ZASo-z. C\o~ 
. . 

BQ301"'!. .. ~~~~,~~~e.~_ ~-~·, .... ,_ \...+- F'\4;»'<>< . . , 
I .ciot 1.. 

,, 
' 

--:, 
c.o~ .... ~e ~~~~;4 t\'5$toc. .. '"o.\.a ~ v ~~"' 

.. C\OJ b"- Cit. 1-

.'IOI-( '-\ "'" 
I( 

./ ft " l='T i"\o...-\.-(' - \~ Ff Par _,oS IC) "Z.~Z C.r•.,...:c. 

.<\o(, ~ '"' 
1 

,, ,, <o c:.+ 
Flo~( .i~; "Z')f? teci.i,-:.c.. ~\ ro~~ - \ 

.'\OS ~ \\. 

.<to«f ~ 
~ 11 • 

'I· '"' c.~1~ \,J.,. 
~II 

."ltO u \ (} '-.\.. 

SAMPLED BY: -,;1 re ~ e..\ca l ;"' 

R.nnqulsh&dby: r ~ 
Date/Time: e. ·':\ ~' ~ 

I 

· R~linqulshed by::.....~-------

Date/Time: 

. !:io-f 
6<" o""-- \ F-l c~ ( 

~:.\-~fll'\ 
,// . 

.. ... 

\ ., ... _\' .. - r:.-( J!t...p 
'if . 

- l Flo .. r \v R-,"I\. 

llll~\ 
({ 

R\l#\ 
/1 

~'"R.~ 

.. 

l 

// . 

A 

L 

s 
F 

.. 

467 Potrero Avenue. San Francisco. CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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ZHQ301• 

~FANALVTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO 

REQUEST FOR PLMIBULK ASBESTOS ANALYSIS· CHAIN OF CUSTODY ALSF LOG#: 

INC. 

Cot,ollcrloi._llio __ d__,....," __ .. <lioMl.t ... -... 1191/ 5 
...................... ~ .. - ........ .,~--., ......... _ ...... _ 

lk•• ......... --.. - ... --.r---~ 
MAIL REPOR.TTO: CONTACT: 

·CLIEN"f: Millennium Consulting iPHoNE: (925)808-6700 RESULTS NEED BY: 

620 Contra Costa Blvd:, Ste 102 FAX: (925) 808-6708 I I 

Pleasant Hill, CA ZIP: 94523 PAGER: 

frontdesk@mecaenviro.com, lgosselin@mecaenviro:eom, 
P.Oi: JOB#: i:cMAJL~ mnoel@mecaenviro.corn 

(circle) 

JOBSITE: hr. RUSH .24hr 48JJr 
(circle) 

STANDARD PLM I PLM WITH POINT COUNT 

SAMPLE NO. ALSFNO . . . -

11.0flot .'\\\ 1Uo301.., \ ..;," v-. - -\'"\ \e. (.,c-o...i-\- -:ft .. 
I 

.'\\ t. lV "" " . 
" . .. 

.'\\~ f ?J s°""'"'" \ .. \.~ ('-\Q(~w' 

.C\t--1 \~ '"" '' 

.'\IS' I~ ~,..,¥\_ V°"Ou~ \So.<"r ' ~ r - . 

.'\IC. \~ 
,, 

// 

t\ " \.-t. " - ~ .. c:,e.,..e .. .\- f\\tc.~•r:c.., \ .G\\1 I(=. #r.""s. ?,~e, Roa,,,.... 
.chfl \<Q \ '- II 

. .. 

.c\l'1 \ 'l IC.-eo-t.\ '\-J~C&~ .. ·c... l "/e.\\o~) - \.is.+ Floor by"' ~#4 
~ Ir' ' -'l z.o I\ v 

SAMPLED BY: 

Relinquished by: 

Datemme: 

Relinquished. by: 

Date/Time: 

. 
to '.\ 

OA'TE: TIME: 

Received by lab: 

Date/Time: 

Analyzed by: . 

Date/Time: 

467 Potrero Avenue, San Francisco. CA 94110 ( 415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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ZHQ30le 
LABS .SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

REQUEST FOR PLM/BULK ASBESTOS ANALYSIS- CHAIN Oii' CUSTODY ALSF LOG#: 
--...--~,.._.... .. __ ..,....,.... __ ""°" ..... _ .. pme1m-. 

liolloo ....... oto.CU..1o-lllol--ol'---·-..-.. 
MAIL REPOR.TTO: CONTACTI 

CLlENT: Millennium Consulting PttONE! (925) 808-6700 RESULTS NEED BY: 
620 Contra Costa Blvd., Ste 102 FAX: (925) 808-6708 I I 

Pleasant Hill, CA ZIP: 94523 PAGER: 

frontdesk@mecaenviro.com, lgosselin@mecaenviro.com, 
P.01: JOBll: EMAIL: mnoel@mecaenviro.com 

(circle} 

JOB SITE: hr. RUSH 24hr 48hr 
(circle) 

STANDARD PLM I PlM WITH POINT COUNT 

. SAMPLENO. ALSFNO • CIJBNT'S SAMPLELOCATION/D~ 

- 1 'it r/t», R« ~I 
.'\tt 

-~?.3 

f\l.11 

.'ti 

,,u, 

.C\l.1 

.'llS 

~1\ 

,'\JO 
\f 

SAMPLED BY: DATE: TIME:,___ __ _ 

R&llnquishad by: Received by lab: A . 

. Date/Tune: Date/Time: L 

Relinquished by: Analvzgd by: S 

Date/Time: Date/T"ane: F 

467 Potrero Avenue. San FroncJsco. CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 

f ca~e. ""5 ~ Io 

1100 



zn 0 301~ 

~ISFANALVTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

REQUEST FOR PLM/BULK ASBESTOS ANALYSIS· CHAIN OJ!' CUSTODY ALSF LOG#: c......., .. _ ... ~..i__, .... of ... .u-.. 11mwot .. oWlllJ. -Ir I I -, 11 ....... 111-.. ,....... .. ,... ... -~--... fu ......... ......--llsU...w;.do>_dlo& .. _ ... __ .r ____ ..,... 

MAIL REPORT TO: CONTACT~ 

CLIENT: Mtllennium Consulting PHONE: (925) 808-6700 RESULTS NEED BY: 

620 Contra Costa Blvd., Ste 102 IFAX: (925) 808-6708 I I 

Pleasant Hill, CA ZIP: 94523 PAGER: 

frontdesk@mecaenviro.com, lgosselin@mecaenviro.com, 
P.0#: JOB#: EMAIL: mnoel@mecaenviro.com · 

(circle} 

JOB SITE: hr. RUSH 24hr 48t)r 
(circle) 

STANDARD PlM J PLM WITH POINT COUNT 

SAMPLE NO. ALSFNO • CI.lHNT'S SAMPLE LOCATION/DESCRIPTION . 
ltOBo?..'\"!i/.. !10301 ~ &\-.,~/~&.). ~\..•11:..\ Fl-c~r w 6r.;t\t.;"' 

... 1,.~ fl•o< ~-t.~r~ ~ ."'. -r 

1"1 

.'tJt. 

Relinquished by: 
~-----~-~-

Re&inqutshed by·.,_--------

Oate/T'une: 

DATE: TIME: 

Recitlved by lab: 

Date!Time: 

Analyzed by: 

Datemme: 

467PotreroAvenua.Sonfrancisco,CA94110 (415)552-4595 FAX552-0730 
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' 

A IS,F · ZHo30ld 
~ ANALYTICAL .LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

REQUEST FOR PLMIBULK ASBESTOS ANALYSIS - CHAIN OF CUSTODY ALSF LOG#: 
OonollQ!ltt._ .. _,_...s_......, ...... - ....... "'_.... -~-........................ _.,~--·lb ..... _ ....... flut ..... ....,..._.u.w ___ .r__,.._ ... _,,...,,_ 
MAILBEPORTTO: !CONTACT: 

CLIENT; Millennium Consulting PttONE: (925) 808-6700 RESULTS NEED BY: 

620 Contra Costa Blvd., Ste lOZ FAX: (925) 808-6708 I I 

Pleasant Hill, CA ZIP: 94523 PAGER: 

P.01: JOB fl: 
frontrlesk@~ecaenviro.com, lgosselin@mecaenviro.com, 

EMAU.: mnoel@mecaenviro.com 
(Circle} 

JOB SITE: hr. RUSH 24hr 48tµ" 
{circle). 

STANDARD PLM I PLM WITH POINT COUNT -·· 

SAMPLE NO. ALSFNO.. CLiBN'I'S SAMPLELOCATIONIDESCRIPTION 

~\-.c..'v- \N~ \\ V<i o(" ~"('r\e .-

'"' It ( EJ 
~,,,(Jr ~\ .. 'l:,. 

. "(,,. , .... It 

t\1 ''- 1,, 

'\.. If 

1-,.~ ~ \ao f' 
fore,.,,+ 'i ~ -' - ""e ~ 

SAMPLED BY:.._ ______ _ DATE:. TIME:. ___ _ 

Relinquished by: Rectived by lab: A 
~~~~~~~~~ 

Oatemme: L 

Rctlinquishad by: 
---~~~~~~~~-

Analyzed by: S 

Oa te/T i me: DateJTime: F 

467 Potrero Avenue. San Francisco. CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 

. \?-5e $" cJ tO 
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zno;;Ole 

Af SFANALVTICAL LABS. SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

REQUEST FOR PLM/BULK ASBESTOS ANALYSIS· CHAIN OP CUSTODY ALSF LOG#: 
Qir ........ _ ... _...oa<l_ ... .r __ ...... .r_.._, ._,.... .. dio ____ ..,.......,._._.., ___ .<lot ..... ,..,. .. ~-

11.lolllO~tlld .. _ ............. .r---..., ....... 
MAIL REPORT TO: CONTACT; 

CLlENT: Millennium Consulting PHONE: (925) 808-6700 RESULTS .NEED BY: 

620 Contra Costa Blvd., Ste 102 FAX; (925) 808-6708 I I 

PleasantHilL CA ztP: 94523 PAGER: 

P.0#: JOB#.: 
l'rontdesk@mecaenviro.com, lgosselin@mecaenviro.com. 

EMAIL: mnoel@mecaenvirO.com · 
(c:lrc:la) 

JOBSITE: hr. RUSH 24hr 48t)r 
(circle) 

STANDARD PLM I PLM WITH POiNT C.OUNT 

SAMPLE NO .ALSFNO 

) '2°80?.~.Sf u6:;01-9 N\05'1l ((.. FT Mo<.\-o. r Z.'"'~ F\oo I Mt~ ~ R_ 
-3 G:,cov~ - . "'~ 

.. 'JS'l t..1/ 
,, Ir· 

... ·-·-

•<iSS ~'l 
"' ,. 

l/.,tr.4 C.ero.t-- le. ~\\1"', \c. (oro~ ') 
"Z"o t== \o.-"' 

l"\c.rt\.o.c - WoM.eJ:.~ Cl...Q: 

.'lS~ ~~ ''- (/ 

.'}~S' (~ ©.~e f:(1o1" y ~\ocir - ~ ?. .. ~ r.:=te>c> ( Wof!N! ~ "':> ~~ 
,.,-

~7" ~ "' // 

.. 1s1 S-t S"'-.o \J e < ~ .. \e fo ro~ ~ t"\o'~ ( .... ?: ~ Floe1f ~;<.t>( ~ ~~ ~ 
.,~, CJb '\ I/ 

.<\9J VJ{\ °'N':> ...-- \4;+- Flour \a,..,~ l'f \lel>d w" 

v I , 

\o,G 'VW<;, \ ~'-\-- PIOC>r .qf;o - Br~\c.. \.\-o c:> tv' 

SAMPLED BY: DATE: TIME: 

. R&linquifhed by: Received by lab: A 

Date/Time: Oaterrime: L 
~, 

Relinquished by: Analyzed by: s 
Datemme: Date/lame: F 

467 Potrero Avenue. San Francisco. CA 94110 (415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 

-p ... c:,e. ~ &~ It:> 
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Zt-lo30lc.:i> 

~FANAlVTICAL LABS SAN FRANCISCO INC. 

REQUEST FOR PLM/BULK ASBESTOS ANALYSIS .. CHAIN OF CUSTODY ALSF LOG#: _,......_ ... ___ ,......, ___ ~--.,e..-,.,, .. ,..i..-
. ~ltllil..._..,lllllt_ .. _w __ .r_...... .. _ _,._ 

MAIL REPORT TO:· ~ACT: 

CLJENT: Millennium Consulting PHONJ:: (925)808-6700 RESULTS NEED BY: 

620 Contra Costa Blvd, Ste 102 FAX: (925) 808-6708 . I I 

Pleasant HilL CA ZIP: 94523 PAGER: 

front:desk@mecaenviro.com, lgosselin@mecaenvfro.com. 
P.Oil: JOB#: EMAIL: mnoel@mecaenviro.com 

(clrcle) 

JOBSITE: hr. RUSH 24hr 48hr 
(Circle) 

STANDARD PLM I PLM WITH POINT COUNT 

SAMPLE NO. 'ALSFNO. CUEN'I'S SAMPLE LOCAllON/DESCR:IPTION 

I/ 

11 
\'.\- A oo r 

'' 
DATE: TIME:. ___ _ 

·-. 

Retinquished by: Received by lab: A 

Date/Time: Date/Time: L 

Relinquished by: 
~~~~~~~~~-

Anatvzed by: S 
Date/Time: DatelTime: F 

467 PotreroAvenue. Son Francisco. CA 94110 ( 415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 

?~:>e... -, rl /0 
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Al§.FANALVTICAL LABS SA~'Cf~~;~CISCO INC. 

REQUEST FOR PLMIBULK ASBESTOS ANALYSIS- CBAlN OF CUSTODY ALSF LOG#: 
Cor ...... lf .. _ .. '1 1-..s-.... .c--........ "'__ ,.., ft ti ...--........................ ______ .,.,.. ..... _ .. ,......_ 

kiillll~-.. -~--.r-... -... ..-
MAll... REPORT TO: CONTACn. 

CLIENT: Millennium Consulting PHONE: (925) 808·6700 · RESULTS NEED BY: 
620 Contra Costa Blvd., Ste 102 if~ (925) 808-6708 J I 

Pleasant Hill, CA ZIP: 94523 PAGER: 

frontdesk@mecaenviro.com, lgosselin@mecaenviro.com. 
P.01: JOBI: eMAl1.: mnoel@mecaenviro.i;:om 

(clrcle) 

JOBSITE: hr. RUSH 24hr 48hr 
, (circle) . 

STANDARD PLM I · PLM WITH POINT COUNT .. 

.. . 
SAMPLE NO. ALSFNO. CLiENTS SAMPLE LOCATION/DESCRlP'l'ION 

t ( \..)ca.\\ 

1 •o< 

"'""° -,.\ e ,( ~ '40\&C I\ ~ le • \~ I' .-

-'\11.\ 

/5 Fl..l 

.. '\11 11 ,, 

Co oc; .~~c:-~ ~o~ .. - ~$-{.-@_~ot--\rq" \ t --'\'\ 

"" II \J'-1 ,.,..,_ @_ eo. \c 
DATE: TIME: 

Received by lab: 

Date/Time: 

Relinquished by'-: -------- Analyzed by: 

Date/Time: Datemme: 

467 Potrero Avenue. San Francisco. CA 94110 ( 415) 552-4595 FAX 552-0730 
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Additional Pages of the Chain of Custody are only necessary ff needed for additional sample information 

Sample# 
11'1,"' No. 

Samole DescrioUon ~~ 
rt~"?.. • G\ en z uo~o1 ... 4 Ex.~t'to r s.\..c.c.o }Cott~l'f.\. ~ .... l~- ~~t~ I.tu" - .. 

