SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: November 9, 2011
TO: Historic Preservation Commission
FROM: Rich Sucré, Historic Preservation Technical Specialist, (415) 575-9108
REVIEWED BY: Tim Frye, Preservation Coordinator, (415) 575-6822
RE: Review and Comment
850-870 Brannan Street
Case No. 2011.0583B
BACKGROUND

The Planning Department seeks the advice of the Historic Preservation Commission on the
proposed project at 850-870 Brannan Street. As described in detail below, the proposed project
entails a change in use and office allocation from jewelry showroom to office on the first, second
and fifth floors, pursuant to Planning Code Section 803.9(c), which states:

(c) Preservation of Historic Buildings within and UMU Districts. The following rules

are intended to support the economic viability of buildings of historic importance within
the UMU District.

(1) This subsection applies only to buildings that are a designated landmark

building, or a building listed on or determined eligible for the California Register

of Historical Resources by the State Office of Historic Preservation.

(2) All uses are permitted as of right, provided that:

(A) The project does not contain nighttime entertainment.

(B) Prior to the issuance of any necessary permits, the Zoning
Administrator, with the advice of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory
Board, determines that allowing the use will enhance the feasibility of
preserving the building.

(C) Residential uses meet the affordability requirements of the
Residential Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program set forth in Section
315.1 through 315.9.

(3) The Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board shall review the proposed

project for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, (36 C.F.R. §

67.7 (2001)) and any applicable provisions of the Planning Code.

The proposed project qualifies for this Planning Code section, since the subject building at 870

Brannan Street is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources by virtue of its

designation in the National Register of Historic Places.
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The project site contains two internally-connected buildings on four parcels:

e 870 Brannan Street,! a four-story, reinforced-concrete building that is fourteen bays wide
on Brannan Street and fifteen bays wide on 8% Street, and occupies three parcels (Lots 006,
007, and 007A); and,

e 850 Brannan Street,> a two-story, concrete building that is five bays wide on Brannan
Street, and occupies one parcel (Lot 072).

Designed by architect/engineer Maurice Couchot in 1917, the National Carbon Company Building
at 870 Brannan Street was originally constructed as a four-story, concrete-frame industrial
building facing 8% Street. In 1918, a square tower was added to the roof to enclose the gravity
tanks for the sprinkler systems. In 1920, a nine-bay addition was added to the existing five-bays
along Brannan Street, and a one-story clerestory addition was added to a portion of the building.
Overall, the subject building is dominated by an extensive amount of industrial, steel-sash
windows, which occupy the majority of the bays on each floor along the 8" and Brannan Street
facades. The rear facades, facing Decatur and Bryant Street, are functional in appearance with no
ornamentation. Overall, the building is rendered in a Classical Revival architectural style, as
evidenced by ornamental corner entries, which feature shields and medallions with the initials “N
C” and crossing flashlights. In 1982, the subject building was converted into a wholesale
showroom, and was listed in the National Register of Historic Places, as part of a Federal Historic
Preservation Tax Incentive project.

Designed circa 1920, 850 Brannan Street was likely a one-story storage building for the Gilmore
Steel & Supply Company.? Information on the original date of construction and architect is
unknown. Today, 850 Brannan Street is a two-story, steel-frame building with a simple stucco and
concrete fagcade facing Brannan Street. The building features a prominent cornice and a shaped
parapet at the northernmost corner. The property has been extensively altered and is not a historic
resource, as determined by the San Francisco Planning Department.

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project includes a lot merger, exterior alterations, and use conversion from a Gift
and Jewelry Showroom (classified as PDR - Production, Distribution and Repair) to Office and
Integrated PDR. In 2010, the Planning Commission authorized a change in use on the third and
fourth floors to accommodate a total of 138,580 sf of office use at 850 and 870 Brannan Streets. As
part of the proposed project, an additional 92,854 gsf on the first, second and fifth floors would be
converted from showrooms to office. In addition, ninety-five accessory parking spaces, thirty-six
bicycle parking spaces, six showers, and eight lockers would be constructed within the building

1 This is also known as 866-870 Brannan Street (Lot 006), 870 Brannan Street (Lot 007), and 545-599 8th Street (Lot 007A).
2 This is also known as 850-860 Brannan Street (Lot 072).

3 This determination is based upon the earliest available building permit information from 1944.
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(accessed from Decatur Street). Therefore, the proposed project would result in the following

uses:

e Office =236,644 sf

PDR (Gift and Jewelry Showroom) = 96,381 sf
Integrated PDR = 28,675 sf

Retail = 3,705 sf

As part of the proposed project, the exterior of 870 Brannan Street would be rehabilitated as
follows:

e Preservation and rehabilitation of the historic steel-sash windows on the ground floor of

the 8 Street facade;

e Rehabilitation of the historic steel-sash window frame and replacement of the existing

glazing for a micro-rub corrugated glass in northernmost tower (second, third and fourth

floors) of the 8t Street facade;

e DPreservation and rehabilitation of the historic steel-sash windows in the fifth and

thirteenth bays (from the left) of the ground floor of the Brannan Street fagade;

e Rehabilitation of the historic steel-sash window frame and replacement of the existing

glazing for a micro-rub corrugated glass in the easternmost tower (second, third and

fourth floors) of the Brannan Street facade;

e Replacement of the existing historic window system on the ground floor level of the

westernmost tower for a new fully-glazed storefront on the Brannan Street fagade. This

historic window would be reinstalled within the southernmost tower of the 8% Street

facade;

e Replacement of the existing non-historic door on the ground floor level of the easternmost

tower for a new fully-glazed storefront on the Brannan Street facade;

e Removal of the existing canopy, addition of a new canopy, and renovation of the existing

storefront within the six, seven, and eighth bays of the ground floor of the Brannan Street

facade;

e Addition of new glazed storefront entry in the tenth bay of the Brannan Street facade;

e Replacement of the steel-sash windows with a new compatible, substitute aluminum

system (Custom Windows Series 8300) on the second, third and fourth floors of the 8"

and Brannan Street facades;

e Replacement of the steel-sash windows with a new compatible, substitute aluminum

system (Custom Windows Series 8300) on the second, third, fourth, and fifth floors of

Decatur Street facade;

e Addition of new mechanical screens on the fifth floor; and

e Replacement of the existing windows on the north facade (facing Bryant Street) with new

steel-frame windows with insulated glazing.

No exterior work is planned for 850 Brannan Street.
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To assist in the evaluation of the proposed project, the Project Sponsor has submitted the
following consultant reports:

o Page & Turnbull, 850 and 870 Brannan Street (aka 888 Brannan Street) Historic Resource
Evaluation, San Francisco, California (August 12, 2011; Prepared for SKS Investments); and.

o Page & Turnbull, Historic Window Treatment Study (March 5, 2010; Prepared for Scanlan
Kemper Bard Companies).

STAFF ANALYSIS

The Department would like the HPC to consider the following information:

Proposed Rehabilitation:

Rehabilitation is the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through
repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features that convey its
historical, cultural, or architectural values.

The following is analysis of the proposed project pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation (Rehabilitation Standards):

In April 2010, the Planning Department previously evaluated the replacement of the steel-sash
windows for the proposed aluminum-sash window system. The Department determined that the
proposed aluminum system is a compatible substitute system. As noted and evaluated by the
Planning Department:

e Based on review of the existing window condition survey documented in the consultant
reports as well as a site visit, Planning Department staff concur that the majority of
existing windows are deteriorated beyond repair. When viewed from the exterior, little
of the severe deterioration is visible with the exception of the warped operable ventilators
in the majority of windows. However, from the interior, substantial deterioration
including steel corrosion, concrete spalling around window frames, broken window
panes, and warping of the steel frames and ventilators is extensive and appears to be
consistent at both the Brannan and 8 Street fagades. Where character-defining features
are deteriorated beyond repair, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
(Secretary’s Standards) allow for replacement in-kind or with a compatible substitute
material.

e The project proposes replacement of a majority of the existing deteriorated steel-frame
windows with an aluminum-frame, insulated glass window system (Custom Windows
Series 8300) that will closely match the original in pane configuration, muntin profile, and
general proportions. The proposed replacement window system appears to constitute a
compatible substitute in conformance with the Secretary’s Standards.
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e The project proposes to retain and repair original steel-frame windows remaining at the
ground floor of the building (as noted in Sheet A4.0, and Section 080152.93 — Historic
Treatment of Steel Windows). These windows will be stripped of paint and repaired and
repainted. Existing painted/translucent, corrugated glazing will be replaced with clear
glass (or micro rib corrugated glass for portions of the corner towers) and deteriorated
concrete around the openings will be repaired. Retention and repair of these windows,
which are in somewhat better condition than windows on upper floors, will preserve
original materials at that portion of the building most accessible to the public.

e The proposed project will retain and repair a limited number of original steel-frame
windows, thereby preserving historic fabric and materials, and will replace the majority
of severely deteriorated original windows with a compatible aluminum-frame window
system, in conformance with the Secretary’s Standards.

To further analyze the other aspects of the project, including the ground floor alterations, per the
Secretary’s Standards:

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

The proposed project would convert the subject building into office use. To accommodate this
new use, the project would rehabilitate and replace the majority of the existing steel-sash
windows, which are severely deteriorated, as noted above. The project would replace the steel-
sash windows with a compatible substitute window system, and would assist in restoring
portions of the historic window system on the ground floor level. Further, incompatible
alterations, including the non-historic canopy on Brannan Street, would be removed, in order to
reinforce historic features on Brannan Street, such as the rail spur opening in the sixth bay (from
the left). The new office use would assist in maintaining the defining characteristics of the subject
building at 870 Brannan Street.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 1.

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

The proposed project maintains the historic character of the subject property, as defined by its
character-defining features, including the reinforced concrete construction, four-to-five-story
massing, classical revival ornamentation (door surroundings, brackets, pediments, medallions,
and spandrel panels), and industrial steel-sash windows and fenestration pattern on the 8t and
Brannan Street facades. Although the project will replace the majority of the steel-sash windows,
the replacement system has been classified as a compatible, substitute system. The other
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character-defining features, including the reinforced concrete construction, classical revival
ornamentation, and massing, would be preserved.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 2.

Standard 3.

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

The proposed project does not include the addition of conjectural elements or architectural
features from other buildings. New work does not create a false sense of historical development.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 3.

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

The proposed project does not involve alterations to the subject building, which have acquired
significance in their own right. The proposed project would maintain the addition added in 1920,
which includes the nine-bay addition along Brannan Street, the four-story addition on the east
facade, and the one-story clerestory.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 4.

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

The proposed project would preserve distinctive features, finishes and construction techniques,
including the historic steel-sash windows, rail spur openings, and corner tower window system.
As mentioned previously, the steel-sash windows on the ground floor level of the 8 Street facade
will be preserved and rehabilitated, as would the two remaining bays of historic steel-sash
windows on the Brannan Street facade. Currently, the rail spur opening on the Brannan Street
facade is obscured by a non-historic canopy. This canopy would be removed, and the rail spur
opening, including its curved wall, would become more visible. On the ground floor, the Brannan
Street corner tower window system would be relocated onto the 8 Street fagade, thus preserving
original historic fabric.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 5.

Standard 6.
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Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacements of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the
old in design, color, texture and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence.

As noted above, the proposed project would replace the majority of the historic steel-sash
windows, which are severely deteriorated. These windows would be replaced with a compatible,
substitute aluminum-sash windows system. This system matches the historic windows in design,
color and visual quality. The project sponsor has submitted appropriate documentation to record
the condition of these windows.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 6.

Standard 7.

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

The proposed project does not involve any chemical or physical treatments that may cause
damage to historic materials. The project does involve the repair of the concrete frame
surrounding the existing steel-sash windows; however, this work will be undertaken with
sensitivity towards the historic concrete, as noted in the Project Specifications - Section 080152.93:
Historic Treatment of Steel Windows. Concrete surrounding the steel-sash windows will be
repaired and patched, as necessary.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 7.

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

The proposed project does not include any excavation or below grade work; thus, the project
would not appear to have the potential to impact or disturb any archaeological resources.
Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 8.

Standard 9.

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old
and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect
the historic integrity of the property and its environment.
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In addition to the window replacement, the other exterior alterations of the proposed project
include: a new entryway in the tenth bay (from the left) of the Brannan Street facade; a new metal
canopy and glazed storefront on the Brannan Street facade; and new glazed doorways in the
corner towers of the Brannan Street facade. In general, the new work is sufficiently differentiated
from the historic building, but is compatible in size, scale, material, and design.

On the Brannan Street facade, the new entryway would be located within a bay that currently
possesses a non-historic entryway. This new entryway would be demarcated by a thin glass
canopy and would be similar in design to the new glazed storefronts proposed for the sixth,
seventh, and eighth bays of the Brannan Street facade. All of these new storefronts would be
simple in character and would feature a butt-glazed window system that strongly relates to the
building’s glazed character. Further, these new glazed storefronts would be recessed from the
plane of the front facade, thus differentiating them from the historic ground-floor features. In
addition to the new glazed storefronts, the new main entryway would be demarcated by a new
metal canopy, which would project at an angle approximately four feet from the face of the
building. This new metal canopy is simple in form and extends around the columns between the
sixth, seventh and eights bays. This canopy relates to the industrial aesthetic of the overall
building in design, material and form, and allows for a better expression of the historic rail spur
opening in the sixth and seventh bays, since the existing canopy would be removed. Currently,
the existing canopy interrupts the historic rail spur openings. The new glazed doorways planned
for the ground floor entries in the corner towers of the Brannan Street facade would be similar to
the new glazed storefronts occurring at the ground floor level, and relate to the overall character
of the building in material and design. The new glazed doorways would not impact the
surrounding classical revival ornamentation, and relate to the overall glazed appearance of the
subject building. Overall, these exterior alterations are considered compatible, since they assist in
maintaining the integrity of the subject property.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

Standard 10.

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

The proposed project does not include any new additions or significant new construction. The
proposed project maintains the essential form and integrity of the subject property, as well as its
character-defining features.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 10.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department finds the proposed project to be in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation. Further, the Department finds that the proposed project would
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enhance the feasibility of preserving the building by repairing deteriorated aspects of the subject
building and installing new features (such as windows and doors), which are compatible with the
building’s historic character. The project would rectify serious material issues, including the
painted glazing and window sashes, and rust jacking evident around the window frames. In
addition, the project would remove a non-historic canopy and also restore the sense of the
original rail spur opening along the Brannan Street facade. The building’s new uses would
provide for the repair and rehabilitation of the exterior, while maintaining the building’s historic
integrity and eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

REQUESTED ACTION

The Department is requesting adoption of a resolution from the Historic Preservation
Commission regarding the proposed project and its ability to enhance the feasibility of preserving
the historic building, in order to assist the determination by the Zoning Administrator pursuant to
Planning Code Section 803.9(c). In addition, the Department seeks confirmation on the project’s
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

ATTACHMENTS

= Exhibits, including Parcel Map, 1998 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, Zoning Map, Aerial
Photograph, and Site Photos

=  Draft Resolution
= Proposed Project Renderings and Drawings, Gensler (dated October 18, 2011).
= Historic Resource Evaluation, Page & Turnbull (dated August 12, 2011; electronic only)

= Historic Windows Treatment Study, Page & Turnbull (dated March 5, 2010; electronic
only)
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Zoning Map
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Aerial Photo
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Site Photo

870 Brannan Street, View of 8 and Brannan Street Facades
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Site Photo
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Site Photo
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Site Photo
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Site Photo
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Site Photo
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Historic Preservation Commission
Resolution No. XXXX

HEARING DATE: November 16, 2011
Date: November 16, 2011
Case No.: 2011.0583B
Project Address: ~ 850-870 Brannan Street
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District
Block/Lot: 3780/006, 007, 007A and 072
Project Sponsor: 888 Brannan LP c/o SKS Investments
Staff Contact: Richard Sucré - (415) 575-9108

richard.sucre@sfgov.org
Reviewed By: Tim Frye, Preservation Coordinator
tim.frye@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT AT 850-870 BRANNAN STREET (ASSESSOR'S BLOCK
3780, LOT 006, 007, 007A AND 072), LOCATED WITHIN UMU (URBAN MIXED USE) ZONING DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

1. WHEREAS, on June 30, 2011, the Project Sponsor (888 Brannan LP) filed an Office Allocation
Application with the San Francisco Planning Department for 850-870 Brannan Street (Block 3780,
Lots 006, 007, 007A, and 072).

2. WHEREAS, the proposed project intends to utilize Planning Code Section 803.9(c) to allow office use
on the first, second and fifth floors of 870 Brannan Street. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 803.9(c),
the following provision is intended to support the economic viability of buildings of historic
importance within the UMU District:

(1) This subsection applies only to buildings that are a designated landmark building, or a
building listed on or determined eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources by the
State Office of Historic Preservation.

(2) All uses are permitted as of right, provided that:
(A) The project does not contain nighttime entertainment.

(B) Prior to the issuance of any necessary permits, the Zoning Administrator, with the
advice of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, determines that allowing the use
will enhance the feasibility of preserving the building.

www.sfplanning.org
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Resolution No. XXXX CASE NO. 2011.0583B
Hearing Date: November 16, 2011 850-870 Brannan Street

(C) Residential uses meet the affordability requirements of the Residential Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program set forth in Section 315.1 through 315.9.

(3) The Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board shall review the proposed project for
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, (36 C.F.R. § 67.7 (2001)) and any
applicable provisions of the Planning Code.

3. WHEREAS, City Charter 4.135 established the Historic Preservation Commission. All duties and
responsibilities of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (“LPAB”) are under the purview and
responsibility of the Historic Preservation Commission.

4. WHEREAS, on November 16, 2011, the Department presented the proposed project to the Historic
Preservation Commission. The Commission’s comments on the compliance of the proposed project
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the ability of the proposed
project to enhance the feasibility of the historic resource would be forwarded to the Zoning
Administrator for consideration under Planning Code Section 803.9(c).

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed the proposed
project at 850-870 Brannan Street, on Lots 006, 007, 007A, and 072 in Assessor’s Block 3780, and this
Commission has provided the following comments:

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Historic Preservation Commission hereby directs its Recording
Secretary to transmit this Resolution, and other pertinent materials in the Case File No. 2011.0583B to the
Zoning Administrator.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the Historic Preservation Commission at
its regularly scheduled meeting on November 16, 2011.

Linda D. Avery
Commission Secretary

PRESENT:
ABSENT:
ADOPTED: November 16, 2011
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 Of 2



888 Brannan Street

L
@“‘P Yerba Buena

Rincon/
South Beach

%

Mission Bay/
China Basin

SITE MAP

OCTOBER 18, 2011 |

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale:

NTS

= A



1334LS H18
© O o v v e v v v v @

DECIDIQUS

TREE

DECIDIOUS

TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (N)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (E)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (E)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (E)

DECIDIOUS
TREE (E)

13341S ¥NLvo3d

BRYANT STREET

13341S 1WA

870 BRANNAN

DECIDIOUS

13341S NOLONV1

" JTTITT]

DECIDIOUS

850 BRANNAN

PALM PALM PALM

JS
TREE (N)

TREE (E)

888 Brannan Street

TREE (E)

(Q-ELREE (E)(éh

TREE (E)

EE(D)
@%5 @
DECIDIOUS  DECIDIOUS” "DECIDIOUS

TREE (E)

TREE (E) TREE (E)

('.I'§EE ) FE FE(E)
. (&
%LM é %Lé

TREE(E)  TREE(E)
BRANNAN STREET

SITE PLAN

OCTOBER 18, 2011 \

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale: 1/64" = 1-0"

1334IS HL.

" A02



|
STAIR 1

m (=) T T T T 4 4@
PG&E

VAULT

MAIN

>< ELEC.

&/ O 0= o o o q g . N KN N )
FHC 4
M/ N BLG:
TOR.
[i 4<:
ELEV. I:
O O O (0] O q|| macH
—
E[EV.
| 5O |]
T h gl o
O ] o (e} E X @) (
Y TE EXIT CORRIDOR ‘BUF .}
|+ BLDG.
TEL. STOR. §
STAIR2 ROOM "A" SHAPE
ELEVATOR » g "A" SHAPE BRACING BRACING
LoBBY £ B— - - - = b [d —@
— || @ e} : o o o o o o . )
m |
o
= . o —@
0N - @ E— e o O v o o
I
l_
0
h [
o) o o o) O o) o
UN EXCAVATED UP TO
(E) PAVING IN COURT YARD
e h o —©
@7 O O o C O FHC, O o
PLANTER gg ANl \
up T "A" SHAPE BRACING ;&ASEIQEE E .
© I ~ ,0 FREIGHT 0 I =
ELEV. LOBBY 7
\
ELEC.
an— 0 O q D i s M| —
STAIR8
@ O O (] D 1 [d 4@
D SUMP s
PUMP
3— o) e} o o q D 1 1 g —®
EP
EP
E
o WOMEN - MEN l‘
o o o ) I o = i E
UN EXCAVATED UP TO 1 ]
(E) PAVEMENT FIRE
PUMP ala
STAIR4 PUMP ROOM gnLéT;L’:J%cF:i\BOVE D 0 AP STAIR6
L)_ - | DN A HHH PPING H
® — ' i h 0 a il = =o —A el ©
H GAS
METER

® © o

888 Brannan Street

®© © o o @ © ®

BRANNAN STREET
EXISTING FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL B01

OCTOBER 18, 2011

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale: 1/32" = 1-0"

0



DN

’M
o

888 Brannan Street EXISTING FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 01 OCTOBER 18, 2011 \ = A1.1
| EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 1/32" = 1-0" Gensler




o ¢ 9 ¢ ¢ P @ ¢ € ¢ ¢ ® ¢

T

=
STAIR 1 %
- UP

2nd FLOOR

OUTLINE OF
/ MEZZANINE

‘ STAIR9
|
k]
: — ' Q
UPH 2
/ Ig ontHHH]
ROOF OF 3rd FLOOR I
DN sp “l ROLI
@ - — - | n ————————————————— &}
STAIRS FHO e
" n 1
spd
. UP DN
ELEVATORS =
O — = = F5EE
== STAIR2
H | Bl
01010l oliE=T
I = = I or
GIE]G)
1
@ A
(1]
m LOADING 1
— ® DOCK -
(7)) (OPEN TO SKY)
[eo] ‘ 1
* L H=_ ? ]
FREIGHT .
ELEV. a
el S
OPEN TO ~ E;{TEI\./\«?
:BELOW ! _ JTEL.

