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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

This Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) for the California Armory and Arsenal (Mission Armory) 

has been completed at the request of the owner’s representative, Richard Dishnica of The Dishnica 

Company, LLC. The Mission Armory is located at 1800 Mission Street, between 14th and 15th Streets, 

in San Francisco’s Mission District (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 3547, Lot No. 1) (Figure 1). 

The Mission Armory was designed by State Architect John F. Woollett and constructed between 

1912-1914 by the firm of McLeran & Peterson. The Drill Court was enclosed during a second phase 

of construction completed in 1927. As one of the West Coast’s major urban armories, this structure 

has long exerted a strong presence on the history and skyline of the Mission District and the City of 

San Francisco. The Mission Armory is composed of two distinct sections: the Administration 

Building, which contains offices, barracks and classrooms, and the Drill Court, a vast open arena 

with wood bleachers at the mezzanine level. The National Guard vacated the facility in the early 

1970s, and the building has remained vacant since then. In 2003, The Dishnica Company along with 

the current owners, Mission Armory Preservation Partners LLC, proposed to rehabilitate the Mission 

Armory and convert it into new multi-unit residential and community space. These plans include the 

rehabilitation of the existing Administration Building and the addition of a new seven-story 

residential structure within the volume of the Drill Court. Listed in the National Register of Historic 

Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, and in Article 10 of the San Francisco 

Planning Code as an individually listed City Landmark, the building is subject to national, state and 

local regulations for historical properties. This Historic Resources Evaluation assesses the historical 

status of the Mission Armory and provides a detailed construction chronology, description and 

history of the building in its surrounds. In addition, it analyzes the impact of the proposed project on 

the existing building according to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 

Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
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Figure 1. Parcel map showing location of the Mission Armory
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II. DESCRIPTION  

 

General 

The Mission Armory is located in the 

northern Mission District, which today is 

composed of a mixed-used area of post-quake 

apartments and flats, light industrial buildings 

and social service agencies. It is the largest 

building of architectural importance in the 

Mission District. Similar to contemporary 

American armories, the Mission Armory 

represents a unique combination of revivalist 

architecture and early twentieth century 

Machine Age construction. The building is 

divided into two sections: the 84,700 square-

foot Administration Building and the 39,000 

square-foot Drill Court, which was originally 

open and later enclosed in 1925. The exterior 

of the Mission Armory is designed to convey 

the impression of a heavily armored and 

forbidding “Moorish” fortress, with four 

octagonal towers, rough clinker brick exterior 

walls and narrow rectangular lancet windows. 

The building is constructed of a reinforced-

concrete frame consisting of twelve to twenty-

one-inch square columns. The columns are 

arranged in a grid pattern with individual 

columns spaced approximately twenty-two-

feet on center, north-south along Mission 

Street, and seventeen-feet on center in the 

east-west direction. Concrete floor and roof 

beams, spaced eight-feet on center, span the 

length of the building to girders on the east-

Figure 2. Mission Street façade 

Figure 3. Detail of frieze and parapet

Figure 4. 14th Street façade 
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west grid lines. The exterior of the building features eight to twelve-inch thick exterior load-bearing 

brick walls. In the Drill Court, the upper portions of the walls are thirteen-inch thick unreinforced 

masonry. Steel open web trusses support the roof of the Drill Court. 

 

Mission Street Façade 

Along Mission Street is the building’s primary façade (Figure 2). It is eleven bays wide (including the 

towers) and four stories high. The façade is symmetrical with the entrance at the center, crenellated 

towers at each corner and nine regular bays between. The entire structure sits atop a granite 

foundation. A granite surround with rusticated masonry joints frames the entry, the focal point of the 

Mission Street façade. A flight of marble steps leads up through the vestibule to the doors. The 

vestibule walls are clad in brick laid in a herringbone pattern. The four doors of the main entrance 

are made of varnished oak and contain ten lites each. A horizontal multi-lite transom extends across 

the top of the doors. The entrance is flanked on either side by four clusters of rectangular windows. 

Most are boarded up, and the sashes have been removed. Below the windows, a band of narrow 

lancet windows, which once allowed light into the basement, have been infilled with bricks. 

 

A terra cotta belt course marks the division between the First Floor and the Mezzanine; another 

divides the Mezzanine from the Second and Third Floors. Above the First Floor, the Mission Street 

façade is divided into nine vertical bays by pilasters extending upward to the parapet. Each bay on 

each floor level is defined by a grouping of four rectangular windows. Each window has a terra cotta 

sill, a transom, and is fitted with wood casement sash. The Mission Street façade is capped by a 

simple frieze composed of an alternating pattern of clinker brick and pilasters embellished with terra 

cotta panels depicting stylized American eagles (Figure 3). Above the frieze is a simple modillion 

cornice and sheet metal parapet coping. Extending above the parapet, the pilasters are crowned by 

flared capitals, made of terra cotta that is colored and textured to resemble stone.  The six-sided 

towers project outward at an angle from each corner. They contain only a few openings: two narrow 

lancet openings on the Mezzanine and one on each the Second and Third Floor levels. The towers 

have terra cotta belt courses but do not include the terra cotta frieze. The original architect’s 

drawings depict small pavilions on the roof of the towers but these apparently were never built. The 

towers are now capped with flagpoles. 
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14th Street Façade 

The 14th Street façade faces north. It is 

composed of two sections with the 

Administration Building occupying the eastern 

third and the Drill Court the western two-

thirds (Figure 4). The Administration 

Building measures five bays wide, inclusive of 

the towers. It is identical to the Mission Street 

elevation in regard to materials, fenestration 

and detailing. The Drill Court occupies the 

bulk of the 14th Street façade and is its focal 

point. The main entrance to the Drill Court is 

centered on the façade and is accessed by 

ramps concealed behind a short wall. The 

entrance features a granite door surround 

similar to the Mission Street entry. The two 

stone belt courses of the Administration 

Building continue along the midpoint of the 

north wall of the Drill Court. The uppermost 

belt course marks what was originally the top 

of the Drill Court wall before it was enclosed 

in 1927. Above the upper belt course is a brick 

wall punctuated by seven pairs of narrow 

rectangular windows increasing in height from 

the outside to the center and following the 

curvature of the Drill Court roof. The parapet 

of the Drill Court is similar to the 

Administration Building, although the 

moldings and other ornament follow the 

profile of the curved roof, providing a vivid 

contrast to the flat roofline of the 

Administration Building. 

 

Figure 5. Julian Avenue façade 

Figure 6. South façade 

Figure 7. Basement, general view 
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Julian Avenue Façade 

The Julian Avenue façade faces west onto a mid-block alley. Due to its location opposite an alley, this 

façade appears to be substantially more utilitarian than either the Mission or 14th Street façades 

(Figure 5). The lower portion of the façade is made of clinker brick with terra cotta ornament; it was 

originally the west wall of the Drill Court before it was enclosed in 1927. It is punctuated at regular 

intervals by overhead metal garage doors. Above this section is a large expanse of lighter colored 

brick laid in five-course common bond. Uninterrupted except for three evenly spaced clusters of 

windows, the Julian Avenue façade is thickened at the corners to provide additional strength as well 

as add visual emphasis on the corner bays. The Julian Avenue façade is capped by a terra cotta belt 

course, brick frieze and terra cotta parapet molding. 

 

South Façade 

The south façade is simpler than the other three, because it adjoins an adjacent property and much of 

it is not visible from the street (Figure 6). The sections concealed behind neighboring buildings are 

constructed of poured-in-place concrete rather than brick. A light well in this section allows light to 

the interior rooms. The upper portions of the south façade, visible from Mission Street and Julian 

Avenue, are constructed of brick laid in five-course American Bond. The fenestration pattern of the 

south façade is the same as the north façade. The south façade is capped by a terra cotta belt course, 

a brick frieze and a terra cotta parapet molding, which wraps around the building from the Mission 

Street façade.  

 

Interior  

The Mission Armory contains approximately 190,300 gross square feet of space and 160 rooms. 