I 

' 
,,,z ai ""' v_ ~of-\. t)(..\.<l"r~o/ 

.. q 't '2;.> '(]~ ' 

,;;~no( ~~ Sk~ pc ~ "---\ LLre~.,. ~ 
' 

.°t'lL\ lf\f E".\-rno< So~ ? .. ~ .. .\-

.. "" ·°1°15 ~t; i:~..\-e r r" r ~"A"'- ...., Q ') - Rt~~~,., f,J~/t P°'~~+ 
i 

"' 

' 

# 

•comments/Special Instructions: 
' 

' 

Page~ of~ pages 
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• I 

~ ISF · 1no1tl''- ... 
~' 

1 
.·AN ALY TIC AL LABS SAN FRANCIS C 0 I NC. 

REQUEST FOR PLM/BULK ASBESTOS ANALYSIS· CHAJN OF CUSTODY ALSF LOG#: 
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SAN FRANCISCO ARTS COMMISSION 
CIVIC DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE 

1. Roll Call 

Monday, January 13, 2014 
3;00p.m. 

25 Van Ness Avenue. Suite 70 

Agenda 

2. ESER 1 Neighborhood Fire Station #16: Phase 3 
Action 
Approximately 20 minutes 
This project was previously reviewed on the following 
dates: 10115/12, 11119/12, 1/14/13, 8/19/13. 
Gabriella Judd Cirelli, Project Manager, DPW Design & Construction 
Paul de Freitas, Project Architect, DPW Design & Construction 

Explanatory documents: Request for Review Form, Presentation 

Discussion and possible motion to approve Phase 3 of the ESER 1 Neighborhood Fire 
Station #16. 

PRIOR on October 15, 2012 
1. 

ESER 1, Fire Station #16: Informational Presentation 
Gabriella Judd Cirelli, Project Manager, Department of Public Works, introduced the 
project and explained that the original building was constructed in the 1930s and was 
dramatically renovated in the 1950s. The cost of seismic upgrade was greater than that of a 
new building. The historic evaluation found that the character of the building was not 
significant as a historic resource. She presented the site context, which is residential, and 
the concept drawings for the layout and functions. 

Commissioner Smith asked about the community process. 

Ms. Cirelli explained that they are doing early outreach to gather information on what is 
important to the community. 

Commissioner Borden commented that new buildings are more modem. What you build 
today should be of today and no be false historicism. 

Commissioner Chow recommended going to the community with design concepts instead 
of choices. Commissioner Chow also recommended finding a way to get more outdoor 
space .. 
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Prior on November 19, 2012 

l. 
ESER 1, Fire Station #16: Phase 1 
Action 
Approximately 20 minute 
This project was previously reviewed on the following date: 10/22/12 
Andrew Maloney, Architect, Department of Public Works 
Gabriella Judd Cirelli, Project Manager, Department of Public Works 

Explanatory document: ESER 1, Fire Station #16: Phase I Presentation 

Discussion and possible motion to approve Phase 1 of the ESER 1, Fire Station #16. 

PRIOR on January 13, 2013 

I. 
ESER 1, Fire Station #16: Phase 1 
Gabriella Judd Cirelli, Project Manager, Department of Public Works, gave an overview of 
the bond project and briefly reviewed the previous designs for Fire Station 16. She 
explained that the Fire Department has seen the new direction for the building and is in 
support of a more contemporary design. She introduced Paul De Freitas, DPW BDC, 
Architectural Associate. 

Mr. De Freitas briefly explained the siting and location for the fire station. He presented 
images of the surrounding buildings and presented the most recent iteration of 
the design. The living areas above theapparatus bay doors will have large glass windows to 
provide natural light. There will also be a large graphic above the door to identify the 
building as part of the Fire Department. The scale and massing of the station intend 
for it to fit into the neighborhood yet still have a warm, civic presence. 

Commissioner Chow coriu:nented that the glass should turn around the edge of the building 
more cleanly.He also added that the clear glass and spandrel glass will look different and 
this should be considered in the design. On the back of the building, there are long 
windows that should be reworked or removed. He also added that the trash enclosure 
should be less prominent than the entrance. 

Commissioner Keehn asked that the materials, including the types of glass and trim 
colors, are carefully considered. 

Commissioner Stryker commented that the tree pits could be longer to improve the health 
of the trees. 
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Motion to approve Phase 1 of the ESER 1, Fire Station #16: Commissioner Chow 
Vote: Unanimously approved. 

PRIOR on August 19, 2013 

1. 

2. Fire Station #16: Phase 2 
Gabriella Judd Cirelli, Project Manager, Department of Public Works ("DPW'') Building 
Design and Construction, and Paul de Freitas, Project Architect, DPW Building Design and 
Construction, presented renderings of Fire Station #16. Mr. de Frietas said that there had 
been a signific?nt amount of community involvement and feedback since the last 
presentation to this Committee. As a response to neighborhood feedback, the project team 
created renderings that would reduce the visual presence of the glass windows on the 
second floor to make it more visually appealing. He added that the window treatment 
reduces the massing of the glass and adds texture to the design. The entry door will likely 
be clear glass, but the client prefers frosted or opaque glass .muminated from behind. He 
stated that the building would have a blue roof, similar to what is seen in Seattle and New 
York. He said it was a great alternative to meeting certain criteria, other than having a 
green roof. Most of the renderings are consistent with what was presented in Phase 1. Mr. 
de Freitas stated that the design took its inspiration from the wooden ladders used by the 
firefighters as part of their daily work. Mr. de Frietas noted that the construction budget 
would increase moving forward. The project team showed sample construction materials to 
the Committee. The use of stone with pre-mitered comers was well-received by the 
community and valued for giving warmth to the building. The Commissioners 
acknowledged their positive impression of the improvement in design since the last 
presentation, although Commissioner Smith expressed reservations about the comer of the 
glaz}:d firewall and thought it needed further work. 

There was no public comment, and the motion was approved unanimously as follows. 

Motion to approve Phase 2 of Fire Station #16 subject to design modifications of the 
glazed firewall at the northeast corner. 
Motion: Commissioner Stryker 
Second: Commissioner Orde:fiana 
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7/2/2014 Geo Tracie!" 

STATE WAT~ .... RESOURCES CONTROL BOAkJ 

GEOTRACKER 
CASE SUMMARY 

REPORT DATE HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INCIDENT REPORT FILED WITH OES? 
1/2/1965 . - . 

I. REPORTED BY - CREATED BY 

UNKNOWN UNKNOWN 

II. RESPONSIBLE PARTY -

UNKNOWN 

Ill. SITE LOCATION 

FACILITY NAM~ FACILITY ID 
SFFD#16 

FACILITY ADDRESS ORIENTATION OF SITE TO STREET 
2251 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 CROSS STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO COUNlY 

V. SUBSTANCES RELEASED I CONTAMINANT{S) OF CONCERN 

GASOLINE 

VI. DISCOVERY/ABATEMENT 

DATE DISCHARGE BEGAN 

DATE DISCOVERED HOW DISCOVERED DESCRIPTION 
9/3/1987 

DATE STOPPED STOP METHOD DESCRIPTION 

VII. SOURCE/CAUSE 

SOURCE OF DISCHARGE CAUSE OF DISCHARGE 

DISCHARGE DESCRIPTION 

VIII. CASE TYPE 

CASE TYPE 
Other Groundwater (uses other than drinking water) 

IX. REMEDIAL ACTION 

REMEDIAL ACTION BEGIN DATE END DATE DESCRIPTION 

NA 1/1/1965 

X. GENERAL COMMENTS 

XI. CERTIFICATION 

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION REPORTED HERBN 
IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE. 

http://geotracla".waterboards.cagmfcase_summary.asp?g lobal_id=T0607500250 1/2 
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71212014 GeoTrac!er . 

xn. REGULATORY USE ONL y 
. LOCAL AGENCY CASE NUMBEB. REGIONAL BOARD CASE NUMBER 

10169 38-0285 

I LOCAL AGENCY I 
I 

I CONTACT NAME INITIALS ORGANIZATION NAME EMAIL AD PRESS 
STEPHANIE CUSHING SC SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY LOP stephanie.cushing@sfdph.org 

ADDRESS CONTACT DESCRIPTION 
1390 MARKET STREET #210 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

Pl::!ONETYPE PHONE NUMBER EXTENSIO~ 

I BUSINESS (415)-252-3926 

. 

REGIONAL BOARD 

CONTACT NAME INITIALS ORGANIZATION NAME EMAIL ADDRESS 
VIC PAL VP SAN FRANCISCO BAY RWQCB (REGION 2) vpal@waterboards.ca.gov 

. ADDRESS CONTACT DESCRIPTION 
1515 CLAY STREET, SUITE 1400 
OAKLAND, CA 94612 

PHONE TYPE PHONE NUMBER EXTENSION 

office (510)-622-2403 

Copyright© 2014 State of California 

htlp://geotrac!er.waterboards.cag·ovfcase_summary.asp?globaljd=T0607500250 212 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

2251 Greenwich Street 0515/031 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2012.1443E N/A 09/10/12 

0Addition/ [{]Demolition IZJN"ew I 0Project Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval 
Demolition and new construction of Fire Station #13. The proposed project includes demolition of the existing 2-story, 10,272 square foot (sf) fire 
station built in 1938 and construction of a new 2-story, 10,398 sf fire station on the same lot with three programmed areas: (1) Apparatus bay and 
support, (2) .firefighter operations, and (3)1iving quarters. The project also includes replacement of the roof top generator, ·removal of one 
underground storage tank and replacement of a second underground storage tank. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class a-p-plies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.* 

D Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted.or with a CU. 

D Class 3- New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 

[Zj Class . 
- 2. Replacemeot & reconstruction of existing structures/facilities. New structure located on the sarne site as stn.Jcture replaced with substantially the same purpose & capadty. 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked belo~, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

D 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station1 auto repair, dry cleaners, or 
heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 

[Z1 
cubic yards or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from :industrial to residential? If yes, 
this box must be checked and the project.applicant must submit an Environmental Application 
with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: dn not check box if the a:ppliccmt presents 
documentation of enrollment in the San. Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) MJiher program/ a 
DPH waiver from the Maher program1 or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that 
h.a:zardous material. effects would be less than significant (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer). 
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Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 

0 than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP _ArcMJip > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive 
Area) 

D 
Noise: Does the project include '.new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals, 

residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways loeated in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Noise Mitigation Area) 

D 
S~bdivision/Lot Line Adjustment Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line 
adjustment on a fot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers> Tapogrcrphy) 

Slope = or> 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 

D on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work perfonned on a 
previously developed portiqn of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work (refer to EP _ArcMJip > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers> Tapogrcrphy) If box is checked, a geotechn:ical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation,of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 

square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, 

D 
grading -including excavation and fill on a lar:i.dslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the 
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work (refer to EP _fircMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Seismic Hazard 
Zones) If box is checked,.. a geotechn:ical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document 
required 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the·projectinvolve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 

D 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously 
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Cri.fex 
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechn:ical report will likely be required 

D 
Serpentine Roel<: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine 
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work (refer to 
EP _ArcM.ap > CEQA Cate:x: Determination Layers> Serpentine) 

*If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental 
Evaluation AJ2:JJ_lication is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner. 

D Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The prcij ect does not trigger any of the 
CEQA impacts listed above. 

Comments and Plaru;ier Signature (optiona[): Jessica Range g::--·.~-::;--

Correc!ion to exemption issued 1/23/2013. Proposed project subject to soil & groundwater remediation in compliance with Health Code Article 228' (Maher 
Ordinance). Project sponsor has enrolled in the Maher Program with the San Francisco Department of Public Health. Project reviewed by staff archeologist 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map) 

D Category A: Known Historical Resource: GO TO STEP 5. 

11'1 Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 

I I Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 

2 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project 

D 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

D 3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or ·repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. D<?es not include 
storefront window alterations. 

D 5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guid.elines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

D 7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of- . 
way. 

D 8. Dormer installation-that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Donner Windows. 

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the: original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

IZl Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS-ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

-
Check all that apply to the project 

D 1. Project involves a known !rlstorical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

D 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with 
existing historic Character. 

r i 4. Fai;ade/storefront alterations thafdo not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

D 5. Raising the building :iJ1 a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining 
features. 

D 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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8. Other work consistent with the SecrefanJ of the Interior Standards fo~ the Treatment of Historic Prcrperties 
(specify or add comments): 

D 
: 

[Z] 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

a Per HRER dated: 1=12 (attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): 

-
Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below. 

D Further environmental review"required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

[Z] Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Plarmer and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: A/Uson K~ Vanderslice §ff.'~~...=----

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERM1NATION 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check 
all that apply): 

D Step 2 - CEQA Impacts 

D Step 5 -Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

D No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

PiannerName:Jessica Range Sign'.1ture or Stamp: 
Diglta!ly signed by Jessica Range 

Project Approval Action: Jessica Ran g e DN: dc----0rg, dc=Sf!jov. dc--cityplannlng, ou=ClfyPlanning, 
oLF-Environmental Planning, cn=Jessica Range, 
enlei[=jessica.range@sfgov.org 

Building Permit Date: 2014,00.0211:41:55-0TOO' 

*If Discretionary Review before the Planning 
Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 
project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and 01.apter 31 of the Administrative Code. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed withln 30 days of the _tJroject receiving the first approval action. 

4 
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 
TO BE COMPLETED BY .PROJECT PLANNER 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Envir~I!Illental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) mu~t determine whether the proposed change constitutes 
a substantial modification of that project Tiris checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed 
changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification'' and, therefore, be subject to 
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 

front page) 

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No. 

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action 

Modified Project Description: 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

D Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

D Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 
Sections 311or312; 

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(£)? 

D 
Is any ~nformation being presented that was not known and could not have been known 
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 
no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is ch~cked, further environ.mental review is required ·~~T~*:~r.S~M 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MbDIFICATION 

D I The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes. 
If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQ.A, in accordance with prior project 
approval and no additional environmentai review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp: 

~~,&~~!~cg DEPARTMENT 04.28.2014 
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Carroll, John {BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

BOS legislation, (BOS) 
Monday, May 11, 2015 10:55 AM 
'Stephen M. Williams'; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); 

· Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); 
Tam, Tina (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Rahaim, 
John (CPC); Cirelli, Gabriella (DPW); De Freitas, Paul (DPW); BOS-Supervisors; BOS
Legislative Aides 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); 
Lamug, Joy (BOS) 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption Determination - 2251 Greenwich Street - Fire Station No. 16 
- Planning Dept. Response 

140767 

Please find linked below a memo received by the Office of the Clerk. of the Board from the Planning Department, 
regarding the appeal of the proposed project at 2251 Greenwich Street. 

Planning Memo - May 11,.2015 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on May 19, 2015. You are 
invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 140767 

Thanks, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org [ bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• /K.6 dick here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

Theo Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Persona/ information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be mode available to off members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may oppear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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Memo 

·-··· ..... ___ 4~-----.. --" 
Transmittal 

Planning Department Resp.onse to the 
Appeal of the Catego.ri_cal Exemption for 2251 Greenwich Street 

San Francisco Fire Station No. 16 

DATE: 
TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 

Mayll,2015 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer - ( 415) 575-9034 
Jessica Range, Senior Environmental Planner-( 415) 575-9018 
BOS File No. 140767 [Case No. 2012.1443APL-02] 
Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 2251 Greenwich Street 
(San Francisco F:ire Station No. 16) 
Mayl9,2015 

Pursuant to the San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, the Planning Department 
has prepared a response to the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 2251 Greenwich 
Street (San Francisco Fire Station No. 16). The Planning Department is transmitting one (1) 
hard copy of the appeal response. In compliance with San Francisco's Administrative 
Code Section 8.12.5 "Electronic Distribution of Multi-Page Documents," the Planning 
Department has submitted a multi-page response to the Appeal of the Categorical 
Exemption for 2251 Greenwich Street [BF 140767] in digital format. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Jessica Range at 575-9018 
or Jessica.Range@sfgov.org. 
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A. Categorical Exemption Determination wifu HiStoric Resource Evaluation 
Response 

B. Appeal Letter 
C. Geotracker Case Closure Report , 
D. Letter from San Francisco Department of Public Health to Department of 
Public Works, November 9, 2014 

PROJECT SPONSOR: Samuel Chui, Department of Public Works, (415) 558-4082 
· APPELLANT: Stephen Williams of the Law Office of Stephen Mc Williams on behalf of Brent 

McMicking and Evan Kletter 

INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum and fue attached documents ·are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of 
Supervisors (fue "Board") regarding fue Planning Department's (fue "Department") issuance of a 
Categorical Exemption under fue California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA Determination'') for fue 
proposed project at 2251 Greenwich Street, San Francisco Fire Station #16 (fue "Project"). 