‘ R

STAIR 10

[l

‘ ‘ /L CONCRETE WIJLL & STORAGE

UNDER RAISED PLATFORM
DN
Y sTAR3 m—
(o | "A" SHAPE BRACIN—G‘I—'

\/

888 Brannan Street EXISTING FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 02 OCTOBER 18, 2011 \ = A1.2

™ T FDV T
|~ ] D Uamm"j
o 7 it

EP
. TE
- ——— e A
up
N UP

STAIR6

@

BRANNAN STREET

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 1/32" = 1"-0" Gensler



888 Brannan Street EXISTING FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 03 OCTOBER 18, 2011 \ = A1.3

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 1/32" = 1"-0" Gensler



¢ ? ? ? ?
- STAIR 1%
@— ® ® ® ® “777 - 777‘ 4@
ROOF OF 3RD FLOOR i |
%O \ —@
@ [ ] 04,00 [ ] ‘ :
\ |
| B
O e c e
4®
O e e
% ROOF OF 3RD FLOOR
4®
spd
ELEVATORS gD% ‘ @
@ ¢ ° ° IZ STAIR 2
< 0
i O ° — ® °
e ? ° ° LOADING DOCK- ROOF
(OPEN TO SKY)
@ ® | J ® e O
. L e B — .
EV. a2
. —®
@ . @
®- . - - -
STAIR - - EXIT CORRIDOR SS
" STAIR3
©— == —®
BRANNAN STREET
888 Brannan Street EXISTING FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 04 OCTOBER 18, 2011 \ == A1.4

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 1/32" = 1"-0" Gensler



@
s
@
J—©
o
&
o
9
s
6
e
s
o
e
-

T | = =
ﬁ % ¢ P P ? ?
o | : : : —®
N
@
@ ] e ———— q
4®
O 1 L
4®
O 9 5 p C
=
al: .
@ b r—q = 5 3 LJ\ = = =
g —®
®— ] P A= N ] r
[=Xe) @
S O 4@
o | FD——DI L | )
] ) ol b 1 C
@— b L 1 L @
N =/ ||> L
an— B ” T E /’ —1)
o | @
@ ] —®
v "
|:||_‘ 00
888 Brannan Street EXISTING FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 05 OCTOBER 18, 2011 \ = A1.5

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 1/32" = 1"-0" Gensler



N ¢ ¢ 9 » 9 ¢ ¢ @® @
© [ s -
,—rSTAlRW @ @ @
_'_"n VAULT
O ® M W ® < ~ = >
GA$ METER
|
@— )o ® ® ® ) ° ° ° =
N PDR/ SHOWROOMS
‘ SHAFT
VAN - o
0N ’_ —_ o ° - 'S . . 3
‘L/= 2] ST A g
(4)— L ] ® i %‘% j ® ® ® i
‘ - ELEVATORPIT | [
O ’. ® K ® D=L e ® +
BLDG. STORAGE =
‘ ELEVATOR LOBBY L
O ‘ e e
D e s e :
o e ! o o
‘ PDR / SHOWROOMS
(O— || e ) ) o
| \ N
| 0 [ . L [
an— e [ e [
L N

- e e - e e

STARR 4

.

(15— L_%__

888 Brannan Street

=~ . @ ® %
® I ®» ——@ |E %
. . i IHHH\H IW
- 3 2 [
— ol Ll-u—llll——ll S —1#

[ JANITOR'S

er

FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL B01

PPPPPP

FIRE PUMP RM

OCTOBER 18, 2011

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale: 1/32" = 1-0"

“~A2B




ALTERNATE
ENTRANCE
EGRESS STAIRS

¢

DECATUR

STREET
J H
Q? 27410 1/2"§ @CP

:ﬁ DN - = j
STAI k\ g CFB
On %HU ///’ ® e v iTJ:\ v v W —
= —A ACCESSIBLE ‘ \‘ “ ‘ “ ‘
MECH. — —@
@ Fu ] ) ® ® ;18'-0"TYP. v
. D 180TYP.
gE ACCESSIBLE PARKING
o (31 TOTAL SPACES) —3
Il .4 j ' I [ ] ; N S
@ 1TBY§ ROCESSERE ﬂ STAR 13
VAN :
| T ]
ez — Y ©
(W | I () _ _ _F = = & P~ o P
- % % i |:| TTAIFF\ ﬂ STAR1 STAR 11 —®
O S— o _ %IL
PARKING 5
(48 TOTAL SPACES
ul - @
|
(:}" i:::::::::::b S S = — I — I T e
J IR |
O | — ‘ﬂ . | -
i | OFFICE COURTYARD
3 | | PDR/IPDR
- \
O m— = j ATRIUM |
| \
— | |
O S— e ﬂ‘ \ —®
\
— | m % \
ORI S— S H & } -
| —— ELEC MECH B -~ OFFICE |
s N\
DR S— ° —e ) i i) A T ‘m._ @
E BIKE PARKING (36)
— n It ia |
®f #ﬁ— : o — -
LOADING
‘ o g PR [ ot
OFFICE
@ ® ® e o O W '<><><><>'<><><><>W 1 1@
CO OO0 OO H
RETAL
O ° ° ® ﬂ ° o i ® i ] 1" |
STAR4 CO0O OO0 O ot
= Ttiaue @ooooooo@ﬁ RETAL
| CHTD alalalalalgyalalalalal e 1] I - =
@; (N) STREET LEVEL EI\]EI;Y/EGRESS DOO? -~ )~ . = - U A—é(a CURB CUT — Lsmr;0®
888 Brannan Street FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 01 OCTOBER 18, 2011 ‘

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale: 1/32" = 1-0"

A2



P ® ® ® &
O STR 6
N/
/N 8
@- ~—N———
NS
>< ]
VAN OFFICE = B Cl
G- b © ° , o o o
Il
O b ® ® SR = - - < ¥ =
~=  F | 5k
] H B
@ b 0 0 i N
S — e §||
(6) [— ) / F H il - = & 5
/ |e Jaasless]
/ W@é |
/ j— — El ® 8
@ p o © /
OFFICE /
“ATRUM zc\URW{an “ y
b © . © OPEN TO BELSi AND ABOVE © © © 9 o BEOW AND ABOVE
S\
/ AN /\ IPDR
/ [
© b o o / o o - N : - -
)z N
v S \
/ N \
b o o o o Vo B B J ) IZ:
OFFICE < \
ELEC. \
>< [H] ] H [
an— P e 7 (o S e C
MECH.
f R
@ D S o 5] ® ® ® ® ® 5, - :
OFFICE OFFICE
®- b 5] o e © ' e ° o © ® ® ] ]
[F e— 3 o ) ® e e ) e ® =
STR 4
(15— oy s o &5 = o ot s o Eat o ] . —m m i
888 Brannan Street FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 02 OCTOBER 18, 2011

&

®

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale: 1/64" = 1-0"

A2



ELEC

il
L=

- gfo @”I”“@

STR.1
@
@
@
@
@
O °
T °
OFFICE
°
(- °
°
an— °
(12— °
(13— °
o
STR.4
=
==
@

888 Brannan Street

W
®
<  MEcH
SP
VALY
J  Eec
e e
OFFICE
® ®
® [

AN
AN
AN
AN
AN /7
AN /7
AN /7
AN 7
AN 7/
AN 7/
ATRJuM
OPEN TO BELOWAND ABOVE
7/
7/ N
7/ N
7/ N
7/ N
7/
7/
7/
/
7/
/7
/7
/7
/7
/7
7
MECH
OFFICE
B=——=———— .-} ——— B L]
ELEC. >
[} [ [ [ [ [ [ ] [
OFFICE
[} ® ® ® ® ® ® ®
[} e [ ) [ ) [ ) [ ] [} [ )

FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 03

TN

o 3|
PaNES @
] [ ] = [ ] = —(2)
[ [
L L
= = [ ] [ = —3
[ [
L L
] [ ] E —®)
ELEC. STR:
T
I
2 = ] = ] —5)
_ /YN
al ! >
ML—L—&A—AJQ E EZZZZEZEjZI = g (o
/
/
/ [
/ L
/
/
// = = = = s —7)
\ /
\ / =
\ / L_J
\ /
\ /
\ / | = | = 1 —(8)
\
OURTYARD _
OPEN TO BELOW AND ABOVE OFFICE 1
Y [
/\
/
SN u D U - 1 —©
/ \
\
/ \
/ \ a
/ \
/ \ BN
/ \ B === = —(10)
/ \
\
/
/
/
/
= " " y -
L
= ] ] = —(12
[ [
L L
[ = ]
[ [
= L - L -
STR.3
% =
- =7 L—- -

OCTOBER 18, 2011

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale: 1/32" = 1-0"

- h23



STR. 1
O ® ® ®
O ® ® ® ®
O ° ° ® ®
W ‘ y ET
MECH. ___ N /]
X
O ° iP \Llr:| ’—‘4% =
Pas
ELEC
®- : . K
M
g [NEH P ~
e G ""I““ﬁ;‘l N y
T ® W N N P s ° e 0
N /
N /
N /
O ® NS ® ] )
ATRIUM
TR OPENTO BELOW AND ABOVE
/ N
(o— e Y 4 N ] ® ® ®
T MECH o - N

< P / \ .

e 5 = ° ®

< 4 N o< I%
/ N MECH.
ELEC. OFFICE < o
(- o __» t& i\pﬁ ek - ) e o o
ELEC. N
(12— ® ® ® Y ® ® ® ® ® ® ®
OFFICE

(13— ® ® ® Y ® ® ® ® ® ® ®
{, - ® ® - ® ° ° ® ® ® °
®-

888 Brannan Street

FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 04

(%}
4

el

IRIINALS]

’7:3\\\\\\ <

COURTYARD

i

STR.3

&

®

@

OCTOBER 18, 2011

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale: 1/32" = 1-0"

= A2.4




P ® ? » @ &
() -
e
@
[ ] [ ]
@
on
OFFICE L] L
@
@ b : . L
e ©
o | A T = e
eiec. | 3¢ % —®
O 1 o { e Bl [
M N\ /
=Y~} uljg_ \\\ /// |:|
TGN . L
o b ﬁ 5 ! P ‘ h
]
g | m d O \\\ ATRIUM // y [ COURTYARD
oFFicE OPE”\;";ELOW [ ]
@ g 0 /// \\\ ! . -
COOLING TOWERS % / N N ®
] VT S AN b //}T | N
> i e N PN
@ J . I 13 * - /><\ |:| —)
@ : =
[ ] [ ]
(- ] L —®)
| me_ . .
(B - - - - - - - P N . —(18)
888 Brannan Street FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 05 oCTOBER 18,2011 | ™ A2.5

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 1/32" = 1"-0" Gensler




888 BRANNAN

888 Brannan Street PHOTOGRAPHS: BRANNAN STREET EXISTING CONDITION OCTOBER 18. 2011 A 3.0

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 3/32" = 1-0" Gensler



-_{ ~
=
e
.4 =
P
- .~
i -
i
L e
< = 2
o I
-
- ..'
- 1)
" |
|
[ | :
Ll e 5
- —
- = =
s BFE
I A
i R
- = I
i —
- [
- |
P =
]

5 i)
sva—yy 17 11 i1 .tl..-""' o

T A T, T = — —
T e T L iy I ACAn L

hy iy

shhalingd

i
_ - S . Lt
e i = SRR E ST AP e e i i i
L T Lo I PR Ry ¥ L Ty ot B T

hll B Ll : l o _ : o e
EIGHTH STREE EXIT PORTICO BRANNAN STREET WESTERN PORTAL BRANNAN STREET EASTERN PORTICO
888 Brannan Street PHOTOGRAPHS: EXISTING CONDITIONS OCTOBER 18, 2011 A 3.0a

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 3/32" = 10" Gensler



=
faf

[ =

'

i

- { s ]
J ='-| -
J g rh
ig -
=
=
:I |
e
s
..ud.:_
o |

: !
I i
.EI
s
T
+
1
|
+ 8
] L
)
|
| E
=
|
! - =
L 1. -t
PO
-
-
Y,
J __: s e Y
= ey,
2 == R
a rem
o

888 Brannan Street HISTORIC PHOTOGRAPHS OCTOBER 18, 2011 A3.1

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 3/32" = 1-0" Gensler



WEST AND SOUTH FACADE 4 SOUTH FACADE 2

SCALE: NTS SCALE: NTS

EAST FACADE 3 NORTH FACADE 1

SCALE: NTS SCALE: NTS

888 Brannan Street 888 BRANNAN - EXISTING PHOTOS OCTOBER 18,2011 | @” A3.2
EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Seale NTS Qensler



LEGEND:
©) ©) © ® ® ® © ) ® €} ®
(E) ELEVATOR
REPAIR ORIGINAL FRAME AND S RS
INSTALL MICRO RIB CORRUGATED e
GLASS (OPTION 1A) 40 aewre
6 st ] EL.179.75 é%)REMEE’fH
REPAIR ORIGINAL STEEL FRAME o — | 0 o @sTar Tover
AND INSTALL NEW CLEAR T—= | ] L —— | || %
GLAZING (OPTION 1B) ‘ 5| 888 BRANIAN

NEW 5TH LEVEL MECHANICAL

SCREENS o —
* REMAINING WINDOWS TO BE | EEC =

REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH
NEW ALUMINUM UNITS WITH

MATCHING LAYOUT AND FRAME e ”
PROFILE (OPTION 3A)

V COVERED BY PREVIOUS i 7777 I - [T T [ [T - I - I - [T - - I |
ADDITIONS OR SURROUNDING
7  BUILDINGS. M
WINDOW TO BE REMOVED AND ELEVATION - EIGHTH STREET 2
REPLACED WITH NEW ALUMINIUM UNITS pemm e
WITH MATCHING LAYOUT AND FRAME

(NON-VISION MICRO RIB GLASS)
® © ® O ®© ® O] ® ®© ® ® ® © ®

(E) ELEVATOR
& MACHINE ROOM

EL 176

$-ELROOF _
EL. 170.50° &

1 FEL 18550°
ERANNAN (E)MECH. FAN >

4 ROOM
L 180.50"

(N) MECH. (N) MECH.

SR () MECH SCREEN. @ @ @ @ @ @ @

. 170. SCREEN EL. 170.50°

AR _¢ng\20%

fid

St FLOOR |
EL. 15575

-4th FLOOR
EL 141.25

ire FLOR
EL. 127.50"

%HHH
HHH
|

—
$2nd FLOOR
EL. 113.75"
eS| [y [ N sl
fL teoco - i - - CTIT]

BASEMENT
EL. 89.007

ELEVATION - BRANNAN STREET 1

SCALE: 1/32" =1'-0"

888 Brannan Street ELEVATION: ALTERNATE "B" CORNER TENANT ENTRANCE OCTOBER 28, 2011 ‘ A4 . O
EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 1/32" = 1"-0" Gensler




® ®) @) @ ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ®
LEGEND:
B,
REPAIR ORIGINAL FRAME AND gaee
INSTALL MICRO RIB CORRUGATED T ( [ = — s ey
GLASS (OPTION 1A) i e

REPAIR ORIGINAL STEEL FRAME

i (R R S

[

AND INSTALL NEW CLEAR - o - — e
GLAZING (OPTION 1B)
im — — — — — — —

gg\l/?VE5ETI\II-|SLEVEL EerANICAL Z////////};%%%/} I " T

— — %

REPLACE EXISTING WINDOWS WITH NEW STEEL
FRAMED WINDOWS WITH INSULATED GLAZING
@ NORTH ELEVATION/ ZERO LOT LINE

* REMAINING WINDOWS TO BE
REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH — R
NEW ALUMINUM UNITS WITH

MATCHING LAYOUT AND FRAME

o EAST ELEVATION - @ COURTYARD 3 EAST ELEVATION - @ DECATURST
% COVERED BY PREVIOUS
ADDITIONS OR SURROUNDING
74  BUILDINGS. ® ©
® © © ® ® © ® ® ® © O, ®
“%%’- %W.FM BRANRIAR
A = o o pe,
A —T17 71 1 1 | 888BRANNAN | | |: oy
y OO L EE L e
- o i — e e
— e — vy 0
e
NORTH ELEVATION - BRYANT STREET 1
SCALE: 1/32"=1"-0"
888 Brannan Street WINDOW REPLACEMENT / REHABILITATION SCOPE octoBeRr 18,2011 | = Ad.1

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 1/32" = 1"-0" Sonsler



L] H L]

[
ﬂ
ﬂ
L

I I I ‘ I I
T T T T T 1 ‘ T T T T 1

Parking

C
]
=

0

- ©
g@
(= |

|

|
1 L
ﬁ
jlie=

<

C

S

LI
—
[T

/— Blinds to screen parking

Parking

888 Brannan Street DETAIL FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 01 Parking ocroser 18,2011 | ™ A8.0
EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Seales 1/32" = 10" Gensler




I 1]

g g ) g g g q —o- ) g o L B o g g = ] g ) O )
T e R e =prre T Tt = F ST TR - #
. e ! ' L
][] o ) ) [ ) :DDC_J
m i
T ) =) ) () ::JEIEJ ) ) [ > |
L t CETTY
I — I I '.l.”_: _I—
: gl | 1) R A 4' ‘ i
| T e S Em A R i = R J,_‘
888 Brannan Street SOUTH ELEVATION BRANNAN ST. : OVERALL FACADE PROPOSED OCTOBER 28, 2011 ‘ A9.0

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Gensler



-
|

]..

L]
]

) ) O () )
Ao emme s FERTTY

—
-

888 Brannan Street

WEST ELEVATION EIGHTH ST. : OVERALL FACADE PROPOSED OCTOBER 18, 2011 A9.1

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Gensler



BUILDING SIGN

METAL CANOPY, PAINT FINISH.

(4’-0” PROJECTION,
PER SEC. 136.1.C.2.C)

[

:

888 Brannan Street

ELEVATION: MAIN ENTRY BRANNAN STREET

OCTOBER 18, 2011

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

AS.2

Gensler



888 Brannan Street PERSPECTIVE VIEWS: PROPOSED OFFICE ENTRANCE OCTOBER 18, 2011 A9.3

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Gensler



A
=~y

WINDOW SIGN, LESS THAN 1/3 OF
WINDOW

DARK NICKEL FRAMED DOOR WITH
DIVIDED TRANSOM LITE ABOVE

BLADE SIGN, SEE SHT. D1.5

ROLL UP DOOR AT NEW LOADING DOCK

888 Brannan Street

ELEVATION: PROPOSED GIFTCENTER JEWELRYMART ENTRANCE

OCTOBER 28, 2011 ‘ A9.4

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Gensler




GLASS CANOPY 18" PROJECTION
WINDOW SIGN, LESS THAN 1/3 OF WINDOW
GLASS STOREFRONT
BLADE SIGN, SEE SHT. D1.5
Q /

r----,/
e I

888 Brannan Street

ELEVATION: PROPOSED RETAIL ENTRANCE OCTOBER 28, 2011 ‘

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

A9.5

Gensler




1 111 iblﬂl fF 11 Fl; T 111 m

h-\.i.

€

888 Brannan Street

r = ==

(g )y, i Y

ELEVATION: GROUND FLOOR TENANT ENTRANCE

11 ]

NEW ALUMINUM W/
CORRUGATED GLASS

BLADE SIGN, SEE SHT. D1.5

WINDOW SIGN, LESS THAN 1/3
OF WINDOW

DARK NICKEL FRAMED DOOR
WITH DIVIDED TRANSOM LITE
ABOVE

RENOVATED W/

CORRUGATED GLASS

OCTOBER 28, 2011 ‘ A9.6

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Gensler



888 Brannan Street

REPLACEMENT WINDOW WITH
VISION GLASS, TO MATCH
EXISTING (REMOVED) ON

Q— BRANNAN ST.

