April 3, 1974

Memorandum

To: Team Manager, Historic Preservation Team, DSC
Through: Assoclate Manager, Production, Denver Service Center
From: Team Manager, Western Team, Denver Service Center
Subject: Haslett Warehouse, San Francisco, California

We wish to express our appreciation for the prompt and efficient
asslistance offered by you and members of your team in the
accomplishment of the study and report on the Haslett Warehouse.
We especially wish to commend Mr., Jerome Greene, Historian, for
his thorough and well-written report on the history of the
warehouse.

The report was forwarded to the Regional Director, Western Region
within the time schedule determined by that office.
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Wed., Nov. 27, 1974 %k * San Francisco Chronicle 3 |
Judge Restrains
Warehouse Sale

Sacramento
-

A temporary restraining
q@rder blocking sale of the
historic Hastett Warehouse
iR ‘San Francisco was served
ah- the State Public Works
Board yesterday.

‘“The board had been plan-
ning to approve the sale of
the oroperty for $2.1 million
te :developer Themas Fong
for commercial use.

‘>4 hearing will be held at
9130 a.m. Tuesday before

San Francisco Superior
Gourt Judge Ira Brown at
Which the bhoard will be

asked to show cause why the
prder should not he made
_Permanent.

>State Finance Director
Verne Orr, board chairman,
instructed the attorney gea-
eral’'s otfice to ask the court
if the plaintitf should be re-
_Guired to post bond in the
amount of the full bid to pre-

vent any monetary loss to
the state should the sale be
iost.

The plaintiff is San Fran-
:i:¢0 l'omorrow. a conserva-
tion group that contended
the sale would be an irrepar-
able loss of historic proper-
ty. and that the warehouse
should first have been of-
fared to San Francisco for
sale at an appraised fair :
market value of $2.2 million.

The state hought the

“four-story hbrick structure.

located in the western half
of the block bounded by Jef-
ferson. Beach. Leavenworth
and Hyde streets. for about
$746,000 in November 1968.
The state declared it surplus
in May 1971.
¥ong’s attorney said his
client will not withdraw the
bid for at least 30 days,
while court maneuvering
goes on.
Our Correspondent
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Morch 29, 1974

Memorandum
Tos Regional Director, Vestern Reglon
From: Team Manager, Western Teawm, Denver Eervice Center

Subject:  Special Report, Isslett Warehwuse, Sen Francisco

Enclosed are two copies of the subject report for your infermation
and use. As you knaw, this effort was severely restricted by the
availlebility of time, Certainly a complete structurel anslycis and
shuady of plamning coneepls related to visitor use would have been
ideal. Such ptudles would require additionsl funding end time to
Prepare.

Vie do believe, however, that the informption contalned in the repoxrt
does offer insight into the factors that would ultimotely sffect a
final decislon concerning the feasibility of memnaging this structure
&5 a visitor use complex as & part of the Golden Gate National
Recreation Arez.

e feel Mr. Greene, Historisn; Mr. Wendt, Structursl Ingineer, and
Mr, Hutchison, Engineer, Western Tean, did & commendable Jjob in
asscmbling the data.

Please aceept this dociment as meeting our obligation with regard
to your request snd subsequent progroming of the project.

If eny of the team cen be of further assisteonce, please contect them
directly.

By copy of this memorondum we arce gending Superiantendent thalen ot
Golden Gote BRA two copies for his uce,

el Koo ieieag gy
Kenneth Raithel, Jr.
ccs  Superintendent, Golden Gate
Mr, Greene, HP Team, DSC

Mr. Wendt, DSC



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

IN REPLY REFER TO: May 10, 1978
A5623(560)

Memorandum Annual Review

SPECIAL DIRECTIVE 78-3

To: Directorate and Field Directorate
From: Director
Subject: Removal, Major Alteration, or Neglect of 01d Structures

This directive supersedes the Director's "Historic Buildings"
memorandum of January 26, 1973.