The Department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a Categorical Exemption for the 
project on June 2, 2014 finding fuat fue proposed project is exempt from fue California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) as a Class 2 categorical exemption. 

The decision before the Board is whe0-er to uphold fue Department's decision to issue a categorical 
exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn fue Department's decision to issue a categorical 
exemption and return fue project to Department staff for additional enviionmental review. 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: May 19, 2015 

SITE DESCRIPTION & EXISTING USE 

CASE No. 2012.1443 APL-02 
2251 Greenwich Street (Fire Station #16) 

The subject property is located at 2251 Greenwich Street on the block bounded by Greenwich Street to 
the north, Fillmore Street to the east, Pixley Street to the south, and Steiner Street to the west in the 
Marina neighborhood of San Francisco. The project site is zoned Public (P) and within a 40-X Height and 
Bulk District The approximately 5,760 square foot (sf) site is fully occupied by a two-story, 33-foot tall (to 
top of parapet and 46 feet to top of hose tower), 8,966 sf fire station (Station #16) that was constructed. in 
1938. 

Surrounding lots are zoned Residential House, Two-Family (RH-2) and Union Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District (Union Street NCD) and within a 40-X Height and Bulk District. Uses in the 
surrounding area are pr~ominately residential with the presence of neighborhood _serving retail uses in 
proximity to the site. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The propos~d project includes demolition of the existing fire station and construction of a new, two-story, 
approximately 33-foot tall (up to 46-feet tall to top of elevator enclosure), 10,4;00 sf fire station in its place 
to comply with essentiaLlife safety requireinents for fire station facilities. The proposed fire station would 
accommodate two apparatus bays for three fire trucks with supportive services and sleeping quarters. 
The project also includes replacement of an existing generator, removal of one underground fuel tank and 
replacement of a second undergrou'nd fuel tank. 

BACKGROUND 

November 7, 2012- Environmental Evaluation Application Filed 
On November 7, 2012, the Department of Public Works (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed an 
applicati-on with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for a CEQA Determination for the 
project described above. 

January 23, 2013- CEQA Clearance 
On January 23, 2013, the Department determined that the project was categorically exempt under CEQA 
Class 2 Replacement or Reconstruction (CEQA Guidelines Section 15302) and that no further 
environmental review was required. 

February 3, 2014- Arts Commission Review 
On February 3, 2014, the Arts Commission approved the design of the proposed project by resolution No. 
0203-14-043. Approval of the project's design by the Arts Commission is not a project approval and does 
not commit the City to implement the project, as discussed below under Response to Issue #L 

June 2, 2014- CEQA Clearance 
On June 2, 2014, the Department corrected the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination previously 
issued, specifying that the project would be subject to soil and groundwater remediation in compliance 
with Health Code Article 22A, also known as the Maher Ordinance. The CEQA Determination identified 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: May 19, 2015 

CASE No. 2012.1443 APL-02 
2251 Greenwich Street (Fire Station #16) 

approval of the Building Permit as the Approval Action for the project in compliance with San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section31.04(h). 

July 2, 2014- CEQA Appeal Filed 

On July 2, 2014 Stephen Williams of the Law Offices of Stephen M. Williams, on behalf of Brent 
McMicking and Evan Kletter, filed an appeal of the Categorical Exemption Determmation. 

July 7, 2014- Planning Department Timeliness Determination 
On July 7, 2014, the Planning Department determined that the CEQA appeal was not yet ripe because the 
Approval Action had not occurred, .and therefore the appeal hearing could not be scheduled .. 

February 12, 2015-Building Permit Issued 
On February 12, 2015, the Department of Building Inspection issued a building permit for the proposed 
project. 

March 10; 2015 to April 30, 2015-Appeal Period 
Pursuant to Section 31.0S(g) of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the 30-day appeal period for a 
CEQA exemp~on determination shall begin on the first day of posting of the Approval Action on the 
Planning Department's website. The Planning Department posted the required notice on March 10, 2015, 
following notice of approval of the Building. Permit by the Department of Public Works ~n March 10, 
2015. 

March 16, 2015- Notice to the Oerk. of the Board of Supervisors of CEQA Appeal 
On March 16, 2q1s the Department notified the Oerk of the Board that the CEQA appeal filed on July 2, 
2014 by Stephen Williams could be scheduled for a hearing before the Board of Supervisors in accordance 
with Se~on 31.16(b )(4) of the San Francisco Administrative Code . 

. Categorical Exemptions 

Section 21084 of the California Public R~sources Code reqcires that the CEQA Guidelines identify a list of . 
classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and are 
exempt from further environmental review. 

In response to that mandate, the State Secretary of Resources found· that certain cla5ses of projects, which 
are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333, do not have a significant impact on the 

environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation of further 
environmental review. 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15302, or Oass 2, consists of replacement. or reconstruction of existing. 
structures and facilities where the new structure will be located on the same site as the structure replaced 
and have substantially the same purpose and capacity as the structure replaced. :Tue proposed project is 
the demolition of an existing fire station and construction of a new fire station on the same site with 
substantially the same purpose and capacity as the structure replaced. 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: May 19, 2015 

CASE No. 2012.1443 APL-02 
2251. Greenwich Street (Fire Station #16) 

In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA State Guidelines 
Section 15064(f) states that the decision as· to whether a project may have one or more significant effects 
shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA State .Guidelines 15604(£)(5) 
offers the following guidance: "Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated op.inion or narrative, or evidence 
that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial 
evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and 
expert op.inion supported by facts." 

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

The concerns raised in the July 2, 2014 Appeal Letter are cited below and are followed by the 
Department's responses. 

Issue 1: Project Sponsor did not adequately notify the public of the Arts Commission review for the 
proposed project and the June 2, 2014 CEQA Determination violated CEQA because. it occurred after 
the February 3, 2014 Arts Commission Review of the proposed project, which constituted approval of 
the project. 

Response 1: Public notification of the Arts Commission review of a proposed project is not a CEQA 
topic and the Arts Commission review of the proposed project is not an "Approyal Action" under 
Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. The approval action (issuance of a Building Permit) occurred 
subsequent to the June 2, 2014 CEQA Determination: 

Concerns surrounding notification of the Arts Commission hearings are not a CEQA topic and are more 
appropriately addressed to the Arts Commission and/or the project sponsor. With regards to the Arts 
Commission ·review and the timing of the CEQA Determination, the Arts Commission review is not an 
approval action under Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code because their review does not grant any 
entitlement, does not commit the. City to a defullte course of action in regard to the project, or allow the 
proposed project to move forward in. any way. The Arts Commission is primarily concerned with the 
design of a public building from a purely aesthetic point and their review may help to further define the 
project that will ultimately undergo CEQA review. Thus, in compliance with Section 3L04(h)(2)(A) of the 
Administrative Code, the June 2, 2014 CEQA Determination properly identified tl:ie approval action as 

·approval of the Building Permit, which subsequently occurred on February 12., 2015. 

Issue 2: The January 23, 2013 CEQA Determination failed to note that the project included 
replacement of one underground storage tank and removal of another as well as replacement of a 
diesel generator; failed to note that the site is contained on the Maher Map as a hazardous waste site; 
and the project description did not mention the presence of historically documented underground 
storage tanks. 
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CASE No. 2012.1443 APL-02 
2251 Greenwich Streef.(Fire Station #16) 

Response 2: The January 23, 2013 CEQA Determination is not the.subject of this appeal. 

The subjecf of this appeal is the CEQA Determination issued on June 2, 2014 because that determination 
is what was relied upon to approve the proposed project No approvals were granted prior to the June 2, 
2014 CEQA Deter:rniI).ation. See the above discussion under Response to Issue 1 substantiating that the· 
Arts Commission Revie';V does not constitute an Approval Action per Chapter 31 of the Administrative 
Code. 

Issue 3: The project will disturb more than 5,000 gross square feet of soil and is r~quired to comply 

with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's (SFPUC) Stormwater Management Ordinance. 

Response 3:. The appellant states that the project is subject to the SFPUC's Stormwater Management 

Orclir1;ance. Compliance with the City's Stormwater Management Ordinance does not affect the CEQA 
Determination. 

The proppsed project is subject to, and complies with, the Stormwater Management Ordinance, which 
would reduce the project's effect on the Cil:y' s Stormwater system by reducing the overall volume . of 
stormwater requiring treatment at SFPUC's wastewater treatment facilities below exis?ng, baseline 
conditions. Therefore, stormwater ef:fects would improve compared to existing conditions and there 

would be no adverse impact on the City's stormwater collection and treatment facilities. 

Issue 4: The Department is precluded from issuing a Categorical Exemption because the project site is 
on a hazardous waste list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 . of the Government Code, 
demonstrating the presence of potentially hazardous materials. Due to the presence of· potentially 
hazardous materials onsite, the project should include mitigation measures and the Department 
should, prepare a Mitigated N egati.ve Declarati.on. . 

Response 4: The project site's listing on the "Cortese List'' (a list of sites complied pursuant to Section 

65962.5 of th·e Government Code) does not necessarily preclude th~ issuance of a categorical exemption 
when a closure letter from the appropriate state agency, or their designee, has been issued. The 
proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the environment as a result of hazardous 

material releases. 

The appellant cites to California Public Resources Code Section 21084( c) to support the claim. that any 

project on this site is precluded from the issuance of a Categorical Exemption. Lists compiled pursuant to 
Section 65962.5 of the Govern1nent Code are c9mmonly known as the "Cortese List" The appellant states 
that due to the site's inclusion on the Cortese List and potential presence of hazardous materials, the 
Department should issue a :Mitigated Negative Declaration with certain mitigation measures including a 
contingency plap. if residual contaminants are detected, require workers at the site to adhere to certain 

hygienic standards, and heightened dust control. 

The Cortese list includes hazardous waste sites from the Department of Toxic Substances Controfs 
(DTSq EnviroStor database, a list of hazardous facilities identified by DTSC that are subject to corrective 
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CASE No. 2012.1443 APL-02 
2251 Greenwich Stree~ (Fire Station #16) 

action pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 25187.5, a list of leaking underground storage tank 
sites maintained by the state Water Board in their Geotracker database, a list of solid waste disposal sites 
maintained by the state Water Board, and a list of sites with active cease and desist orders and dean up. 
and abatement orders. 

The project site is located on the Cortese List because it is identified on the Water Board's Geotracker 
· database as a site with a.previous leaking underground storage tank (US1). However, the site was issued 

a case closure letter by t?e San Francisco Bay Regioµal Water Quality Control Board and the reason for its 
placement on this list has since been abated. Of importance, once a site is placed on this list, it is never 
removed from the list, even after the site has been. remediated and no longer presents a hazard to the 
public. One of the possible reasons why sites remain on the Cortese List is because remediation 
techniques may include capping the site (or containment of the hazardous material) so that the hazardous 
material no longer presents a risk to humans or the environment. However, a subsequent project that 
includes excavation or would . otherwise disturb that containment, could expose the public and the 
environment to hazardous materials within the soil/groundwater that were previously contained. 

ht order to determine whether the project could present a risk to humans or the environment as a result 
of hazardous materials within the soil or groundwater, it is imp.ortant to understand both the history of 
site as well as the regulations in place to .Protect the health of the public and workers. Both are discussed 
below. 

Underground Storage Tank History 
A memorandum from the Department of Public Works summarizes the history of USTs at the site:1 

• Removal of a UST in 1987 and installation of a i;nonitoring well in 1988: A 1956 UST was 
removed from the site in September of 1987. 2 The UST was found to be in good condition and no 
groundwater was encountered during excavation required for the UST removal Soil samples 
were subsequently collected and found that petroleum hydrocarbons exceeded allowable levels. 
Under the direction of the San Francisco Department of Pub.lie Health (SFDPH), as part of their 
Local Oversight Program, a monitoring well was installed in 1988. The UST was removed and 
the pit backfilled with clean excavated soils and fill. 

• Removal of the monitoring well in 1998:3 The SFDPH approved the removal of the monitoring 
well related to the removal of 1956 UST on September 3, 1998 (10 years later). SFDPHissued a 
Remedial Action Completion Certificate on October 29, 1998 indicating that all site investigation 
and remedial action for the UST were completed and no further action was required. This letter 

1 Memorandum to Jessica Range, SF Planning Deparbnent-Environmental Plamring from Frank Filice and Sandy 
Ngan, San Francisco Department of Public Works. April 30, 2014. Subject Underground Storage Tanks at Fire Station 
#16- 2251 Greenwich Street. This document is on file and available for public review at 1650 M:ission Street, Suite 400, 
San Francisco, CA 94103 as part of Plamring Department Case File No: 2012,1443E . 

. 2 Oayton Environmental Consultants, Inc. Tank Closure Report at the San Francisco Fire Department Station NO. 16 for 
the City and County "of San Francisco, CA. December 21. 1987. This documerl.t is on file and available for public review · 
at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 as part of Planning Department Case File No. 2012.1443E. 
3 OGISO Environmental. Report of Closure-In-Place of an Underground Storage Tank and Destruction of Monitoring Well. 
June 30, 2001. This document is on file and available for public review at 1650 Mil>sion Street, Suite 400, San 
Francisco, CA 94103 as part of Planning Department Case File No. 2012.1443E. 
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was issued pursuant to authority granted to SFDPH' s Local OV'er Sight Program (LOP) by the 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.(Attachment q. 

• Installation of a UST and UST closure-in-place in 1998: The San Francisco Fire Department 
(SFFD) approved the installation of a 3,000 gallon UST on the site on March 12, 1998. During 
excavation for the UST installation, a previously unknown 600-gallon UST was discovered 
approximately four feet below ground surface. Soil samples collected in the area surrounding the 
previously unknown UST found that petroleum hydrocarbons did not exceed allowable levels. 
The SFDPH approved closure in place of the UST by cement slurry. The 3,000-gallon UST was 
installed adjacent to the 600-gallon UST. 

Proposed U;,_derground Storage Tank Removal and Replacement 
The proposed project includes removal of the previously installed 3,000 gallon UST and previously 
closed-in-place 600-gallon UST. The project would install a new 3,000 gallon UST with a new oil separator 
system, bringing the UST system up to current standards. As discussed in the June 2, 2014 CEQA 
Determination, the proposed project would be subject to Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code, 
also J,<nown as the Maher Ordinance. The Maher Ordinance, administered by SFDPH, requires 
remediation of soil qnd groundwater for sites with suspected contamination due to past or current uses. 
The project sponsor has enrolled in SFDPH' s Maher program and pursuant to the Maher Ordinance, ;has 
reviewed background reports and files including an Environmental Soil Characterization Report 
prepared in November 2012.4 In a letter dated November 9, 2014, SFDPH summarizes the findings of 
their review which indicate that, with the exception of arsenic, all contaminates are below the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board's Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) (Attachment D). Arsenic levels 
;were representative of background concentrations. SFOPH has concluded that there is no further action 
at this time in regards to compliance with Health Code Article 22A. However, SFDPH notes that if the 
proposed USTs are to be removed from the site, permits shall be obtained from SFDPH's Hazardous 
Materials Unified Program Agency (HMUP A), the SFFD, and the Department of Public Works (DPW) . 