I

s

ELEVATION: EIGHTH STREET CORNER

OCTOBER 18, 2011

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

A9.7

Gensler



5| - 4" 5| . 4"

\ ‘ ‘ ‘ - ’ H!s!msmilll

GL-3T:
CLEAR TEMPERED GLASS

TYPICAL EXISTING WINDOW

RESTORED WINDOW - TYPICAL - ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/2"=1-0"

888 Brannan Street

DETAIL: TYPICAL RESTORED OCTOBER 18, 2011 D11

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 3/32" = 1-0" Gensler



16'- 0"
V.IF.
5. 4" ’ 5. 4" KL 32" K
VIE. | '| V.IF. TvIF] V.IF. TVIF.
i
2 |
NEY,
4
\14/ T o
- — ™ [ |
NEY,
GL-3T: 3
CLEAR TEMPERED GLASS
ALUMINUM REPLACEMENT WINDOW - TYPICAL - ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/2"=1-0"
888 Brannan Street DETAIL: TYPICAL ALUMINUM REPLACEMENT WINDOW OCTOBER 18, 2011 D 1.2

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale: 3/32" = 10" Gensler



N . ALUMINUM WINDOW
. > . . > . >
S LB :
LN INSULATED GLASS UNIT, SEE
e U e e ELEVATIONS FOR GLASS TYPES
. B> > s > > A >
;’ >, "~A r'S A.". b .~’ - b =
R N D L e < -
> " _
EXISTING CONCRETE R % &
WINDOW OPENING .
AT
. NS N\
» . »U
> L~
N BN
ALUMINUM WINDOW > e L1 o
S BT
INSULATED GLASS UNIT, RN
SEE GLAZING TYPE T \
ELEVS. FOR GLASS TYPES NSSFEN %'QSDT(')N\A?SSENN?EETE
"y B
SCALE 6“ = 1"0" 1 SCALE 6" = 1|_0u 2
888 Brannan Street DETAIL: TYPICAL ALUMINUM REPLACEMENT WINDOW OCTOBER 18, 2011

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale: 3/32" = 1-0"

D13

Gensler



888 Brannan Street

31/2"

INSULATED GLASS UNIT, SEE
ELEVATIONS FOR GLASS TYPES

ALUMINUM WINDOW

EXISTING CONC. WINDOW OPENING, REMOVE (E)
WINDOW & PREP. AS REQ'D FOR NEW WINDOW

—— 24 GAGALV. STEEL SUBSILL FLASHING,
W/ WELDED END DAMS, PAINTED TO
MATCH WINDOWS, SEAL TO SUBSTRATE

SILL PROFILE @ 2ND FLOOR, VIF

TYPICAL WINDOW SILL 3

SCALE: 6"=1-0"

DETAIL: TYPICAL ALUMINUM REPLACEMENT

ALUMINUM WINDOW MUNTIN,
TRUE DIVIDED LITES

INSULATED GLASS UNIT,
SEE GLAZING TYPE
ELEVS. FOR GLASS TYPES

INTERIOR

——

EXTERIOR .
TYPICAL WINDOW MUNTIN 4
- SCALE: 6"=1-0"
ALUMINUM WINDOW MUNTIN
g FOR TRUE DIVIDED LITES

27/8"

INSULATED GLASS UNIT, EXTRUDED ALUMINUM TRIM

SEE GLAZING TYPE o TO SIMULATE OPERABLE

ELEVS. FOR GLASS TYPES . VENT WINDOW
MUNTIN @ SIMULATED OPERABLE VENT 5

SCALE: 6"=1-0"

OCTOBER 18, 2011

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Scale: 3/32" = 1-0"

D14

Gensler



1 "6" 4l_2" 5"
T.0. SIGN
18-0" ABOVE {9' B
o IE_I‘: SIDEWALK
1
A .::]: L
el 3
'"Z_ > ] 1 ACRYLIC LETTERS
&
,\@Cf-_) ~ | LEDINTERNALLY
‘éé’\{\E 5 ILLUMINATED BLADE SIGN
< O =5 = x
N Z

Hil

SIDE ELEVATION - BLADE SIGN FRONT ELEVATION - BLADE SIGN

SCALE: 1/2" =1'-0" 2 SCALE: 1/2" =1'-0" 1

888 Brannan Street DETAIL: BLADE SIGNS OCTOBER 28, 2011 D1.5

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Scale:  1/2" = 1-0" Gensler



DECATUR
STREET .
b 9 ® ® 9 9,0 "%w|e o o oo ;
= —
STAR[f J> g } i @ 137-9" @ @ @
(OH SN / A. e } 3@-——1-= ='?I=\l\ =‘l'= =t= =f= =- = = T = = W -
_]MECH' 1] ACCESSIBLE | % TRANSFORVER ‘ { “ ‘ “ ‘ m ‘ b ] i i ] i =
@H =  S— o %mp, —— /. % =
:E ACCESSIBLE 3 PARKING
= = (31 TOTAL SPACES) - - | e
— ! [ ] o ; [ o < s o | AN\ VAN
© z% * ACCESSIBLE ﬂ
VAN N : — 2
ﬂ o | HHH - —®
O+ | I— ® y ./ d iupi _ K = = o ™ . E
I % % = — g‘@'ﬂ ﬂ STAR 1 STAIR 11
J = Blgdill T AN A . R
PARKING U %—% >
(48 TOTAL SPACES) == IN L :
EEE DN f o : - -
O S— o . P o o . =1 B | ' - =
— ; -
A\
ol A\ . . . ‘ i [ [ (] W —
. OFFICE COURTYARD | < >
3 | PDR/IPDR
B |
O — () ATRIUM O ® ® ‘
|
|
e ] .[\ ‘ @
m | |
|
777777 N Q/ li: ® :.i ) }
ELEC MeCH | = OFFICE |
o &
©|
)
S L.
T E
BIKE PARKING (36) »
LT . ®
o, 3 e
OFFICE ,—E
" W R AR Mim= 0
CO OO OO OO L
ﬂ RETAL l W
® ° ® ]|
SO OOOOO
M CO OO OO OO 5 ] ]
;‘ﬂﬂﬂ@ﬂ.‘@ﬂﬂﬁﬂ‘ol;l L] Jl &

A1 —{H
: (E) CURB CUT L STAIR 10

888 Brannan Street LEVEL 01 FLOOR PLAN - ALTERNATE OCTOBER 18, 2011 \ == AL2.1
FEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Seale- 1/32" = 1-0)" Ronclas




LEGEND:
©) @ ©) ® ® ® ©) @ @ ©) ®
REPAIR ORIGINAL FRAME AND RoETe)
INSTALL MICRO RIB CORRUGATED g ERANYAN
GLASS (OPTION 1A) $f§; o
EL. 176.50' gfwi@%’ <SNC>REMEENCH
REPAIR ORIGINAL STEEL FRAME o = i i . (s o,
AND INSTALL NEW CLEAR R | | PP = | S
i ’—‘ EL. 167.7

GLAZING (OPTION 1B) = ‘ i ceommamon —
NEW 5TH LEVEL MECHANICAL e
SCREENS R

spne | OO ‘
* REMAINING WINDOWS TO BE e | OO0 \
REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH

NEW ALUMINUM UNITS WITH (
MATCHING LAYOUT AND FRAME RO
PROFILE (OPTION 3A)

% COVERED BY PREVIOUS e ||l I :I:Iﬁ\ I \ﬁ:ﬁ\ I BEr==nm I \ﬁ:ﬁ\ I \ﬁ:ﬁ\ I \ﬁ:‘ﬁ\ I \ﬁ:ﬁ\ I \ﬁ:ﬁ\ I \ﬁ:ﬁ\ I \ﬁ:ﬁ\ I \ﬁlt:l
ADDITIONS OR SURROUNDING
74  BUILDINGS. SR
R WINDOW TO BE REMOVED AND sE/I\_LEE\!/:éI!QN EIGHTH STREET 2
N REPLACED WITH NEW ALUMINIUM UNITS
WITH MATCHING LAYOUT AND FRAME

(NON-VISION MICRO RIB GLASS)
® ©) ® O ®© ® 0] ® ®© ® ® Q) © ®

o 0 0 (E) ELEVATOR

4 MACHINE ROOM

() ROOF .
$ oy 3

1 FEL 185507
ERANNAN (E)MECH. FAN

4 ROOM
FEL 180.50°

(N) MECH. (N) MECH.

4 SCREN (N) MECH SCREEN o @ @ @ @ @ @ @

EL 170.50° SCREEN EL. 170.50°Y

SE Sl

45th FLOOR |
EL 15575

g-4th FLOOR
EL 141.257

3rd FLOOR
EL. 127.50°

42nd FLOOR
FEL 11375

$GR’DUND FLOGR ! 1T L L
. L | LI LLLLITT LT . I E =

BASEMENT
EL. 89.007

ELEVATION - BRANNAN STREET 1

SCALE: 1/32" =1'-0"

888 Brannan Street ELEVATION: ALTERNATE "A" WINDOW REPLACEMENT / REHABILITATION SCOPE OCTOBER 28, 2011 AL4.0
EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Seales 1/32" = 10" Gensler




888 Brannan Street

—f
] o] [ | [} [ AL
B% ,
ATTHA
/I
& .
/ / [ [ ]

ELEVATION: ALTERNATE “A” GROUND FLOOR TENANT ENTRANCE

NEW ALUMINUM W/
CORRUGATED GLASS

BLADE SIGN, SEE SHT. D1.5

GLASS CANOPY 18”
PROJECTIONS

SIGNAGE (20 sf)
GLASS STOREFRONT

NEW GLASS DOORS

RENOVATED W/
CORRUGATED GLASS

ocroser 28,2011 | AL9.1

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION

Gensler



WINDOW SIGN, LESS THAN 1/3
OF WINDOW

DARK NICKEL FRAMED DOOR
WITH DIVIDED TRANSOM LITE

ABOVE
ﬁ I ‘ J B
\ %4 / /(
[ LA
= i
. HLiL
—
S— ] | | |
888 Brannan Street ELEVATION: ALTERNATE ‘A” EIGHTH STREET CORNER OCTOBER 18, 2011 ‘ AL9.2

EEA/ SECTION 321 APPLICATION Gensler



Gensler October 18, 2011 888 Brannan
01.8256.000 EEA/ Section 321 Application San Francisco, CA

SECTION 080152.93 — HISTORIC TREATMENT OF STEEL WINDOWS

PART 1 - GENERAL

1.1 SUMMARY

A.  Section Includes:
1 Steel window repair.
2 Reglazing.
3. Securing existing operable vents in a fixed position.
4 Removal of existing paint and rust layers in preparation for painting.

1.2 PRECONSTRUCTION TESTING

A.  Preconstruction Testing Service: Engage a qualified historic treatment specialist to perform
preconstruction testing on historic steel windows.

1. Select sizes and configurations of existing work to adequately demonstrate capability of
products to comply with requirements.

2. Test historic treatment methods for effectiveness and compliance with specified
requirements.

3. Notify Architect seven days in advance of the dates and times when testing will be
performed.

1.3 ACTION SUBMITTALS
A.  Product Data: For each type of product indicated.

B. Samples: For each exposed product and for each color and texture specified.

1.4 INFORMATIONAL SUBMITTALS
A.  Qualification Data: For qualified historic treatment specialist.

B.  Preconstruction Test Reports: For historic treatment of steel windows.

1.5 QUALITY ASSURANCE
A.  Historic Treatment Specialist Qualifications: A qualified historic steel window specialist.
B.  Mockups: Build mockups to demonstrate aesthetic effects and set quality standards for

materials and execution and for fabrication and installation. Prepare mockups so they are
inconspicuous or reversible.

HISTORIC TREATMENT OF STEEL WINDOWS 080152.93 - 1
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1. Locate mockups on the building where directed by Architect.
2. Steel Window Repair: Prepare one entire window unit to serve as mockup to

demonstrate sample repairs of steel window members including frame, glazing, repair
and securing of operable vents.

C.  Preinstallation Conference: Conduct conference at Project site.

PART 2 - PRODUCTS

2.1 REPLACEMENT STEEL MATERIALS

A.  Steel: ASTM A36 steel or comparable used on existing windows.

2.2 STEEL REPAIR MATERIALS

A.  Steel cleaner: rust remover and surface sealer used to repair surfaces that have deteriorated due
to weathering and decay and designed specifically to enhance the bond of steel-patching
compound to existing steel.

B. Steel-Patching Compound:  Two-part epoxy-resin steel-patching compound; knife-grade
formulation as recommended by manufacturer for type of steel repair indicated, tooling time
required for the detail of work, and site conditions. Compound shall be designed for filling
voids in damaged steel materials that have deteriorated due to weathering and decay.
Compound shall be capable of filling deep holes and spreading to feather edge.

C. Steel repair products shall comply with all applicable environmental regulations.

2.3 GLAZING MATERIALS
A.  Glass and Glazing Materials: See Drawings and Section 088000 "Glazing."

B.  Glazing System: Primer as recommended by glazing material manufacturer, with sealant
glazing according to Section 088000 "Glazing."

PART 3 - EXECUTION

3.1 PREPARATION
A.  Protect adjacent materials from damage by historic treatment of steel windows.

B.  Remove existing glazing as indicated on Drawings.

HISTORIC TREATMENT OF STEEL WINDOWS 080152.93 -2
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3.2 HISTORIC TREATMENT PROCEDURES, GENERAL

A.  General: Have historic treatment of s windows directed and performed by a qualified historic
treatment specialist. Ensure that historic treatment specialist's field supervisors are present
when historic treatment of wood windows begins and during its progress.

1. Apply each product according to manufacturer's written instructions unless otherwise
indicated.

2. Stabilize and repair steel windows to reestablish structural integrity and weather
resistance while maintaining the existing form of each item.

3. Contractor to propose means and methods for removal of all existing paint and rust

layers, leaving only the remaining bare metal, in preparation for painting. Methods used
shall not remove excessive material nor leave a visible texture on the surface.

4. All materials removed shall be collected and disposed per applicable environmental
regulations.
5. Repair existing operable vents as required for fixing them in a fully closed position.
6. Tack weld the operable vents in a closed position and seal the perimeter with caulk.
B.  Hardware: Remove existing operable vent hardware.

3.3 GLAZING

A.  Remove cracked and damaged glass and glazing materials from openings and prepare surfaces
for reglazing.

B.  Remove existing glass and glazing where indicated on Drawings and prepare surfaces for
reglazing.
C. Set glass in a continuous sealant bed on the outside surface and provide putty at the inside

surface. Remove any excess exposed sealant. Putty surfaces shall be smooth, even and
consistent. Remove any excess putty.

D.  Disposal of Removed Glass: Remove from Owner's property and legally dispose of it.

3.4 STEEL WINDOW PATCH-TYPE REPAIR

A.  Indicate on Drawings where wood windows are to be patched; otherwise, the historic treatment
specialist will generally decide.

B. General: Patch steel members that are damaged and exhibit depressions, holes, or similar voids,
and that have limited rotted or decayed steel.

1. Treat steel members with steel patching compound prior to application of patching
compound. Allow treatment to harden before filling void with patching compound.
2. Remove rotted or decayed steel down to sound steel.

C.  Apply steel-patching compound to fill depressions, nicks, cracks, and other voids created by
removed or missing steel.

HISTORIC TREATMENT OF STEEL WINDOWS 080152.93 -3
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1. Apply patching compound in layers as recommended by manufacturer until the void is
completely filled.

2. Finish patch surface to match contour of adjacent steel member. Sand patching

compound smooth and flush, matching contour of existing steel member.

3.5 STEEL WINDOW MEMBER-REPLACEMENT REPAIR

A.  General: Replace parts of or entire steel window members at locations indicated on Drawings
and where damage is too extensive to patch.

1. Remove broken, rusted, and decayed steel down to sound steel.

B.  Repair remaining depressions, holes, or similar voids with patch-type repairs.

END OF SECTION 080152.93

HISTORIC TREATMENT OF STEEL WINDOWS 080152.93 -4
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I. INTRODUCTION

This Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) has been prepatred at the request of 888 Brannan LP for
888 Brannan, which is comprised of two buildings addressed 850 and 870 Brannan Street. The
buildings presently comprise four parcels: APN 3780-006, 3780-007, 3780-007A, and 3780-072 in
San Francisco’s Showplace Square neighborhood. 850 Brannan Street was constructed ca. 1920. 870
Brannan Street was constructed in 1917 with an addition in 1920. 870 Brannan Street is listed in the
National Register and California Register, and is considered a “historical resource” by the City of San
Francisco as defined in CEQA. Historical resources are defined in California Public Resources Code
(hereinafter PRC) Section 21084.1 as:

a resource listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of
Historical Resources. Historical resources included in a local register of historical
resources..., or deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of
Section 5024.1, [is] ...presumed to be historically or culturally significant for purposes
of this section, unless the preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the
resource is not historically or culturally significant.

This report was prepared to comply with requirements in the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Because the subject property is considered a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA,
it is necessary to evaluate the proposed project for conformance with The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings.\

The proposed project includes the replacement of deteriorating windows, which is based upon
window treatments that were previously approved by the San Francisco Planning Department and
Planning Commission (2009.1026E HRER). The proposed treatment of the windows at 870 Brannan
Street largely follows the recommendations in the “Historic Windows Treatment Study,” dated
March 5, 2010, prepared by Page & Turnbull. The project also consists of alterations to entrances,
including entrance awnings above historic entrances and insertion of new entrances; signage; rooftop
mechanical equipment and screens; and interior modifications.

1 Kay D. Weeks and Anne E. Grimmer The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for The Treatment of Historic Properties With
Guiidelines for Preserving, Rebabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
the Interior, National Park Service, 1995).

Augnst 12, 2011 Page & Turmbull, Inc.
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k. i A .. gt 7
Figure 1. 888 Brannan Street highlighted in red.
(Source: © 2010 NAVTEQ, © 2011 Microsoft Corporation, © 2010 Pictrometry International Corp;

edited by author)

METHODOLOGY

This report follows San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 CEQA Review Procedures for
Historic Resources Evaluations. It includes information on past evaluations of the subject property,
building description, historic context, historic resource evaluation, sections on context and
relationship, project-specific impacts, cumulative impacts, recommended mitigation and conclusions.
Any proposed alterations to the buildings will be considered by the San Francisco Planning
Department as part of the CEQA review process.

Page & Turnbull prepared this report using research collected at various local repositories, including
San Francisco Architectural Heritage, San Francisco Assessor, San Francisco Department of Building
Inspection, San Francisco Public Library, San Francisco Public Library Historical Photograph
Collection, Online Archive of California, and the California Historical Society.

Augnst 12, 2011 Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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II. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS

The following section briefly examines the national, state, and local historical ratings currently
assigned to 850 and 870 Brannan Street.

NATIONAL REGISTER AND CALIFORNIA REGISTER

The National Register of Historic Places (National Register) is the nation’s most comprehensive
inventory of historic resources. The National Register is administered by the National Park Service
and includes buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that possess historic, architectural,
engineering, archaeological, or cultural significance at the national, state, or local level.

The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is an inventory of significant
architectural, archaeological, and historical resources in the State of California. State Historical
Landmarks and National Register-listed properties are automatically listed in the California Register.
Properties can also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private
organizations, or citizens.

= 850 Brannan Street is not listed in the National Register or California Register.

» 870 Brannan Street, including the 1917 construction and 1920 additions, is listed in the
National Register of Historic Places (1983). It is therefore listed in the California
Register. The National Register Nomination form uses the address 599 8 Street.

SAN FRANCISCO CITY LANDMARKS

San Francisco City Landmarks are buildings, propetties, structures, sites, districts and objects of
“special character or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value and are an important
part of the City’s historical and architectural heritage.”? Adopted in 1967 as Article 10 of the City
Planning Code, the San Francisco City Landmark program protects listed buildings from
inappropriate alterations and demolitions through review by the San Francisco Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board. These properties ate important to the city’s history and help to
provide significant and unique examples of the past that are irreplaceable. In addition, these
landmarks help to protect the surrounding neighborhood development and enhance the educational
and cultural dimension of the city.

» 850 and 870 Brannan Street are not designated as a San Francisco City Landmark or
Structure of Merit, nor are they included in a designated historic district.

PREVIOUS SURVEYS

San Francisco Architectural Heritage

San Francisco Architectural Heritage (Heritage) is the city’s oldest not-for-profit organization
dedicated to increasing awareness and preservation of San Francisco’s unique architectural heritage.
Heritage has completed several major architectural surveys in San Francisco, the most important of
which was the 1977-78 Downtown Survey. This survey, published in publication Splendid Survivors in
1978, forms the basis of San Francisco’s Downtown Plan. Heritage ratings, which range from “D”
(minor or no importance) to “A” (highest importance), are analogous to Categories V through I of
Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code, although the Planning Department did use their own
methodology to reach their own findings. In 1984, the original survey area was expanded from the
Downtown to include the South of Market area in a survey called “Splendid Extended.”

» 850 Brannan Street was not surveyed by Heritage.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Bulletin No. 9 — Landmarks. (San Francisco, CA: January 2003).

Augnst 12, 2011 Page & Turmbull, Inc.
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= 870 Brannan Street was surveyed by Heritage and given a rating of “B.”

1976 Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey

The 1976 Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey (1976 DCP Survey) is what is
referred to in preservation parlance as a “reconnaissance” or “windshield” survey. The survey looked
at the entire City and County of San Francisco to identify and rate architecturally significant buildings
and structures on a scale of “-2” (detrimental) to “+5” (extraordinary). No research was performed
and the potential historical significance of a resource was not considered when a rating was assigned.
Buildings rated “3” or higher in the survey represent approximately the top two percent of San
Francisco’s building stock in terms of architectural significance. However, it should be noted here
that the 1976 DCP Survey has come under increasing scrutiny over the past decade due to the fact
that it has not been updated in over twenty-five years. As a result, the 1976 DCP Survey has not been
officially recognized by the San Francisco Planning Department as a valid local register of historic
resources for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

» 850 Brannan Street was not included in the 1976 DCP Sutvey.
= 870 Brannan Street was included in the 1976 DCP Survey and given a rating of “2.”

Here Today

Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage (Here Today) is one of San Francisco’s first architectural
surveys, undertaken by the Junior League of San Francisco and published in book form in 1968.
Although the Here Today survey did not assign ratings, it did provide brief historical and
biographical information about what the authors believed to be significant buildings.

» 850 and 870 Brannan Street are not included in Here Today.

Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey

The Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Sutvey is being conducted by Planning Department staff
in conjunction with the local form of Kelley and VerPlanck as one of several planning studies that
will be used to inform the implementation of the Showplace Square and Mission Area Plans. The
Survey includes documentation and assessment of more than 600 individual properties that are
located within the area that is bounded approximately by Duboce Avenue and Bryant Street to the
north, 20th Street to the south, 7th and Pennsylvania Streets to the east, and Shotwell and Folsom
Streets to the west. The Survey is scheduled to be completed and presented to the Historic
Preservation Commission for adoption in June 2011.

= 850 and 870 Brannan Street were surveyed. 850 Brannan Street has preliminarily been
designated a California Historic Resource Status Code of 6Z, which means “Found ineligible
for NR, CR or local designation through survey evaluation.” 870 Brannan Street already has
a Status Code of 1S, which means “Individual property listed in NR by the Keeper. Listed in
the CR.” Neither is located in a proposed historic district.

Augnst 12, 2011 Page & Turmbull, Inc.
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I1l. ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

The project site contains two buildings on four parcels: 870 Brannan Street is a four-story plus
penthouse, reinforced concrete building that is fourteen bays wide on Brannan Street and fifteen bays
wide on 8th Street. It occupies three parcels on Block 3780: Lots 006, 007, and 007A.3 850 Brannan
Street is a two-story concrete building that is five bays wide on Brannan Street and occupies Lot
072.4 The two buildings are connected internally.

850 Brannan Street features a beltcourse that divides the two stories, as well as a terminating cornice
and parapet. The eastern bay features an entrance and pointed parapet that mimics the more
elaborate doors and parapets at the corners of 870 Brannan Street. The wide garage opening in the
western bay leads to an open air courtyard/loading dock that is located between 850 and 870
Brannan Street.

The two principal facades of 870 Brannan Street along 8th and Brannan streets are nearly identical.
The 8th Street facade is fifteen bays long with full-size, multi-light industrial windows at each bay and
simple spandrels dividing the floor levels. The Brannan Street facade has the same composition, but
is fourteen bays long. At each end of these facades are matching doorways with high style Classical
detailing that give the building a formal, symmetrical appearance. The National Register Nomination
explains: “Ornamentation above the doorways includes a shield with the initials “N C” and cross
flashlights. Above the fourth story windows, a row of concrete medallions provide decoration and
above that, a parapet repeating the shape of the doorway pediments lines the top of the building. A
square tower at the center of the roof of the Brannan Street elevation was added in 1918 to enclose
the gravity tanks for the sprinkler system.”>

The center of 870 Brannan Street contains an interior atrium covered with a barrel-vaulted skylight.
The interior, which was originally an open and unfinished storage space, has been remodeled into
offices.