Functionally the interior is divided into two major spaces: the Administration Building and the Drill 

Court. While many of the more utilitarian spaces have simple, durable finishes; the reception and 

stair lobbies, public/recreation rooms, and administration offices display high levels of design and 

finish materials, including marble, milled oak and walnut paneling. The structure of the 

Administration Building consists of a grid of large concrete columns and beams with hollow clay tile 

partition walls. Although mostly concealed behind finish materials, the concrete frame is partially 

exposed in some areas, with beams and columns protruding into finished spaces. Perhaps the most 

dramatic interior space is the exposed network of curved steel open web trusses supporting the Drill 

Court roof. 
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Basement 

The Basement originally housed a one hundred x sixty-foot gymnasium, a natatorium (or swimming 

pool), locker and dressing rooms, an industrial kitchen, a banquet room and the original quarters of 

the Naval Militia (Figure 7). The Basement, which extends beneath the Administration Building and 

the Drill Court, also contained an arsenal, company storerooms, boiler room, indoor rifle range, 

ammunition hoist, storerooms for field wagons and an elevator to haul the wagons to the vehicular 

entrances on Julian Avenue. However, the Basement is also the most heavily altered portion of the 

Mission Armory. The wood floor of the gymnasium has been removed, and the swimming pool has 

been filled with concrete. In addition, many of the original brick and hollow clay tile partition walls 

have been replaced over time with concrete masonry units (CMU). The most interesting features of 

the Basement are the exposed concrete frame and truss bases and Mission Creek, which runs beneath 

the building.  

 

Drill Court 

The Drill Court is one of the most significant 

interior spaces in the Mission Armory. It is 

reputed to be the largest unsupported 

enclosed volume in San Francisco, featuring a 

dramatic exposed roof structure composed of 

curved steel open-web trusses (Figure 8). 

The floor of the Drill Court was originally 

specified as being wood, but it was probably 

constructed out of concrete when money for 

the Drill Court roof was not immediately 

forthcoming. A reinforced-concrete balcony 

accessible from the third floor of the 

Administration Building runs around the 

perimeter of the Drill Court, eight feet above 

the floor. This was added in 1925 to provide a 

base for bleachers for boxing matches. Above 

the bleachers the walls are brick. The 170-

foot-long roof trusses support the entire 

width of the barrel vaulted wood roof without 

intermediary vertical supports. A portion of 

Figure 8. Drill Court interior, looking south

Figure 9. Entrance Hall, looking west toward the Drill Court
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the wood plank roof is raised to create a monitor running along the center of the Drill Court roof.  

 

Administration Building: First Floor  

The First Floor of the Administration Building 

contains 26,600 gross square feet of space. 

Interior partitions are made of non-load-bearing 

hollow-clay tile units. Floor-to-floor heights are 

between thirteen and fifteen-feet, with several 

double-height spaces adjacent to the Drill 

Court. The major public spaces occupy the first 

floor and include the Entrance Hall, Main Stairs, 

Social Hall/Library and Reading Room, Board 

Room, Ordnance Office, Ladies’ Parlor, several 

reception rooms, offices for commissioned 

officers and Signal Corps quarters. The Social 

Hall doubled as a ballroom and it was originally 

finished with walnut paneling and oak flooring. 

The walnut paneling was removed when the 

California Guard withdrew from the building in 

the 1970s. The reception rooms facing Mission 

Street retain their original redwood wainscoting, 

glazed doors, transoms, moldings and door 

hoods. The Entrance Hall, corridor and stairs 

are also important interior spaces with marble 

baseboards and railings, oak door surrounds and 

terrazzo floors (Figure 9). The First Floor 

adjacent to the Drill Court changes dramatically. 

This area originally housed the large non-firing 

10” disappearing rifle and 12” mortar used to 

train artillerymen, as well as observation and 

plotting rooms, battery rooms and storage 

(Figure 10). The guns were removed from the 

Mission Armory in 1947, and the area was 

subsequently subdivided into a warren of 

Figure 10. 10” Disappearing rifle, ca. 1917

Figure 11. Third Floor corridor 

Figure 12. Typical toilet room 
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smaller rooms. Much of this space lacks integrity, with ceramic tile and gypsum board replacing the 

original materials 

 

Administration Building: Mezzanine, Second and Third Floors 

The Mezzanine, Second and Third Floors housed the California Guard units assigned to the Mission 

Armory. In general, all three floors are organized around double-loaded E-plan corridors, which are 

finished in painted plaster (Figure 11). Offices, classrooms and dormitories with hollow-clay tile 

partition walls open off the corridor. The finish materials are consistent from floor to floor, with 

terrazzo floors, marble baseboards and trim, oak doors and door and window trim, ceiling mounted 

incandescent light fixtures and plaster wall and ceiling treatments. Although many of the windows 

facing Mission and 14th Streets have been broken and boarded over, few changes have been made 

since the California Guard pulled out of the Mission Armory in 1973. The upper floors of the 

Administration Building retain their original layout and finish and maintain a high level of integrity. 

 

Due to the double-height First Floor, the Mezzanine only occupies a portion of the floorplate of the 

Administration Building. Currently the north and south corridors or “balconies” overlook the gun 

emplacements. Aside from the richly finished Stair Hall and double-loaded Corridor, the Mezzanine 

was originally devoted to offices and small sleeping rooms for commissioned California Guardsmen. 

The Mezzanine also contained the Band Room, the Hospital Corps and several classrooms.  

 

The similarly finished Second and Third Floors were primarily devoted to dormitories (called 

parlors), locker rooms and large gang toilet and shower rooms. Other rooms found on the 

uppermost two floors included the Gun Room (Third Floor), Quartermaster’s Room, (Second Floor) 

and Janitor’s Quarters (Second Floor). The washrooms and toilet rooms are especially lavish, with 

marble wall wainscoting and partitions (Figure 12). The stairs linking the floors are quite significant, 

with terrazzo risers, marble baseboards and balusters. Throughout the Mezzanine, Second and Third 

Floors, many of the original lighting fixtures survive. Simple and industrial in character, these 

incandescent fixtures contribute to the integrity of the space. Skylights illuminate the Third Floor and 

the Main Stairs.  
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III. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS 

 

National Register of Historic Places 

The National Register of Historic Places is the nation’s most comprehensive inventory of known 

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. Typically, resources over 

fifty years of age are eligible for listing in the National Register if they meet established criteria. 

However, resources under fifty years of age can be determined eligible if it can be demonstrated that 

they are of “exceptional importance,” or if they are contributors to a potential historic district. 

National Register criteria are defined in depth in National Register Bulletin Number 15: How to Apply the 

National Register Criteria for Evaluation. A resource can be considered significant to American history, 

architecture, archaeology, engineering and culture. There are four basic criteria under which a 

structure, site, building, district or object can be considered eligible for listing in the National 

Register.  

 

Criterion A (Event): Buildings that are associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; 
 
Criterion B (Person): Buildings that are associated with the lives of persons 
significant in our past; 
 
Criterion C (Design/Construction): Buildings that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period or method of construction, or that represent the 
work of a master; and 
 
Criterion D (Information Potential): Buildings that have yielded, or may be likely to 
yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

 

The San Francisco National Guard Armory and Arsenal, as it is listed, was nominated to the National 

Register in 1978 for three areas of significance: architecture, engineering and military; for the period 

of significance 1900-1912 (See Appendix). As an exceptional example of the work of the 

architectural firm Woollett & Woollett (led by State Architect John F. Woollett), the building 

originally housed the California National Guard Coastal Artillery, the Naval Militia, and later acted as 

a social center for the City’s national guardsmen. The nomination emphasized the unique design of 
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the armory, which was a “combination of revivalist architecture and early 20th century machine age 

design and construction.”1  

 

California Register of Historical Resources 

The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is an authoritative guide to 

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-eligible properties (both listed and formal determinations of eligibility) are 

automatically listed. Properties can also be nominated to the California Register by local 

governments, private organizations or citizens. This includes properties identified in historical 

resource surveys with Status Codes of 1 to 5 and resources designated as local landmarks or listed by 

city or county ordinance. The evaluative criteria used by the California Register are based on the 

criteria used by the National Park Service for the National Register, although the California Register 

places more emphasis on a resource’s significance to California’s historical and cultural heritage. In 

order to be determined eligible for listing in the California Register a property must be significant under 

one or more of the following criteria: 

 

Criterion 1 (Event): 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 (Person): 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. 

 

As a property listed in the National Register and as a San Francisco City Landmark, the San 

Francisco National Guard Armory and Arsenal (Mission Armory) is automatically listed in the 

California Register. 