. Applicable Regulations/Programs Addressing Underground Storage Tanks, Hazardous Soil/Groundwater 
Construction Dust Control, and Worker Safety 

Health Code Article 21, SFDPH's Hazardous Materials Unified Program Agency: SFDPH is the 
HMUP A responsible for providing regulatory oversight for the construction, operation, repair and 
removal of USTs in the City and Co-llnty of San Francisco, in accordance with the California Health and 
Safety Code, Chapter 6.7; Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, and the San Francisco Health 
Code, Article 21. The purpose of the regulation is to prevent releas~ of petroleum and other hazardous 
substances stored in USTs. The program conducts all routine, construction, modification, repair and 
closure inspections of UST systems in San Francisco. As the HMUP A, SFDPH has issued guidelines for 
the installation and closure of USTs to. ensure the prevention of releases of hazardous materials, including 
the collection of soil .. samples following UST installation or removcil. During tank removal ·a HMIJPA 
irispector is on site to witness soil and/ or groundwater ·sampling. A UST removal report is required by the 

4 A WE Engineering. EnVironmental Characterization Re:port, Fire Station No. 16 Renovation Project, San Francisco Fire 
Department, San Frrmcisco, CA. November 2012. Tiris document is on file and available for public review at 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 as part of Planning Department Case File No. 2012.l 443E. 
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HMUP A and includes soil and ground water sampling analyses and a description of the UST removal. 
The report also includes observations, such as odors, discoloration in the soil, and holes in the UST. Based 
on these observa.tions and analytical results a UST removal may be referred to the Local Oversight 
Program (LOP) of SFDPH. The LOP program has authority from the State Water Resources Board to 
review reports, respond to reports,. place USTs in the LOP program and issue case closure letters with 
concurrence from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Owners and operators are required to. 
obtain a UST operating permit, as well as permits for the closure or modification of existing USTs, and 
adhere to the SFDPH's Guidelines. In addition to compliance with SFDPH's HMUPA re~ements, the 
SFFD and/or DPW may require permits to :install or remove tJSTs and various conditions of those permits 
would apply. 

Health Code Article 22A, Hazardous Waste M~agement (Maher Ordinance): The Maher Ordinance is 
administered by SFDPH and requires that for sites with known or expected soil or groundwater 
contamination, a project sponsor conduct soil and/or groiindwater sampling and analysis. Where· the 

· analysis reveals the presence of hazardous substances in excess of state or federal standards, the project 
sponsor is required to submit a site mitigation plan (SMP) and to remediate any site contamination in 
accordance with an. approved SMP prior to issuance of any building permit. The November 9, 2014 letter 
from SFDPH (Attachment D) confirms that the project sponsor has entered into the_ Maher program and 
that no further action is required at this time to comply with Health Code Article 22A. 

Health Code Article 22B, Construction Dust Control: This ordinance requires that all site preparatio;,_ 
work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create 
dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust 
control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building 
Inspection (DBI). The project sponsor and the contractor res:Ponsible for construction activities at the 
project site are requiied to ensure that there would be no visible dust during construction activities. The 
contractor is required to use the following practices to control construction dust on the site or other 
practices thatresultin equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director of DBI. Dust suppression 
activities may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming 
airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds .exceed 15 miles per 
hour. Contractors are required to provide as much water as necessary to control dust (without cre·ating 
run-off in any area of land clearing, and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt-moving 
activities, contractors are required to wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths and intersections 
where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for 
more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materials, backfill 
material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 millimeter (0.01 
inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down,-or use other equivalent soil stabilization 
techniques. 

In addition to the above local regulations, the protection of worker safety during UST installation and 
removal is under the purview of California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA). 
However, a HMUP A inspector has authority to stop a UST installation or removal and require that a 
Cal/OSHA :inspector inspect the site for any safety issues pertaining to worker safety. 
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fu summary,. CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333 provide a list of categorical exemptions that 
have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and which are therefore exempt 
frm;n additional environmental review. While categorical exemptions are qualified by the exceptions 
listed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2, including a site's listing on the Cortese List, a site's inclusion 
on this list does not necessarily demonstrate that the .project will have a· significant effect on the 
environment, especially considering a site will remain on the Cortese List following remediation.. The 
project sponsor >y"Ould be required to adhere to the above regulations when removing and installing USTs 
and during construction of the new fire station.. The· requirements outlined in the above regulations . 
protect the health and welfare of the public, workers and the environment and would ensure that no 
significant environmental effects would occur. Therefore, mitigation measures recommended by the 
appellant, .which are substantially similar to the requirements in the regulations described above, are 
unnecessary. Compliance with the aforementioned regulations would ensure the proposed project would 
not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the release of hazardous 
materials. 

Issue 5: The location, size and type of. proposed construction present an unusual circumstance. Due to 
the presence of unusual cir9J111Stances, the Department cannot be certain that there is no possibility of 
a significant environmental effect to air, land and noise, hazardous materials, and the neighborhood 
and social environment. 

Response 5: The project's location, size and type of construction do not present an unusual 
circumstance and even if unusual circumstances were present, the project would not have a significant 
effect on the environment. 

The determination of whether a project is eligible for a categorical exempti,on is based ·on a two-step 
analysis: (1) determining whether the project meets the requirements of frte categorical exemption, and (2) 
determining whether there are unusual circumstances at the site or with the proposal that would result in 
a reasonable possibility of a significant effect The project types that are listed in CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15301 through 15333 have been determined not 'to have a significan~ environmental effect 
Absent the presence 'of usual circumstances at the site or with the proposed project that could present.a 
reasonable possibility of a significant effect, these classes of projects have been determined to be exempt 
from CEQA review. The proposed project meets the requirements of the Gass 2 CEQA exemption 
because it would replace the existing approximately 8,966 sf and 33-foot-tall (up.to 46-feet tall to top of 
hose tower) fire station at 2251 Greenwich Street and construct a new approximately 10,400, 33-foot tall 
(up to 46-feet tall to top of elevator enclosure) fire station located on the same site as the existing fire 

station and having substantially the same purpose. and capacity of the existing fire station. Thus, the_: 
project meets ~e Class 2 CEQA exemption criteria. 

The Appellant states that the project's size, location and type of constructio:p. present an unusual 
cir~ce. However, the appellant does not in any way substantiate or provide evidence of any 
unusual circumstance. As discilssed above, the new fire station would have substantially the same 
capacity as the existing fire station. The new fue station would be two stories, rising to a total height of 
about 42-feet (to the roof parapet). Buildings in the surroilnding area are similarly tw~ and three-stories 
or two-stories over a garage and extend to the 40-foot height limit (and higher for allowable rooftop 
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appurtenances). With regards to location, the new fire station would replace an existing fire station on the 

same site. There is nothing unusual about the fire station's location in a primarily residential 
neighborhood. There are currently 44 fire stations located throughout San Francisco, With a majority of 
those fire stations located in primarily residential areas or near residential land uses. Finally, there does 

not appear to be anything unusual about the type of building construction proposed. The proposed 
project would use a shallow foun.dation system of concrete piers, grade beams and structure slab-on-
grade. The estimated construction schedule is 14 months. Therefore, there does not appear to be anything 
unusual about the. proposed project's size, location or type of construction and the appellant has not 
provided any evidence supporting tha,t there may be unusual circumstances at the site or with the 

proposed project 

The Appellant also states that the project could not meet the standard of no possibility of an adverse 
environmental impact and specifically states that there is a possibility of environmental effects related to 
hazardous materials, air quality, land and noise, and the neighborhood and social environment But this 
is not the standard under CEQA. With regards to categorical exemptions, the standard is not whether or 
not there is a possibility of an adverse environmental effect, but rather whether substantial evidence 
5upports the use of the categorical exemption, whether. substantial evidence shows that there is or is not 
an unusual circumstance, and, only if there is an unusual circumstance, whether a fair argument based on 

. substantial evidence in -fue record indic~tes that a significant adverse environmental effect could result 

from that unusual circumstance. The Appellant has not provided any evidence of an unusual 
circumstance and has not refuted the Department's substantial evidence that there are no unusual 
circumstances present at the site or with the project 

Environmental effects of.a project are measured based on the existing conditions at the project site, which 
for 2251 Greenwich Street consists of an existing operational fire station. For the reasons discussed below, 
the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse environmental effect from release of 
hazardous materials, to air quality, land and noise and neighborhood character. In regards to social 

. effects referenced by the appellant, social effects are not environmental effects under CEQA CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15382 defines a significant effect on the environment to mean "a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered· a significant effect on the 
environment" The appellant has not stated what the project's potential soci<!I effect could be or provided 
any evidence that the project could result in a social. effect, thus it is not possible to determine whether 
that undefined social effect could result in any secondary environmental effect. 

Hazardous Materials 

There are no unusual circumstances regarding the projecf or the project site related to hazardous 
materials, and the proposed project would not result in a significant environmental effect from below 

ground hazardous materials for the reasons discussed in Response to Issue 4, above. Other hazardous 
materials include hazardous building materials that would need to be removed during the demolition of 

the existing fire station. The disrosal of hazardous ·building materials including lead-based paint, 
asbestos, and other hazardous building materials are regulated by existing federal, state and local laws. A 
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Hazardous Materials Survey Report5 was prepared for the l?roposed project to identify the presence of 
asbestos containing materials, lead based paint and other regulated materials that may be affected during 
demolition of the fire statioIL The report identified asbestos containing materials, lead-based paint, and 
other· regulated materials in light tubes, ballasts, and illuminated signs. However, the removal and 

·disposal of these materials are highly regulated and compliance with the applicable federal, state, and 
local regulations would ensure that there would be no significan~ environmental effect as a result of 
hazardous materials. released into the environment The applicable regulations are discussed below. 

Asb.estos Containing Materials 

Section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Code requires that local ;;igencles not issue demolition or 
alternation permits until an applicant has. demonstrated compliance with notification requirements under 
applicable federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. The Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is vested by the California legislature with authority to 
regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both inspection and law enforcement, and is to 
be notified of any demolition or renovation project that involves the removal of 100 square feet or more of 
asbestos-containing materials 10 days in advance of the work Notification includes the names and 
addresses of operations and persons responsible; description and location of the structure to be 
demolished including size, age and prior use; the approximate amount of friable asbestos to be removed 
or disturbed; the scheduled starting and completion dates of demolition or abatement; the nature of the 
planned work and methods to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements; and the name and location 
of the waste disposal site to be used. Approved methods of control of asbestos-con.taining materials 
during abatement include adequate wetting of all asbestos-containing materials and providing 
containment with a negative air pressure ventilation system to prevent migration of asbestos-containing 
materials. BAAQMD randomly inspects asbestos removal operations and will inspect any removal 
operation when a complaint has been received. · 

The local office of (Cal/OSHA) must be notified of asbestos abatement to be carried out. Asbestos 
abatement contractors must follow state regulations contained in 8CCR1529 and 8CCR341.6.through 
341.17 where there is asbestos-related work involving 100 square feet or more of asbestos-containing 
material. Asbestos rei;rioval contractors must be certified as such by the Contractors Licensing Board of 
the State of California. The owner of the property where. abatement is to occur must have a Hazardous 
Waste Generator Number assigned by and registered with the Office. of the California Department of 
Health .Services. The contractor and hauler of the material are required to file a Hazardous Waste 
Manifest which details the hauling of the mate:ri,al from the site and disposal of it Pursuant to California 
law, DBI would not issue the required permit until the applicant has complied with the notice and 
abatement requirements discussed above. Therefore, compliance with the regulations described above 
would ensure that there would be no significant enV:ironmental effect as a·result·of removal of asbestos-
containing building materials. · 

5 Millennium Consulting Associates. Hazardous Materials Survey Report, Fire Station No. 16, 2251 Greenwich Street, San 
Francisco, CA 94123. September 10, 2012. This document is on file and available for public review at 1650 Mission 
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 as part of Planning Department Case File No. 2012.1443E. 
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Projects proposing work on any pre-1979 bUildings must comply with Section 3425 of the San Francisco 
Building Code (Building Code), Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel 

Struchrres. Section 3425 contains performance standards, including establishment of containment barriers 

and identifies prohibited practices that may not be used in disturbance or removal of lead-based paint. 

Any person performing work subject to Section 3425 shall make all reasonable efforts. to prevent 
migration of lead paint contaminants beyond containment barriers during the course of the work, and 

any person performing regulated work shall make all reasonable efforts to remove all visible lead paint 
contaminants from all regulated areas of the property prior to completion of the work 

. Section 3425 also includes notification requirements, contents of notice, and req{nrements for project site 
signs. Prior to commencement of exterior work that disturbs or removes 100 or more square feet or 100 

or more linear feet of lead-based paint in total, the responsible party must provide the Director of DBI 

with written notice that describes the address and location of the proposed project; the scope and specific 
location of the work; whether the responsible party has reason to know or presume that lead-based paint 
is present; the methods and tools for paint disturbance and/or removal; the approximate age of the 

struchrre; anticipated job start and completion dates for the work; whether the building is residential or 

nonresidential; whether it. is owner--occupied or rental property; the approximate number of dwelling 
units, if any; the dates by which the responsible party has or will fuJfill any tenant or adjacent property 

. notification requirements; and the name, address, telephone number, and pager number of the party who 

will perform the work Further notice req{nrements include: a Post Sign notifying the public nf restricted 

access to work area, a Notice to Residential Occupants, Availability of Pamphlet related to protection 

from lead in the home, and Early Coillmencement of Work (by Owner, Requested by Tenant), and Notice 
of Lead Contaminated Dust or Soil, if applicable. Section 3425 contains provisions regarding inspection 

and sampling for compliance .by DBI, and enforcement, and describes penalties for non-compliance with 

the requirements of the ordinance. The proposed project would be subject to and would comply with the 
above regulations; therefore, impacts from lead-based paint would not be significant. 

Other Building Materials 

Other hazardous building materials include polychlorinated bi-phyenol (PCB) containing light ballasts 

and mercury in lighting fixtures and self-illuminatiri.g signs. All light ballasts containing PCBs are 
req{rired to be removed by personnel trained in PCB-related work (inspection, removal, and clean-up). 

All workers must also follow the Cal/OSHA regulations governing the removal and handling of PCB 

products including. the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 29 Section 1910.120-Hazardous Waste 

Operations and Emergency Response.and 8CCR Title 8 Section 5192-Hazardous Waste Operations and· 

Emergency Response. 

Fixtures and self-illurrtjnating signs typically contain mercury at levels that exceed the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) Total Threshold Limit Concentration and/or Soluble 
Threshold Limit Concentration values and must be sent to an authorized recycle facility or to a universal 

waste consolidator for shipment to an authorized recycling facility. Any fixture not designated for 
recycling or continued use, must be handled, managed and disposed of as a hazardous waste in 

accordance with Cal/EPA Title 22 requirements. Therefore, compliance with existing regulations would 
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ensure that hazardous building materials to be removed or demolished would not result in a significant 
environmental effect 

Air Quality 

There are no unusual circumstances related to the project or project site that would impact air quality. 
The proposed project would not result :in any net new operational air pollutant emissions. The site is 
currently occupied by an existing fire station and would cont:inue that use upon construction of the 

proposed fire statioIL The. project would :include replacement of an exist:ing diesel generator, estim~ted to. 
be at least 20 years old, with a new United States Environmental Protection Agency Tier 4 rated 
generated. Emergency generators are regulated by the BAAQMD through their New Source Review 
(Regulation 2, Rule 5) per:initt:in~ process: The project sponsor. would be required to obtain applicable 
pennits to operate an emergency gen~ator .from the BAAQMD.As part of the permitt:ing process, the 
BAAQMD would limit the excess cancer risk from any facility to no more than ten per one million 
population and requires any source that would result in an excess cancer risk greater than one per one 
million population to :install Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (TBACT). Given that the 
project would replace the exist:ing older generator with a new Tier 4-compliant generator. that would be 
subject to the BAAQMD permitt:ing requirements, the project would result in lower air pollutant 

emissions than the exist:ing facility. 

With regards to air pollutant effects dur:ing construction, the BAAQMD :in their CEQA Air Quality 

Guidelines (May 2011), has developed screen:ing criteria to determine if projects would violate an air 
quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulati.;ely 
considerable. net :increase in criteria air pollutants with:in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. If a 
proposed project meets. the screen:ing criteria, then the project not would result :in significant criteria air 
pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may require a detailed air quality 
assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would exceed significance thresholds. 