Figure 2. West fagade of 870 Brannan Street, looking north on 8 Street.

(Source: Page & Turnbull, 2009)

3870 Brannan Street is also known as 866-870 Brannan Street (Lot 006), 870 Brannan Street (Lot 007) and 549-599 8t
Street (Lot 007A).

4850 Brannan Street is also known as 850-860 Brannan Street (Lot 072).

5> Anne B. Frej, “National Register of Historic Places Inventory—Nomination Form for National Carbon Company
Building” (January 1983) 5.
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de of 870 Brannan Street, looking south down 8t Street.
(Source: Page & Turnbull, 2009)

Figure 4. South fagade of 850 Brannan Street (partial view to the right) and 870 Brannan Street,
looking east down Brannan Street.
(Source: Page & Turnbull, 2009)
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Figure 5. South fagade of 850 Brannan Street (partial view) and 870 Brannan Street, looking west.
(Source: Page & Turnbull, 2009)

Figure 5. South (primary) fagade of 850 Brannan Street, looking northwest.
(Source: Page & Turnbull, 2009).
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Figure

6. East and north rear facades of 850 Brannan Street, looking southwest.
(Source: Page & Turnbull, 2009).
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IV. HISTORIC CONTEXT

EARLY SAN FRANCISCO HISTORY

European settlement of what is now San Francisco took place in 1776 with the simultaneous
establishment of the Presidio of San Francisco by representatives of the Spanish Viceroy, and
Mission Dolores by the Franciscans. In 1821, Mexico declared independence, taking with it the
former Spanish colony of Alta California. During the Mexican period a small village grew up around
a plaza (today called Portsmouth Square) above a cove in San Francisco Bay. This village, which was
called Yerba Buena, served as a minor trading center inhabited by a few hundred people of diverse
nationalities. In 1839, a few streets were laid out around the Plaza and settlement expanded up the
slopes of Nob Hill. Not long after the Americans seized California in 18406, a surveyor named Jasper
O’Farrell extended the original street grid, while also laying out Market Street from what is now the
Ferry Building to T'win Peaks. Blocks north of this then imaginary line were laid out in small 50 vara
square blocks whereas blocks south of Market were laid out in larger 100 vara blocks.¢ The following
year the village was renamed San Francisco to take advantage of the name’s association with the bay.

The discovery of gold at Sutter’s Mill in 1848 brought explosive growth to San Francisco, with
thousands of would-be gold-seekers making their way to the isolated outpost on the edge of the
North American continent. Between 1846 and 1852, the population of San Francisco mushroomed
from less than one thousand people to almost 35,000. The lack of level land for development around
Portsmouth Square soon pushed development south to Market Street, eastward onto filled tidal
lands, and westward toward Nob Hill. At this time, most buildings in San Francisco were
concentrated downtown, and the outlying portions of the peninsula remained unsettled throughout
much of the late nineteenth century.

With the decline of gold production in 1855, San Francisco’s economy diversified to include
agriculture, manufacturing, shipping, construction, and banking.” Prospering from these industties, a
new elite of merchants, bankers, and industrialists arose to shape the development of the city as the
foremost financial, industrial and shipping center of the West.

SHOWPLACE SQUARE IN THE SOUTH OF MARKET

850 and 870 Brannan Street are located in Showplace Square at the southwest end of the South of
Market District. According to the 1887 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, the Showplace Square area was
sparsely populated prior to the twentieth century. At the north end, the area contained several large-
scale industrial parcels intersected by tightly knit residential properties. South toward Potrero Hill,
however, the area contained portions of unfilled marshland, ungraded streets and large, concentrated
landholdings.? Development of the area began in earnest around the turn of the century, as the
warehouse and industrial facilities of South of Market began spilling over into adjacent districts.

The completion of the Pacific Hardware and Steel Company building (later occupied by Baker &
Hamilton) in 1905 initiated the development of the surrounding neighborhood as a “wholesale
district.” The area was well suited to the purpose, being served by a system of railroad spur lines
which ran from Potrero Hill north through Showplace Square and on into the South of Market.
Materials from the warechouses and manufacturing facilities were transported in this way to the piers.’

¢ Vara is derived from an antiquated Spanish unit of measurement

7 Rand Richards, Historic San Francisco. A Concise History and Guide (San Francisco: Heritage House Publishers, 2001), 77.

8 KVP Consulting, Showplace Square Historic Contexct Statement, Showplace Square Survey, San Francisco, California: 25-26.

9 “Community Plan Area Profiles- Showplace Square, Potrero Hill and Central Waterfront,” Webite accessed on 24
February 2009 from: http:/ /www.sfgov.otg/site/uploadedfiles/planning/communityplanning/ pdf/ chaptet_6-3.pdf
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Figure 5. 9** and Brannan Streets, 1906.
(Source: San Francisco Historical Photograph Collection, AAC-3200).

Construction activity was heaviest between 1906 and 1913. Metal and glass manufactories were
among the most important industries in Showplace Square at the time. Industrial development
slowed down briefly after 1913, but picked up again during the First World War as demand increased
for American-made machinery and weapons. By the end of the war, concrete-frame construction
became the norm in San Francisco for industrial architecture, due to its strength, durability, cost, and
flexibility. As the core of the city’s industrial district, the Showplace Square area remained vital to the
region’s prosperity from the 1920s on through the Great Depression and World War II, when San
Francisco’s industrial employment was almost at full capacity.!” The industries in Showplace Square
and Potrero Hill only slowed in the 1950s, as local industrialists began moving their operations to
fast-growing industrial suburbs like South San Francisco, San Leandro, and Richmond.!!

Beginning in the 1970s, many warehouses in the Showplace Square area were renovated to provide
wholesale and design space for furniture makers, designers, and contractors.

850 BRANNAN STREET HISTORY

850 Brannan Street was constructed ca. 1920. Prior to construction, in 1913, the site was occupied by
the United Railroads Repair Department storage yard, which included an open storage shed at 850
Brannan Street and an enclosed storage building at 860 Brannan Street. No original building permit
exists, and the original architect or builder is unknown.

The earliest building permit available for the subject property is dated 28 September 1944. The owner
was Gilmore Steel & Supply, who used the building for storage. By 1949, the Sanborn Fire Insurance
map shows a large, rectangular, one-story warechouse with a steel frame and truss roof. The 1989
Sanborn Fire Insurance map shows the building as a two-story building, labeled “(C.B.)” for
“concrete block.” This indicates that the original steel frame structure was essentially demolished and
a new structure built in its place. This appears to coincide with information found on building

10 KVP Consulting, Showplace Square Historic Context Statement, Showplace Square Survey, San Francisco, California: 37-39, 52.
11 1bid, 56-57.
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permits issued in 1984 and 1985, which record the demolition of the roof and trusses, structural
elements and metal siding, and the “renovation” of the building to add a new roof and new exterior
surfaces. If this is the case, then the construction date of 1986 given by the San Francisco Planning
Department’s parcel database is generally accurate, as little of the original building appears to remain.

CONSTRUCTION CHRONOLOGY: 850 BRANNAN STREET

1920s: A one-story steel frame and steel truss building is likely constructed during this decade. No
original building permit exists, so the original architect and/or builder is unknown.

28 September 1944: Two story, steel frame, corrugated and stucco siding on wood frame alteration
for Gilmore Steel & Supply Co. (Permit #77594)

20 September 1984: Demolition to remove existing roof and trusses, crane track beams and
supporting columns, metal siding, roll-up doors, steel bracing and concrete curb walls. (#8410210)

I9 April 1985: Renovation of existing warehouse building, including addition of two floors, new
exterior surfaces and new roof. (#08412190)

6 June 1985: Revised mechanical air support, scope of beam fireproofing. (#8505866)

29 May 1986: Construction of new entry and elevator lobby off Brannan Street. Elevator to service
lobby, floors 3 and 4, new ramp to first floor. (#554997)

30 October 1986: Alterations to install new non-required stairs and revise layout at upper two floors.
Alterations to handicapped ramp at basement and reconfiguration of entry doors off street.
(#565243)

I8 August 1987: Sign installed. (#8710807)

I8 September 1987: New partitions creating wholesale exhibition showroom, storage and toilet areas,
lowering part of floor slab by 67, extension of mechanical and electrical systems, and modification of
sprinkler system. (#565244)

3 May 1988: Alterations to basement to tevise showroom layout and add restrooms. (#591778)

I'l October 1988: Construct new bearing partitions and soffit. (#599190)

25 October 1988: Build one wall for office with window. (#8816618)

3 May 1989: Create multiple wholesale merchandise showrooms on third and fourth floors in place of
single showroom, new stair connecting three floors, new non-required stair connecting third and
fourth floors, new tenant spaces on first and second floors in place of elevator, non-required stair and

remap and street level entry. (#631836)

5 April 1990: Remove 8-feet of existing wall, frame new walls, relocate sink, relocate sprinkler heads,
add plugs, drop in fluorescent fixtures, paint and carpet. (#641465)

[4 May 1990: Construct 7-feet of wall with case D opening (#9009181)

16 August 1990: Construct 19’ partition, 8’-6” high with metal studs, with 5/8” sheetrock on both
sides. (#651710)
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4 December 1990: Patch and repair ceiling and walls, paint. (#660642)
6 September 1991: Move last run of one stair (10 steps total). (#688115)

24 January 1996: Rebuild non-load bearing partition walls, which were partially removed by the tenant.
Reinstall electrical outlets as per original design. (#9601223, plans available)

4 May 2000: Tenant development for Diamond Imports Showroom, including new non-bearing
partition walls and doors. (#20005049122, plans available)

3 November 2006: Tenant improvements to existing vacant space — drywall partitions, acoustic
ceilings, electrical. (#200608149391)

|2 June 2008: Roof maintenance — unclog roof drains, reseal cracks, coat roof with emulsion and
paint. (#200810174466)

870 BRANNAN STREET HISTORY

Designed by architect/engineer Maurice Couchot, the National Carbon Building at 870 Brannan
Street is a large-scale industrial warehouse structure overlaid with classical details. The building was
built in multiple phases with the original 1917 building facing 8th Street. The 1917 building was four
stories tall above street level with a small fifth story section at the northern end. In 1920, a four-
story, nine-bay extension of the building was added along Brannan Street. Also added to the complex
was the four-story building along the east facade and a one-story structure with a clerestory. The
building was commissioned by the Eveready (battery) Division of the National Carbon Company,
which became a unit of Union Carbide in 1917. In 1937, the original (8th Street) portion of the
building was acquired by Blake, Moffit, and Towne Company, an early San Francisco paper
distribution company. In 1950, Blake, Moffit, and Towne occupied the remainder of the complex,
which was used as their headquarters and warehouse until 1981. In 1982, the complex was converted
into wholesale showrooms and has remained that use until the present. The 1982 rehabilitation
reportedly took advantage of the Federal Historic Preservation Tax Credit incentives. This was when
the building was added to the National Register of Historic Places.!?

12 Page & Turnbull, “Historic Windows Treatment Study”(March 5, 2010).
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Figure 6. 870 Brannan Street, 1937.
(Source: San Francisco Historical Photograph Collection, AAC-6415)

The Brannan Street elevation originally had its three central bays dedicated to vehicular entranceways.
The western entranceway was taller, which is reflected in the short windows at the second floor
above. These vehicular entranceways were removed and replaced with aluminum-framed storefronts
during the 1982 rehabilitation project.

Figure 7. 876 Brénnan Street, 1976.
(Source: DCP 1976 Survey form for 599 8 at Brannan)
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When originally constructed, the building featured the latest technology and materials, including a
reinforced-concrete construction, a forced-air ventilation system, a sprinkler system, intercom
telephones, pneumatic tubes, and spiral chutes (for moving material and goods). Similarly, the steel-
framed windows represented the latest technology as “rolling” of steel bars into shaped sections and
advancements in glass technology (wire glass) allowed for the manufacture of relatively lightweight,
fire-resistant, operable windows well-suited for industrial buildings.

CONSTRUCTION CHRONOLOGY: 870 BRANNAN STREET

The following provides a timeline of the history of 870 Brannan Street, focusing on exterior and
structural alterations (i.e. does not include interior tenant improvements).

8 April 1982: Alterations to reinforced concrete-framed building to include demolition of interior
partitions and utility system and removal of three existing elevators. New construction to bring
building up to present code requirements, including rehabilitation of two existing stair enclosures,
conversion of one stairs to a smokeproof tower, and construction of one new exterior stair. New
passageways and exit corridors to be built. An existing courtyard to be enclosed with a skylight roof.

New electrical, plumbing, and mechanical systems to be installed. New reinforced concrete shear
walls to be added to resist lateral loads. (#105257)

31 August 1990: Install a blade sign for the Gift Center and Jewelry Mart (#652003).

|7 June 1992: Relocate door and windows, reswitch lighting system and suspension ceiling in
unknown location (permit addressed 888 Brannan Street) (#9209991)

2| October 1992: Reinforce parapet walls with steel bracing along the perimeter (permit addressed
888 Brannan Street). (#708543)

Il April 1994: Construct new steel-framed stairs in existing atrium from 2nd floor to 5th floor. Work

involves reconfiguration of existing aluminum-framed glazing and raising the existing skylight.
(#513990)

I3 July 1994: Install three new signs for Gift Center (permit addressed 888 Brannan Street).
(#750917)

3 August 1994: Install marquee and other rehabilitation work to exterior of existing building only.
Install new exterior lighting to better illuminate the exterior at night (permit addressed 888 Brannan
Street). (#751553)

18 August 1994: Install two more signs for Gift Center- one that is 12”x 16’ and another that is 30’ x

197 and is an existing sign to be painted and re-installed (permit addressed 888 Brannan Street )
(#752530)

27 October 2000: Install one single face wall-mounted changeable message sign 11 x 17’ on 8% Street
facade. (#925076)

22 March 2007: Seismic repair, work at first floor below street level, second floor at street level, third
and fourth floors. Strengthen existing concrete columns with fiber wrap and infill new shear wall
panels. (#200703227009)
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7 August 2008: General roof maintenance with acrylic roof surfacing applied. Combined work on
shared roof with 850 Brannan. (#200808078648)

7 November 2008: Install five 10°6” x 2°6” painted tenant identity signs in various graphics (addressed
888 Brannan Street) (# 1171368) and five illuminated address signs reading “888 Brannan”
(#11713064).

Augnst 12, 2011 Page & Turmbull, Inc.
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V. CONTEXT & RELATIONSHIP

850 and 870 Brannan Street are located in a primarily light industrial neighborhood. Many of the light
industrial buildings have been converted to office use in recent years. Buildings in this area date from
after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, and many were constructed in the 1910s and 1920s during the
reconstruction petiod of the South of Market/Showplace Square. Many buildings have since been
demolished to make way for the construction of the Highway 80 overpass, larger modern buildings,
and surface parking lots. Today, the buildings in the neighborhood feature various footprints and
massing, and range from approximately two to four stories in height.

At four stories, 870 Brannan Street is taller than the immediately adjacent buildings. Its repetitive
fenestration and Classical ornamentation dominate the west end of the block.

The Showplace Squatre/Northeast Mission Survey was conducted by Planning Department staff in
conjunction Kelley and VerPlanck in 2009, and identified a potential California Register historic
district in the Showplace Square area called the “Showplace Square Heavy Timber and Steel-frame
Brick Warehouse and Factory District.” The discontinuous district is located, at a minimum, over a
block away from 850 and 870 Brannan Street. At this distance, alterations to 850 and 870 Brannan
Street would likely not affect the context of the properties within the proposed historic district.

Augnst 12, 2011 Page & Turmbull, Inc.
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VI. EVALUATION

CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is an inventory of significant
architectural, archaeological, and historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be
listed in the California Register through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and
National Register-listed properties are automatically listed in the California Register. Properties can
also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private organizations, or citizens.
The evaluative criteria used by the California Register for determining eligibility are closely based on
those developed by the National Park Service for the National Register of Historic Places.

In order for a property to be eligible for listing in the California Register, it must be found significant
under one or more of the following criteria:

»  Criterion 1 (Events): Resources that are 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.

*  Criterion 2 (Persons): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important
to local, California, or national history.

»  Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master,
or possess high artistic values.

= Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the
potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local
area, California, or the nation.

According to the San Francisco Planning Department’s Historic Resource Evalnation Response (Case No.
2009.1026E, 26 April 2010):

870 Brannan Street is listed on the National and California Registers under Criterion C (architecture)
with a period of significance of 1917 and 1920. 850 Brannan Street, originally constructed circa 1920
and substantially altered in 1985, does not appear eligible for the California Register under any
criterion.

870 Brannan Street
Criterion 1: The subject building does not appear to be associated with significant events under
criterion 1.

Criterion 2: It does not appear that the subject building is associated with the lives of important
persons in our past.

Criterion 3: The subject property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type and period and
represents the work of a prominent local architect. The building is representative of the reinforced
concrete industrial structures popular in San Francisco in the early 20th-century with the latest
technology and materials and oversized classical ornament exhibited in the door surrounds, spandrel
panels, and medallions. It is also representative of the work of prominent local architect, Maurice
Couchot. Couchot, born and educated in France, practiced architecture in California for 25 years.3
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An eatly advocate of reinforced concrete construction, Couchot often served as the consulting
engineer on projects in both northern and southern California. From 1923, Couchot was in
partnership with Kenneth MacDonald, Jr. in Los Angeles. During this period, Couchot and
MacDonald designed the Broadway Arcade Building (contributor to National Register-listed historic
district) and Southern Pacific Railroad Depot in Glendale (National Register-listed). In San
Francisco, Couchot worked on the Bank of Italy building (Powell and Market Streets) and the Fine
Arts and French Buildings for the Panama-Pacific International Exposition of 1915. The subject
building was commissioned by the Eveready Division of the National Carbon Company and was
used as a battery manufacturing facility. This company was organized in the late 1800s and became a
unit of Union Carbide in 1917. In 1937, the building was acquired by the Blake, Moffit and Towne
Company, an early San Francisco paper distributing company. The Blake, Moffit and Towne
Company occupied the building until 1981.

Criterion 4: It does not appear that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a
better understanding of prehistory or history.!3

850 Brannan Street
Criterion 1: The subject building does not appear to be associated with significant events under
criterion 1.

Criterion 2: It does not appear that the subject building is associated with the lives of important
persons in our past.

Criterion 3: Sanborn Fire Insurance maps indicate that the subject property was occupied by the
United Railroads Repair Department storage yard in the early 1910s. Subsequent construction
appears to have occurred circa 1920 but no records have been located to document this period in the
property’s history. A Building Permit from 1944 indicates that an alteration was made by the Gilmore
Steel & Supply Company, who used the building for storage. Building Permits from 1984 and 1985,
record the demolition of the roof and trusses, structural elements and metal siding and the
renovation of the building to add two floors (within the interior), a new roof and new exterior
surfaces. The structure of the building may also have changed from steel frame to concrete block in
the 1984-85 alterations. Based on this documentation, it appears that little of the earlier building
remains intact. As an example of an industrial/commercial building that lacks distinction and historic
integrity, the present building does not appear eligible under Criterion 3.

Criterion 4: It does not appear that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a
better understanding of prehistory or history.!4

INTEGRITY

In order to qualify as a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must possess significance and
have historic integrity. Seven variables or aspects define integrity—location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling and association. According to the National Register Bulletin: How to
Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, these seven characteristics are defined as follows:

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed.

Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plans, space, structure
and style of the property.

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response (Case No. 2009.1026E, 26 April 2010) 2-3.
14 Ibid: 3-4.
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Setting addresses the physical environment of the historic property inclusive of the
landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s.

Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a
particular period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the
historic property.

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people
during any given period in history.

Feeling is the property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular
period of time.

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

According to the San Francisco Planning Department’s Historic Resounrce Evaluation Response (Case No.
2009.1026E, 26 April 2010), 870 Brannan Street retains integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. “Although 870 Brannan Street has been altered
with new entrance storefronts and some new windows, the property retains historic integrity and
continues to convey its historical significance.”’>

850 Brannan Street does not retain any aspects of integrity. The Historic Resource Evaluation
Response states that “evaluation of integrity is not applicable as the subject building has not been
shown to be significant under California Register criteria. Should an assessment of integrity be
required, staff believes that the subject property does not retain integrity.”’!6

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES

For a property to remain a qualified historic resource, the essential physical features (or character-
defining features) that enable the property to convey its historic identity must be evident. To be
eligible, a property must clearly contain enough of those characteristics, and these features must also
retain a sufficient degree of integrity. Characteristics can be expressed in terms such as form,
proportion, structure, plan, style, or materials. The character-defining features for 888 Brannan
Street, as defined by the National Register Nomination, include:

* Reinforced concrete construction;
*  Massing and 4-story height of original building plus 1920 additions;

*  (lassical ornamentation, such as the high style door surrounds with brackets and pediments,
spandrel panels, and medallions;

* Industrial steel-sash windows and fenestration pattern.

15 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response (Case No. 2009.1026E, 26 April 2010) 4.
16 Ibid.
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VIl. PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS

This section analyzes the project-specific impacts of the proposed project at 850 and 870 Brannan
Street (aka 888 Brannan Street on the environment, as required by the California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA).

A. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENT QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

The California Environment Quality Act (CEQA) is state legislation (PRC Section 21000 et seq.),
which provides for the development and maintenance of a high quality environment for the present-
day and future through the identification of significant environmental effects.!” CEQA applies to
“projects” proposed to be undertaken or requiring approval from state or local government agencies.
“Projects” are defined as “...activities which have the potential to have a physical impact on the
environment and may include the enactment of zoning ordinances, the issuance of conditional use
permits and the approval of tentative subdivision maps.”'® Historic and cultural resources are
considered to be part of the environment. In general, the lead agency must complete the
environmental review process as required by CEQA. In the case of the proposed project at 888
Brannan Street, the City of San Francisco will act as the lead agency.

According to CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historic resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.”!” Substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical demolition, destruction,
relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an
historic resource would be materially impaired.”? The significance of an historical resource is
materially impaired when a project “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those
physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance” and that justify
or account for its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the California Register.?!

California Environmental Quality Act provides that the effects of projects found to be “consistent
with” the Secretary’s Standards “shall generally be considered mitigated below a level of significance and
thus. .. not significant” under Section 15126.4(b)(1) (emphasis added). In addition, CEQA provides an
exemption for projects “limited to...rehabilitation... in a manner consistent with” the Secrezary’s
Standards under regulations in Section 15331.