Chapter V of the NPS Management Policies states that proposals for

the removal, substantial alteration, or neglect of structures listed
or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
shall be advanced only during the planning process, or on the basis

of a thorough professional review, and shall be subject to the Section
106 compliance procedures of the Advisory Council on Historic Preser-
vation. In addition, past Directors have required specific approval
above the park level for such proposals concerning all older structures,
including those not determined to qualify for the National Register.
This directive reaffirms the substance of those approval authorities
and provides further direction on the treatment of old structures.

No structures or structural remains over 50 years old shall be removed,
importantly altered, or consciously left to deteriorate without the
approval of the Regional Director and the concurrence of the Associate
Director, Management and Operations. Proposals submitted for concurrence
shall be forwarded with supporting documentation and justification to

the attention of the Chief, Cultural Resources Management Division,
Washington Office. Since a question might be raised about the potential
eligibility of a structure in this category for the National Register
(assuming no previous determination of eligibility), the appropriate
State Historic Preservation Officer should be consulted following internal
approval and concurrence. If the State Historic Preservation Officer
agrees that the property does not meet the National Register criteria

and no question is raised by a responsible third party, the proposed
action may proceed; otherwise, a determination of eligibility for the
National Register shall be sought in accordance with the procedures in

36 CFR Part 63, published in the Federal Register of September 21, 1977.
("Guidelines for Level of Documentation to Accompany Requests for Deter-
minations of Eligibility for Inclusion in the National Register'" appear -
in the same issue of the Federal Register.)




No structure or structural remains under 50 years old shall be
removed, importantly altered, or consciously left to deteriorate
without the approval of the Regional Director. Following such
approval in the case of any structure whose potential eligibility
for the National Register might be questioned, external consultation
and subsequent action shall proceed as stated above.

In general, old structures should be used to serve park needs whenever
feasible. Consistent with national energy goals, consideration should
be given to adapting such structures for necessary housing, storage,
maintenance, or other administrative functions in preference to new

construction.




DISCUSSION: HASLETT WAREHOUSE REP@RT

The Service Center Report dwells at length on the past history of the

the warchouse, fails to discuss recent political history (those events
after passage of GGNRA Act) and accepts the State conclusions on the cost
of renovation without reference to or consideraticn of differing opinions.
The report contains two technical errors of a political nature.

Random background data and comments follow:

Potential Uses

- Maritime Museum (incliuding workships related to historic ships).

- WesternnRegional Recreation Information Center--Central location for
information on NPS, Forest Service, BLM, Corps Enginecers State Parks,
FG&E campgrounds, regional parks, etc.--campground & room reservation
center.

- Historic Center unifying interests of California Historical Society--~
California Pioneers, etc.——-Exhibit and meeting space.

- GGNRA Visitor Center with space for meetings--programs--information, etc.

Original Planning Team Concept - Haslett was the NPS thrust into the urban
scene. Located at a focal point of visitor activity between Ghirardelli
Square and Fishermans Wharf it would serve to draw the urban visitor into
the NPS world and open the door to the adjacent GGNRA. It would also
become the focal point for a major Western Maritime Museum incorporating
the ships of the State Maritime Historical Park, the Balclutha and museum
collection owned by the San Francisce Maritime Museum augmented by addi-
t-ional ships and artifacts. Cost estimates for developing such a facility
were not presented to Congress because of a decision in WASO not to include
any cost;s related to State Park properties in the legislative support
data. Thus, the $56 million ceiling on development does mot recognize the
costs of development of the State Park properties should they be donated
to NPS.

It must also be noted that the original management concept for the GGNRA
included the State as a partner in the venture. Proposed legislation would
have allowed expenditure of Federal funds on State Park properties. This
concept was not acceptable to NPS WASO but was endorsed by BOR. When
legislation introduced in Congress, the provisions for joint management
were not in evidence. The State has taken the attitude that it was double
crossed since it had endorsed the concept only to have it changed with-

out consultation.