The proposed project would not exceed any construction criteria air pollutant screen:ing levels identified 
in the BAAQMD' s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 6 Therefore, construction-related air pollutant emissions 

would not be significant.. 

Land, Noise, and Neighborhood Character 

There are no unusual circumstances related to the project or project site that would create impacts to land 
use, noise, or neighborhood character. The proposed project would dep:tolish an existing fire station and 
cons!J:.Uct a· new fire station of substantially· the same size :in its place. Upon completion of construction 
activities, there would. be no change from existing conditions at the site. Therefore, there would be no 
significant effects to land use, noise or neighborhood cha:i:acter. Additionally, the proposed project's 

construction activities are subje.ct to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco 
I'olice Code; Noise Ordinance). The Noise Ordinance requires that construction work be conducted in the 
follow:ing manner: (1) noise levels of construction equipment, other than impact tools, m1:15t not exceed 80 

dBA7 at a distance of 100 feet from the source (the equipment generat:ing the noise); (2) impact tools must 
have intake and eXhaust mufflers that are appr,oved by the Director of the Department of Public Works 

6 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 201L Table 3-1. 
7 dBA refers to A-weighted decibels and are an 'expression of the relative loudness of sounds in air as perceived by 

· the human ear. 
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(DPW) or the Director of the DBI to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the noise from 
the construction work would exceed the ambient noise levels at the site property line by 5 dBA, the work 
must not be conducted between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. unless the Director of DPW authorizes a special 
permit for conductillg the work during that period .. Compliance with the Noise Orclimµ:ice would ensure 
that construction noise would not be significant 

CONCLUSION 

There is substantial evidence in the record to show that the project meets the requirements for a Oass 2 
exemption under CEQA and that no unusual circumstances relative to the project or the project site exist. 
The Appellant has provided no evidence of any unusual circumstances. Tue Appellant has not provided 
any substantial evidence or expert opinion to refute the conclusions of the Department 

For the reasons stated above and :in the June 2, 2014 CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination, the 
. CEQA Determination complies with the requirements of C~QA and the Project is appropriately exempt 

from environmental review pursuant to the cited exemption. The Department therefore recommends that 
the Board uphold the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination and deny the appeal of the CEQA 
Determination. 
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Attachment A 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATIONJPROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

2251 Greenwich Street 0515/031 
Case No. Permit No. PlariS Dated 

2012.144;3E NIA 09/10/12 

0 Addition/ [ZJDemolition [{JN_ew I 0Project Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction · (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 
Demolition.and new construction of Fire Station #13. The proposed project indudes demolition of the existing 2-story, 10,272 square foot (sf) fire 
station built in 1938 and ctmstruction of a new 2-story, 10,396 sffire station on the. same lot with three programmed areas: (1) Apparatus bay ana 
support, (2) firefighter operations, and (3)1iving quarters. The pmject also includes replacement of the roof top generator, removal of one 
underground storage tank and replacement of a second undergmun·d storage tank. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.* 

D Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or.with a CU. 

D Class 3- New Construction. Up to three {3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 

0 Class 
- 2 R~placemenl & rea;:ostrudkm of existing structureslfadlltles. New stn.Jcture located on the'same site as structure repl:aced wfth sul:istan!Cally lhe same purpose&. capacity. 

--
STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT.PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Etwironmental Evaluation Application is required. 

0 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new .sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Ln.yers >Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: If the proj_ect Site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or 
heavy manufacturing, or a site With underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 

0 
cubic yards or more of sail disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, 
this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application 
with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Exceptions: do not check box if tlze applicant presents 
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Deparh11ent of Public Health (D PH) Mali.er program, a 
DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that 
hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer). 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project 

l J 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

D 3. Regular maintenance or repair. to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Deparlment's Window Replncement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

D 5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Cui:b Cuts, and/ or 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines; 

D 6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

D 7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. 

D 8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3; Dormer Windows . 

. 9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

12] Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS-ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist.in Step 4. 

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

D 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with 
existing historic character. 

n 4. Fa~ade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obsrure character-defining. features. 

D 5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-:defining 
features. 

D 6. Restoration. based upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standnrds for Relwbililation. 
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
In accordance. with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent apprnval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes 
a substantial modification of that.project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed 
changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" and, therefore, be subject to 
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project.Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 
front page) 

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No. 

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action 

Modified Project Description: 

. . . 
DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

D Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

D Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 
Sections 311 or 312; 

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317or19005(f)? 

D 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 
no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required ATEXFOR~ 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

D I The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes. 
If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 
.approval and no additional environmental review is required. 1bis determination.shall be posted on the Planning 
Department website and office and mailed to. the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp: 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

H·istoric Resource Evaluation Response 

Date December 28, 2012 
Case No,: 2012.1443E 

Project Address: 2251 Greenwich Street (Station 1116) 

Zaning: P (Public) 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 0515/031 
Staff Co11tact: Allison Vanderslice, Preservation Planner 

'(415) 575- 9075 
allison. vanderslice@sfgov.org 

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 

Buildings and Property Description 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco. 
CA 94103-2479 

Receplion: 
415.558.6376 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
ln!ormation: 
41s.ssa.&3n 

The subject parcel is. located on the south side of Greenwich Street between Steiner Street and Fillmore 
Street in the Marina DistricL The property.is San Francisco Fire Station #16 and is located within a P 

(Public) l.oning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk DistricL 

2251 Greenwich Street .was constructed in 1938 in the Spanish Eclectic I Mission Revival style as a fire 

station for the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD). Jn' .1955-56 the building underwent a major 
renovation funded by the 1952 Firehouse Bond. The two-story, reinforced concrete fire station is now in 
the altered Modem style. The irregular plan building is topped. with a gable roof toward the north 
(primary fa<;ade), a narrow flat-roofed addition at the east, a shed roof at the center1 a flat-roofed deck 
toward the south, and flat-roofed, one story kitchen wing at the southwest comer. The cladding is stucco 
and fenestration is primarily multi-lite, fixed metal sash windows. The primary fa<;aQ.e (north) contains 

two rectangular apparatus room openings with metal roll-up doors. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 
The subject property is not included on any historic resource surveys or listed on any local, state or 
national registries. The building is 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 its age (constructed in 1938). -

· Neighborhood Context and Description 
The subject parcel is within a mixed-use district comprised primarily of mulit-family residences with some 
commercial bui\dings closer to Fillmore Street in the Cow Hollow neighborhood of the Marina District. The 
majority of buildings on the subject block face were constructed i.n the early 2Q1h century and ·are interspersed with 
seme later~eve~Tfte=area-6oos.oot"1ppeaH0<-0r!Stitute~¥e-=00llee00ft--0fsty-!es-eF--type~Fi0r=t6---·· 
the construction of Station #16in1938, the lot was occupied by three commercial buildings fronting on Greenwich 
Street with residential in the rear fronting on Pixley Street. 2251 Greenwich Street was constructed in 1938 for 
Engine 20, which was relocated from 2666 Lombard Street, several blocks to the west of the subject parcel. 

w.wvv.sfp!anni:ig.org 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
December 28, 2012 

San Francisco 1952 Firehouse Bond Act Thematic Historic District 

CASE NO. 2012.1443E 
2251 Greenwich Street 

A Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by Page & Turnbull in March 2010 for 676 Howard 
Street (Station #1) identified 14 firehouses as constituting a potential discontiguous thematic historic 
district that is significant under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3 (Architecture).' The proposed 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 authorized by the 1952 FirehoU:se Bond. Act that dates from 1952 to 1961. The firehouse 
inventory compiled by Page & Turnbull fpr.the proposed discontiguous district.includes firehouses that 

were built between 1953 and 1961 in the International Style and does not include existfog stations that 
were altered or upgraded during that period. While the subject property underwent major ~Iterations in 
1955-1956 as part of the· construction campaign, the building is clearly a stripped down version of its 

earlier style and is not an example of the International Style. 2251 Greenwich Street does not contain the 
character-defining features ·of the district nor did it significantly contribute to the modernization of the 

SFFD and; therefore, it is not a contributing property to the San Francisco 1952 Firehouse Bond Act 
Thematic Historic District. 

Criterion 1: Property is associated with events that have made a ·significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of Califon\ia or the United States. 
Constructed in 1938, the subject property does not appear to be associated with any events significant in 
the history of the SFFD ·or San Francisco generally. While Station #16 was renovated in the mid-1950s as 
part of the 1952 Firehouse Bond Act, this association is not significant in. the broader trend of the 
modernization of the SFFD. Therefore, Staff finds that the subject property is not associated with any 
historically significant events and is not eligible for inclusion on the California Register individually or as . 
a contribut~r to a potential historic district under Criterion 1. 

Criterion 2: Property is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or 

national past. 
Records do not indicate that any persons significant in the local, regional or national past are associated 
with the subject property. The station was constructed during the tenure of Chief Brennan but does not 
appear to be associated with him directly or with the main achievements of his career. Therefore, the 
subject property is not eligible under Criterion 2. 

Criterion 3: Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high arlistic values. 

The property was constructed in 1938 as a firehouse in the Spanish Eclectic style. The original architect 
and builder were not identified. The building underwent a major alteration in 1955-56 which included the 

following changes: the fai;ade was reclad and stripped of all ornamentation; the apparatus room openings 
were converted from arched openings to rectangle openings; and all wi~dows and doors were replaced. 
Due to these alterations, the building is no longer a good example of the Spanish Eclectic style .. Although 

the building underwent a major alteration in the 1950s, it is.not a good example of the International Style 
pr Modem-period arcbjtpchtye generally, partiadarf¥=urith f-he gable I 0 of Therefore. it .is ..not a good 

• Page & Turnbull, H1:~toric Reswm:es Ei.mlunlio11 for SFFD Statio11 No. 1. 676 Ho11>ard Street, Sn11 FrmrcL~co, Califomin, 
March 31, 2010. A copy of this report is on file with the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 ;md is . 
available for public review as part of project file 2009.0291 E. 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
December 28, 2012 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

0 Historical Reso~rce Present 

0 Indiyidually-eligible Resource 
D Contributor to an eligible Historic District 
D Non~contributor to an eligible Historic District 

!Zl No Historical Resource Present 

PART I: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Signature; __ 0tr} __ -'--,<.-=-~---------------
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Pla1111er 
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Srate of California.-The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

PRIMARY RECORD 

L _______ ·--- ---· 
Page _1_ of ._l!__ 

P1. Other Identifier: 

Other Listings 

Review Code 

"P2. Location: DNot for Publication [g)LJnrestricted 
'b. USGS 7.5' Quad San Francisco North. Cahf 
•c. Address 2251 Greenwich Street 

Primary# 

HRI# ..... 

Trinomial 
NRHP Status Code 

Reviewer Date 

Resource name(s) or number(assigned by recorder) 2251 Greenwich Street 

•a. County San Francisco 
Date: 1995 

City San Francisco Zip 94123 
•e. Other Locational Data: Assessor's Parcel Number Blodc 0515 Lot 031 

"PJa. Description; (Describe resource and its n'ajor elements. Include desigr. materials condition altera1ions, size, setting, and boundaries.) 

2251 Greenwich Street occupies a 48' x 120' lot on the south side of Greenwich Street, between Steiner and Fillmore Streets. Built 
in 1938, the two-slory. reinforced concrete fire station is designed in an altered Modern style The irregular:plan building is clad in 
smooth stucco. It 1s capped by a gable roof toward the north a narrow flat-roofed addition at the east. a shed roof at the center. a 
Hat-roofed deck toward the south. and a flat-roofed kitchen wing at the southwest corner The pnmary fa<;ade faces north It 
features a four-light steel-sash hopper window behind a metal grille at the first story, as well as two apparatus room (garage) 
openings With roll-up metal doors One four-light steel-sash hopper window and two three-part multi-light steel-sash awning 
windows are located at the second story The fa<;ade terminates in a metal vent in the gable end and a simple cornice and concrete 
parapet The primary entrance is located in a recessed bay to the west. and is accessed through a metal gate within a scored 
stucco concrete wall. A brick walkway leads to a shed-roofed entrance portico, which features original decorative wood posts. a 

. carved arched opening, and brackets. The entrance contains a partially glazed metal replacement door 
(Continued) 

'P3b. Resource Attributes: (list attributes and codes) HP14 Government Building 

•p4_ Resoucces Present IRIBuilding iJStrueture OObject DSite ODistnct DElenient of District DOther 

P5a. Photo P5b. Photo: (view and dale) 
View from north (13 February 2012) 

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources: @historic 
1938 (SFFD Museum) 

*P7. Owner and Address: 
San Francisco City Property· 
25 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

*PS. Recorded by: 
Page & Turnbull, Inc 
1000 Sansome Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 9411 t 

*P9. Date Recorded: 
2115/2012 

•p10. Survey Type: 
Intensive 

*P11. Report Citation: (Cite swvey 
report and other sources, or enter ·none 1 

None · 

•Attachments: DNone DLocation Map OSketch Map !RJContinualion Sheet 0Building, Structure, and Object Record 
OArchaeok>gical Record ODistrict Record Dlinear Feature Record DMilhng Station Record DRocl< Art Record 
OArtifact Record DPhotograph Record D othe"r (list) 

DPR 523A (1/95) "Required infonnalion 
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State of California-The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Primary# . 
HRI# 

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinornial 

Pagel of .JL Resource Name or# {Assigned by recorder) 2251 Greenwich Street 
'Recorded by Page & Turnbull, Inc •oate February 2012 !l!I Continuation D Update 

D!•R 5231. 

Rear (south) facade, partial view looking northeast. 
(Source: Page & Turnbull, February 2012) 

Rear (south) facade, partial view looking northwesttoward kitchen wing. 
(Source: Page & Turnbull, February 2012) 
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State of California - The Resources Agency Primary# 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI# 

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page_S_ of _lL •NRHP Status Code...,,--.,-,-~6Z7----,--.,,------

•Resource Name or# _:f?~_1_ ~f~-~!.1:.Y.i.£'1 .~t~_! 

B1 ·Historic name: San Francisco Fire Department Engine No 20 
62 Common name San Fraricisco Fire Department Station 16 
63. Original Use Fire.station 84 Present use Fire Station 

•"Bs. Architectural Style: altered Modem 
*BS_ Construction History: (Construction dale, alteralions, arod dale of alterations) 

Constructed in 1938 in a Spanish Eclectic style , 
Conversion or apparatus room arched openings to rectangular openings; re-cladding of primary fm;:ade; removal of · 
buttresses, cornice, and clay tile roof; replacement of all windows; replacement of doors; construction of second-story 
additions on east side and south end (1955-1956; no permits on file) 
Removal of all existing roofing and installafmn of new built-up roofing system and waterproofing at roof edges (June 
1994, Permit #746387) 
General interior remodeling of dormitory and toile!Jlocker rooms: mechanical and elecirical system upgrade; women's 
facilihes. and ADA-accessibility on first floor (December 1994 Permit #767920) 
New overhead apparatus room doors (Drawing elevation. 1994) 

•s7. Moved? OONo OYes OUnknown Da.te:. ____ _ Original Location:. _____________ _ 

•es_ Related Features: None. 

B9a. Architect Unknown 
•010. Significance: Theme Infrastructure and Government 

Services Development 

b. Builder Unknown 
Area Cow Hollow 

Period of Significance NIA PropertyType __ flr~!?,!_ahon Applicable Criterfa NIA 
(Discuss impor1a11ce in· terms of historical or arcliilectural context as defined by theme. period, and geographic scope. Also.address integnty) 

2251 Greenwich Street was constructed in 1938 as a fire station .for the City of San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD). It is a 
single engine·station. The original architect and builder are unknown The fire station 1s located in the Cow Hollow neighborhood. a 
mixed-use distnct of commercial buildings and residences originally developed during the nineteenth century 

The Paid Fire Department of the City anq County of San Francisco went into active oper,ition on 3 December 1866, before which it 
was operated entirely on a volunteer basis_ The Fife Department's third Chief Engineer, David Scannell, assumed the office in 
1871 and held the position until his death in 1893. He recommended limiting frame buildings to sixty feet in height and installing fire 
escapes and standpipes on tall buildings San Francisco was expanding rapidly, and Chief ScanneH took every precaution to keep 
abreast of1ts needs. By the late 1870s, membership had grown to 276 regularn plus 201 on-call volunteers.1 (continued) 

811 Additional Resource Attributes: (list altribules and codes) _______ _ 

"812. References: 
See continuation sheet, pg 6 

813. Remarks 

•014, Evaluator: Christina Dikas. Page & Turnbull 

"Date of Evaluation: February 15, 2012 

(This space reserved for official. comments.) 