Thus, a project may cause a substantial change in a historic resource but still not have a significant
adverse effect on the environment as defined by CEQA as long as the impact of the change on the
historic resource is determined to be less-than-significant, negligible, neutral or even beneficial.

B. CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT CEQA REVIEW
PROCEDURES FOR HISTORIC RESOURCES

As a certified local government and the lead agency in CEQA determinations, the City and County of
San Francisco has instituted guidelines for initiating CEQA review of historic resources. The San
Francisco Planning Department’s “CEQA Review Procedures for Historical Resources” incorporates
the State’s CEQA Guidelines into the City’s existing regulatory framework.?? To facilitate the review

17 State of California, California Environmental Quality Act,
http://ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/summary.html, accessed 31 August 2007.

18 Thid.

19 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b).

20 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(1).

2l CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(2).

22 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16: City and County of San Francisco
Planning Department CEQ.A Review Procedures for Historic Resonrces (October 8, 2004).
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process, the Planning Department has established the following categories to establish the baseline
significance of historic properties based on their inclusion within cultural resource surveys and/or
historic districts:

= Category A — Historical Resources is divided into two sub-categories:

0 Category A.1 — Resources listed on or formally determined to be
eligible for the California Register. These properties will be evaluated as
historical resources for purposes of CEQA. Only the removal of the
property’s status as listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historic Resoutrces by the California Historic
Resources Commission will preclude evaluation of the property as an
historical resource under CEQA.

0 Category A.2 — Adopted local registers, and properties that have been
determined to appear or may become eligible, for the California
Register. These properties will be evaluated as historical resources for
purposes of CEQA. Only a preponderance of the evidence demonstrating
that the resource is not historically or culturally significant will preclude
evaluation of the property as an historical resource. In the case of Category
A.2 resources included in an adopted survey or local register, generally the
“preponderance of the evidence” must consist of evidence that the
appropriate decision-maker has determined that the resource should no
longer be included in the adopted survey or register. Where there is
substantiated and uncontroverted evidence of an error in professional
judgment, of a clear mistake or that the property has been destroyed, this
may also be considered a “preponderance of the evidence that the property
is not an historical resource.”

= Category B - Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review.
Properties that do not meet the criteria for listing in Categories A.1 or A.2, but for
which the City has information indicating that further consultation and review will
be required for evaluation whether a property is an historical resource for the

purposes of CEQA.

= Category C - Properties Determined Not To Be Historical Resources or
Properties For Which The City Has No Information indicating that the
Property is an Historical Resource. Properties that have been affirmatively
determined not to be historical resoutces, properties less than 50 years of age, and
properties for which the City has no information.?3

870 Brannan Street is classified under Category A.1. 850 Brannan Street is classified under
Category C. Therefore, 870 Brannan Street considered by the City and County of San Francisco to
be an historic resource as defined in CEQA, though 850 Brannan Street is not.

23 San Francisco Planning Department, “San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 — CEQA and Historical
Resources” (May 5, 2004) 3-4.
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C. THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR THE TREATMENT OF
HISTORIC PROPERTIES

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rebabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Secretary’s Standards) provide guidance for
working with historic properties. The Secretary’s Standards are widely used to evaluate proposed
alterations to historic properties. The Secretary’s Standards are a useful analytic tool for
understanding and describing expected effects on historic resources. Compliance with the Secretary’s
Standards does not predetermine whether a project would result in a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an historic resource. Rather, projects that comply with the Secretary’s Standards
benefit from a regulatory presumption under CEQA that they would have a less-than-significant
adverse impact on an historic resource. CEQA provides an exemption for projects “limited
to...rehabilitation. .. in a manner consistent with” the Secrezary’s Standards under regulations in Section
15331. Projects that do not comply with the Secretary’s Standards may or may not cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource.

The Standards offers four treatment approaches to historic properties: preservation, rehabilitation,
restoration, and reconstruction. The distinct treatments are defined as follows:

The Standards for Preservation “require retention of the greatest amount of historic
fabric, along with the building’s historic form, features, and detailing as they have
evolved over time.”

The Standards for Rehabilitation “acknowledge the need to alter or add to a historic
building to meet continuing new uses while retaining the building’s historic
character.”

The Standards for Restoration “allow for the depiction of a building at a particular
time in its history by preserving materials from the period of significance and
removing materials from other periods.”

The Standards for Reconstruction “establish a limited framework for re-creating a
vanished or non-surviving building with new materials, primarily for interpretive
purposes.”?*

Typically, one treatment is chosen for a project based on the property’s historical significance, taking
a number of other considerations into account. Because they allow the most change, the Standards
for Rehabilitation are the most appropriate treatment for the project.

D. PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This project description is based upon drawings for 888 Brannan Street by Gensler Architects, dated
31 May 2011. Refer to the Appendix for drawings. No exterior changes to 850 Brannan Street are
proposed. The proposed project includes the replacement of deteriorating windows in 870 Brannan
Street. The plan largely complies with the recommendations that were previously approved by the
San Francisco Planning Department and Planning Commission (2009.1026E HRER).

24 Kay D. Weeks and Anne E. Grimmer, The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rebabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of the Intetior, 1995), 2.
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Exterior Facade Alterations

On the west-facing 8t Street fagade, the original steel frames in the ground floor windows will be
repaired and new clear glazing will be installed. Rather than the second bay of windows being
restored, as illustrated in Page & Turnbull’s May 2010 window report, the first (north) tower bay
window frames will be restored and installed with obscure corrugated tempered glass to replicate the
original obscure glass in the stairwells. This change from the previously approved plan results from
the fact that the windows in the second bay have already been greatly altered and partially removed,
and the new use behind that bay will be office space that requires clear glass rather than obscure
glass. In effect, the type of glass that was previously recommended will be swapped between the first
and second bays— obscure glass in the tower, and clear glass in the second bay, in keeping with the
other bays. The remaining windows on the west facade will be removed and replaced with approved
aluminum-sash units that match the layout and frame profile of the originals and are glazed with clear
glass. Screens/blinds on the interior of the ground floor windows will prevent cars from being seen
inside the parking garage from the street.

On the south-facing Brannan Street fagade, all of the ground floor windows will replaced with multi-
light aluminum sash or storefronts. Though Page & Turnbull’s window report recommended
restoring the remaining two original windows on the ground floor, all will be replaced so that the
materials will be consistent. The window frames in the upper stories of the second bay and fifteenth
(end) bay will be restored and installed with salvaged safety glass, if feasible. If it is not feasible to re-
use the original glass, replacement glazing will match the color and texture of the original glass but
will be tempered as required by code. The remaining windows on the south facade will be removed
and replaced with approved aluminum-sash units that match the layout and frame profile of the
originals.

The project also includes alterations to entrances, including entrance awnings above historic
entrances and insertion of new entrances; signage; and interior modifications. On the south fagade
facing Brannan Street, an entrance with fully glazed double doors, transom, and flat projecting
canopy will be inserted into the third bay from the west, replacing a current non-historic window.
The entrance system in the center sixth through eighth bays (center bays) will be replaced with tall
fully glazed double doors and transoms. The entrance system will be set back further than the
existing system, emphasizing the former rail spur curve, which will continue into the lobby. The
existing curved canopy will be replaced by a flat canopy and the numbers “888” under the raised
windows in the sixth bay. An entrance identical to the one in the third bay will also replace the
recessed doors in the tenth bay and a window in the fourteenth bay. A new fully glazed entry to
match the others will replace the doors in the fifteenth (end tower) bay.

On the west 8™ Street fagade, the existing recessed vestibule in the north tower and two aluminum
entrances in the twelfth and fifteenth (end tower) bays will not be altered.

The east facade on Decatur Street will remain in keeping with the previous window study, which
recommends replacing all extant windows on this fagade with aluminum-sash. A garage entrance will
be inserted into the north end of the ground floor. Two windows will be infilled on the third and
fourth floors, given that they are adjacent to an exit stair on the exterior and will contain new toilets
on the interior.

The north facade will feature one new pedestrian door for use as a garage exit on Kate Street, and a
small automobile garage entrance on Decatur Street. The windows on the east side of the north
facade will follow the recommendations from Page & Turnbull’s May 2010 window report, which
states that the windows be replaced with clear insulated glass and aluminum frames with true divided
lites that match the layout of the existing windows. The windows on the west end, at the zero lot
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line, will be replaced with contemporary hollow metal steel-sash three-lite windows to improve upon
the non-rated existing windows. The north fagade is a secondary facade and is not fully visible behind
an adjacent building and billboard on 8% Street. The National Park Service Bulletin, Replacement
Windows that Meet the Standards, provides guidelines that state, “Replacement windows on secondary
elevations that have limited visibility must match the historic windows in size, configuration and
general characteristics, though finer details may not need to be duplicated and substitute materials
may be considered.” Though this window design deviates from the previously approved report, it
adheres to the NPS guidelines by retaining the existing window openings and repetitive fenestration
pattern.

Interior Alterations

The interior alterations include renovating the atrium at 870 Brannan Street and providing an
outdoor courtyard in the existing loading dock at 850 Brannan Street. Typical interior spaces will
include office space, retail, and possibly a restaurant at the southwest corner of the ground floor;
three open-plan tenant office spaces per floor on the second, third, and fourth floors; and jewelry
showrooms in the basement.

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment and Screens

New boilers and cooling towers will be installed on the roof. The boilers will be located near the
southwest corner of the existing barrel-vaulted atrium skylight, and the cooling towers will be located
immediately south of the existing tower near 8" Street. The boilers will be enclosed by 12
mechanical screens on all four sides, while the cooling towers will be enclosed 14.75” mechanical
screens on the south and west sides. A fan room on the east side of the atrium skylight will have
14.75” mechanical screens on all four sides. The screens will be equal to or less than the height of the
existing fifth floor penthouse, and will be partially hidden behind the original roof parapets, which
are 7°3” to 14’17 tall. In addition, elevators will be added immediately north of the existing elevators
toward the north end of the building, and a new elevator overrun will be 24’ tall. According to line-
of-sight photomontages prepared by the architect, the top of the cooling tower mechanical screen
will be visible from the corner of Brannan and 8% streets. From 8% Street, the cooling tower screen
will be visible from the I-80 overpass, but the parapet will largely block the view, as it does with the
present penthouse.

E. ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED PROJECT

Standards for Rehabilitation
The following analysis is a review for conformance with the Standards for Rehabilitation, each standard
is numbered and an explanation of the project’s conformance follows the quoted standards.

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

888 Brannan Street was historically used as an industrial warehouse, but has been a multi-tenant
commercial space for nearly 30 years. This use was acknowledged in the National Register
Nomination from 1982. The proposed project will not change the use from commercial space,
though offices and parking will be added. It will also not significantly change those characteristic
features which convey the building’s architectural significance as an industrial building, such as the
fenestration pattern, fenestration type on the primary facades, general massing, scale, and reinforced
concrete construction.

As designed, the proposed project is in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 1.
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Rehabilitation Standard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The
removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize the

property will be avoided.

As proposed, the project will not significantly affect or remove the character-defining features of the
property. The interior does not contribute to the historic significance of the building, as per the
National Register Nomination, so interior changes will not affect the building’s historic character.
The massing and size of the building will not change. The mechanical equipment and screens will be
partially hidden behind the existing parapets and will not detract from the industrial character of the
building.

The exterior alterations will not affect any historic spaces or spatial relationships. Though many
windows will be replaced due to poor condition, the fenestration pattern will be preserved and select
windows, particularly at the 8% Street ground floor level, will be restored. The window alterations will
vary from the plan that was previously approved in 2010, but these changes are in keeping with the
intent of the earlier study or with NPS guidelines. Further, multi-lite windows will replace
incompatible storefront windows on the ground floor of the Brannan Street facade, reintroducing a
more unified industrial character at the street level. Entrances at the ground floor will generally
replace previous intrusions to the original design. None of the original Classical Revival ornament
will be removed. The proposed project will also emphasize some historic features that have since
been obscured, such as highlighting the rail spur entrance on Brannan Street where trains would load
and unload supplies. Therefore, the historic character of the building as a “large-scale reinforced
concrete industrial building overlaid with classical details” will be retained. The building’s significance
as an example of an industrial building from early twentieth-century San Francisco will not be
affected.

As designed, the proposed project is in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 2.

Rehabilitation Standard 3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and
use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements
from other bistorical properties, will not be undertaken.

The proposed entrances, canopies, and replacement windows will be differentiated from the historic
fabric by their designs and/or materials (see Standard 9), so the proposed project will not create a
false sense of historical development. No conjectural features or elements from other historical
properties are proposed to be added, and restorations of windows will be based on historic
documentation. The primary facade will read as an eatly twentieth-century industrial building with
contemporary infill windows, doors, canopies, and signage.

As designed, the proposed project will be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 3.

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

The additions to the subject property, which were constructed in 1920, will be retained. The
additions are recognized as part of the historic property in the National Register Nomination. No
other changes have acquired significance in their own right, including exterior signs, modern entry
systems, and other intrusions to the original fabric.

As designed, the proposed project will be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 4.
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Rehabilitation Standard 5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or
examples of craftsmanship that characterige a property will be preserved.

The proposed project will preserve distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction
techniques that characterize the property. The reinforced concrete construction and Classical Revival
details will not be altered. Those windows that can be restored will be, though others will be replaced
with compatible multi-light aluminum sash. The ground floor windows, which are more accessible to
the public and in better condition, will be restored on the 8t Street facade. The ground floor level on
Brannan Street has lost integrity due to numerous alterations, so the replacement of the two
remaining original ground floor windows will not be a detriment to that facade; in fact, the
replacement of incompatible storefront windows with multi-light sash will result in a net gain of
multi-light sash and reintroduce a more industrial character to the ground floor level.

As designed, the proposed project will be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 5.

Rehabilitation Standard 6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the
severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in
design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by
documentary and physical evidence.

Deteriorated windows will be repaired, where possible, though many need to be replaced because
they have deteriorated beyond repair (see Page & Turnbull’s 5 March 2010 report and the SF
Planning Department’s Historic Evaluation Response 2009.1026E HRER). Original window
materials will be replaced with a compatible aluminum-frame, insulated glass window material. The
new windows on the primary facades will closely match the originals in pane configuration, muntin
profile, and general proportion. Aside from the windows, no other historic features will be altered.

If the proposed project follows the guidelines outlined above, it will be in compliance with
Rehabilitation Standard 6.

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

The proposed project, as currently designed, does not include any known chemical or physical
treatments to the subject property. No sand or water blasting, or other harsh treatments are

proposed.
As designed, the proposed project will be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 7.

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

The proposed project does not include excavation, and no archaeological resources are expected to
be encountered. If any archaeological material should be encountered during this project,
construction will be halted and the City will be notified.

If the proposed project follows the guidelines outlined above, it will be in compliance with
Rehabilitation Standard 8.

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

The exterior alterations will not destroy features and spatial relationships that characterize the
property. Although many of the industrial steel sash windows will be replaced, the present openings
and repetitive fenestration pattern will not be affected. Except for the zero lot-line windows on the
north facade, which will feature three vertical lites in the proportions of the original multi-lite
windows, the new windows will feature industrial multi-lite sash. The proposed entrances and
canopies will be differentiated from the historic fabric by their contemporary designs and materials,
which include aluminum frames and full glazing. In their simplified design, they will be compatible
with the historic fabric. The proposed project will include new mechanical equipment, screens, and
elevator overrun on the roof. These additions will not alter any other historic materials, features, or
spatial relationships that characterize the property.

As designed, the proposed project will be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

Rehabilitation Standard 10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be nundertaken
in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the bistoric property and its
environment wonld be unimpaired.

The proposed changes could be removed in the future without affecting the essential character-
defining features of the property.

As designed, the proposed project will be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 10.

F. PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS UNDER CEQA

Because 870 Brannan Street is considered to be a historical resource under CEQA, the proposed
project is evaluated herein for impacts on the site. According to CEQA, PRC Section 15126.4(b)(1),
if a project complies with the Secretary’s Standards, the project’s impact “will generally be considered
mitigated below a level of significance and thus is not significant.” If a project does not comply with
the Standards, it must be evaluated under CEQA to determine whether or not it will have a
significant adverse impact on the historic resource.

As demonstrated in this analysis, the proposed project at 870 Brannan Street complies with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rebabilitation.

G. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as follows:

‘Cumulative impacts’ refers to two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts. The individual effects may be changes resulting from a
single project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several
projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact
of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of
time.?>

z CEQA Guidelines, Article 20, subsection 15355.
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The primary cumulative impact concern in this category would be systematic demolition or alteration
of historic resources, or systematic removal of a certain type of building or resource. While the
proposed project alters a building completed more than 50 years ago, it was found to be in
conformance with the Standards for Rebabilitation. Other adjacent projects and project areas are
governed by environmental clearance documents that require mitigation measure commitments and
some by explicit historic preservation policies. Under these circumstances where historic preservation
policies and mitigation measures would occur in the future and/or are being implemented, there is
little potential for systematic adverse cumulative effects on historic resources.

H. MITIGATION MEASURES

According to Section 15126.4 (b) (1) of the Public Resources Code (CEQA): “Where maintenance,
repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, presetvation, conservation or reconstruction of the
historical resource will be conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
Jor the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rebabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings, the project’s impact on the historical resource will generally be considered mitigated
below a level of significance and thus is not significant.”” Because the proposed project would not
have a substantial adverse effect on a historic resource, no mitigation measures would be required.
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Vill. CONCLUSION

850 Brannan Street is not considered a historic resource, while 870 Brannan Street was listed on the
National Register of Historic Places in 1982. The use of both buildings has changed to commercial
space since the 1980s. Exterior alterations to 870 Brannan Street have been made in the past,
including replacement entrances, canopies, and ground floor windows. The remaining windows have
been painted. Nevertheless, the building retains significance as an early twentieth century industrial
building that displays Classical Revival ornament. Because 870 Brannan Street is listed in the
National Register, it is automatically listed on the California Register and is therefore considered a
qualified historic resoutce for the purposes of CEQA.

The proposed project includes restoring and replacing windows (following guidelines that were
previously accepted by the Planning Department and Planning Commission), inserting new glazed
entrance systems and canopies, replacing signage in accordance with current San Francisco Planning
Code, conducting interior renovations, and installing mechanical equipment and screens on the roof.
It is the conclusion of this analysis that the proposed project as currently designed conforms to the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and that the proposed project can be designed and implemented in
such a way that it would conform to the Standards and would not result in a substantial adverse
change in the significance of the historic resource or a significant effect on the environment as

defined by CEQA.

The Class 31 exemption contained in CEQA Guidelines Section 15331 indicates that a project found
to be in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties is
mitigated to a less than significant level or otherwise categorically exempt.
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INTRODUCTION

The Owner of the National Carbon Building (also known as the Blake, Moffit and Towne
Warehouse), located at 888 Brannon Street in San Francisco, is applying to change the use of the
subject building from wholesale showrooms/retail to office use. As part of the change-in-use, the
Owner wishes to upgrade the industrial, steel-frame windows at the property. Because the property
is on the National Register for Historic Places and the windows are a character-defining element of
the qualified historic resoutce, any upgrades / modifications to the windows will need to be
consistent with the Secretary of the Interiot’s Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Properties
(the Standards). This report contains the following:

* Background information on the building’s history, general construction, and window

construction.

* A summary of our visual observations of as-built condition of the steel-frame windows.

*  Criteria to consider in the evaluation of window treatments.

= Discussion and analysis of potential treatment options.

* Initial recommendations for treatment and next steps.

BACKGROUND

Designed by architect/engineer Maurice Couchot, the National Carbon Building is a large-scale
industrial warehouse structure overlaid with classical details. The building was built in multiple
phases with the original 1917 building facing Eighth Street. The 1917 building was four-stories tall
above street level with a small fifth story section at the northern end. In 1920 a four-story, nine-bay
extension of the building was added along Brannan Street. Also added to the complex were a four-
story building along the east elevation and a one-story structure with a clear story. The building was
commissioned by the Eveready (battery) Division of the National Carbon Company, which became a
unit of Union Carbide in 1917. In 1937 the original (Eighth Street) portion of the building was
acquired by Blake, Moffit, and Towne Company, an early San Francisco paper distribution company.
In 1950, Blake, Moffit, and Towne occupied the remainder of the complex, which was used as their
headquarters and warchouse, until 1981. In 1982 the complex was converted into wholesale
showrooms and has remained that use until the present. The 1982 rehabilitation reportedly took
advantage of the Federal Historic Preservation Tax Credit incentives. This was when the building
was added to the National Register of Historic Places.

The two principal elevations along Eight and Brannan Streets are nearly identical (as shown in
Figures 1 and 2). The Eighth Street facade is fifteen bays long with full-size, multi-light industrial
windows at each bay and simple spandrels dividing the floor levels. The Brannan Street fagade has
the same composition, but is fourteen bays long. At each end of these elevations are matching
doorways with High Style classical detailing that give the building a formal, symmetrical appearance.
The Brannan Street elevation originally had its three central bays dedicated to vehicular entranceways.
The western entranceway was taller, which is reflected in the short windows at the second floor
above. These vehicular entranceways were removed and replaced with aluminum-framed storefronts
during the 1982 rehabilitation project.
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Figure 1: Eight Street (Western) Elevation

Figure 2: Brannan Street (Southern) Elevation

When originally constructed, the building featured the latest technology and materials, including a
reinforced-concrete construction, a forced-air ventilation system, a sprinkler system, intercom
telephones, pneumatic tubes, and spiral chutes (for moving material and goods). Similatly, the steel-
framed windows represented the latest technology as “rolling” of steel bars into shaped sections and
advancements in glass technology (wire glass) allowed for the manufacture of relatively lightweight,
fire-resistant, operable windows well-suited for industrial buildings.
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ORIGINAL WINDOWS

The original steel windows along the Brannan and Eighth Street elevations share the following

features. A 1940’s photograph of the building is shown in Figure 3.

The window units typically consist of three (3) sash placed in a large rectangular window
opening.

The frame of the sash consists of a perimeter “L” or “U”-shaped rolled steel frame with
intermediate “T”’-shaped rolled steel mullions. The perimeter frame pieces appear to nest
within another piece of steel affixed or embedded into the exterior concrete wall (select
demolition is required to determine the exact anchoring system). The “legs” of the
petimeter frame each appear to be approximately 1-1/4 inch long and the top of the mullion
“I” is approximately 2-3/4 inches with the bottom leg narrow approximately 1-1/4 inch
long.