 

                                                      
1 Ross Worden, “National Register Nomination: San Francisco National Guard Armory and Arsenal” (January 1978) 
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California Historical Resource Status Code 

Properties listed or under review by the State of California Office of Historic Preservation are 

assigned a California Historical Resource Status Code (CHRSC) of “1” to “7” in order to establish 

their historical significance in relation to the National Register (NR) or California Register (CR).  

Properties with a listing of “1” or “2” are either eligible for listing in the California Register or the 

National Register, or they are already listed on one or both of the two lists.  Properties assigned a “3” 

or “4” appear to be eligible for listing in either register, but normally require more research to 

support this rating.  Properties assigned a “5” are typically locally significant or have contextual 

importance.  Properties with a listing of “6” are either not eligible for listing in either register or they 

are not of historical importance. Finally, a designation of “7” means that the property has not been 

evaluated for the National Register or the California Register, or that it needs to be reevaluated. 

 

The San Francisco National Guard Armory and Arsenal has been assigned a CHRSC of “1S.”  This 

rating defines the property as an “Individual property listed in National Register by the Keeper. 

Listed in the California Register.” 

 

San Francisco City Landmark 

San Francisco City Landmarks are buildings, properties, 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.”2 City Landmarks are important to San 

Francisco’s history and are significant and unique examples of the past. Adopted in 1967 as Article 

10 of the City Planning Code, San Francisco City Landmarks are protected from inappropriate 

alterations and demolitions, with all significant alterations reviewed by the San Francisco Landmarks 

Preservation Advisory Board. As of January 2003, there are 230 landmark sites and eleven historic 

districts in San Francisco that are subject to Article 10. The Mission Armory was listed as San 

Francisco City Landmark No. 108 in 1980. According to the statement of significance: 

 

For 58-out of its 65-year existence, the Armory was home to the San Francisco 
National Guard units. Somewhat forbidding with its dark, fortress-like appearance, 
the building is entrenched four-square at the corner of Mission and 14th Street 
attempting, as it were, to convince the skeptic that its function at that intersection is 
of no less importance than Fort Point which guards the Golden Gate.3 

 

                                                      
2 San Francisco Planning Department. Preservation Bulletin No. 9 – Landmarks (January 2003). 
3 San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, “Mission Armory and Arsenal” (August 1, 1979) 
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Within the case report, the Mission Armory is praised for its exceptional history relating to the 

National Guard and the City of San Francisco, specifically the Mission District. With an imposing 

street façade, the armory has an exceptional design with a clinker brick and limestone exterior and 

massive octagonal towers at the corners. Though not defined as “great architecture,” the building is 

significant due to its uniqueness and relation to the surrounding area.  

 

1976 Architectural Quality Survey 

The 1976 Architectural Quality Survey (1976 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 2% of San Francisco’s building stock in terms of 

architectural significance. Summary ratings of 0 or 1 are generally interpreted to mean that the 

property has some contextual importance. However, it should be noted here that the 1976 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 Survey has not been officially recognized by the San 

Francisco Planning Department as a valid local register of historic resources for CEQA purposes. 

 

The Mission Armory was assigned an overall Architectural Quality Survey rating of “3,” indicating 

that it was thought to have substantial architectural significance. The survey noted that the 3-rating is 

a minimal rating and that the building is “rare as a type and powerful as a design.”  

 

Inner Mission North Cultural Resource Survey 

In an effort to continue the Citywide Cultural Resource Survey, the San Francisco Planning 

Department began the Inner Mission North Cultural Resource Survey in October 2001. The 

approximately thirty-block survey area is loosely defined by Dolores Street to the west, Duboce 

Street to the north, Capp Street to the east and 16th Street to the south. Around 420 residential and 

commercial buildings were surveyed along with other structures and objects that fall within the 

survey boundaries. The actual intensive-level survey includes a historical assessment of the property, 

an updated DPR 523 form and a historical context. According to the context statement prepared for 

the September 2003 draft report: 

 

 



Historic Resource Evaluation  California National Guard Armory and Arsenal 
Revised Draft  San Francisco, California 

 
January 24, 2006  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

-17- 
 

The Inner Mission North is important as a neighborhood reconstructed following 
the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In recent years, the Inner Mission neighborhood has 
experienced significant changes as development pressures from industries such as 
biotechnology and dot-com companies have left their mark on the Mission area 
architecturally and socially – often negatively affecting the balance of this already 
fragile neighborhood.4 

 

Because the property has been previously surveyed and documented by national, state and local 

historical agencies, the San Francisco Planning Department did not re-survey the Mission Armory. 

However, the property was identified as a cultural feature in the Inner Mission North Cultural 

Resource Survey. 

 

                                                      
4 San Francisco Planning Department, Phase Two: Inner Mission North Cultural Resource Survey Summary Report and Revised Context 
Statement, (San Francisco: 2003) 5. 
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IV. HISTORIC CONTEXT 

 

Summary 

The Mission Armory is located on the southwest corner of Mission and 14th Streets in the Inner 

Mission District of San Francisco. State Architect John W. Woollett designed the monumental 

190,300 square-foot, fortress-like structure in 1912. Constructed by the San Francisco firm of 

McLeran & Peterson, the building was completed in June 1914. Functionally, the building consists of 

two primary spaces: the four-story (including mezzanine) Administration Building on Mission Street 

and the Drill Court facing Julian Avenue and 14th Street (Figure 13). Over the building’s lifetime, the 

Mission Armory housed several companies of the California National Guard until 1975, when the 

California National Guard abandoned 

the building due to high maintenance 

costs. After almost a quarter century of 

under-utilization, deterioration and 

failed redevelopment schemes, the 

current project sponsor intends to 

convert the interior of the 

Administration Building to residential 

and community office use, and add a 

new seven-story residential structure to 

the Drill Court. 

 

National Guard 

 

Early American Militias 

The National Guard, the nation’s reserve army, is the oldest component of the United States Armed 

Forces. It is a direct descendent of the first Colonial militia units raised by the Massachusetts Bay 

Colony to defend rural villages from Indian attacks. Other British colonies followed suit and formed 

their own groups. During the Revolutionary War, colonial militias formed the backbone of George 

Washington’s Continental Army. Despite the Federal government’s attempts to organize and 

regularize state militias following the Revolutionary War, legislation was never enforced, and each 

Figure 13. Postcard depicting a view of the Mission Armory 
from the northeast corner of Mission and 14th Streets, ca. 1928
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state continued to exercise responsibility over its own militia with varying results. 5 Militias were 

utilized extensively in all the major wars of the nineteenth century, including the War of 1812, the 

Mexican-American War and the Civil War. In the Spanish-American War, these units served with 

exemplary distinction, the most famous unit was Teddy Roosevelt’s “Rough Riders.” Nonetheless, 

with little Federal oversight or consistent training standards, the quality of militia units varied widely 

in comparison with Army Regulars.  

 

National Defense Act 

Despite the passage of laws throughout the nineteenth century, the exact role of the “citizen soldier” 

remained undefined. This state of affairs ended only in 1903 when Congress passed the Dick Military 

Act, a watershed event in the history of the National Guard. This act, named for its congressional 

sponsor, made the National Guard (as the combined state militia units were now called) the official 

reserve force of the United States. Although each state continued to exercise control over its own 

units, the Dick Act sought to regularize the quality of state National Guard units by training and 

equipping them in a consistent manner. In return for Federal funding, each state was compelled to 

achieve minimum troop strengths and to standardize training of their guard units, as well as submit 

to regular inspections by Army officers. The National Defense Act of 1916 increased the desire of 

Federal oversight by putting the state National Guard units at the disposal of the President in 

addition to state governors.6   

 

Growing Class Tensions 

Concurrent with legislative changes the roles and responsibilities of the National Guard were 

evolving, reflecting the transformation of the post-Civil War United States from a rural frontier 

culture into an urban industrial society with many of the class and labor tensions characteristic of 

European industrial powers.7 According to the Constitution, the three primary responsibilities of 

state militias were to: “enforce the laws of the Union, repel invasions and suppress insurrections 

(emphasis added).” When New York’s Seventh Regiment Armory was dedicated on November 17, 

1879, George Curtis, a well-known orator addressed the crowd, which included New York Mayor 

Edward Cooper and President Rutherford B. Hayes, stating: 

 