OPR 5238 (1195) "Requ.lred infonnation-

' "Historical Review. Part II: The Paid Department." Sar Fra1:dsco Ftn.: DepEtrtment Museum, web site accessed. on 24 March 2011 from· 
http://www.gu_a1 dianso lthecity .orglslf d/history/paid __ department h~rnl. · 
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State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

CONTINUATION SHEET 

Prtmary# ___________________ _ 

HR!#~-------~--,----~---~ 
Trinomial 

Page ..L... of _JL . Resource Name or# (Assigned by recorder) 2251 Greenwich Street 
·Recorded by Page & Turnbull, Inc. · · •oate February 2012. · 00 Continuation .0 Update 

B10. Significance [continued) 

Integrity 
2251 Greenwich Street has been greatly altered, though 1! continues to be used as a San Francisco fire sta1ion Alterations indude 
altenng the shape of the apparatus room door openings. remodeling the primary fa~ade to~ modern style constructing second 
story additions at the east side and the south end of the building. and conducting interior alterations and upgrades. Therefore 1t 
retains integrity of locahon, setting, and association. It does not retain integrity of design; materials. workmanship or feeling 
Overall. the property does not retain inlegnty. 

Historic Significance 
2251 Greenwich Street does not appear to be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history such that 1t would be eligible for local designation under·National Register Criterion A (California Register 
Criterion 1) Its original construction is not associated with any major fire station construction program in San Francisco, nor did it 
play a pivotal role in the growth. of the Cow Hollow neighborhood Its 1950s renovations were funded by an important 1952 Bond 
Act but it does not appear individually eligible for this association · 

2251 Greenwich Street does not appear to be associated with any persons significant to the htstory of the State of California or the 
City of San Francisco such that it would be eligible under National Register Criterion B (California Register Criterion 2) None of the 
people directly associated with the building appear to be significant to local, state. or national history. 

2251 Greenwicn Street does. not appear el1g1ble under National Register Criterion C [California Register Criterion 3) because it 
.does not feature high artistic value, and it does hot embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, method, or period of 
construction. The original architect is unknown Furthermore, the fire station has been greatly altered and does not retain integrity 

This property was not assessed for its potential to yield information important in preh1Story or history, per National Register 
Criterion D (California Register Criterion 4). 

Based on the above assessment, 2251 Greenwich Street is designated with a CHRSC code of 6Z. which means it has been 
"Found ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey evaluation." 

2251 Greenwich Street, 1938 • 
...... ··--- -·--· ·- -----·---{S'Ource.San Frandseo Fire Department·~) -- -···· -·· 

DPR 523L 
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State of Callfomfa- The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF !"ARKS AND RECREATION 

CONTINUATION SHEET 

Primary# _________________ _ 
·HRI# __________________ ~ 

Trinomial 

Page .!! . of~ Resource Name or# (Assigned by recorder) 2251 G.reenwich Street 
·Recorded by Page & Turnbull. hie •oate February 2012 IRl Continuation D Update 

I
:. ...~ 

;. 
. '!· .·. 

,. 

, .... .,.~~ 
2251 Greenwich Street, ca. 1956. 

(Source: San Francisco Fife Department Museum) 

812. References {continued) 

"Current Firehouse of San Francisco." Guardians of the City Website accessed on 23 July 2009 from: http:l/guardiansofthecity.org. 

Historical Review, Part II: The Paid Department," San Francisco Fire Department Museum. web site accessed on 24 March 2011 
from http:flwww.guardiansofthecily org/sffd/history/paid_department h.tml 

Sanborn Fire Insurance 11'.laps: 1913, 1950. 1998. 

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, permit records and plans. 

San Francisco Firehouse Survey (ca 1991). 

DPR523L 
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• lAW OFFICES OF 

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS Attachment B 
RECEIVED 

193.4 Divisadero Street I San Francisco, CA 9.4115 
fS5~~1~.t:[1 0F SUFE~Vf~. ~,~--... ~..:..------' 

TB.: 415.292.3656 J F~:4;'15l'l7.6(tfill.47! ~f;iiiiw@stevewilliamslaw.com 

July2, 2014 

David ·chiu, President 
Sa.ii Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 · 

RE: 2251 Greenwich Street-Firehouse #16 
Environmental Application# 2012.1443E 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption Determination 

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board: 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

ZUPdUL -2 PM 2: 33 
·~ .;,, __ \....._)_'-' -··· 

This office represents the adjacent neigh.bots to the proposed Project Brent 
McMicking and Evan Kletter. N.fr. McMicking·and N.f:r. Kletter are the adjacent property 
owners immediately to the west of the subject Project site. They both own their homes 
and reside at the site with their families, both of which include small children. 

The proposed project is the demolition and replacement of Firehouse #16 at 2251 
Greenwich Street. Because the site has always been a Firehouse, it has always had 
underground storage tanks-:-that leaked gasoline and other fuels. Leaks were discovered . 
:in 1965 and again in 1987. The Leaking Underground Storage Tanks.at the site were last 
declared "clean" in late 1998. Nevertheless, obviously there are now aging underground 
tanks in place at the site since that time, now slated for replacement as part of this project 
The site appears on the State.Water Resources Control Board 'Geo-Tracker" Map as a 
Leaking Underground Storage Tank site with a previous clean-up .. 

Because this is a public building located on a development lot which is zoned 
"Public" under the Planning Code, the notice process and any and all review of the 
Project is limited and conducted through the Civic Design Review Committee of the San 
Francisco Arts Commission. Our investigation revealed that the Civic Design Review 
process was not properly conducted for this Project. · 

Even though the DPW officials sponsqring the Project, and the Projecfmanager 
~riella Judd Cirelli were keenly aware of the neighbors' objections to, and interest in, 
the Project, the neighbors were deliberately not given notice of the several presentations 
made to the Committee, :including the presentation for final approval before the full San 
Francisco Arts Commis:'.!iononFebruary3, 2014. No neighbor was given notice and no 
neighbor attended any of these "public" hearings. The entire process was a sham. 

Because the neighbors were not notified of these public meeting, they were 
denied the opportunity to present public comment regarding the proposed :ri.ew :firehouse 
and to request mitigations on the Proj~ctto reduce the impacts to their bomes--including 
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possible environmental impacts. There was an affirmative obligation under the Civic . 
Design process to provide written notice of these meetings to the neighbors prior to the 

. conduct of the Civic Design Review process that has been ongoing since October 2012. 

The process and the neighbors' rights have been violated and the CEQA review 
by the Board of Supervisors is the only other public review process open to the 
neighbors. The environmental review was also completely mishandled by DPW and 
Planning. In fact, the Project received its "final approval" from the Arts Commission on 
February 3, 2014, and the_ new Categorical Exemption was _not issued until June 2, 2014, 
some four months after the ":final approval." CEQA review is required to pre-date such 

· approvals and is supposed to be the starting point for project review, not a last hurtle to 
·be overcome. The Project does not confonn to the requirements set forth in CEQA for an 
exemption. The Board should remand the exemption determination to the Planning 
Department for further action and review. 

Summary of Grounds for Appeal of Categorical Exemption 

1. The Department has issued a Second Categorical Exemption dated June 2, 2014, 
(attached hereto} for the site based on an incorrect Department interpretation of CEQA 
that narrows the scope of environmental protection for the public rather than expanding 
such proteetion as required by law and court decisions interpreting CEQA. 

2. Astoundingly, even though this.is a "cookie-cutter'' Project and a design be:ing 
repeated all over the City f~>r re-building Firehouses, the first environmental analysis 
failed to even note the presence of underground dieser storage tanks at the site, failed to 
note that the Project included replacement of one tank and the removal of another tank, 
failed to note the site is contained on the Maher Map as a hazardous waste site (the site 
was not enrolled in the Maher program until the neighbors complained) and failed to . 
comply with any aspect of the environmental review process. The site has been a City 
Firehouse for more than 100 years and is confirmed to have a long history ofleaking 
underground storage tanks. and many other toxins and pollutants at the site.· 

3. The Project has received all approvals without any public vetting or discussion of 
the Project. Officials from the Dept of Public Works (the "Project Sponsor'') 
affirmatively perjured tb,emselves in the application process in order to avoid notifying 
the· neighbors of any public hearings on the Project As a result, no public hearing of any 
kind has ever been held on this massive new Project slated for this 100% residen~al 
neighborhood. The neighbors are apprehensive because they have been lied to by DPW 
and denied any chance for public input on the Project DPW was charged with 
affirmatively notifying the neighbors of public hearings at the Arts Colnmission and 
failed to do so and. yet falsely informed the Art's Coni:rriission that the public was 
notified.. As a result, ·no member of the public was present for any "hearing." 

4. The Project description did not mention that the site is a historically docmnented 
UST site, and on the California State map for UST's. The Project description failed to 
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mention that it includes excavation and replacement of tanks at the site and the placement 
of a new ~esel-burning generator on the roof. The Environmental application submitted 
to Planning made no mention of these facts and was not accurately completed. The 
application also incorrectly stated that excavation at the site will not exceed eight (8 ') in 
depth and will not require disturbance of soil in excess of 5,000 gross square feet. Both of 
these questions were incorrectly answered on the Planning Dept's Application by DPW. 

5. The Project will disturb more than 5,000 gross square feet of surface soil as the lot 
is 5, 760 square feet in area and is being completely graded and excavated (in addition to 
the tank removal). Further, the Project is required to comply with the new Storm-water 
Management Ordinance from the SFPUC which has the same triggering number 
(disturbance of 5,000 gross square feet of surface soil). 

6. The adjacent neighbors have very small children and of course, they are quite 
apprehensive not only because of the UST site but also because this propertY has long 
been (only) used as a Fire Station and the reports in the file show extensive toxins 
throughout the building to be demolished--especially worrisome since this is a 100% 
residential neighborhood. We requested that the Planning Dept revoke the Cat Ex for this 
Project, that the applications be corrected and resubmitted and that the Project be referred 
to DPH for review under the Maher Ordinance and those steps were taken, but the 
neighbors remain apprehensive because every aspect of the first review by the Dept was 
incorrect and secretive. 

7. · The Department's Second Categorical Exemption is based on the incorrect 
conclusion that the Department is certain the site (a state-mapped toxic waste site and 
leaking underground storage tank site) does not present any possibility of an adverse 
environmental impact; an irrational and unreasonable conclusion. 

8. The recent testing and analysis at the site shows the continued presence of many 
toxins. The history of the site as a hazardous W&Ste site and its proximity to the water 
table dictates that the Department should require a mitigation plan to be in place. Grading 
and excavation of the site could expose construction personnel and the public to 
contamination present in the soil associated with historic on-site uses. 

9. The Department should rescind the Second Categorical Exemption given to the 
·.·Project and issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration requiring DPW to develop and have 
.in place a contingent mitigation plan to protect workers and the public if: 

-Potential residual contaminants are detected in areas already tested; 

-Requiring workers at the site to strictly adhere to hygienic standards to avoid 
dermal contact and incide:r.ital ingestion; . 

-Heightened dust control and masking to prevent inhalation of airborne dust . . 
released from dried hazardous materials-the neighbors have small children; 
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-While not anti,cipated once closure reports have been issued (such as here) the 
ppssibilityremains that contamination (which was :t;lot encountered during soil 
sampling) is still present It is possible given the site's long history ofleaking 
Underground tanks that contaminants still are present or that additional tanks are 
present. which were illstalled prior to perr,nitting and record keeping requirements. 
A plan should be in place to deal with such possibilities and to prevent migration 
of contaminants; · · 

-Due to the migratory nature of oil in the soil, the risk remains for oil to exist in 
the soil in areas that have not been previously sampled or tested. The Project . 
Sponsor should be required to develop anq. have in place a plan to deal with such 
an eventuality, :including a system of wind barriers and retained qualified and 
licensed professionals to conduct on-gomg site control and monitoring who 
remain ready to commence work in any contaminated a:i:ea.. 

Additional Grounds For Appeal: 

' 
The following exceptions to a Categorical Exemption are relevant in this case, based on 
Section 15300.2 ofCEQ.A, Article 19: 

A). The Site is a Former Hazardous Waste Site and There Is a Specific 
Statutory Exception From The Categorical Exemption 

The Project site was on the State's Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List; clean-up 
and remedial action was twice rendered at the site for removal of leaking underground 
storage tanks. California Public Resources Code Section 21084( c) provides a specific 
exception to a categorical exemption if a site is listed on any of the State's Hazardous 
Waste Sites. That section states: 

"No Project located on a site which is included on any 
list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government 
Code shall be exempted from this· division .. ·~" 

. . 
The Project site's appearance on the list of the States Hazardous Waste Sites precludes 
the categorical exemption that was again granted it by the Department As a matter of 
law, the categorical exemptions are to be narrowly defined. Itcalinot be said that this site 
has not appeared on ANY list of H;azardous Waste Sites; it has; and a broad based 
reading of this exception and the site's appearance on the list (past or present) precludes 
the use of categorical exemption. 

B) The Department Applied The Wrong Standard For a Categorical Exemption 
And Has Misinterpreted the Statute Which Forbids a Exemption in this Case 
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In order to grant to this site a Categorical Exemption, the Department offers its own 
"interpretation'' of the above code section without reference to any supporting case law or 
guidelines for the interpretation. Citing the removal of the five leaking underground 
storage tanks, the Department states as. follows: 

The Department does not explain or offer any support for its interpretation of the law, and 
it is Appellants' contention that such an interpretation is contrary to the in.tent of CEQA . 
and to the well established rules for its interpretation. The Dep.artment' s interpretation is 

. under inclusive while CEQA and its guidelines are specifically meant to be interpreted in 
a broad fashion and to be over inclusive to provide the citizens of California with the 
greatest possible environmental protection.. 

One of the basic principals to govern. the application of CEQA is that the statute and the 
guidelines are to be interpreted as broadly as possible in order to provide the maximum 
protection to the environment and to the people of California. In the first case to interpret 
CEQA, the California Supreme Court made it clear that ambiguous language found in the 
statute was to be applied broadly rather than narrowly. In, Friends of Mammoth v Board 
of Supervisors 8 Cal.3rd 247 (1972), Justice Stanley Mosk wrote that the Act (CEQA) is 
to be interpreted and cons~d so as to give the environment the fullest protection 
possible. 1bis analysis, now known as the "Mammoth interpretive principle" was ~ased 
on the legislative statements of intent and is still applicable .today. 

The Department's narrow interpretation of Section 15300.2 is incorrect as a matter oflaw . 
and violated the principles of CEQA requiring broad interpretation of its provisions .. 
Because the Project site is included on one of the State's Hazardous Waste lists; it is not. 
eligible for a Categorical Exemption and the Department should re-evaluate the Project 
and include specific mitigations because of. the distinct possibility that :further 
contaminants my be uncovered during excavation at the site. 

C) The Site Can Never Meet the High Standard Of "Certainty" of "No 
Possibility" of an.Adverse Environmental Impact 

The second provision of CEQA relied upon by the Department has also been incorrectly 
· applied and interpreted by the Department. Section 15061(b)(3) provides that a Project 
may be given a Categorical Exemption is it can be said with certainty that there is no 
possibility of an adverse environmental impact. By definition, with the issuing of the 
second C.E., the Department is saying that there is absolute certainty in this case and !!Q 
possibility construction activity will have a significant effect on the environment. 