The sashes within a window opening are ganged together by bolting them together to a
structural steel “T”. The “T” is embedded into the concrete sill and head and provides
structural stability.

The windows are interior glazed, meaning that the glass could be replaced from inside the
building.

The glass is secured to the frame with wire clips (looped through drilled holes in the frame)
and glazing putty.

The exterior “nose” of the steel framing is “coved” or “fluted”.

The original glass appears to have been a translucent (not clear) wire glass. The interior face
of the glass is corrugated while the exterior face is smooth (refer to Figure 4).

Glass lights (pieces) are typically approximately 18 inches tall by 12 inches wide.

Each sash typically had a horizontal pivot ventilator. The ventilators were typically three-to-

four glass lights wide and two glass lights high. The ventilators were normally located within
the bottom half of the windows.

5MARCH 2010 4 PAGE & TURNBULL



HISTORIC WINDOWS TREATMENT STUDY 888 BRANNAN STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Figure 4: Original glass.

There are a few minor variations to the original window layouts, resulting in the following five basic
window types.

Type (‘A’)

Type “B))

Type CKC))

Type 6‘D7)

Ty_pe (‘E’)

Type CKF’)

The most common window type is found at the second through fourth floors along
the central portions of both public elevations, the three sashes are each five lights wide
by six lights tall. They occupy an opening approximately 16-feet wide by 9-feet tall.
Originally there were 33 of these window types along Brannan Street and 39 along
Eighth Street. One of the Type “A” windows along Brannan Street and three along
Eighth Street have been modified. Refer to Figure 5 for a photograph of a typical
Type “A” window.

This window type is found at the ground floor and is similar to Type “A” with the
exception that there is an additional row of glass lights (the three sashes are each five
lights wide by seven lights tall). Originally there were 13 of these window types along
Eight Street and 8 along Brannan Street. Only 2 remain at Brannan Street.

This window type was present at the second through fourth floors at the corners of the
building. Each sash is three lights wide and 6 lights high. The original windows remain
at the east end of Brannan and at the third floor of the corner at Eight and Brannan.

The other corner openings are either covered over or the windows have been replaced.

This window type is present above what was a truck entranceway into the complex. At
this location the bay is somewhat wider, Type “D” windows are similar to Type “A”
with the exception that the 2 outer sash are six lights wide instead of five.

Type “E” windows are located at the second floor above the truck entrance way
described under Type “D”. They are only two lights tall.

Based upon a review of the photograph in Figure 3, the two steel-framed windows are
older replacement units. Located on the second floor at the corner of Eight and
Brannan, the units consist of three sash with each sash being two lights wide by four
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lights tall. An awning-type ventilator is present in the center sash. The window layout
and frame profiles vary from the other windows on the building.

Figure 5: Window Type “A”

VISUAL OBSERVATIONS

METHODOLOGY

When the building was converted to wholesale showrooms, the glass windows were painted out on
both the interior and exterior of the building. Several additional coats of paint have been added to
the exterior with the paint build-up approaching 1/16 inch at the steel frames. Additionally several of
the windows located at showrooms on the interior have been finished over covering much of the
window. However, these interior finishes frequently leave a framed opening around the ventilator to
allow with operation of the window. Therefore a portion of these windows were accessible for the
survey (refer to Figure 6). The paint and finishes make the windows difficult to visually inspect, even
when standing up-close to the windows.
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Figure 6: Interior finishes covering window except operable vents (Brannan St.)

Page & Turnbull was able to gain up-close interior access to 10 original windows at an empty
showroom on the second floor along Eighth Street and 12 windows on the Brannan Street facade.
Additionally, we performed up-close observations of original windows at grade along Eighth and
Brannan Streets. Therefore, approximately 40-percent of the windows were observed up-close. The
remaining windows were observed using binoculars at grade, but as noted above, the paint coatings
obscured the subtleties of deterioration conditions noted below. A number of the original windows
have been over-clad (or removed), modified, or replaced with non-matching windows. Additionally,
the owner has performed mock-up repairs of four of the windows observed at the second floor.
Refer to the attached SK1 sketch elevation diagram for more information regarding extent of the
window observations.

As part of our review of the windows, a maintenance staff person was interviewed regarding the
performance of the windows. The primary concern with the windows was the fact that the operable
ventilators no longer function properly. They do not close securely and have contributed to water
leakage within the building. A majority have been fixed and sealed shut. It was reported that during
the repair mock-ups one of the ventilators fell out of the sash.

VISUAL OBSERVATIONS

The following deterioration conditions were observed within the original window assemblies:

Cracked Glass: Despite being obscured with paint coatings, a high percentage of broken glass
was observed throughout the building (refer to Figure 7). The proportion of cracked individual
lights varies from window-to-window with the maximum number of cracked lights observed in
an individual window was 16 (or 18-percent of glass panes) on the Brannan Street elevation and
13 (or 14 percent of glass panes) on the Fight Street elevation. We conservatively estimate that
5-percent of the glass lights are cracked or broken, which represents over 400 broken panes.
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Figure 7

Steel Corrosion and Warping of Steel Frame: Steel corrosion varying from mild (or surface) to
heavy is present on the window frames throughout the primary facades. The rust product of
steel corrosion can take up to 10 times the volume of unaffected steel. Commonly called “rust
jacking”, this expansion can create significant stress levels within material adjacent to the
corroding steel. At 888 Brannan Street, heavy corrosion of steel frame members is resulting in
distortion and warping of the frame. This condition was frequently observed at the bottom rail
of the operable ventilator (as shown in Figure 8) where rain water can collect if the window is
not propetly closed or sealed (refer to Figure 9). The warping frame makes it that much more
difficult to close and seal the ventilator, exacerbating the problem. We estimate 50-percent of
sashes are experiencing heavy levels of corrosion.

Figure 8; Corrosion leading to deformation of the steel window frame (Eight St.)
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Figure 9: Warped ventilator no longer closes properly (Brannan St.)

Steel Corrosion and Concrete Spalling: Steel corrosion of the window frame and the vertical
structural ““I” section ganging the sashes has led to the cracking and spalling of the interior
concrete sill below the frame (as shown in Figures 10 & 11). While the majority of the interior
concrete sills are hidden by intetior finishes, cracking and/or spalling of the concrete was
observed at all exposed sills within our survey area. At several locations, it appeared as if
previous repair attempts had been made to the concrete only to fail again. The concrete
deterioration appears endemic to the building interior. The concrete deterioration was not
observed at the building exterior.

Figure 10: Concrete spalling at structural steel “I”” (Eight St.).
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Figure 11: Concrete spalling due to steel "T" corrosion (Brannan St.).

Deteriorated Window Putty: The interior window putty is heavily cracked and deteriorated (as
shown in Figure 12). Corrosion of the steel frame underneath the putty is likely accelerating the
rate of detetioration. 100-percent of the observed putty requires removal and replacement.
Occasionally putty had fallen away to reveal wire glazing clips

Figure 12

Modifications to Operable Ventilators: Over the years, the operable ventilators have been
heavily modified. Some of the ventilators have been modified from horizontal pivot to awning-
type operation. Original hinges and locks have been replaced. Often times the lock is missing
preventing secure closure of the ventilator. As noted above, warping of the frame due to rust
jacking has made it difficult to securely shut the operable ventilators.
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Missing Muntin Bars: At five locations, steel muntin bars have been removed and larger glass
panes were installed (as shown in Figure 10).

Figure 13

Replacement Glass: Despite the paint coatings in place over the windows, varying texture
indicated that a variety of non-matching replacement glass has been installed throughout the
building. This is expected with an older, industrial-type building,

REHABILITATED WINDOWS

Prior to Page & Turnbull’s involvement on the project, the Property Owner had retained a
Contractor to rehabilitate select window units including three Type “A” units on the second floor of
the Eighth Street elevation, two non-original Type “F” units at the second floor Brannan/Eighth
Streets corner, and a portion of one Type “B” unit on the Eighth Street elevation (refer to the
attached sketch SK1 for locations). The rehabilitation work performed on the windows varies
somewhat and is best described as follows:

Type “A” and Type “B” units to the south end of the Ejghth Street elevation
* Remove original painted, translucent, corrugated wire-glass.
* Remove paint from steel frame with chemical stripper.
*  Remove surface corrosion from frame.
*  Prime frame.
* Install new clear plate glass set in putty.
*  Finish interior putty work.
Type “F” units
* Remove paint coatings from existing clear glass using chemical stripper and scraping with
razor blade.
=  Replace broken glass as required.
* Remove isolated sections of deteriorated putty and install new.
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Type “A” units to center of Eighth Street elevation

Remove original painted, translucent, corrugated wire-glass.
Remove paint from steel frame with chemical stripper.
Remove surface corrosion from frame.

Install new clear plate glass set in silicone sealant (no finishing interior putty or sealant was

installed).

VISUAL OBSERVATIONS
We noted the following in regards to the rehabilitated window units:

Rehabilitation work was performed several months ago and the portions of the putty had
not yet set to “thumbprint” hardness.

Putty work is generally sloppy (refer to Figure 14).

Steel corrosion is on-going and new putty is already rust-stained (refer to Figure 15).

It did not appear that any attempt was made to straighten deformed/warped steel framing
(refer to Figure 16). Ventilators remain difficult to operate and close securely.

No attempt was made to replace missing muntins.

Figure 14: Sloppy putty work.
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Figure 15: Rust stained putty.

DISCUSSION

EVALUATION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS

Based upon our visual observations, the existing windows appear to be in fair-to-poor condition. It
appears that routine maintenance on the windows has been deferred, likely due to the fact the
windows are typically covered (with paint and interior finishes) and are relatively inaccessible. The

following are of particular concern:
Structural Integrity of Glass: Given the high percentage of cracked glass, deteriorated putty, and

corroded steel frame; the attachment of the glass panes is questionable. Concerns exist that the
pieces of glass could fall inward during a wind storm or earthquake. Existing glazing (glass)
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would need to be removed and reset in order to adequately treat (prime and paint) the steel
frame against corrosion and re-establish a proper seal between the glass and steel frame. This

work is invasive and labor-intensive (costly).

Structural Integrity of Window Units: Given the deterioration of the concrete at the window
petimeter, particularly at the embedded structural “T” section, concerns exist regarding the
ability of the window units to resist a moderate earthquake. The condition should be reviewed

by a structural engineer and the concrete repaired.

Deformed/Watped Framing and Structural Integrity/ Weathet-tightness of Ventilators:
Approximately half of the ventilators do not appear to close propetly, leading to leakage during
rain. Deformation of the window frame appears to be manifesting itself in and around the
ventilators — this is likely a cyclic problem with leakage accelerating the corrosion rate of the steel
at the ventilators. Straightening of deformed framing is difficult and may require removal of the
sash and/or installation of new pieces of frame. Additionally, the ventilators are likely allowing a
high degree of air infiltration, impacting the building’s energy efficiency. Again the repairs are
labor-intensive (and costly). Fixing the ventilators in-place and permanently sealing the
perimeter with silicone sealant would likely remediate water and air infiltration.

EVALUATION OF REHABILITATION MOCK-UPS
The in-place rehabilitation mock-ups have some deficiencies, as noted in the observation section.
We believe the mock-up represents a bare-minimum level of intervention. Repairs to the concrete
perimeter frame would need to be incorporated into any rehabilitation treatment. Recommended
improvements to the rehabilitation program include:
= Straightening or replacement of deformed window frame members.
* Replacement of missing window frame members.
*  Better preparation of steel to remove surface corrosion and installation of high-performance,
rust-inhibiting primers and coatings.
®  Use of silicone sealant to set and finish the glass installation.
= Possible use of “Low E” laminated glass units (the existing frame should be readily able to
accept V4 inch thick glass panes).

HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONSIDERATIONS

The building is a qualified historic resource, and as such Page & Turnbull took particular care to
evaluate the windows in accordance with nationally recognized historic preservation standards and
guidelines; as well as, the California State Historic Building Code.

SECRETARY OF INTERIOR'S STANDARDS

Our review of the windows and recommendations were developed to be consistent with the
recommended treatments outlined in the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings - Exterior
Features - Windows that supplement the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation of
Historic Buildings. Generally, the following hierarchical process is followed for the treatment of
historic materials and features in a Rehabilitation project.
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Priority 1: Identify, retain, and preserve historic materials and features that are important in
defining the buildings historic character.

Priority 2: Protect and maintain historic materials and features that are important and must be
retained in the process of a Rehabilitation Project.

Priority 3: Repair historic materials and features when warranted due to physical deterioration.

Priority 4: Replace in kind an entire window that is too deteriorated to repair using the same sash
and pane configuration and other design details. If using the same kind of material is not
technically or economically feasible when replacing windows deteriorated beyond repair, then a
compatible substitute material may be considered.

Given the level of deferred maintenance observed, treatment options to be evaluated will include
Repair and Replacement.

CALIFORNIA STATE HISTORIC BUILDING CODE (SHBC)

The SHBC allows for continued use, repair of or replacement in-kind of historic windows. The code
does not mandate compliance with energy requirements. Specific sections of the code referring to
this include:

California Historical Building Code (CHBC) 2007, Chapter 8-9 Mechanical, Plumbing and
Electrical Requirements, Section 8-901 Purpose, Intent, and Scope, 8-901.5 Energy
Conservation. Qualified historical buildings or properties coveted by this part are exempted
from compliance with enetgy conservation standards. When new non-historical lighting and
space conditioning system components, devices, appliances and equipment are installed, they
shall comply with the requirements of Title 24, Part 6, The California Enetgy Code, except
where the historical significance or character-defining features are threatened.

California State Energy Code, Subchapter 1 — General Provisions, Section 100 Scope (2)
Buildings Covered, Exception 1 to Section 100 (a): Qualified historic buildings as detined in the
State Historical Building Code.

CHBC - Chapter 8-8 Archaic Matetials and Methods of Construction - Section 8-801Purpose,
Intent, and Scope

801.2 Intent. Iz is the intent of the CHBC to provide for the use of historical methods and
materials of construction that are at variance with specified code requirements or are not
otherwise codified.

8-801.3 Scope. Any construction type or material that is, or was, part of the historical fabric of a
structure 1s covered by this chapter. Archaic materials and methods of construction present in a
historical structure may remain or be reinstalled or be installed with new materials of the same
class to match existing conditions.
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EVALUATION FACTORS

While this report is focused upon historic preservation issues, other performance and cost related
issues were considered in full evaluation of the window system treatment. These issues are discussed
and summarized below.

PERFORMANCE UPGRADES AS PART OF THE CHANGE-IN-USE

The Property Owner has expressed interest with making improvements to the performance of the
windows as part of the effort to change the use of the property. The Owner is also considering
LEED-Silver Certification, which may require some energy efficiency upgrades to the windows that
fall outside the exemptions of the SHBC. Further evaluation of overall building energy performance
with a mechanical engineer is ongoing; however, treatment of the south and west facing windows will
have an impact on the building’s energy performance.

Performance upgrades being considered include:

" Access to daylight and views. This requires removal of the translucent glazing and
installation of clear glass. This is critical if the building is to become an office use.

*  Improved thermal transmittance (U-factor). This requires installation of insulated glass units
or secondary glazing.

* Improved acoustics (Sound Transmission Coefficient or STC). Proximity to the highway
creates a desire to control sound ingress. Similar to improving the thermal transmittance, a
performance upgrade would require installation of insulated glass units or secondary glazing.

®  Maintain low heat gain (Solar Heat Gain Coefficient or SGHC). Obviously, painted-out
windows and translucent glass naturally have low heat gain. If the glazing is to be replaced
with transparent glass, use of coatings or tints can reduce the heat gain. Given that the
principal facades face west and south, controlling heat gain will be important.

OTHER FACTORS
Other evaluation factors include:
= Initial construction cost.

* Long term maintenance costs.

TREATMENT OPTIONS
The following Treatment Options are being considered for the windows at 888 Brannan Street:
= Option 1A: Repair windows maintaining original translucent, corrugated wire glass.
= Option 1B: Repair windows replacing original glazing with laminated clear glass
incorporating solar heat gain reducing film.
= Option 2: Repair windows replacing original glazing with laminated clear glass
incorporating solar heat gain reducing film and provide supplemental interior sash.
= Option 3A: Replace windows with aluminum frame and insulated glass units.
= Option 3B: Replace windows in-kind with steel frame and laminated clear glass
incorporating solar heat gain reducing film.

A description of the work and pros and cons of the various options are provided below. Refer to
window section sketches SK3, 4, and 5 at the end of the report for comparisons of window details.
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OPTION | A: REPAIR WINDOWS MAINTAINING ORIGINAL TRANSLUCENT, CORRUGATED WIRE GLASS.
Description of work:

Pros:

Cons:

Remove paint coatings using chemical strippers.

Remove and salvage corrugated wire-glass, discard non-matching and broken pieces.
Straighten or replace deformed framing elements.

Replace missing framing elements.

Depending upon mechanical requirements, fix ventilators in-place or repair/replace hinges
and locks.

Cut back deteriorated concrete and install polymer-modified patching mortar.

Epoxy inject cracks in concrete.

Prepare and prime frame with high-performance coating.

Reinstall salvaged glass, estimate 35 percent of new, matching corrugated wire-glass will be
required.

Set glass in silicone sealant, putty interior.

Paint windows with high-performance coating.

Install sealant at window perimeter.
Best historic preservation option.

Does not meet Owner’s daylight and view requirement (interior office space would be
muted and dull).

Would not achieve any performance upgrades.

Salvaging glass is highly labor intensive and new glass to match is expensive and has fire-
code issues.

Straightening frame is labor intensive (costly)

Corrosion of steel is still a long-term maintenance issue, as is durability of original glass.

OPTION | B: REPAIR WINDOWS REPLACING ORIGINAL GLAZING WITH CLEAR GLASS.
Description of work:

Remove and dispose of corrugated wire-glass.

Remove paint from frame with chemical strippers and/or mechanical abrasion.
Straighten or replace deformed framing elements.

Replace missing framing elements.

Depending upon mechanical requirements, fix ventilators in-place or repair/replace hinges
and locks.

Cut back deteriorated concrete and install polymer-modified patching mortar.
Epoxy inject cracks in concrete.

Prepare and prime frame with high-performance coating.

Install new laminated glass with integral Low E film.

Set glass in silicone sealant, putty interior.

Paint window frames with high-performance coating.

Install sealant at window perimeter.

Preserves the original steel frame.
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= Relatively cost effective.

*  Does not achieve thermal transmittance or acoustical upgrades.
= Straightening frame is labor intensive (costly)

= Corrosion of steel still a long-term maintenance issue.

OPTION 2: REPAIR WINDOWS REPLACING ORIGINAL GLAZING WITH CLEAR GLASS AND PROVIDE
SUPPLEMENTAL INTERIOR SASH.
Desctiption of work:
" Perform work described in Option 1B, operable ventilators to be fixed in-place.
= Install supplemental interior frame and glazing. Layout frame and sash to align with existing
framing members, so that the supplemental system is not visible from the exterior.
*  Supplemental interior sash to be removable to allow for cleaning of interstitial space between
the units.
Pros:
* Preserves original steel frames.
*  Allows Owner to make thermal transmittance or acoustical performance upgrades to the
existing system.

= Straightening frame is labor intensive (costly).
*  Supplemental sash adds cost.
= Corrosion of steel still a long-term maintenance issue.

*  Cleaning of interstitial space between systems is a long-term maintenance issue.

OPTION 3A: REPLACE WINDOWS WITH ALUMINUM FRAME AND INSULATED GLASS UNITS.

The replacement system would provide true-divided lites, match the layout of the existing windows,
and the outer mullion and frame profiles are a close match to the existing. As with many of the
existing ventilators, the pivot ventilator would be replaced with an awning ventilator. Depth of glass
and framing will be increased to accommodate insulated glass (dual glazed) units. Windows
manufactured by Custom Window (Series 8300) are being proposed; refer to Attachment 1 for shop
drawings and Sketches SK3-5 for profile information. . The proposed clear, insulated glass would
by Solarban 60 , manufactured by PPG.

Description of work:
* Remove and dispose of existing window units.
®  Cut back deteriorated concrete and install polymer-modified patching mortar.
=  Epoxy inject cracks in concrete.
* Install new window units.

* Install sealant at window perimeter.

*  Allows Owner to make thermal transmittance or acoustical performance upgrades to the
existing system.
* Lower installation costs.

* Lower long-term maintenance requirements.
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Cons:
= Loss of historic fabric.

OPTION 3B: REPLACE WINDOWS IN-KIND WITH STEEL FRAME AND CLEAR GLASS.
Steel window frames that match the original are still being manufactured by two east-coast
companies: Bliss Nor-Am and A&S Windows. Refer to Sketches SK3-5 for profile information.

Description of work:
* Remove and dispose of existing window units.
®  Cut back deteriorated concrete and install polymer-modified patching mortar.
=  Epoxy inject cracks in concrete.
* Install new window units.

* Install sealant at window perimeter.
* New system reduces long-term maintenance requirements.

®  Loss of historic fabric.
= Cost.
= Upgrade opportunities not fully captured.

®  Concern regarding steel corrosion not mitigated.

EVALUATION SUMMARY:

The following matrix provides a simple comparison of the evaluation criteria versus the Treatment
Options:

Treatment Option

Criteria Option 1A Option 1B Option 2 Option 3A Option 3B

Historic Preservation + @)

Daylight & Views - +

Thermal Transmittance - -

Acoustical -

O| +|+| +|O

Heat Gain +

Initial Cost -

O|O| 0|
+|O|O| +| +| +|O
O

Maintenance -

Key:

- Poor (high cost)
O Fair

+ Good

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon our visual observations, the majority of the existing windows are too deteriorated to
repair in an economical fashion. The Standards allow us to use a compatible substitute material, if
using the same kind of material is not technically or economically feasible when replacing windows
deteriorated beyond repair. Given that the windows have been painted for almost 30 years, and that
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the original glass in the windows was translucent, the depth of glass and window system was not
evident from the public right-of-way. It is our opinion, that the proposed Custom Windows Series
8300 is a compatible substitute system. The window system was featured in National Park Service
Preservation Tech Note Number 12, Aluminum Replacements for Steel Industrial Sash (attached as
Appendix 1) and Preservation Tech Note Number 20, Aluminum Replacement Windows for Steel
Projecting Units with True Divided Lights and Matching Profiles.