                                                      
5 Army National Guard Website, “Army National Guard History. 
<http://www-ngb5.ngb.army.mil/home/History/history.htm> 
6 Army National Guard Website, “Army National Guard History.” 
<http://www-ngb5.ngb.army.mil/home/History/history.htm>  
7 Ibid, 1. 
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In the last dire extremity, behind the policeman’s club, glistens your bayonet (said 
Curtis of New York’s volunteer militia), and its stern radiance guards this 
Commonwealth like a wall of fire. Because of this armory, and of all similar 
armories around us, the great city sleeps in peace. Every honest man goes quietly to 
his work, because he knows that, should lawful order be assaulted and overthrown, 
these reservoirs of the will of the State would overflow with resistless power.8 

 

In the mid-nineteenth century, the National Guard increasingly functioned as domestic peacekeeper, 

because the Federal government often found the local police unable to quell massive demonstrations 

or riots. Between 1834 and 1864, New York’s Seventh Regiment was summoned to quell riots eight 

separate times.9 In its most significant engagement, New York’s State Guard was used to put down 

the New York Draft Riots of 1863, the worst urban insurrection in the country’s history. The Paris 

Commune of 1871 increased the fears of working-class revolution. The Railroad Strike of 1877, 

which resulted in widespread rioting and an almost complete shutdown of the nation’s rail system, 

convinced many Americans that violent overthrow of the government by the “dangerous classes” 

was a distinct certainty. A crackdown on all labor organizations followed, and by the end of the 

nineteenth century, the nation’s industrial and political oligarchy increasingly “called out the Guard” 

to suppress strikes in urban areas, rural mining camps and industrial centers throughout the nation. 

State Guard units were used to put down the Homestead Strike in Pittsburgh in 1892 and the 

Pullman Strike in Chicago in 1894.  

 

Development of the Armory as a Building Type 

 

Antebellum Armories 

During the Antebellum Period, very few state militia units had permanent quarters of their own; 

most gathered in rented rooms in taverns or Masonic and Odd Fellows’ halls. When weather allowed 

local militia units drilled on commons and parks such as New York’s Washington Square. In 

inclement weather, militias drilled inside public buildings. Although initially adequate for a young 

sparsely populated nation, this ad hoc approach became increasingly untenable as the militias were 

increasingly being asked to suppress civil disorder. To many Guardsmen the events of 1863 and 1877 

(during which several provisional armories were sacked and burned by angry crowds) made it 

imperative to secure permanent and defensible quarters. Many felt that the only answer was to built a 

defensibly built armory that would serve as a place for citizen soldiers to assemble train and store 

uniforms, guns and ammunition and supplies. Although not as frequently stated, armories served a 

                                                      
8 Robert M. Folgelson, America’s Armories, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1989) 2. 
9 Ibid, 8. 
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social function as well. In addition to a regimental drill hall and company rooms, a well-equipped 

post Civil War armory contained a saloon, dining room, reception rooms, a library, a gymnasium and 

a wide range of other conveniences.10 Thusly, the armory was also to serve as a “clubhouse” for 

Guardsmen, a comfortable place designed to attract recruits unused to these amenities. 

 

Post Civil War Armory Design 

After the Railroad Strike of 1877, growing fears of strikes and domestic insurrection led state 

governments to accelerate armory construction. Despite opposition from the Knights of Labor and 

other labor unions concerned with the proliferation of those “Bastilles of Plutocracy,” scores of 

armories were constructed throughout the United States during the fifty-year period between 1880 

and 1930. A large percentage of them were constructed in the cities of the Northeast and the 

Midwest. By 1910, New York (by then consolidated with Brooklyn, Bronx, Queens and Staten 

Island) had twenty armories; Philadelphia, six; and Boston, Cleveland and Buffalo, two each. West of 

Chicago and south of Baltimore there were relatively few “fortress-style” armories. The South 

experienced low levels of foreign immigration and industrialization after the Civil War and therefore 

avoided many of the struggles associated with urbanization. Although the West was the scene of 

many struggles between labor and Capitalists, overall rural interests dominated the region.  These 

people believed armories were wasteful “pork barrel” projects and saw no reason to pay for them.  

 

Programmatic Requirements  

Armories constructed after the 1877 Railroad 

Strike manifested a consistent building typology. 

Following the completion of New York City’s 

Seventh Regiment Armory in 1879, the typical 

urban armory consisted of a multi-story 

administration building facing the street with a 

large vaulted drill court behind. The 

administration building typically housed offices, 

classrooms, locker rooms, dormitories, 

workshops, and recreation rooms such as 

billiards parlors, libraries and reception rooms. 

The drill court had a much narrower function: to provide a large covered space for year-round 

marching and riding drills. The drill courts of most major urban armories were essentially colossal 

                                                      
10 Robert M. Folgelson, America’s Armories, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1989) 80. 

Figure 14. 124th Field Artillery Armory,  
Chicago, Illinois, 1932.  

Source: Architectural Record, June 1931 
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auditoriums with vaulted clear-span roofs supported on huge steel trusses (Figure 14). Prior to the 

introduction of electricity, large windows and skylights illuminated the drill court floor.11 Often, a 

basement level beneath the armory provided space for arsenals, rifle ranges, gymnasiums, swimming 

pools and storage rooms for hay, wagons and equipment.  

 

“Fortress Style” Armories 

Without a clear design precedent, armories initially presented a problem to architects. Although the 

programmatic requirements were clear, the choice of an appropriate architectural style was initially a 

difficult issue to resolve. As large and often highly visible public buildings, armories were expected to 

make a grand architectural statement. Based on the programmatic function of the armory as a place 

to store weapons, train guardsmen and intimidate potential revolutionaries, designers of late 

nineteenth and early twentieth century armories developed a prototype now known as the “fortress-

style” armory. Designed to resemble medieval castles, armories such as New York City’s Seventh 

Regiment Armory (1879); the Worcester Armory in Worcester, Massachusetts (1889); the Central 

Armory in Cleveland, Ohio (1895) and the Rhode Island Armory in Providence, Rhode Island 

(1897), all featured thick-buttressed walls, crenellated parapets, corner towers, large barricaded doors 

and narrow lancet windows (Figure 15).  

 

Evolution of Armory Design in the Twentieth Century 

By 1900, the “castellated’ style was still popular although other styles began to emerge. These range 

from Classical Revival (popularized after the 1893 Columbian Exposition in Chicago) such as the 

Connecticut Armory and Arsenal in 

Hartford, Connecticut (1911) to exotic 

revival styles, such as San Francisco’s 

“Moorish” Mission Armory (1914). By 

the 1930s, the increasing interest in 

Modernism, particularly after the 1925 

Exposition Internationale des Arts 

Décoratifs et Industriels Modernes, led 

to the construction of several notable 

Art Deco style armories, including 

Chicago’s 124th Field Armory (1931) 

                                                      
11 Ibid, 4. 

Figure 15. Worcester Armory, Worcester, Massachusetts. 
Source: American Architect & Building News, May 1889  
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(Figure 16). Despite the changes in architectural vocabulary, the American armory remained a 

forbidding structure firmly rooted in the fortress tradition. 

 

California National Guard  

 

First California Guard 

The first militia unit in California was formed 

during the Gold Rush. Mindful of the 

lawlessness that characterized this period, forty-

one San Francisco citizens organized an artillery 

militia company on July 27, 1849. The 

prominent members of the “First California 

Guard” soon raised enough money to purchase 

a lot on the corner of Jackson Street and 

Dupont (now Grant) Avenue and on this site 

was erected San Francisco’s first armory: a two-and-a-half story wood-

frame structure. Destroyed by fire in September 1850, a replacement 

“fireproof” armory was erected within three months. It too was destroyed 

by fire on June 22, 1851. After two years without a permanent home, 

businessman and civic leader Samuel Brannan erected a building with 

quarters for the California Guard on its upper floors. This building, 

known as “Armory Hall,” was completed November 15, 1853 at a cost of 

$225,000 and was located on the northeast corner of Sacramento and 

Montgomery Streets. Armory Hall had a large drill hall on the top floor 

and meeting rooms for each company on the floor below.12  The First 

California Guard was quartered in Armory Hall until the early 1870s, 

although the building survived until the early 1890s. San Francisco’s next 

armory was constructed on Post Street, between Powell and Stockton, facing Union Square. This 

small, two-story brick building was modeled after a Gothic castle and featured a chamfered corner 

tower, a crenellated parapet and narrow, pointed Gothic-arch windows (Figure 17). This structure 

appears in historic lithographs and photographs of Union Square from the 1870s until 1888.13 In 

1894, a new more substantial California National Guard armory was constructed on the southeast 

                                                      
12 Annals of San Francisco, “Independent Military Organizations,” (Circa 1860), pp. 702-08. 
13 Undated photograph located in the Society of Pioneers Library. 