It is bard to imagine a more unusual circumstance that . could have a significant 
environmental impact than the proposal to construct a large new industrial building on a 
hazardous/toxic waste site: The location, size and type of the proposed construction-is an 
unusual circumstance that represents an exception to ·the CatEx approval. The 
Department's analysis treats this property as if it was any other site and completely· 
ignores the long history of toxics and hazardous materials at the site. One is tempted to 
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ponder, what would constitute "possible" effect on tlie environment? It is certainly a 
"possibility" that toxics are still present on the property at unacceptable levels. In fact, 

· the testing· done by the City confimis this fact. It is also reasonable to assume that the 
exca;vation· of the entire lot might release some of those. toxins into the surrounding 
environment (perhaps .without even knowing it). The bottom line is, ~y not require a 
initigation plan IF such toxins are found at the site? Why not have DPW draw up a 
contingency plan to provide for this reasonable possibility? The Department should 
require a mitigation plan for such a contingency to be in place. The blanket categorical 
exemption is not appropriate. 

'{he proposed size of the structure is also an «unusual cll:cumstance." The building is 
· slated. to be much larger than any building constructed in the area and is the only through 
lot on the Plock, and therefore it is reasonable to assume it could cause significant 
environrriental disruption both in terms of air, land and noise, effecting the· neighborhood 
~d the social an:d physical environment. The Project is not consistent with the zoning in 
the are_a and is the only lot zoned "P" on the block This allows the Project to increas.e 
bulk and eliminate any rear y<ird. · 

D) The Project Could Have a Significant Effect on the Environment: 

By definition with the issuing of the CatEx, the Department is saying that there is .!!!! 
possibility construction activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to 
circumstances at tlie site. The location, size and type of the proposed construction is an 
unusual circumstance that represents an exception to the CatEx approval. The building is 
much larger than any building constructed in the area, and therefore could cause 
significant environmental disruption both in terms of air, land and noise, but also of the 
resulting. effects on the neighborhood and the social and physical environnient. The 
location's proximity to schools, children and the tourist destinations of visitors to San 
Francisco further disqualifies it for categorical exemption rmder the code, and is a 
compelling argument for a greater standard of environmental review. 

Conclusion 

For these reasons, we appeal the granting of a categorical exemption by the San 
Francisco City Planning Department to the Project sponsor, DPW. We respectfully 
request that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors require the current Building's 
demolition and the construction of any new building on the lot to undergo environmental 
mitigation review as required by CEQA. · 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) ' 

2251 Greenwich Street 0515/031 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2012.1443E N/A 09/10112 

0Addition/ [{)Demolition [{]New I 0Project ~odification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 
Demolition and new construdian of Fire Station #13. The proposed project includes demolition of the existing 2-sto!y, 10,272 square foot (sf) fire 
staoon built in 1938 and coostruclien of a new 2-story, 10,396 sffire stalien on !he same lotwilll three programmed areas: (1) Apparatus bay and 
support, (2) firefighter operallons, and (J)living quarteis. The project alsa includes replacement of the roof top generator, removal of one 
underground storage tank and replacement of a second underground storage lank. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMI'LETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental EvalULJtionApplication is required.• .. 

D Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exteridr alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use under 10,000 SQ. fl if principally permitted or with a cu. 

D Class 3- New Construction. Up to three (3) r.ew single-family residences DJ'. six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office struchtres; utility extensions. 

[ZI Class 
-2Rrip1acsment&~of.~~tilcw~Jocatadonthi:~ITlflsitea:sH'udurer~w~subslatttial¥lhesameputposaA~-

- .-. .. 

STEP 2: CEQAJMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

D 
TranspoJtttion: Dees the project create six ( 6) GI more net Rew parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the pmject have the potential tn adversely affect: transit, pedestrian ancl/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequ.acy of nearby tnmsit, pedestrian ancl/or bicycle facilities? . 

D· 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors {specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hespitals, residential dwellings, and senior~'facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP .../\rcMsp > CEQA Cata Detmni111dion layers >Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: If the ·project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected. of containing 
hazardous materials ·(based on a previous ~ such as gas station,. auto repair, dry cleaners, or 
heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 

[ZI 
cubic yards or more of soil disturbance - o:r a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, 

this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application 
wifua Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if lhe applicant presents 
documentation of enrollment in tire Stltl Frmtdsco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a 
DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other ·aaamten talitm from Environmental Planning staff that 
hamrdous material efft!cts u1011Jd·re less l:Tum significo.nt (r.e.fer to EP _ArcMap >Maher Taye.r). 
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D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Soil Distmbaru:e/Modificatii:in: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeofogical sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a no:n
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP _:ArcMP:p > CEQA Cata Dttermination Layers> A:rc~Tcgical Saisitive 
Area) . 

Noise: Does 1he project include ~ew noiSe-sensitive receptors (sdi.ools, day care facilities, hospitals, 
:residential dwellings; and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways loeated in 1he noise mitigation 
area? (rifer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Oda Ddt:rmiru:tion Layers> Noise Mitigation Ana) 

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment Does 1he project site involve a subdivision or lot line 
adjushnent on a lot wi1h a slope average of 20% or more? (reftr to EP _A:rcMap_> CEQA Catex 

Determinatian Layers> Tupography) 

Slope= or> 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 rubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not~ box far work peiformed an a 
pratiuusly developed portif!lt of site, stairs, pa.tW; deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _.ArcMap > CEQA Cata: 
Det~ination Layers> Topography) If box is checked,. a geotechnical report is .required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA documentrequired · 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square_footage expil.nsion greater than 1,000 sq. ft, shoring, llllderpinning, retaining wall work, 
grading-including excavation and £ill on a 1.aPdslide zone - as identified in 1he San Francisco 

General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work peifonned on a previously developed portian of the 
site, stairs, prrlio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Cater Determinalion Layers> &ismic Haza.rd 

Zones) If box is checked, a geoteclmical report is .required '.'11d a Certificate or higher level CEQA docmnent 

required 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning;. retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions; do not check box far work performed on a previously 
developed portian of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Dtlerminatiott Layers> Seismic Hazard Zones). If box.is chedced,. a geoteclmicalreport will likely be required 

Serpentine Rocle: Does the project involve any excavation on a property conWning ser'pentine 
rock? Exceptions: do not check box: for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence worlc. (refer to 
EP ~kcMap > CEQA Catex Dl!ferminatiun Layers> Serpentine) 

*If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above. an Environmental 
Evaluation AppUcation is re!J.Wred. unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner. 

0 Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the 
CEQA impacts listed above. 

· Comments and Plmner Signature (optional}: Jessica Range·;:; __ ;:;;:::;_:::::=~ 

Correc!ioo lo exemp>lien lsslled 1J23!2013. ~ prGject Sl.ibjedto 5'lil &. glOOlldwater_remedillliGn m comp!Jance With Health Code Mid!> 22B (Maher 
Ordimlllre). f'r<!ject_spon59rhas en~ iltlhe Mahcrf'rogram wilh tlteSan Francisco l:>epartmentof Public Health.. Plqectre'iiewed bystalf atcheologist. 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- HISTORIC RESOU~CE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNB'l, 

I Cate 
C: Not a, Historical ResoUrce or Not A ears of a e . GO TO STEP 6. 

~u= Da>ARTMENl' 04.28.2014 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that ap.ply to the projecl 

LJ 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

D 3. Regulat maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replace1_nent Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

D 5. Garage work A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
replacement of a garage door in an exis14tg opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 6. Deck,. terrace construction, or fences not vi.stole from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

D 7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-· 
way. 

D 8. Domer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public ;notification under Zcming 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Donner Windows. 

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for lsO feet in each 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than th!lt of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

l.'I Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

D . Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO· TO STEP 5. 

D Project inv0lves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS -AE>VANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the projecl 

D 1. Project involves a known hislnrical resource (CEQA Categoxy A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

D i Interior alterations to publicly accessible space5. 

D. 3. Window replacement of origiaal/hlstoric windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with 
existing historic character. 

n 4. Fa~de/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

D 5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obsal!e character-defining 
features. 

·o 6. Restoration based upen documented evidence of a building's historic condition. such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or Similar buildings. 

D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
aF1d meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretan; of the Interior Standards for_ the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 

D 

IZI 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Reqilires approval by Senior Preseroaiion 
Plan:ner/Preseroatifm Coordinator) 

a. Per HRER dated: -. (atl;ach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): 

Note: If ANY box Di STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservat;ion Planner MUST check one box below. 

D Further environmental review required. Based on the infonnation provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation A:pplico.tion to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

0. Project can proceed with categorical exemplion revie~. The project has been.reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6, 

Comments (optional): 
-

Preservation Planner Signature: A!Hson K. Vander.;licJ·:i:--._-

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TOBECOMPLETEDBYPROJECTPLANNER 

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes ofwork in either (check 
all that apply); 

D Step 2-CRQA Impl\ds 

D Step 5-Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

D No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

Planner Name: Jessica Range Signature or Sfamp: 
,,.,...,,._h)'.rc..ico-

Project Approval Action: Jessica Range DN:-.n • ..._..~ ... ~,.._ _Plono>hg._..._ 
-~-"'II. 

Buifding Pennit . Dot.: 201-<.06.0211:41:55-<JTDO" 

.. If Discretionary Review befure the Planning 
Commission is requested, the Discrelioni!I)' 
Rmri.ew hearing is the Approval Action for the .. 
project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated, !his document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to cEQA Guidelines 
·and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 

In accord.aru:e with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption detennination 
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the .first approval action. 

4 
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer {or his or her designee) must determine whether the proi>osed change constitutes 
a substantial modification of that project. 1his checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed 
changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" and, therefore, be subject to 
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. . 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) · Block/Lot(s) (If different titan 

front page) 

Case No. Previous. Building Permit No. New Building Permit No. 

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action 

Modified Project Description: 

DE.TERMINATION If PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

D Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

D Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 
Sections 311 or 312; 

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317or19005(f)? 

D 
Is any information being presented that was not known a~d could not have been known 
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 
no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checl<:ed, further environme~lal review is requi.re4;ATEX FO~ 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIACA TION 

D I The proposed modifieation wollid not result in any of the above changes. 
If this box i~ dtecked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 
approval and no additional envimrunenlal review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 
Department website and offke·and mailed to th.e applicant; Oty approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.. 

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp; 
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Geo Tracker Page 1 of2 

Attachment C 

··;stA:1e:.wA:'tEif'RESdURCE"$..c(nrt.ROL'BdARD .... :~ .... ·: '· . "'· . ; .. , .. : . .. . . ., . . . . . ... ... . - . - .... ::. :··· ··' ......... '. .. . ......... ~ 

CASE SUMMARY 

REPORT DATE HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INCIDENT REPORT FILED WITH OES? 
1/2/1965 

I. REPORTED BY - CREATED BY 
UNKNOWN . UNKNOWN 

II. RESPONSIBLE PARTY -

UNKNOWN 

Ill. SITE LOCATION 

FACILllY NAME FACILllY ID 
SFFD #16 

FACILllY ADDRESS ORIENTATION OF SITE TO STREET 
2251 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 CROSS STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO COUNlY 

V. SUBSTANCES RELEASED I CONTAMINANT{S} OF CONCERN 

GASOLINE 

VI, DISCOVERY/ABATEMENT 

DATE DISCHARGE BEGAN 

DATE DISCOVERED HOW DISCOVERED DESCRIPTION 
9/3/1987 

DATE STOPPED STOP METHOD. DESCRIPTION 

VII. SOURCE/CAUSE 
SOURCE OF DISCHARGE CAUSE OF DISCHARGE 

DISCHABGE DESCRIPTION 

VIII. CASE TYPE 

CASElYPE 
other Groundwater (uses other than drinking water) 

IX. REMEDIAL ACTION 
REMEDIAL ACTION BEGIN DATE END DATE ·DESCRIPTION 

NA 1/1/1965 

X. GENERAL COMMENTS 

XI. CERTIFICATION 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION REPORTED HEREIN 

rs TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE. 

XII. REGULA TORY USE ONLY 

http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/case_summary.asp?global_id=T0607500450 
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Geo Tracker 

LOCAL AGENCY CASE NUMBER 
10169 . 

REGIONAL BOARD CASE NUMBER 
38-0285 

Page 2 of2 

!LOCALAGENCY ------ ----------~------- ----------, 

L---· -----··------· ---------------·----·------··-1 ! CONTACT NAME INITIALS ORGANIZATION NAME EMAIL ADDRESS ! 
j·STEPHANIE CUSHING ·SC SAN FRANCISCO COUNlY LOP stephanie.cushing@sfdph.org I 
I ~~9~R~;~KET STREET#210 CONTACT DESCRIPTION ,! 

I SAN FRANCISCO; CA 94102 ' 
if,...P_H_O_N_E~TY-P--E~--~-~--P-H_O_N_E~N-U_M_B_E_R---~-~-·---EX--T-E_N_S-IO~N~~~~---1! 

!!BUSINESS (415)-252-3926 11 
l~::=========================:::::::::=======================================~====~; ........-------! REGIONAL BOARD 1 
r--~~-----------~-~--~---------~~~-

____ _,~ 
ORGANIZATION NAME EMAILADDRESS l l CONTACT NAME INITIALS· 

I VIC PAL VP 
I ADDRESS . 
j 1515 CLAY STREET, SUITE 1400 
l OAKLAND, CA 94612 

liPHONETYPE 
l~office 
f.I 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY RWQCB (REGION 2) . vpaI@waterboards.ca.gov i 

CONTACTDESCRJPTJON J 
PHONE NUMBER 
(510)-622-2403 

Copyright© 2014 State of California 

EXTENSION 

II 

http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/case _:_ surnmary.asp?global_id=T0607 500250 
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City and County of San Francisco 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

Edwin M. lee, May.or 

Barbara A. Garcia, MP A, Director of Health 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH · R~chard J. Lee, MPH, CJH, REHS 
-Acting Environmenfal_Hea!th Dlrector 

November 9, 2014 

Gabriella Judd-Cirelli 
Department of Public Works 
30 Van Ness, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 941_02 

Subject: Fire Station No. 16 Renovation Project 
2251 Greemvich Street, San Francisco 
EHB-SAM Case Number: 1088 

Dear Ms. Cirelli: 

Attachment D 

In accordance with Article 22A of the San· Francisco Health Code and Section 106.3.2.4 of the 
Building Co.de, the San Francisco Department of Public Health, EnviI:onmenta1 Health Brauch- Site 
Assessment and Mitigation (EIID-SAM) has reviewed the following documents: · 

• Report of Groundwater Sampling Activities, Frre Station No. 16; 2251 Greenwich Street, San 
Francisco, prepared by Baseline Environmental, July 1997; 

• Report of Grbundwater Sampling Activities, Fire Station No. 16, 2251 Greenwich Street, San 
Francisco, prepared by Baseline Environmental, August 1997; 

• · Report of Groundwater Sampling Activities, Fire Station No. 16, 2251 Greenwich Street, San 
Francisco, prepared by Baseline Environmental, November 1997; 

• Report of Groundwater Sampling Activities, Fire Station No. 16, 2251 Greenwich Street, San 
Francisco, prepared by Baseline Environmental, April 1998; 

• Primary Record, 2251 Greenwich Street, February 2012; 

.. Environmental Characterization Report, Fire Station No. 16 Renovati~n 
Project, San Francisco Fire Department, prepared by AEW Engineering, 
November 2012; 

• Gecitechnical lnvestigatio:q. Report, Fire Station No. 16, 2251 Greenwich Street, San Francisco, 
prepared by San Francisco Department of Public Works Infrastructure Design and Construction, 
December2012; and 

• LOP files for UST closure- in-place 

. The project includes the demolition and construction of a new fire station at the above address. In August 
through October 2011, AEW Engineering installed 3 soil borings at the site to characterize soil for 
-disposal. Soil and ·groundwater samples were collected. Soil borings were installed to 56 feet below 
ground surface (bgs). Groundwater was found at 20 feet bgs. 
Soil saniples were sampled for Total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPHg), Total petroleum 
hydrocarbons as diesel (TPHd) and motor oil (IPHmo), Volatile Organic Coml'C'.um:ls (VOCs), Semi-

1390 Market Street. Suite 210 San Francisco,_ CA 94102 
Phone 252-3800, Fax 252-3875 
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Vo°latile Organic Compo~nds (SVOCs),-Organ_ochlorine Pesticides, Organochlor..ne Herbicides, 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), · CAl\.1 17, Title 22 Metals, and Asbestos. 