The GGNRA faces numerous high cost development projects, for example:

1 Redevelopment of Fort Mason--5-~20 million depending upon scope of
development concept plan.

2. Alcatraz--6.10 million for minimal demolition, stabilization and
development as interpretive site and semi-natural area. Additional
funds to restore historic structures and/or restore to a natural
state. Some proposals could run into literally hundreds of
millions.

3. Revamping of Crissy Field and adjacent waterfront areas. 4 million
and up depending upon selected level of development.

4. Transportation systems—-cost unknown.

5. Development of Angel Island--up to 25 million i1f State Master Plan
followed. '

These are just examples of major cost items facing NPS. Where does the
Haslett fit into the overall picture? As a single item a 10-million reno-
vation cost seems high. As part of a 110-million dollar (minimum)
redevelopment cost for the entire NRA, it does not seem excessive.

NPS must make a decision. Will it (and Congress) accept the challenge of

‘the NRA or should the decision be made to back off and reduce the scopa
now before we get too deeply involved.

Alternatives

1. Drop the Haslett from the NRA--At the same time NPS should delete
the State Maritime Historical Park, Aquatic Park and the S.F.
Maritime Museum from its boundaries. Retain the foot of Van Ness
Ave and the Municipal Pier as the NPS edge on the urban scene.

2. Drop the above and Van Ness/Muni Pier making Fort Mason the edge
of the NRA.

3. Drop the Haslett but retain the other areas attempting to utilize
the existing Maritime Museum as the focal point for future
development and programs.

4. Seek cooperative development with State and City.

5. Endorse the original concept.



Comments on Cost Analysis

While I cannot argue with the projected costs for renovating the structure
for public use, I must point out that there is mo discussion of the report
to the San Francisco Maritime Museum by an independent architectural/
engineering firm. This report proposes a method for bringing the structure
up to code and providing museum quality spaces for substantially less
money. The conflict between this report and the State report is ome of

the major issues which has not been resolved. It is argued that the State
report was biased and prepared to convince the legislature to dispose of
the structure.

Much emphasis is laid on a comparison of of the Independence Hall Visitor
Center and the Haslett Warehouse. While the existing floor area of Haslett
is 200,000 sq. ft. versus 40,000 or five times greater, the cubic footage
of Haslett is only slightly double that of the visitor center. The uses
are totally different. The visitor center is designed to herd a maximum
number of visitors through a pre-programmed space. All proposed uses for
the Haslett would provide a variety of experiences for the visitor plus
auxiliary spaces for museum work, ship and artifact maintenance and
repair, and community facilities. While I cannot deny that the Haslett
would be an expensive item, I believe that an innovative structural engineer
and immaginative architect would achieve a solution at less cost than is
projected by the Denver Service Center.

Political

Costs and proposed uses aside, the political aspects weigh heavily at this
time. NPS stated that it wanted the warehouse--a mapping error raised
doubts that it was legally in the recreation area and NPS management is
beginning to question the initial concept. We cannot pull an Alcatraz

cop out and say we will wait several years to make a decision. Political
pressure demands a decision soon.

Recommendaiions

Present the problem to the GGNRA Advisory Commission (and possibly the

WRO Advisory Commission) for discussion and recommendation. Send reports,
explanations, and recommendations to Director, WRO for decision. If
necessary, involve the Secretary's Advisory Commission and let him make the
decision.

Corrections to Report

1. The statement on page 2 para. 1, last line, that the State has
indicate its desire to donate it to the National Park Service is
not true. The State has indicated a willingness to dispose of the
building to another agency, if it will be used for public purposes.

It has not approved any proposals to date. The recent history of



delay'in disposing of the structure to give NPS time to come up
with a report and proposal is not included and should be discussed.

Page 28 para. 2, line 4~-""The Haslett Warehouse was excluded from
the boundaries." is inaccurate. Congress intended the warehouse to
be included according to the record but the boundary map, hurriedly
drawn after the Act passed, left the warehouse off. It is a mapping
error which we are asking Congress o correct.
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special report

HASLETT WAREHOUSE

San Francisco/California

Prepared by
Denver
Service.
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