Figure 17. Union Square 
Armory, ca. 1890. 

Source: San Francisco 
Public Library

Figure 16. 124th Field Artillery Armory,  
Chicago, Illinois, 1932.  

Source: Architectural Record, June 1931 
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corner of Gough and Page Streets in the Western Addition. This armory perpetuated the Gothic 

Revival style at the Union Square Armory. It barely survived a decade however, as it was destroyed in 

the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. A photograph taken shortly after the disaster depicts a three-story 

brick building with a projecting corner tower, a crenellated parapet roof and pointed arch windows.14 

 

Plans for a New California Armory and Arsenal 

In the years following the 1906 Earthquake, the San Francisco-based units of the California National 

Guard were quartered in a temporary wood-frame structure on the southeastern corner of Van Ness 

Avenue and California Street. Two-and-a-half years later, in January 1909, Captain Herman G. Stindt 

began actively lobbying Governor James Norris Gillett for funds to construct a new modern armory 

that would consolidate the dispersed local companies into one facility.15 On April 20, 1909, Governor 

Gillett signed a bill appropriating $420,000 for the construction of a new armory, with the caveat that 

the citizens of San Francisco raise $100,000 to purchase the land. As a first step in the process, 

Governor Gillett consolidated all four companies of the local Fifth Infantry into the 250th Coast 

Artillery.16 

 

During the summer of 1909, the Armory Site Selection Committee appointed by Governor Gillett 

chose a block of land bounded by Van Ness Avenue and North Point, Polk and Bay Streets (now the 

schoolyard for Galileo High School). This site was Chosen for its large size and location near the 

coastal batteries of Ft. Mason and the Presidio.17  In the weeks that followed, the Committee solicited 

subscriptions from the public. In spite of repeated fundraising pleas from the editor of the San 

Francisco Call, San Franciscans raised only $60,000 by the end of 1909. Reiterating the editorials in the 

Call, the director of the San Francisco Real Estate Board appealed to the patriotic sensibilities of San 

Franciscans. When this tactic failed, he pointed out the large number of lucrative construction 

contracts and local equipment and supply purchases that would result from the construction of the 

armory.18   

 

Selection of a Site on Van Ness Avenue 

By February 1910, the $100,000 still had not been raised, and the project was put on hold 

indefinitely. Although the shortfall of funds was definitely an issue, Governor Gillett apparently 

                                                      
14 Photograph of ruins of Mission Armory in San Francisco History Room’s Photograph Collection. 
15 “Bill for Armory Strongly Urged,” San Francisco Call (January 31, 1909), p. 23. 
16 “Governor Gillett Signs Bill Appropriating Money for Armory,” San Francisco Call (April 20, 1909), p. 32. 
17 “Van Ness Avenue Site for Armory Selected,” San Francisco Call (September 30, 1909), p. 7. 
18 “Seeks $40,000 for New Armory Site,” San Francisco Call (December 19, 1909), p. 34. 
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reached the conclusion that the Van Ness Avenue site was too remote and therefore strategically 

ineffectual. In July 1910, Governor Gillett and State Attorney General U.S. Webb surprised San 

Francisco by announcing the selection of a different site on the other side of town, a half-block 

parcel on the northwestern corner of 14th and Mission Streets in the Mission District.19 The site had 

most recently been the site of the Southern Pacific Hospital a large brick complex destroyed in the 

1906 Earthquake and Fire.  

 

Mission District 

 

Early History 

Immediately after statehood in 1850, what is now the Mission District was a rural district dominated 

by prominent Californio families such as the Noes, Valencias and the Guerreros. The area was 

remote, being separated from Downtown by marshes and streams. In 1850, an independent financier 

named Charles L. Wilson constructed a plank toll road along the current route of Mission Street 

from Downtown to Mission Dolores, dramatically improving access. Throughout the second half of 

the nineteenth century, transportation from Downtown to Mission Dolores steadily improved and by 

1867 several horse-drawn omnibus lines were in operation, as well as a steam railroad line along 

Harrison Street. Ease of access, coupled with the district’s relatively balmy climate, led to the 

development of several popular recreational facilities in the Mission. The most famous of these was 

Woodward’s Garden, a sprawling amusement park consisting of a zoo, art museum and picnic 

ground. It began operating after the conclusion of the Civil War. 

 

Victorian Era Development 

As San Franciscans visited Woodward’s Garden and discovered the charms of the Mission, the 

ranchos of the old Californio families began to give way to speculative residential development. 

Between 1870 and 1906, Italianate and Eastlake style flats, built by firms such as The Real Estate 

Associates (TREA), and cottages erected by individual homesteaders went up on newly subdivided 

parcels. The socio-economic level of the neighborhood was generally middle-class although not as 

affluent as other Victorian streetcar suburbs such as the Western Addition. The 1906 Earthquake and 

Fire was a watershed event in the history of the neighborhood, however. This event transformed the 

district from a quasi-rural streetcar suburb into an urban and industrial district populated principally 

by working-class Irish and German immigrants. The destruction of the South of Market in 1906 

                                                      
19 “Board Selects Site for Armory,” San Francisco Call (July 7, 1910) 5. 
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pushed many refugees into the relatively unscathed Mission District, where they temporarily pitched 

tents in parks and open spaces. Most of the newcomers never left, renting flats in converted single-

family dwellings or constructing cottages in the back alleys. Department stores, vaudeville houses and 

theaters relocated to Mission Street, between 16th to 24th Streets, giving the neighborhood its own 

downtown, later nicknamed the “Mission Miracle Mile.”  

 

Governor Gillett’s Reasons for Selecting the Mission District  

Governor James Norris Gillett’s concern for maintaining order in San Francisco in part accounts for 

the decision to build the California Armory and Arsenal in the Mission District. As the City’s largest 

immigrant/working-class neighborhood, the Mission became a hotbed of unionism after the 1906 

Earthquake. During the post-quake period wage stagnation and deteriorating working and living 

conditions in the Mission and other working-class neighborhoods resulted in several major strikes. 

Rising class tensions found an outlet in the 1907 Streetcar Strike, America’s bloodiest transportation 

strike. This event, which resulted in the death of scores of people and destruction of hundreds of 

thousands of dollars worth of property, took place largely in the Mission District, as striking 

employees of the Carmen’s Union and their families battled United Railroads and their force of 

scabs. Governor Gillett, elected in 1907 with heavy financial support from the Southern Pacific 

Railroad, was naturally predisposed against the striking car men. Gillett, actively encouraged by the 

Southern Pacific, tried to find a way to prevent future insurrections. His decision to move the 

Mission Armory and Arsenal from Van Ness Avenue to the site of the old Southern Pacific Hospital 

in the Mission was most likely based upon its strategic location. With a fortified stronghold at the 

northern gateway to the Mission District it would be much easier to deploy California Guard troops 

for the purpose of quelling strikes or 

demonstrations before they reached the nearby 

Civic Center or Downtown.  

 

Construction History 

 

Site History 

Before the Civil War, the intersection of 14th 

and Mission Streets was a sparsely populated 

neighborhood with little development, aside 

from a few roadhouses and farms. From 1866 

to 1892, Woodward’s Garden occupied a 
Figure 18. Woodward’s Gardens, between 1866 and 1892. 

Source: San Francisco Public Library 
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portion of the Mission Armory site (Figure 18). The City Railroad Company’s car house and repair 

yard occupied the balance of the lot. City Railroad Company was one of many independent streetcar 

lines operating in San Francisco before the creation of the Municipal Railway in 1912. A small 

farmstead abutted the southern boundary of the Mission Armory parcel. By 1899, Woodward’s 

Garden and the City Railroad Company were gone, replaced by housing and the Southern Pacific 

Railroad Hospital. This sprawling brick complex consisted of four buildings that occupied the entire 

parcel now occupied by the Mission Armory. The 1906 Earthquake and Fire leveled the northern 

part of the Mission District, including the Southern Pacific Hospital site. In 1911, the State of 

California purchased the parcel from Southern Pacific and constructed the California Armory and 

Arsenal. 