Groundwater samples are to be analyzed for: . 

TPHg, TPHd, .TPHmo, VOCs, SVOCs, , PCBs, CAM 17 Title 22 metals, Total Recoverable Oil and 
Grease (TOG), Total Suspended Solids," Chemical Oxygen Deman4 pH, Total Cyanide, FlasJi Point, 
and Dissolved Sulfide. . 

Results indicated that TPH-g ranged from not detected (ND) to 1.3 ppm, TPH-d ranged from ND to 2.3 
ppm, TPH-m.o. rangedfrom·ND to 7.8 ppm, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene·and xylenes (BTEX) were 
ND, methyl tertiary butyl ether was :NTI, asbestos, VOCs and SVOCs were l'-<"'D. Antimony, cadmium, 
mercury, molybdenum; sel~um, silver, and thallium were l\TI·. Arsenic ranged from 2.2 to 4.4 ppm, 
barium ranged from 46 to 100 ppm, chromium ranged from 68 to 110 ppm, cobalt ranged from 7.2 to 11 
ppm, copper ranged from. 7 .5 to 16 ppm, lead ranged from 2.3 to 4.7 ppm, nickel ranged from 48 to 72 
ppm, vanadium ranged from 37 to 66 ppm and zinc ranged from 27 to 40 ppm. 

AEW concluded that TPH-g, TPH-d, TPH-rn.o. were below Regional Water Quality Control Board's 
(RWQCB-) Environi:nental Screening Levels (ESLs). All metals were below ESLs. Only arsenic was 
above ESLs but representative of background concentrations. 

Tu. groundwater Oil and Greas was 1':"'D, pH was 7.37, cis-l,2~dichloehane was 0.033 ppm, trans-1,2-
dichloroethane was 0.00085 ppm, tetrachloroethene was 0.0095 ppm, trichloroethene was 0.003 ppm, 
total dissolved solids (TSS) were 18100ppb and chloride was 27 ppm. None of the levels were above San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission batch discharge requirements. 

Based on these results, AFW concluded that no soil remedi<1-tion is required for the site. A Health and 
Safety plan to protect worker health and safety should be developed. 

EHB-SAlvf finds that no further action with regards to SFHC Article 22A is required. However, usual 
constrUction dust control shall be enforced with the criteria of.no visible dust. Should underground 
storage tanks be removed from the site, permits sha!fbe obtained from the Hazardous Materials Unified 
Program Agency (HMU:PA), San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) and the Depart;ment of Public 
Works (DP\V). 

Should you have any questions, please contact me at ( 415) 252-3926. 

Cc: Ed Sweeney, DBI 
Jessie.a Range, Planning 
Stanley DeSouza, DPW BCM-SAR 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

SF Docs (LIB) 
Tuesday, May 05, 2015 1 :46 PM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Subject: Re: Please Post the Attached Hearing Notices 

Hi John, 

I have posted the hearing notices. 

Thank you, 

Michael 

From:. BOS Legislation, {BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2015 1:36 PM 
To: SF Docs (LIB) 
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Subject: Please Post the Attached Hearing Notices 

Good afternoon, 

Please kindly post the attached hearing notices. 

File No. 140767 - Public Hearing - Appeal of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review - 2251 Greenwich 
Street - Fire Station No. 16 

File No. 150395 - Public Hearing -Appeal of Categorical. Exemption from Environmental Review - 26 Hodges Alley 

Thanks! 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
{415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• -il'.fi Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided_ in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisca Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required ta provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect ar copy. 

1 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Good morning, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Tuesday, May 05, 2015 11 :40 AM 
'Stephen M. Williams'; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); 
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); 
Tam, Tina (CPC); Range, Jessica {CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Rahaim, 
John (CPC); Cirelli, Gabriella (DPW); De Freitas, Paul (DPW); BOS-Supervisors; BOS
Legislative Aides 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); 
Lamug, Joy (BOS) . 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption Determination - 2251 Greenwich Street- Fire Station No. 16 
- Hearing Notice 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has s.cheduled an appeal hearing for a Special Order before the Board on May 19, 
2015, at 3:00 p.m. 

Please find linked below the Hearing Notice for the appeal of categorical exemption from environmental review under 
the California Environmental Quality Act for the proposed project at 2251 Gre~nwich Street, also known as Fire Station 
No, 16. 

Hearing Notice - 2251 Greenwich Street 

You are invited to review the entfre matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 140767 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• /l.O Cilek here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disc/o;ures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Boord of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
'the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Persona/ information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the pub/re submit to the 
derk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 

. redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-induding names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the f!oard of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
·of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File No. 

Description of Items: 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

I, John Carroll , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: 5/5/2015 

Time: 8:25 a.m. 

USPS Location: Clerk's Office USPS Dropoff 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): P\,"e.J up @ '):'3>D q....... ~ Ak..wd-

Signature: -----,(J..C---\-'-b=;,,__~~'---'=--, --, ___________ _ 

Instructions: Upon complet~on, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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BO.A,RD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Car..__ .... B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TID!ITY No. 5545227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal 
and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
attend and be heard: 

Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, 
Rpom 250, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: File No. 150395. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to 
the determination of categorical exemption from environmental 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act issued by the 
Planning Department on September 18, 2014, for the proposed 
project at 26 Hodges Alley. (District 3) (Appellant: Melody Mar) 
(Filed April 10, 2015): 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unabl.e 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record 
in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Board. 
Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information 
relating to this matte_r is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda 
information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, May 15, 
2015. 

DATED: ·May 5, 2015 
MAILED/POSTED: May 5, 2015 

__ 1~1_fi_L 

-" ~~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

-----------------



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

April 10, 2015 

Stephen M. Williams 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No •. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Law Offices of Stephen M. Williams 
On behalf of Brent McMicking and Evan Kletter 
1934 Divisadero Street · 
San Francisco, CA 94115 

Subject: Appeal of the Categorical Exemption Determination - 2251 Greenwich 
Street - Fire Station No. 16 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memo dated March 16, 2015, (copy 
attached), from the Planning Department regarding the timely filing of your appeal of the 
categorical exemption determination from environmental review for 2251 Greenwich Street -
Fire Station No. 16. · 

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner. 

The appeal filing period closed on Thursday, April 9, 2015. Pursuant to Administrative Code, 
. Section 31.16, a hearing date has been schedule.d for Tuesday, May 19, 2015, at 3:00 p.m., 
at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, 
Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

Please provide to the Clerk's Office by 12:00 noon: 

20 days prior to the ·hearing: 

11.days prior to the hearing: 

names and addresses of interested parties to be notified of 
the hearing, in ·spreadsheet format; and 

any documentation which you may want available to the 
Board members prior to the hearing. 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file sent to bos.legislation@sfgov.org, 
arid one hard copy of the documentation for.distribution. 

NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 hard 
copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make the 
deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive copies of 
the materials. 

----'-- --------- --
... -......... .. --- .. 1-:t--s-s--------- .. ·--... -----·------------------------- - - - -----



Letter to Stephen Williams 
April 10, 2015 Page2 

If you have· any questions, please _feel free to contact Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamug at 
(41?) 554-7712, or John Carroll at (415) 554-4445. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
f ~~g~la _Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

c: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Tina Tam, Planning Department -
Jessica Range, Planning Department 

· Jonas lonin, Planning Department 
Bruce Storrs, Public Works 
Gabriella Judd Cirelli, Public Works 
Paul de Freitas, Public Works 

-------------·--------------·---



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

March 18, 2015 

Stephen M. Williams 
Law Offices of Stephen M. Williams 
On behalf of Brent McMicking and Evan Kletter 
1934 Divisadero Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

~ubject: Appeal of the Categorical Exemption Determination - 2251 Greenwich 
Street - Fire Station No. 16 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memo dated March 16, 2015, (copy 
attached) from the Planning Department regarding the timely filing of your appeal of the 
Categorical Exemption Determination for 2251 Greenwich Street - Fire Station No. 1·6. 

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner. 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board will schedule your appeal after the appeal filing period 
closes on April 9, 2015. 

· If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Joy Lamug at (415) 
554-7712, or John Carroll at (415) 554-4445. 

Very truly yours, 

·t _. . Q. C'Aa~ 
. Angela Ca.Ivillo 

Clerk of the Board 

c: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Tina Tam, Planning Department 
Jessica Range, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Department 
Bruce Storrs, Public Works 
Gabriella Judd Cirelli, Public Works 
Paul de Freitas, Public Works 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: . . March 16, 2015 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer 

CEQA Appeal for 2251 Greenwich Street, San Francisco Fire 
Station No. 16 

An appeal of the Categorical Exemption issued for the proposed project at 2251 Greenwich Street 
(San Francisco Fire Station No. 16) was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on July 2, 
2014, by Stephen Williams. The appeal is now timely and the appeal hearing can be scheduled by 
the qerk of the Board between April 30, 2015 and May 25, 2015 in accordance with Section 
31.16(b )( 4) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

Timeline: A Categorical Exemption was issued for the project on January 23, 2013. On April 10, 
2014, Mr. Williams informed the Planning Department of concerns regarding issuance of the 
Categorical Exemption due to potential environmental effects from hazardous materials. The 
Planning Department reissued the Categorical Exemption on June 2, 2014, addressing these 
concerns. _The June Categorical Exemption identified the Approval Action as issuance .of the 
Building Permit by the Department of Building Inspection. An appeal of the Categorical 
Exemption was filed on July 2, 2014, At that time, the Planning Department determined that 
because the Approval Action had not yet occurred, the appeal could not be scheduled.1 

A Building Permit was issued for this project on February 12, 2015. Pursuant to Section 31.0S(g), 
the 30-day appeal period shall begin on the first day·of posting on the Planning Department's 
website. The Planning Department posted the required notice on March 10, 2015, following notice 
of approval of the Building Permit by the Department of Public Works on March 10, 2015. 
Therefore, the appeal period for this categorical exemption is March 10, 2015 through the close of 
business April 9, 2015. 

Appeal Hearing: Section 31.16(b )( 4) of the San Francisco Administrative Code states that the Clerk 
of the Board shall schedule the appeal hearing no less than 21 days and no more than 45 days 
following expiration of the specified time period for filing of the appeal, or between April 30, 2015 
and May 25, 2015 for this project. Please schedule the Board of Supervisors CEQA appeai hearing 
and notify the appellant of acceptance of the CEQA appeal pursuant Section 31.16 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

1 Memorandum Re: Appeal Timeliness determination- 2251 Greenwich Street from: Sarah B. Jones to Angela 
Calvillo, July 7, 2014. This document is on file and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1560 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Planning Department Case File No. 2012.1443E. 

Memo 

1171 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: .. 
415Ji58.637R 

Fax: 
415.558:6409 

Pl.anning 
lnfo(malion: 
415.558.6377 



Letter to Stephen M. Williams 
July 8, 2014 

c: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Tina Tam, Planning Department 
Jessica Range, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Department . 
Bruce Storrs, Department of Public Works 
Gabriella Judd Cirelli, Department of Public Works 
Paul de Freitas, Department of Public Works 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

July7, 2014 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer 

Appeal tinieliness determination - 2251 Greenwich Street 

An appeal of the Categorical Exemption issued for the proposed project at 2251 Greerr~vich St;reet 
(San Francisco Fire Station #16) wa~ filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on July 2, 2014, 
by Stephen Williams. 

· Timeline: A Categorical Exemption was issued for the project on January 23, 2013. On April 10, 
2014, Mr. Williams informed the Planning Department of concerns regarding issuance of the 
Categorical Exemption due to potential environmental effects from hazardous materials. The 
Planning Department reissued the Categorical Exemption. on June· 2, 2014, addressing these· 
concerns. The June Categorical Exemption identified the.Approval Action as issuance of the 
Building Permit by the Department of Building Inspection. This Approval Action has not yet 
occurred and the Date of the Approval Action, as defined in Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco 
Adrrrinisl:rative Code, is not kn.own at this time. An appeal of the Categorical Exemption was_ filed 
onJu).y 2, 2014. 

Timeliness Determination; Section 31.16(a) and (e) of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
states that .any person or entity may ci.J2Peal an exemption determination to the Board of 
Supervisors during the time _period.beginning with the date of the exemption deternrination and_ 
ending 30- days after the Date of the Approval Action. Since the Date of the Approval_l\...ction is 

unknown at thiS time, it is not possible for the Clerk to schedule the appeal hearing. At such time 
as the Approval Action occurs, the. Pliinning Department will notify the Clerk so that the appeal 
hearing may be scheduled. Section 31.16(b)(4) of the San Francisco Administrative Code states 
that the Clerk of the Board shall schedule the appeal hearing no less than 21 days and no more · 
than 4-5 days following expiratidn of the specified time period for filing of the appeal. 

' 

Memo 

·---·----------------------.. --------1~1. 7 3. --· 

16~0.Mission st. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
OA 94103-2479 

Reception; 
415.S5!Ui378 

Fax: 
415.5511.64{)9 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6371'. 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

July 2, 2014 

To: 

From: 

John Rahaim • · / 
Planning Director · /'/~ 

Rick Caldeira ~
Legislative Deputy Director'-

Subject: Appeal of Categorical Exemption Determination - 2251 Greenwich Street 
Firehouse No. 16 

An appeal of the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination issued for property located at 
2251 Greenwich Street was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on July 2, 2014, by · 
Stephen M. Williams, on behalf of.Brent McMicking and Evan Kletter. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31, Procedures for Appeals of Categorical Exemption 
Determinations, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached documents, to the Planning 

· Department's Office to determine if the appeal has been fifed in a timely manner. The Planning 
Department's determination should be made within three (3) working days of receipt of this 
request. 

If you have any questions, you can contact me at (415) 554-7711. 

c: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Tina Tam, Planning Department 
Jessica Range, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Department 
Bruce Storrs, Department of Public Works 
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c.n 

Name 

Stephen Williams 

Organization 

Law offices of Stephen M. 
Williams 

Address 1 Address 2 

1934 Divisadero Street 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

. April 14, 2015 

FILE NO. 140767 

. City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDtrTY No. 544-5227 

Received from the Board of Supervi.sors-Clerk's Office a check in 
the amount of Five Hundred Thirty Four Dollars ($534), . . 
representing filing fee paid by Stephen Williams on behalf of Brent 
McMicking and Evan Kletter (Appellants), for the Appeal of CEQA 
Exemption Determination for 2251 Greenwich Street - Fire 
Station No. 16. 

Planning Department 
By: 

Print a 
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Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 

~ 
Time stamp l ( r
or meeting date S I Z- /.:::,. 

D 1. For reference to Committee_ (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

IX! 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee_ 

D 

D. 

D 

4_ Request for letter beginning "Supervisor 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No.· 1.------------.j from Committee_ 

0 7. Budget Analyst request (attach vvritten motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. !.__ _____ ___, 

D 9. Reactivate File No.I._ _____ ___, 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

inquires" 

~------------~ 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the followillg: 
D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission, 

D . Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

I clerk of the Bo~d 

Subject: 

Public Hearing - Appeal of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review - 2251 Greenwich Street - Fire 
Station No. 16 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Heanng of persons interested in or objecting to the determination of categorical exemption from environmental 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act issued by the Planning Department on June 2, 2014, for the 
proposed project at 2251 Greenwich Street known as Fire Station No. 16. (District 2) (Appellant: Stephen Williams, . 
on behalf of Brent McMicking and Evan Kletter) (Filed July 2, 2014). 

~ c ~ ~ _£._____.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: l ~ . 1 ~ 
-----------------~ 

For Clerk's Use Only: 

P:>nA 1 nf1 
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