That stated, in order to balance historic preservation issues, we recommend incorporating more than
one treatment option at targeted areas of the building. This is illustrated in elevation sketch SK-2.
recommendations are as followings:

Option 1A: Repair windows maintaining original translucent, corrugated wire glass would be
performed at the stairwells. Salvaged sashes would replace missing removed sash at the northern
stair on Eighth Street. The existing wire-glass would satisfy fire-resistive requirements in the
stairwell.

Option 1B: Repair windows replacing original glazing with clear glass would be performed at original
windows remaining at the first floor. These windows are most accessible to the general public.

Option 3A: Replace windows with aluminum frame and insulated glass units would be performed at
the remainder of the windows.
Note that the windows in the north elevation would be treated under Option 3A.

PHASING

To keep the building in operation (and not interrupt cash flow), the treatment of the windows would
be phased. The first Phase would be at the proposed restaurant location, between column lines “E”
and “B” (replacement of two windows and repair of one). The remaining Phases would progress on
a floor by floor basis as tenants leased the space (i.e. all of the floor would be treated).

NEXT STEPS
The following next steps are outside of this study, but are none-the-less recommended:
*  Coordinate performance requirements with design team: design architect, mechanical
engineer, and LEED consultant.
® Have structural engineer review concrete deterioration and existing window anchorage.
= Ifnot already complete, perform hazardous materials testing of paint coatings and putty for
lead and asbestos.
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CONDITIONS SURROUNDING WINDOW PERIMETER
ARE DRAWN FOR REFERENCE ONLY, AND NOT
THE RESPONSIBILITY OF CUSTOM WINDOW.
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BUILDING 149
CONSTITUTION PARK
Boston Navy Yard
(Charlestown Navy Yard)
Boston, Massachusetts

Building 144 is o FO-story 7R OO0
sguare foot reintorced conerete strug:
ture buile during T917-E919 for use uy
a naval warchouse and offices, 10
located in the Nanonal Historie Tand-
mark Buoston Navy Yard, which was
estublished i 1RGO and which com-
prises apprasimatels 130 seres and
rearly 90 buildings assoctated with the
naval shipyvard operavons, Portions of
the installation now owned by the
Boston Redevelopient Authority con-
sist of sheltered shipways, wire-
houses, offices and ressdences. Vacant
since the decommissioning at the
shipyard in 1974, Buildimg E4% re-
cently has been rerovated for use as
offices and retail space by o pnvate
development iy under o long-tenm
lease.

The building s lenestration
nearly 20000 steel window units st
within 5(H1 openings was vonsiderd
a very distnctive teature of the build-
mg. Throush carctul plunning and at-
tentient o detanl, an o mmovatve alumi-
num replacenent window sustem wis
developed by the project team tha
successiufly maintained most of the
distinguishing teatures of the original
witdows.

Problems

The instde-ghased. historic green-

parinted windows had narrow =7 wide

muntins with an gatereior cove head
shape profile wr the muenom. Most of
the opeoines consisted uf o bank o 4
side-hy side window units. Lach ol
the midedle two units consisted of 20
divided lites, including o 6-lite center
hopper: the two end units were Tixed
and contained anly 16 fies {see figure
Iy Tvpical of pre-World War [ sweel
windonws, the gluss panes had o nar-
rowet wicdth than beight. The verncul
mullion connecting cach wnit wus ap-
prosimately 37 wide, noticeably divid:
g cach opening int 4 window anits.
The contractor™s sirvey of the
historie windows 1 the sprog o [9854
reveiled that extensive rusting of the
frames had vecured and that many
wore micked., The severe rasting had
absoy comtributed w the spalling of sec-
tons o the conerete sills. jambs. and
spandrels tsee Tigure 23 Repair and
upgrading options to nuintiin the his-
toric windows were guite Timnited due
ter the ~ive of the elasing burs. The
shallow deptl of the metal glazing
buars [ountins e seemingly precloded
the instalatton of scaled tesakannyg
elass within the exasting Lites, even if
the windows could structurally support
the additional weight, The anly practi-
val way of double-glazing would have
involved the use of inenior starms
with units thit were cither operable or
were removiable Dor gase of Cleaning.
Even then, however. the severe deten-

PRESERVATION

Tech Notes

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
L5 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
WASHINGTON, D.C.

WINDOWS

NUMBER 12

Aluminum
Replacements for
Steel Industrial Sash

Charles E. Fisher
Preservation Assistance [ivision
Nutioual Park Service

Every reasonable effort should
be made to match the historic
windows when replacement
windows are required.



aration ol the steel windows still
would have needed to be addressed.
Considering the size of the bay open-
ings, the decision was made o replace
the windows.

Four replacement options were
considered;

I. Replucement with matching stecl
units in combination with an operable
interior stlorm window systen,

2. Installation of large sheets of insu-
lating glass, maintmning the principal
4-part division of each bay while
chminauing the small multi-lite pattern
which existed.

3. Installation ol Jarue insotating elass
units, maintgining the principal 4-part
division, and applying an exterior alu-
minum grid in an attempt o recapture
the appearance of the historic multi-
lite steel windows.

4. Development of an aluminum win-
dow system with true divided lites
with insulating glass, maintaining as
close as possibie the profiles of the
historic glazing burs und vverall his-
lOTIC appearance,

The use of steel replacement win-
dows was considered only briefly be-
cinse @ double-gluzed system in such
large openings would be high in cost,
and would not be able to relain the
narrew sight lines and profile of this
panicular ivpe of steel window, The
existing profile was available in a re-
placement steel window but could ac-
commuodate only single plazing, which
was not considered adequate by the
developer for energy purposes. Thus
an nterior sterm window would have
been necessary: however, the laree
siz¢ of the window openings would
have required an expensive conimer-

2 clal storm window .

Figure 1. Most of the openings consisted
of i bank of 4 side-by-side steel window
units. Earh of the middle (wu units con-
sisted of 20 divided Ies, including a 6-lite
venter hopper: the two end units were
fixed and comtained only 16 lites,

Photo: William MacBRuostie

A muock-up ol the second alierna-
tive was instatled. consisting ol
fixed aluminom window with large
sheets of insulating glass. ach open-
ing had three vertical mullions. divid-
ing the opening inwe 4 pans: this
matched the principal division ol the
historic windows. Since the glass was
not divided ferther inte smaller lites,
there was o dramatic change in the ap-
prarance of the building. and this al-
ternative was quickly dismissed.

The third alternative, bowewver,
was seriously considered since it pro-
vided for an addition of an exterior
aluminum grid applied to the Tuce of
the Bixed aluminum window deseribed
in the second alternative. The prid
wirs intended 1o simulate the appear-
ance of the historic windows. The cx-
truded aluminwn grid would duplicate
the cove-bead profile of the exterior
portion of the historic 2lazing bars and
would be attached direetly 1o the
glass, using o special epoxy plazing
tape. This system had heen used re-
cently by at least one developer on a
similar project. The estimated fabrica-
tion and installation cost of this win-
dow solution was 1.1 million tor the
S0 openings.

The prajeet director. Richand
Graf of The Congress Group. Inc.
tdevelopen) and the Boston Redevel-
opment Authority Cholders of the
ground lease) both had reservations
concerning the long-term perfarmance

Figure 2. Due to lack of maintenance,
severe rusting of the steel frames had oc-
curred, which contributed to the spalling
of sections of the concrete sills, jambs,
and spandrels. Photo: Charles Fisher

ol the exterior aiuminum grid. In he
late 9704 there had been a number of
projects where wooden muntin grids
huad been glued directly to the glass
and where subsequent failure had oc-
curred. Besides the question of the
pertormance of glucd-on aluminum
erids. there were some visual changes
that would resalt from the exterior ap-
plied grid compared © the original
glazing bars. The Bosten Redevelap-
menrt Authority wias also concerned
over the srowing use ol false muntins
tn the rehabilitation of large industrial
buildings wirhin the historic navy yard
and the negative impact it was having
o the overall architeeteral characoer
ol the district,

These callective concerns and the
need for rapid approval of the rehabil-
watian plans Jed (o the decision by the
developer in May, 1985 to choose a
lourth alternative: an entirely new alu-
minum window system,

True divided lites wilh insulating
glass would be used as part of the
new systent with muntin profiles and
franung members that closely matched
the historic desipn.

Planning

The project architeet and construction
manuger were responsible lor prepar-
ing preliminary design guidelines for
the new window system. Two local
window contractors submitted bid pro-
posals. One company propused that
the glass be exterior-glazed using inte-




eral muntins that were close to 147 in
width. The other company showed an
interior-glazed window and ¢laimed
that the integral muntin could be made
as narraw ax 1", Sinee inside glaz-
ing would tucilitate both instaltation
and maintenance, the decision was
made (0 work with this company in
the design ol the windows to be used
tn Building 149, The contractor’s bid
this window system was S1.4 miflion,
which was approximately $300,000
more than the applicd grid.

Further development ol the win-
dow system was reguired and the win-
dow necded 10 be performance
tested—all requiring fast track sched-
uling. A development and construction
team for the window work was assen-
bled conststing of the following par-
ties: the developer, the project archi-
tect. the window contractor, the
window fabricatoer in Denver working
with the window contractor, a testing
luboratory in Boston that would assist
with the performance needs and de-
sign of the window. the general con-
tractor. o preservation cansultant and
an independent testing Llaboratory in
Dalias responsible tor tinal testing.

The engineering and design of
the new window sysicms nequired
close and Irequent cootdination be-
rween the various team members he-
cause of the nuinber of imponant is-
sues which necded w be resolved, all
within a very short time frame,

One of the ficst major design is-
sues te be resolved concerned the
need to match s closely as possible
the shape and dimensions of the origi-
nal " wide glazing bar imuntin) with
its decorative cove-head exterior pro-
file w simulate the prolile of the origi-
nal steel window muntins, The project
tearn concluded that in order o keep
the muntin on the aluntinum window
as narrow s possible, the traditional
cast thermal break (vast plastie) tea-
ture of most modern windows coutd
not be used, Instead. o series of
spacers and gaskets principally would
be vtilized to achicve u thermal break
for energy conservation. By using this
approach. the window fabricator
would be able w use o 1Y9" wide in-
tepral cove-bead muwntin, The only
short cireuit in the thermal hreak
waold be at the point where serews
were used o connect the inner and
outer podions of the muntin (see fig-
ure 3.

Besides the {inal detailing of the
nonconventional thermal break, the
representative from the local testing
faboratory. was particularly concerned
aboul water infiltration. A svstem was

LI-SHAPED

GLAZING STOP - THERMAL

7 {PART &)
e

Muntin detail
showing 3-parl design

DECORATIVE CaF .

inside

THERMAL
BAEAK
FEATURES

-

.4&‘——*——{:0% BEAD GLAZING BAR _

SELF-TAPPING SCREW
DECORATIVE CAP {PART )

BREAK FEATURE .o,

?ERTICAL MUNTINS ARE SPQOT
WELDED ON ANU ALSD SECURED
WITH EXPOXY GLUE j

'
H
|

146" WIDE COVE- BEAD
MUNTIN

Ouiside

Entire window painted green
tg match the original

-/—.-f——’ 32" WIDE FRAME

Drawmu of new window with muntin detail

Figure Y. Drawing of the aluminum
repla{emeni windows shows how the cove-
beud muntin profite of the original steel
windows was closels matched in the
integral muntin s¥stem designed for the
aluminum replacement window. A series
of spacers and gaskets were used as the
principal means of oblaining a thermal
break in the window for energy purposes.
Drawing: Peter Charles

designed o enstre that moisture build-
up behind the glaxing tape would seep
outside, rather than inside the building
(see figure 33 A twenty-fool mockup
was cventually constructed and suc-
cessfully tested according to uccepted
industry standurds.

A third imporrant design consid-
crabion centered on how o Keep the
iranuing members and muntine narow
enough to maintain the thin profiles of
the steel windows. The need for a
thermal brexk in addition o the use of
aluminum, which is structurally
weaker than steel. necessitated some
Increases in sections and profiles. A
technique more commonly found in
skylight construction was used 1o hald
the glass in place. This vonsisted of

screwing members together rather than
using snap-on aluminum sections o
secare the zlss, Siwap-on sections
would bive required more metat and
wider profiles.

A tourth design and engineering
Issuc arose with the construction de-
tailing of the muntin joints. The deci-
sion was resched w face glue the join
il the front and spot weld behind.
The lifth issue concerned the visoal
impact of the spacer used in the insu-
lating wlass. The original plans called
for an aluminum spacer that tumed
vut t be oo shatlow in width to
properly plave the sculed insulating
umit. Sinee the acceptable widih re-
quired a slight encroachment beyond
the edge ol the munun. there was o
comeern over the polential visual im-
pact. By selecting a bronse spacer, the
mietallic reflection that would have oc-
curred from the typical aluminum mill
finish was avoided and the visible por-
tion of the dark bronze spacer was not
noticeahle Irom the street below.

The sixth design issue, which ul-
timately wus not resolved, concerned



aperability of the witdows tor sentily-
tuon. While there were sone wlvan-
Lages 1o having operable windows,
they were not paranwintl considering
the building's new wse us offices.
With aluminui Irimes. a O-lite hop-
poer or projecting seotion as existed in
the historic wimdow s wis not consid-
cred practical at that une. The pr-
mary regson was the need to keep the
aluntinuim scections as darrow s possi-
ble o match that of the orteinal steel.
Given the structural requirements of
an abumimum window . it wis consid-
ered possible to fubricute onty smadler
operable wunits 11-3 lites), With the
tight construction schedule, the addi-
tonal devebopment time that would be
required. and the higher constriction
costs, the decision wis mude to pro-
ceed with a fised window. This meant
that there would be a noticeable
chunge in one feature of the historic
windows as g result of deleting the
happrer section in the mikddle of twao
window units. The overall appearance
ol the new window and the buiding
itself was judged ta be sulficiently
close 10 that of the bistonic appear-
anue. however, that o marked chanpe
in charueter would not result.

The seventh and st major de-

st decision concerned the number of

pane divisions (0 be provided in cuch
ol the four sections of the window
apenings. The relationship of solids 1o
vouds (e W glassy was important
o Tetiin. Since the muntins were o
be inereased in width ITom 47 w
P97 discussions arpse concerning
possihly reducing the number of lites.
Buesides cost savings. changing the
number of ites would help solve an-
ather problem stemming from plans to
lower the sills due 1o the high sill
height within the building. The liw
padtern that was developed while re-
ducing the number of lites, maintained
the vertical vricntation of the glass
punes, and the propartion of solids
vouls, funher redocing any visual im-
pavt of the slightly wider aluminom
muntns.

Window Design

The basic aluminum window unit con-
sisted of ¢ different aluminum extru-
sions. inwchuding the decorative cove-
bead mnntin, The munouin assembly
avlually consisted of 3 extruded alumi-
nurm sections. The priseipud muntin
seetion wis the cove bead portion that
hiad u long glazing channel with o re-
cepor at the end (see ligure 3. At
tached 1o the interior-lfacing side of

4 the muntin was a U-shaped glazing

stop secured by self-tapping screws w
the recepior on the cove-head section,
Thix stop secured the class 1o place,
For uesthetic purposes, the stop had
stap-un cover o hide the serews and
create clean Bnes on the interior.
Throueh the tse of neoprene gaskers
and plastic and neoprene spacers. a
thermal break wis achicved. broken
only by the serews,

While the horizontal muntins
were contingons weross the window
umit. the vertical munbins had niitee-
Inints where they intersected the hori-
zontal wuntina. The vertdeal muitine
were securgd throush o combined ose
ol epoxy giue wnd spot welding (see
fleure 41 A system of weep holes and
channels was provided o ensure that
any swaler wipped between the slazing
tape and the gliss and muntins would
be diverted to the cutside ol the
windows.

The vverall window unit wis not
sel o reglets as were the origina
steel windows bat rather were bodted
1o the masonry because of the greater
depth of the alumimum jambs. To
keep the width of the {rnnes sulTi-
viently marrow o match the historic
appearance. a v wide gmoh was de-
signed. narrower than standard win-
dow junbs tsee ligure 51, Due 1o high
wind lowling requirements for Boston,
steel reinforcing hars were seeded al
CUtaln cornet windows, but other-

Figure 4. The vertical munting had mitre
Joints where they intersected the horizon-
tak muntins and were secured thringh a
combined nse o epoxy glue and spot
welding. Photo: Charles Fisher

wise, the alununmn windos sesten
wors desirned and sncceaein e e
with the marrews janmbe,

Window Fabrication and
Delivery

Through weckly meetings among the
window project team. if wis possible
o provside tor o rather comnples man-
facturing provess For the everad] win-
o that vielded cost sivings andd
alsor miet o svery Heht production
sehedule,

Figure 5, The frame of each window unit
was devigned with a width of 37 in order
(2 closely mateh that ol the origingl
windows, The Irpmes were bolted to the
face of the jambs, sill, and head of 1he
masonTy opening. Drawimye: Peter Charles
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The 9 extrusions reguired tor the
i window s were manufac.
tred in Portlamd, Oregon. and panted
the historic grecn color in Salt Lake
Cis s hoth companies had worked be-
fore with the Taboication plant. Fabri
cation took place o window plant i
Denver that previously hud done work
for the Boston-based window contre-
tar, The tabricition work was compli-
catad by the Pt that there were a
nutther ol size vanations For cuch off
the 9 different tvpes o windows in
the building, wlthough approsimaely
S0 e the 2000 wondow unils were
the sunwe size. The greatest vuriation
veeurred m the herghr raiher than the
width ot the windows {see tigure 6.
Amanimum of 27 tolerance wis al-
lowed around the sides of the overall
window units in cach opening: such
Tolernes wiss THCEssary becalse many
af the openings were skewed.

While the windows were heing
manufuactured, the wmipered glass, re-
guired by the Fire Departinent, wis
cutin a plant m Tennessee and
shipped W aston, Mussachusetts,
where the phiss was made inle insulat-
ing units, The window contractor
helped W coordinate all this work and
was responsible for insuring that the
glass was properly sized and that the
speers i the inselating plass did not
eneraach more onte the visible gluss
arcar than was specificd. A oumber of
the units had o be sent hack to the
gliss weemhbly shop in Easton doe to
Inaccurate sizing or misalignment of
the bronze spacer. This work involyved

the wreutest problen wnd biggest es-
pense. since e himited woleranee far
cricroichiment onter the pliass arca re-
quircd very careful work (see Toure

7y
Installation and Scheduling

While the windews were being assern.
blud, the existing openings were being
prepiccid. The work imcluded the in-
stallution of Wl new cust conerete sills
due te the lowering ot the sill height.
The windows were shipped to the site
wrnel instulied unglazed.

The seheduling of the work re-
Mected the fast ok ol the project as
a whole, The decision w go with true
MmNy wus made 1 May T985: hy
June the peneral design ol the window
had been made and by July the final
extrusion drawings were approved by
the architect amd consultant. By mid-
August, the extrusion work was un-
derway in Oregon and in September.
the final testing by an independent
luboratory in Dollas, Texus, was com-
plete wnd the go-ghead tor production
was given, Fabrication stured in Sep-
termber and the last of the windows
were shipped from Denver in lae De-
cember 1985, Installation of the win-
derws hegan in Jangary 1986 and linal
glising wis compicte by June 986,
well i ome te coordinate with the
scheduled complenion date,

The local window contractor wis
responsible Tor coordinating the extru-
siom and painting work, the window
assembly . glass manofacturing and in-

Fizure 6. Fabrication and installation of the window units were complicated by the nine
different types of windews in the huilding and by the considerable variations in the win-
dow heights for each type. Approximately S of the 2000 window units were the same

sizr, Photo: Chuck Parrot

Figure 7. Despite the difliculty encoun-
tered with proper glass sizing and spacer
alignment in the seale@ insulating glass,
the end result is an innovative window
that is both aesthetically pleasing and
clusely maiches the historic appearance
of the original steel design, The slight
encroachment of the bronge spacer ento
the visihle glass arca is not readily detect-
able from genvral view,

Photo: Charkes Fisher

stallation. Wital to the success ot such
complicated work wias the Close coor-
dimation and series of weekly meetings
between the architect. developer. fa-
cade consultant. construclion manager,
and window contracter. During instad-
lation, the Tacade contractor—respon-
sibte for the rest ol (he externior
work—wis also g participant.

Costs

The tatal cost of the window work
wius 513 million. It was hard to esi-
miate the total developownt cost ol the
new window system. although design
and testing cost somewhat in excess
ol 858,000, Despite the special work
requirad and the complexity of the
development jnd manufacturing
work . the window system was ondy
F300.008 mare expensive than the
erid system initially proposed and sub.
sequently shandened due 1o perform-
ance and acsthetics considerations.
The resulting windows cost approxi-
mately $235 per square foot instatled.
Except for several changes at the
building expansion joint. there were
no cost overruns due 10 the window
design. The window contractor.
however. absorbed some unforeseen
labor costs in thix milial project.




fvaluation

The wamlow waork at 149 Constiiubion
Purk was noteworths an several wivs,
First, ot represented a signilicant m-
PPravecMIcil O%eT usl i!tlUlI'I'F'ﬂ.‘\ I rap-
jure the distinctive qualites of a steed
industria] window with rurrow cove-
bead glasing bars, using an wuminoum
replacement system witle insulating
elass faee tigure 8 LEguatlh important
wis the manner in which the new
window system wus developed for the
project.

The risks that were inberent in
developing a totally new window svs-
temn for i large rehabilitation were
minimized by the team ot highly gual-
ificd people. who voordinated closely
and whuo kept o o tight seheduie, The
additional costs mnewrred i the devel-
apment ot the new window was not
cxeessive considering (he nussive siza
ol the project: the manufacturing and

Figure 8. The window work st 149 Con-
stitution Park represented a significant
improvement nver past attempls 1o recap-
ture the distimctive gualities of a steel in-
dustrsal window with parrow-head slazing
bhars, using an aluminum replacement
s¥stem with insulating glass. Success was
achieved through careful and well coordi-
nated planning. Photo: Charcles Fisher.

installation of the new windows with

true divicded Tires did, however, appre-
clably increase the cost ol the window
work. The resulis, however, are quite

impressive and this innovative window

system s conmercially available tor
wse in other projects.

This project shows just ong way
that sigralicant improvements can be
ruade on the quality ol aluminum re-
phicement windows used 10 Ristonic
buildings. The planning team involved
in this project also identified turther
improvenwents that might be possible
with this paticular window system.
Wihile the aow windows lack the hop-
por detai]l and altered the size and
number of the muntins, many of the
characteristics of the Jarpe steel indus-
trial windows hove breen retaimed.