 

W.F. McClure’s Design 

The design of the Mission Armory has traditionally been attributed to State Architect John W. 

Woollett. Although he was responsible for the design of the exterior, evidence suggests that State 

Engineer W.F. McClure had prepared plans for the building prior to Woollett’s appointment as State 

Architect. According to contemporary newspaper accounts, McClure completed plans for the armory 

as early as June 1912. The War Department approved these plans and on June 20, 1912, McClure 

solicited bids from contractors to build the armory. After McClure awarded the contract to L.A. 

Hicks, fellow bidder Ralph McLeran, of McLeran & Peterson and a San Francisco Supervisor 

accused McClure of favoritism. McLeran contended that Hicks’ bid was insufficient; he pointed out 

that Hicks’ bid did not include finishing the exterior with marble (a material never used in Woollett’s 

later design).20  On July 12, 1912, State Attorney General U.S. Webb ruled in favor of McLeran, 

thereby compelling McClure to throw out all of the bids and start over.21 

 

John W. Woollett’s Design  

In late June 1912, State Engineer McClure appointed John W. Woollett, of the San Francisco firm of 

Woollett & Woollett, California’s second State Architect. He immediately asked Woollett to redesign 

the exterior of the California Armory and Arsenal.22  In August 1912, Woollett, with assistance from 

his brother William, completed a set of exterior elevations. Just how much Woollett’s design 

                                                      
20 “Charges Follow Contract Award,” San Francisco Call (June 23, 1912) 52. 
21 “Armory Contract Stirs Up Trouble,” San Francisco Call (July 12, 1912) 16. 
22 In gathering research for this report, another design for the Mission Armory was discovered in the holdings of the 
Society of California Pioneers. This design was prepared by San Francisco architect Arthur G. Scholz. This undated 
gouache rendering of a castle-like fortress was projected for the corner of 14th and Mission Streets and although the exterior 
ornamentation is quite different, the overall proportions and organization is very similar to the built armory. Very little is 
known about Scholz and nothing is known about this design or its origin. 
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departed from McClure’s original design is unknown, but according to contemporary newspaper 

accounts, McClure’s floor plan was retained because it had already been approved by the War 

Department. Woollett concentrated his efforts on the exterior, eliminating the marble finish specified 

in McClure’s design and replacing it with a relatively inexpensive clinker brick finish. Woollett 

avoided the typical castellated armory design popular during the last quarter of the nineteenth 

century. Instead the final design made concessions to the building’s California location by using 

clinker brick and other decorative features intended to make the building resemble a “Moorish 

fortress.”   

 

Built in the aftermath of the violent 1907 Streetcar Strike and increasing labor agitation, the Mission 

Armory was fortified against attack. The forbidding structure was constructed with thick concrete 

and brick buttressed walls with only a handful of lancet openings at street level. The lancet windows 

were designed to accommodate rifles or Gatling guns. The entrances were outfitted with heavy, 

reinforced doors that could be barricaded shut from the inside. Most important, the corner towers 

projected beyond the walls, providing a clear line of fire along both Mission and 14th Streets. 

 

The Mission District Opposes the Armory 

Once the plans for the Mission Armory were unveiled, community and business leaders in the 

Mission District reacted with hostility. In response to the criticism, newly elected San Francisco 

Mayor James Rolph, a Mission District native and booster, called a meeting on August 21, 1912 to 

discuss the matter. Attendees included Matt I. Sullivan and Eustace Cullinan of the Mission 

Promotion Association, Attorney General U.S. Webb, Adjutant General E.A. Forbes, State Engineer 

W.F. McClure, John and William Woollett and three members of the City’s influential Architectural 

Advisory Board - John Galen Howard, John Reid, Jr. and Frederick Meyer. The most vehement 

criticism came from the members of the Mission Promotion Association, Matt Sullivan and Eustace 

Cullinan. They argued that the exterior of the structure looked too “warlike” and that the building 

looked as if it was being designed “to protect the National Guard from assaults by the people of San 

Francisco.”23 John Galen Howard sided with the Mission representatives and offered several 

suggestions to Woollett for improving the design by making it less threatening. Woollett defended his 

design and blamed any deficiencies on the relatively low budget of $370,000.24  Attorney General 

Webb and Adjutant General Forbes believed that the “warlike front” was appropriate for the use of 

the building but in the end Woollett was forced to “tone down the martial façade” and as the Call 

                                                      
23 “White Elephant Has a Lot of Possibilities,” San Francisco Examiner (July 9, 1980). 
24 “Structure Designed by State Architect Denounced as Resembling Car barn,” San Francisco Call (August 22, 1912) 18.  
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sarcastically put it, to “make the building appear a little more frolicsome, as befits the rigorous service 

of the national guard of California.”25  

 

Construction 

Woollett’s designs were finalized and the contract put out to bid in August 1912. This time the 

contract was awarded to the firm of McLeran & Peterson. Construction of the building began in 

September 1912 and proceeded steadily for a year and a half. By June 1914, the new California 

Armory and Arsenal was completed and occupied (Figure 19). The final cost of the building was 

approximately a half-million dollars, 

including the cost of the land. The 

fortifications and guns, paid for by the War 

Department, were let in a separate contract 

for $75,000 to L.A. Hicks.26  When 

completed (minus the Drill Court roof) an 

article in the San Francisco Chronicle claimed: 

“San Francisco now has one of the finest 

armories in the United States, not only in 

point of cost and equipment, but in point of 

design.”27 When completed the Mission 

Armory was only the third major urban 

armory in the Far West, joining Seattle and 

Portland. 

 

According to the article, the new California Armory and Arsenal, as the building was originally called, 

would house ten companies of the consolidated Coast Artillery, two divisions of the Naval Militia, 

one Signal Corps, one Engineering Corps and several other divisions of the California National 

Guard brought in from Oakland and San Mateo. Almost as important as its military purpose was its 

promised role as a social and recreation center for Guardsmen. It was believed that the multitude of 

amenities and activities offered would help to recruit men into the service of the California National 

Guard. From its completion in 1914 onward, the Mission Armory served as a social center for 

National Guardsmen, many of whom were recruited from San Francisco. The new California 

                                                      
25 Ibid. 
26 “State Guard is Installed in New Armory,” San Francisco Chronicle (June 7, 1914) 27. 
27 Ibid. 

Figure 19. Mission Street Armory, ca. 1917.  
(Note lack of Drill Court roof)  

Source: San Francisco’s Defenders, n.d.  
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Armory and Arsenal included a fully equipped gymnasium and swimming pool, or “natatorium,” in 

the Basement for the sports enthusiasts. The building also housed performance and recreation 

spaces, such as a full-scale banquet hall, social lounges and a theater. 

 

Drill Court Enclosed 

Although the architect’s drawings depicted an enclosed Drill Court, this feature was apparently too 

expensive and was omitted during construction. The Drill Court remained open (albeit behind a high 

brick wall) for more than ten years after the 

building was completed (Figure 20). In the 

mid-1920s, leaders of the California National 

Guard, as well as prominent local leaders 

began seeking a state appropriation to fund 

the construction of a roof over the Drill 

Court. Enclosing the space was important 

because the Mission Armory increasingly 

played host to professional boxing matches. 

In order for these events to take place at night 

or during bad weather, some form of 

enclosure was necessary. As a trial step, wood 

bleachers were installed in 1925 on top of a 

raised concrete deck built around the 

perimeter of the Drill Court. In 1927, funds 

were finally earmarked by the State for 

construction of the Drill Court roof. The 

work necessitated the upward extension of 

existing brick walls and the construction of 

the tremendous 170-foot steel trusses needed 

to support the roof.28 The roof was designed 

with a glazed monitor but was constructed 

without glass. Historic photographs from the 

1930s reveal only a single skylight. 

                                                      
28 An application for a building permit signed September 30, 1925 describes the construction of seating in the “back of yard 
in Mission Armory” for use as a “fighting arena.”  A photograph taken in 1928 shows the enclosed Drill Court with a 
boxing ring in the center surrounded by seats. 

Figure 21. Loading the twelve-pound mortar, Ca. 1917 
Source: San Francisco’s Defenders, n.d. 

Figure 20. Unenclosed Drill Court, Ca. 1917.  
Source: San Francisco’s Defenders, n.d. 
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Social History  

 

Training at the Mission Armory 

Training at the Mission Armory initially consisted of close-order drilling, marching, riding, rifle care, 

vehicle maintenance and physical fitness. As the home of the 250th Coast Artillery, the building was 

outfitted with three non-firing field guns on the east side of the Drill Court: a 12” mortar, a 10” 

disappearing gun and a 3” rapid-fire rifle (Figure 21). Training on these guns consisted of practicing 

loading, positioning and firing. The Coast Artillery was responsible for manning San Francisco’s 

extensive network of coastal batteries, and training guardsmen on these weapons was of primary 

importance. In addition there was a large firing range in the Basement where Guardsmen could 

practice target shooting with rifles. The Signal Corps, also housed in the Mission Armory, had 

classroom space for teaching soldiers how to use radio and telegraph equipment. Physical fitness 

training for all Guardsmen occurred in the gymnasium and the swimming pool in the Basement. 

Additional physical training occurred during war games held on land in Leona Heights near Oakland. 

 

Mission Armory at War 

At its peak usage the Mission Armory accommodated up to 700 men. The first National Guard units 

trained at the Mission Armory were called to service in the First World War on August 5, 1917, a 

little more than three years after the building’s completion. Several units of the 250th Coast Artillery 

were shipped to France, where they were deployed as heavy artillerymen. In World War II, the 

Mission Armory trained and delivered the 3rd Battalion of the 159th Infantry. Later this unit was 

assigned to the 7th Division and served in Alaska and the Pacific Theater. The 250th Coast Artillery, 

armed with tractor-driven 155-millimeter guns, was called to active duty September 16, 1940, also 

serving in Alaska. When hostilities broke out in Korea in 1950, the 250th was called again, one of the 

first National Guard units to be summoned to active duty. By 1952, the 250th Coast Artillery had 

evolved into an exclusively anti-aircraft outfit.29 In addition to the National Guard, all regular draftees 

from San Francisco and surrounding areas were inducted into service at the Mission Armory during 

the First and Second World Wars. 

 

Mission Armory During Peacetime 

The Mission Armory saw action during the summer of 1934 when longshoremen struck for better 

working conditions and recognition of their union, the International Longshoremen’s Association. 
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Between July 3 and 5, 1934, pitched battles broke out between strikers and the San Francisco Police 

on the Waterfront. After the first day of fighting, orders for National Guard mobilization came from 

Adjunct General Seth Howard in Sacramento. Colonel Mittelstaedt, the commanding officer at the 

Mission Armory, announced that the 250th Field Artillery would be ordered onto the Embarcadero 

and that “law and order would be maintained.” Upon arriving at the Mission Armory, guardsmen 

were outfitted with machine guns, rifles, and tear gun canisters and dispatched to the Waterfront. 

Later in the afternoon Guardsmen began to erect barricades of sandbags around the Mission 

Armory, while police kept onlookers back.30 

 

After the Korean War, the Mission Armory slowly lost its value as a military training facility. By the 

1950s, close-order drilling was no longer a central part of the National Guard’s training regimen. 

World War II-era technological advances in air warfare rendered coastal batteries outdated. With the 

250th Coast Artillery converted into an anti-aircraft unit, there was no longer any need for the large 

non-firing field guns installed in the Drill Court; they were removed in 1947. After the Korean War, 

training at the Mission Armory became centered on classroom instruction.31  With a large and 

permanent standing army, the California National Guard was increasingly deployed to the sites of 

natural disasters and to quell riots, including the Riots of 1967 in San Francisco’s Bayview-Hunters 

Point district. By the late 1960s, the Mission Armory was deemed obsolete, and in 1973 the 

California National Guard announced its intention to move operations to a new armory at Fort 

Funston. According to the California Guard, the Mission Armory was deficient for several reasons. 

First, the building was too large for modern training requirements. Second, ammunition could not be 

stored securely. Third, there was not sufficient parking for armored vehicles. Finally, maintenance 

costs associated with the aging building were too high, reaching $90,000 per year by the late 1970s.32 

By 1975, the National Guard had vacated the Mission Armory facilities. 

 

California National Guard Leaves the Mission Armory 

After the California National Guard vacated the Mission Armory, the building was used sporadically 

over the next few years by various entities. The San Francisco Police Department established an 

after-school boxing program for neighborhood youth but few other agencies or organizations 

stepped forward to claim the building for any full-time use. In 1976, George Lucas used the Drill 

Court to film some scenes for Star Wars but plans to convert the building into a full-time film studio 

                                                                                                                                                              
29 “Armory Has Trained Thousands of Soldiers,” The San Francisco News (April 2, 1952). 
30 “3 Killed, 31 Shot in Widespread Rioting,” San Francisco Daily News (July 5, 1934). 
31 “Armory Has Trained Thousands of Soldiers,” The San Francisco News (April 2, 1952). 
32 “Guard’s Old Armory, Renewed Hope for Cultural Center,” San Francisco Chronicle (August 1, 1974) 
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never came to fruition.33  In 1974, a citizens group called the Mission Planning Council (MPC) set up 

the “Mission Armory Task Force” to develop a plan for the building’s reuse. The first step involved 

convincing the State General Services Administration to declare the building surplus property and 

sell it to the City. As city property, the MPC hoped to find a developer to reuse the building. They 

envisioned a weekly mercado, combined with dances, concerts and sporting events, taking place in the 

Drill Court. The MPC hoped that this commercial component would pay for the renovation of the 

Administration Building on Mission Street. Additional intended uses included neighborhood non-

profit office space, a recreation center, a theater and a branch of City College.  

 

The neighborhood reuse efforts came to a standstill in 1975 when the California National Guard was 

evicted from its new quarters at Fort Funston to make way for a sewage treatment plant. Faced with 

the prospect of returning to the Mission Armory, the California National Guard developed plans to 

demolish the building and replace it with a modern facility with ample surface parking. Mission 

residents, determined to prevent the building’s demolition, actively pursued landmark status for the 

Mission Armory. In 1978, the Mission Armory was listed in the National Register, and a year later it 

was designated San Francisco City Landmark #108. In 1979, the California National Guard 

abandoned their plans to replace the Mission Armory and decommissioned the building.  

 

Development Plans 

In 1980, the Mission Armory was declared surplus property by the State General Services 

Administration and put up for sale. The Drill Court was still used occasionally by the San Francisco 

Police Department (SFPD) for boxing matches and by the San Francisco Opera for building sets. In 

that same year, a team of consultants including Charles Hall Page & Associates, Sanger & Associates 

and others developed a reuse plan for the building. As the largest public assembly space in the City, 

the options seemed endless. However, the cost of rehabilitating the structure and bringing it into 

conformance with modern seismic and life-safety codes were too formidable for any developer. In 

1980 this figure was $14,000,000, significantly higher than the assessed value of the property. On the 

other hand, the cost of demolishing the building also exceeded the value of the property. Throughout 

the 1980s, a series of development proposals emerged. In 1986, a private developer purchased the 

Mission Armory and planned to convert the building into market-rate housing but abandoned his 

plans in the face of neighborhood opposition. Later that same year, another developer made plans to 

convert the armory into a movie studio but this proposal also failed to materialize. In 1996, a task 

                                                      
33 Interview with Ross Worden, April 17, 2000. 
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force led by City Supervisor Susan Leal recommended that the City purchase the Mission Armory, 

but by this point the State was already in negotiations with a private developer. In 2000, yet another 

proposal surfaced to convert the building into dot-com office space. When this effort collapsed in 

the face of intense neighborhood opposition, plans were amended to convert the Mission Armory 

into a “server farm” for computer equipment. This plan also failed to gain support, and today the 

building remains vacant. 
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V. SIGNIFICANCE 

 

Significance 

According to the 1978 National Register nomination, the Mission Armory was listed under Criterion 

A (Event) for its association with events related to the military defense of San Francisco Bay. It is 

also significant for its association with major sporting events. Known in the 1930s as the “Madison 

Square Garden of the West,” the building hosted many important title-boxing matches. The National 

Register nomination also lists the Mission Armory as significant under Criterion C 

(Design/Construction). As a large “fortress” style armory, the Mission Armory appears to be unique 

in California in terms of its design. Although imposing on the exterior, the interior of the Mission 

Armory is surprisingly elegant for a utilitarian structure with marble, terrazzo and oak finishes.  