The project wam were concemed
e just with appearance but alse with
yuality, engineering and high perfor-
mance. This 15 important since poorly

PROJECT PATA:

Building:

149 Constitution Park
Charlestown Navy Yard
Buston, Massachusetts

Developer:
The Congress Group. Ing,
Boston, Massachuseits

Project Dates: 1985-86

Project Director:
Richard Graf

The Cangress Group, Inc.
Boston. Massachuselts

Architect:

Anir Man

Project Architect
Huyeens and DiMella
Boston, Massachusers

Construction Manager:
Morse/Liese]
Boston, Massachusetts

Bl windows, whether old or new,
can lead 1o excessive maintenance and
high encrey costs, The assembled
team brouwght together the different
professions and perspectives needed (e
produce an encrgey-cificient, cost-
effective and aesthetically acceptable
product,

While the windiow work was on
last track from planning to comple-
tion. the decision o address the win-
dow issues early in the overall plan-
ning ol the project provided the
nocessary lead time. Too often, win-
dow issues are addressed late in the
planring of a project, providing little
time e fully explore available treat
ment options. Where an innovative so-
lution is necessary, us with 149 Con-
stitution Park | extensive planning is
crucial Lo the successivl exceution of
the work.

Consulting Testing Laboratory:
Thonpson and Lichtner
Boston, Massachusets

Testing Laboratory:
The Dallas Laboratories
Dallay, Texas

Preservation Consultant:
William MacRostie

Heritage Consulting Group
Washington, D.C.

Windows:
Custom Windows
DRenver, Colorado

L. Rubin Glass and Aluminum. Inc.
Saugus, Massachusetts

Project Costs:

The total construction cost of the
window work was $1.4 million or
825 per square foot of window.
There were additional development
cosls for the design and testing of
the window which were
approximately $30L000.

This PRESERVATION TECH NOTLE was prepared by the National
Purk Serviee in conperution with the Center fur Archstecturat Con-
seevation, Gieorgla Institute of Technolopy . Charles B Fisher,
Preservation Assistunee Division. Nanonal Park Service serves as
Technical Coordinator tor the PRESERVATION TECH NOTES,
Information on the eehabilitation wark at 449 Constitution Park was
generously sopplicd by Rivhand Gral. Project Dicector, The Con-
gress Group, Inc. Thanks alse oo to Peter Chacles, Arvchitect, Cen-
tee for Architectural Conservation. for the drawings appearing in
this Tech Note and 1o the {ollowing Preservinion Assistance 1ive-
ston st2ft who conteibuied 1o the production: Michael Auer, Brenda
Siler, Kay Weeks, uml Theresa L. Kobinson,

& Cuover photo: Charles B Fisher

This and sther Teeh Notes on windows an: included in The Win-
tow Handbook: Suceessiul Stratepries for Rehahilitating Windows
m Historie Busldings: a joion pohbetion of the Prescrvation Assis-
tance Division. Natwenal Park Services and the Center for Archie
wctural Comservation, Georgra Institute of Technology. For tunher
mformation write o The Center tor Architectural Conseryation.
1O, Bos 93402, Atlanti, Georgia W37,

PRESERVATION TECH NOTES are desipoed 1o provide practical
infurmation on pracoees and innevative technigues for suceessfully
nutintaining and preserving caltucal resoerces. All echoigues and
priciices desenbed heremn contorm to established Kational Park
Service policies, procedures and stoandirds.
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Sears Roebuck and Company Mail Order Store
{(Landmark Center)
Boston, Massachusetts

The Sears Roehuck and Company Mail
Order Store wos constructed in 1925 in
the Fenway section ol Boston. Designed
to mweet the needs of raditional catalog
sales and the company’s rapid expansion
into urhan retail markets. the cight-story
brick clad strucinre combined one million
square fect of warchouse and shopping
space. Retail activity was concentrated
on the lower levels, while the upper six
floors were devated to processing catalog
sales and providing warchouse facilities,
The reinforced concrete franwd structure
has modest Art Deco detailing that is

particularly prominent on the eleven story

central tower and flanking piers that proj-
ect above the root parapel. Owver L0
steel industrial windows were original 1o
the structure, Placed individually or in
groupings of two or three. muost leatared
cither a single projecting ventilator or g
pair of stacked ventilators set within the
multi-light window. Lach vent in turn
was typically divided into two or three
verlical lghts,

Adfter more than a decade of disuse,
a 5100 oillion rehabalitation was un-

dertaken in the Tate 194905 to convert the
building into a mixed retail-otfice com-
ples called Landmark Center, Thiough

a process of evaluating the surviving
windows and experimentiog with various
treatment selutions and desien proposals,
the decision was made W replace the ma-
jority of the windows while retaining and
repRITinG units in sefect locations. A new
custom aluminum window featuring true
divided lights und insulating glass was
developed that replicated both the interior
and exterior details of the orginal units.

Prablem

The desizn and placement of the original
rulled steel industrial windows. manufac-
twred by rhe now-detunce fum of David
Lupronis Sans. contributed significantly
w the hastornie character of the Sears
building, Liilitarian ved distinetve. the
windows retlected the dual lunetion of the
structure as warehowse and showroom,
Of the buildingis seventoen window
tepes. almaost all shared some vanation of
the centrally located projecting ventila-

Kational Park Service
.5, Department of the Intenor

Techn|cal Pregservation Services

Preservation

Tech Notes

WINDOWS
NUMBER 20

Aluminum Replacement
Windows for Steel
Projecting Units with
True Divided Lights and
Matching Profiles

Chad Randl
Technical Preservation Seryices

Deteriorated urchitectiral featires
should be repaired rather than
replaced wherever possible. In the
event replacement is necessary,

the new windows shoald march the
liistoric ones in desipn, cofor, size,
configuration, reflective qualities,
shadow lines, detaily and material.
Ouly where it Is not feasible to
matels the historic fubric should
substitute windmv material be
considered for use and only when
it is shown through such means as
mock-ups that it Is possible to mateh
closely both the detail and overall
appearance of the historic windows.
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Ficure 1, Muany of the original Lapien windows incorporated a pair of stacked

ventilators that projected outward. The vents were contrally located within a
multi-light Trame each of which was sct ¢ither individually or in groups of 1w or

three. Fhoto: BrunerC ot & Assoc., Ing.

o1 far ventilators) ftamed by o group ot
sl Jights veer firre 4o Delnls suel us
muntin patterns, muntm widths and po-
Hles. and the prodiies of the operable s ont
swere integral wthe loek ol the windews
anel the building as o whale evee fenee 2
Because of the distinetive character and
prommenee ol the wimdow s, ans treat-
ment plan reguired caretil] regard for the
historic appearance of the original units,

Awindow inventory and condition
survey wits the first step in determining
the mest appropriate corse of action.
The assessment revealed that o mjunts
of the erizimsl wnits bad suevived. though
with varving dearees ol swear corrasion
and other damase, Waler penctration
bavel Ted wr derertoration along the inte-
riot elasing beads of the munom i the
venulatar. feseowe lecanoens structural
settlement had caused the window Prames
1o rack and bend our of plumt making the
wents ineperable, S nomber of windoa s
had been alweeed waccommaodate air con-
ditoner units, meluding the remenal ol
ind idual munting, Accomulted kvers
ol lead paint were comimoen 1o all vl ihe
windows,

Bovond the condition of the eaisting
sndows. there were other Eaetons that
inflaeeed the tpes of window treatoent
vonsidercd. Increased cnwres ellicienay
and gesthetios were two sucl consider-
ations that were particularty important
with the strocture’s tunction changing
from prioarily sworee wo oflice use.
While the devel of conducted heat flow
throueh the existing single- glused units
wits proviously acceptable, the new oflice

P

tse reguired greater climale control. Ad-
ditionalTs, the uriginal units did ot meet
siringunt stale energy code requirentents,
The comersion Lo office use. m which
sworkers would e in close proximity to
the windows. also strengthened prefer-
eies that the mterior profiles renzim
clewn and as aceurate 1o the original
confiaurations as pussible

ek am e

Repair Options

Frenn the outset, serious consideration
Wik given 0 repuring the meyority of the
existing windvws and upgrading the unis
for improved thermal performanee. Any
repalr progran had o be accomplished in
sitl s thw oriznal window frames were
embedded directly in the masonry sur-
o without an interowediary sublrame,
Tl emaen il 1o repairs or e salage
and substitute windew s [rom one area
ot the building to anather could ooty Te
achieved by cutting the frames free tam
the anchors. o process that seould cause
considerable dumags,

1M he wiridowes swere retained. cneroy
clitvieney contd be inereased by eiiher
of two alternative treatments: reglazing
with insuliting wliss units. or installing
interioe sturmis. The former approach was
quickly discarded when the thickness of
the ariginal steed mumin seetions prosed
msuilicient o sappart the added weight of
e dual-peived elass units.

The second retrofitime aption appeared
tmaore prommidsing. To aveid obsiructing
the muntin arrangeiment ot the historic
windims, the proposed interior storm
s had o be shioned as single sheets
exterding fromt the head 1w the sill of each
steel window, Tostdlubon ol a mock-up.
however. poeinted eut the Bmitations of
the svalent, Because of the depth of their
placement. the stoom anit retlected the
eXISHRE MURLLEY pattern, creating @ visually
conlusing appearance ol two distinet grids,

Figure 2. Nurrow sightlines. ventilator weathering Hanoes and mullion boeltheads
were all distinguishing featares of the oeigioal steel windows, Photo: Byuner/Cutt
& Assac., Tne.



A mock-up of the applied muntin
system was tibaicated wtiliving asailable
extrusions and was temporarily instalted
in the Sears building. The flat profiles of
the stock extrusions did not, in this case,
successully recreate the lustoric window
appearance. Had the applied muntin ap-
proach been adopled. it would lune been
possible o mateh the ourside and inside
profiles of the origingd muntin and such
details as the drip moldings aml aroomees
along the operable ventilators through the
use of custom extrusions. Howeser, he-
citltse ol the importance of the windows
1o the building's histore character., it was
deternined that vily o true divided ligh
solution would adequate v reproduce th
viswal quaiitios of the original window s

Solution

in the seuarch for appropriate replacement
units, an aluntinum window manufaewrer
was contieted that had a track record ol
Lreating new systems for laree historic
renanations. The company was charged
hy the develspment weam with providing
an shaominum window that bad tcoe dj-
vided liphts, muatching profiles and siglt
lines, and insulating glass, The replice-
ment system that was desizned wsed a
Lariee rmbrer of new custom estrasions
to replicate the dimensions, profiles and
sightlines of the original windows fauce
Srgwre 3y Individual insulisted glass
lights provided increased cocrey ¢ fficion-
ey while more accurately regreating the
charaeteristic variations of the ariging
gluss punes,

Ixisting historic windows in arcas
thatt were nat e be contituousy oeyy-
pred. soeh as common Tobbres and fire
starmwel s were retained and repaired in
s, In addivion. all of the al] windows
on the second level iwhich woutd he
devited to retail functions) were repaired
and reglazed where needed with historic
glass salvaged from other locations in the
butllding fxec flanre {1,

Fabrication

Acstgnificant challenge t developing the
Sears building yeplacement window was
miatching the ariginal narrow mwntins,
Commoon industry practice tor toe divid-
ed light aluminum windows was to utilisg
wider muming thut conceal the spacer bar
in the nsudating glass unitand protect the
edge sealam trom fight degradation. This
approach would significant]y eneraach
intar the sightlines of the origingl win-
dows e g result of the wider mantin angd
proportion changes to the window, [0 the
case ol the Scars building. howeser, the
windima manufacturer unlized o narrow
spacer bar bat permined an accurie

replication ol ihe ariginal 7 87 muntin
v fisnre 37 Substituting o dark oz
anodize finish further reduced the vis-
thility of the spacer imaking i appear as o
shaduw line whent viewed from an angle.
Lach replacemuent window dey eloped
for the Sears building was Bbricaed 17om
aver Torty new aluminum extrusions. The
labge variety of custom designed cle-
ments allowed tir i taithul reproduction
al'the vriginad profiles. At the reguest of
the developer, the replacement windows
wore ot operable. et their appoear-
wnee sugeested the functional natuee of
the orivingl projecting vemilators, Tabs
were added to resemble the weathering
Range closed fash against the fixed outr
frame. while drip caps shielded simulated
bivges. The muntin. rail. head. sill and

Jamb prdiles were also aceurately repro-

duced, o arder to replicate shadva s cass
on the artiginal frames, the manuiacturer
meluded coxmenie bolt beads on the mul-
lors running between cach of the paired
and tripartite window arrangenents.

The Inside Look

The inside appearance of the windows

wits Important o the des cloper in market-
my the new olTiee space. A similar offor
wiks Made. therefore. o duplicate histarie

Figure 4. Among ihe recained and
repaired original windows were these
large wnits on the second Hoor level.
Photo: Bruner:/Cuft & Assi., Ine.

interior detaibs and profiles. As wis topi-
cal oF multi-story warclwoses, historic
stee] windosws were alared on the inside
so that the individual panes could casily
e replaced w hen broken. To simulale

pulty glazing

Stepped muntin
replicates origmal
steel bead

beveled interior jamb simulates

spacer bar

718"
muntin

simulated
prajecting
vent

Figure 3 [sometric drawing of aluminum replacement window, Drawing: Greg

(ibson.

Tt




the ariginal interior puttsy prodiles. the
fixud-light untins were wpered 1othe
sane 1R thickoess o the onginal see-
tians while stepped munting were used

i the central vent where steel beads had
originally seeured the glazing. Jumbs in
the replacement wnits were also bey eled
o recall the shape of the wld glacing puity
Fxoe fre 6y,

Testing and Installation

Being anew window system. the manuy.-
facturer had independent firms conduct
standard perlismmance tests on hoth the in-
sulinting elass and a nwock-up ot the com-
plete sardow, Joacvordanee with ASTM
suidelines. lests on the complete window
evaluated air infiliration, water resistance,
and deflection and structural detonma-
tient uncler anitorn lowd. With the tes
units meeting reguired specitications.
window fivbrication procecded. Lengths
at the new spacer were shipped 1o a glass
Fahricator where the insulaing plass unis
were produced with o standard buty Land
silicone dual-seal. Completed glass anits
wuere then shipped w the manufacturer tor
inal assemble af coch window.,

While the new windosw < were heing
manotaciured. 4 loval contractor began
the three month long process o stripping,
repairing. repainting and realazing the
histriv seeond floor windews and other
retaimed units in stairwel s and other non-
atfive locations. As the new windows
began warrive in Boston, the weneral
contractor remen cid e original unis that
were slated Tor replacement and o team of
eight to ten workers stared installing the
new windows,

Evaluation

Decisionts imvoly g the trestment ol e
urtgmad Sears building windows were
reached alier understnding the signihi-
cance ol the winduws historie appearaney
and by evaluating their condition and 1he
requirmnents imposed by the rehabilived
building’s new funetion. \arious propeos-
als were explared o determine how well
they recongiled these Bactors, The pro-
cess sureested that the most approprioe
solution sas Lo retain approximately 18%;
uf the eriginal windows while replac-
ing the remainder with aluminum rae
divided Tight units that carctully matelied
the originals in hath detail and zenerul
ApParaAnCy oy Sl 7y,

The replecement window svstam
vsee om Towsrs three through ¢ight had
Lo impertnt alyantages ever caelicr
desian proposals, TFirst it did not rely
upon applicd muntin grids that read
less as individuad glass “punes.” Seeond,
by developing noew custom extrusions.

1

the replacemen window successiully
matched the dimensions and sightlines of
the arigimal muntins.,

The desizin of the Sears huilding win-

|

doss s demonstrates the dearee wowhich alym-
munt window z with msulating glass units can
accuritely replicate nstoric windows,
Antention (o seemimgly small details such

GLAZING PUTTY

ORIGINAL
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SINGLE DUAL-PANED \
GLAZING INSULATING A
GLASS UNIT —at
. REPLICATED _ -9
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SIMULATED
GLAZING PUTTY

NEW ALUMINUM
MUNTIN

Figure 5. The replacement aluminum muntin aceurately replicated original pro-
liles while accommaodatiog insulating glass and thermal stops, Drawine: Bruners

Caott and Custom Window,
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and Custom Window.,



Figure 7. Tnstalled replacement win-
dow. Photo; Bruneri ot & Assog,.
fnc.

as drip caps and the interior appearance of

the window proved crucial (o the success
of the replication SITort tsee flamres & wired
?). This understanding led to o new engi-
neered window that et the challenge of
combining narrew munting with fisuiat-
ing glass units and true divided lighes.

Although there wer many advantiges
te the window scheme developed for the
sears huilding several dravwhacks should
also be acknowledued. One of the imast
significant disadvantages was e loss
ol historic material and mtegrmy that ae-
contpanies any window replacement. In
this case, the loss ineluded steel Trumnes
andd glaving that were removed as well as
the functional nature of the once-operable
projecting window,

While the replacement window {Tamies
are virtaally indistinguishable from the
original frames, the uniform. factory -
produced nature of the units s in contrast
ta the Inok of historie steel windows
that have aged over time. Also, the true
divided lights, though superior in appear-
ance 1o large insulating glass units with
apphied muotims, stell have the retiective
quality of modern insulatng glass.

A fimal concern. celevant wo all dyal-
glazed replavement windvws, invoh ed
the inteprity of the insulating gliss unit
scals. Althouel the dual-seal used in the
Seqrs building replacement windows is
currently state-of-the-art. the lespan
of nsulating glass woits in geperal has
varied widely and is ondoubtediy shorter
than traditional monelithic glirving. The
combined effeets of the woe divided Lzt
desian and the narrow spacer hat sug-
ot that the Sears building windows be

e P R an e

Figure 8. A close up view of the replacement window showing the replicated ven-
tilator deip cup and marrow mantios. Phote: BrunerAC ot & Assoe.. Ine.

Figure 9, The intertor profites of the original windows were accurately reproduced
in 1he alaminum replacement unics. Photo: Broner/Cottl & Assoc., Ine.

porindically anspectad. Smalt diided aceommocdited along that perimeter,
Tahes weanilcamtly increase the porimeter A ICH=YELE waramy is curently being
arein i is sealed and thos s ulnerable eifered by the elass Babricator for the
Lo degradation while the rarow spacer window svsiem.

redices e amenent b sealant that can be

n
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Figure 10. The replacement windows designed for the Sears building rehahilita-
tion met energy efficiency and aesthetic goals while providing for the continued
historic appearance of the sirocturce. Phote: Braner/Cott & Assoc., Inc.

Conclusian

The Sears project illustrates that a
conmibined approach of window repair
and replacement with a custom window
designed to mateh the bistorie unit is
aviahle alternative when large-seale
building rehabibitation is undertaken fsee
Szwere H0p0 Such s solution prosides the
UPPOrTANY W retain significant historic
tubric and a whelly authentic original
appearance w1 the most visihle locations.
In areas where the origmal windows hiave
cxpericncesd significmt deterioration. are
in less prominent locations and where
there are no suitable alternative means of
cinhaneing thermal pertormance. replace-
el wirndows that are imtended o mateh
the orginals in detaid and appearance are
acceptable. The window selution devel-

THE PRESERVATION TECT NOTE was prepated by the

oped for the Sears building acknowledges
modern demands tor both a marketable

acsthetic appearance and increased energy

efficiency while retaining the historic
visual appearance of the structurc. Al-
ready the custom replaccment window
develuped for the Sears building is being
installed on other historic huildings with
comparable windows that are deteriorated
and in need of replacement.

FROJECT DATA:

Building:

Sears Rocbuck and Company Mail Order
Huilding

tLandmark Centerd

A9 Park Do & 200 Brookline Ave.
Boston, MA Q2215

Owner:
The Abbey Corporation
Buoston. Massachusetts

Project Date: 1996-20{100
Project Architect:

Bruner/Cott and Associates, Inc.
Bostan, Massachusetts

Restoration Consultant:
|.eslic Donovan

Tremont Preservation Services
Buoston, Massachuoserts

Window Manufacturer:
Custom Window
Lyenver, Colorado

Window Contractor:
JK Glass
Baston, MA

Project Cost:

The projectis sizc and budzet were suf-
ficient 1o ahsorb the added expense of
developing the new window system and
its nurmerous custam cxtrusions. Ln-
wincering time and the cost of tooling
and producing new extrusion dies for

the Sears projoct totaled approximately
S25000. As addivional S15,000 was
spent on mockups and testing, bringing,
the development cost 10 approximatcely
543 per frame m 1998 dellars,

The total expenditure for replacement
wiridow work including all development
costs. installation labor, porimeter caulk-
ing. dealer markup and the 890 window
units themselves came to approximately
S1.75 nullion. ar $1.964 per window,
This Higure does not include expenses as-
sociated with removing the original units,
Repairing and repainting the two hundred
windows that were retained on the second
Noor and along the stairwells cost an ad-
ditional S138.000. or approximately SE00
per unit. The overall rehabilitabion cost
for the building was approximately 5100
million.

cotfarm to established National Park Service policies, proce-

National Park Service. Charles B Fisher, Heritge Preservation
Services, National Park Service, serves as the Techinival Lditor
ol the PRESERVATION TECH NOTES. Information on the
window wark at the Sears Mail Order Building was gencerously
supplicd by Leshe Donovan, Tremont Preservation S¢rvices;
Henmy Moss and Sinon Tempest, Bruner: Cott Architects;
Ldward Bartlett, Custom Window Company:, Jim Kloury, JK
Class: and Alan Aulsong Aulson Company. Thanks also go to
Sharon Park and Jollten Hensley of the National Park Scrviee's
Heritase Preservalion Services for their review and canmments.

PRESERVATION TECH XOTES are desizgned to provide
practical information on aditional practices and innovative
twehnigues for suceessTully maimaining and preserving cul-
il resonrces, Al tecehnigues and practices deseribed herein
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dures and standards. This Tech Note was prepared pursuant to
the National Historic Preservation Act Amendments of 1980
which direct the Secretary of the Interior W develop and make
available o govemment agencies and individuals information
coneerning professional methods and technigues for the preser-
vation of historie propertics.

Comments on the usetulness of this informaton are welcomed
and should be addressed o PRESERVATION TECH NOTES.
Technical Preservation Services, Wational Center for Cultural

Resources. National Park Service, 1849 C Street, NW (2253),

Washington, DO 202440,
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