Structurally, the Mission Armory is even more impressive, with its massive concrete frame and 

colossal arched steel web trusses in the Drill Court. The Mission Armory is also significant under 

Criterion C as a work of State Architect John W. Woollett and his architectural firm Woollett & 

Woollett. Woollett served as State Architect of California for only a year and as a result, did not 

complete many projects in this position. Woollett and his brother William ran a thriving practice in 

San Francisco until the end of the First World War, when William moved south to Los Angeles. 

 

Criterion A: Strategic Nature of San Francisco  

When the Mission Armory was completed in 1914, San Francisco was still the most important port 

city in the West, handling the bulk of the region’s imports and exports. San Francisco Bay was also 

home to a large percentage of California’s population and to the most important naval shipyards and 

military bases on the West Coast. San Francisco was of tremendous strategic importance, located 

midway along the West Coast on the only major natural harbor between San Diego and Seattle. Soon 

after the U.S. conquered California in 1846, the Federal government began reinforcing the vitally 

important San Francisco Bay. By World War I, the Navy Department and the National Guard 

constructed a network of batteries and other military installations at strategic locations around San 

Francisco Bay.  

 

Criterion A: Role of Mission Armory in Defense of San Francisco 

In 1914, California was still a relatively under-populated region and a several day journey by train 

from the primary population centers of the East Coast and the Midwest. In these conditions it was 

imperative to enroll civilians to augment the regular Army stationed at the coastal batteries ringing 
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San Francisco Bay and the Golden Gate. The 250th Coast Artillery fulfilled this function for much of 

its history from its quarters in the Mission Armory. In the event of foreign attack it was expected that 

these California Guardsmen would fight alongside regular Army troops to man the coastal defense 

network. According to the leadership of the California National Guard, the role of the 250th Coast 

Artillery, was clear: 

 
The Coast Artillery mans the fixed and mobile heavy artillery of our Coast Defenses 
in case of war with a naval power. It defends your cities, your industries and your 
homes from attack. The Coast Artillery, California National Guard defends our San 
Francisco, San Diego and Los Angeles. The Coast Artillery makes it possible for our 
Navy to take the offensive to defeat the enemy on the high seas; it mans the artillery 
for defense against hostile aircraft, and in land warfare it mans the heavy tractor and 
railway artillery-in short, the Coast Artillery defends against sea and air attacks and 
fights offensively or defensively with our field armies in land warfare.34 
 

In addition to its roll as a training facility, the Armory functioned as the main gathering space for 

most Bay Area draftees, who were inducted into the armed forces. As the largest National Guard 

facility in Northern California and as the home of the 250th Coast Artillery, the Mission Armory is 

historically important to the defense of the Bay Area.  

 

Criterion A: Social and Recreational Use of the Mission Armory  

From the 1920s through the 1940s, the Mission Armory served as San Francisco’s primary sports 

venue, eventually earning the nickname “the Madison Square Garden of the West.”  For almost three 

decades, at least two prizefights were held in the Drill Court each week, usually on Tuesday and 

Friday nights (Figure 22). One very notable fights included a light heavy weight title fight between 

                                                      
34 California National Guard, San Francisco’s Defenders, The Coast Artillery and Signal Corps, (San Francisco: California National 
Guard Information Offices, undated). 

Figure 22. Interior of the Drill Court showing boxing ring, ca. 1928.  
Source: San Francisco Public Library 
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Young Jim Corbett III and Jackie Fields. Other notable fights that took place in the Armory included 

matches between Mike Teague and Armand Emanuel (Teague was the World Light Heavy Weight 

Champion); Jackie Fields and Jack Thompson (both were welterweight champions); and Young Jim 

Corbett [the son of “Gentleman Jim” Corbett] and Pete Myers in 1929.35 

 

The Mission Armory also served as a social club for California Guardsmen. During peacetime, they 

would drill and dine together, attend parties and balls and socialize in the lounges or sport facilities. 

When Guardsmen visited other cities, they enjoyed reciprocal benefits, allowing them to take part in 

gala events, parades, dinners, reviews and, occasionally, a mock battle. Volunteers would often spend 

a week at Leona Heights, in Oakland, living in tents and improving martial skills by engaging in 

“manly competition.”  The men assigned to the Mission Armory, like other National Guardsmen 

were set apart from many of their fellow Americans. Contemporary accounts suggest the Guardsmen 

developed a sense of common identity and a feeling of belonging to a larger group, although they 

often individually belonged to different ethnic or religious groups.36  

  

Criterion C: Design 

The Mission Armory was designed in the tradition of other “fortress armories” built in the major 

urban centers of the East Coast and the Midwest around the turn-of-the-century. It is one of a 

handful of historic armories remaining in California and on the West Coast (similar armories in 

Seattle, Portland and Los Angeles have all been demolished). By 1943, the State of California had 

constructed permanent armories in: Los Angeles, Long Beach, Pasadena, Pomona, Sacramento, 

Salinas, San José, Santa Barbara, Stockton, San Pedro and Yuba City.37  Most, if not all, of these 

armories appear to have been subsequently demolished or converted to new uses. When it was 

completed in 1914, the Mission Armory was designed to be the most up-to-date armory in the 

United States. Departing from many contemporary armories in cities of the Northeast and Midwest, 

the Mission Armory was designed within the context of California’s architectural traditions. 

Interchangeably labeled by Woollett as being either a “Spanish” or “Moorish” fortress, the Mission 

Armory made use of features and materials typical of the contemporary regional Mission Revival and 

Arts and Crafts movements, clearly departing from the Gothic and Romanesque styles popular “Back 

East.”  The engineering of the Drill Court, with its soaring 170-foot steel web trusses is another 

significant architectural feature of the Mission Armory. 

                                                      
35 “Fresno Boxer too Much for Potrero Pete,” and “Corbett Battles Myers at Armory,” San Francisco Chronicle? (April 29, 
1929). 
36 Robert M. Fogelson, America’s Armories, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989). 
37 Victor Hansen, History of the California State Guard, (Sacramento: 1943). 
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Criterion C: Woollett & Woollett 

The firm of Woollett & Woollett was a prominent architectural firm in the Bay Area between 1906 

and the First World War. William L. and John W. Woollett, third-generation architects, were born in 

Albany, New York: William in 1872 and John in 1876. The Woolletts were sons of William M. 

Woollett Sr., a prominent architect in Albany. William L. Woollett graduated from Boston College 

and John from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. William arrived in San Francisco not long 

after the 1906 Earthquake to take advantage of surplus of work stemming from the City’s 

reconstruction. Two of William’s early projects in the Bay Area include the Realty Syndicate Building 

in downtown Oakland and Idora Park, an amusement park, also in Oakland.38  Although John did 

not move to the Bay Area until 1911, the partnership of Woollett & Woollett was listed in San 

Francisco city directories from 1907 to 1916, with an office located at 260 California Street. In 1911, 

John moved to the Bay Area and he was appointed State Architect the following year.39  Even while 

he was State Architect, John and William continued to collaborate on private projects. In 1912, while 

John was working on the design of the Mission Armory, the brothers submitted an entry in the San 

Francisco City Hall Competition. Aside from the Fugazi Building of 1908, the Mission Armory is the 

only known surviving example of either Woollett’s work in San Francisco. 

 

Although John only held the position of State Architect for a year, he designed at least two other 

major public buildings, including the Los Angeles Armory and the State Printing Office Building in 

Sacramento. Both projects were exhibited in the Annual Exhibition of the San Francisco 

Architecture Club in 1913.40  After 1916, William Woollett went to Los Angeles, opened his own 

firm and enjoyed a prosperous career in Southern California. Some of his most prominent designs 

there include: the Million Dollar Theater, in downtown Los Angeles (1918); the elaborate and 

imaginative “Chinese” style Grauman’s Metropolitan Theater, also in Los Angeles (1923); and the 

Lakeside Golf and Country Club in Hollywood (1927). For the last design Woollett won an Honor 

Award from the Southern California Chapter of the AIA. Perhaps most interesting of Woollett’s 

designs were two designs he entered in the Los Angeles City Hall Competition; one in 1918 and a 

second in 1923. 

 

                                                      
38 “Making an Amusement Park Beautiful,” The Architect and Engineer (September 1909). 
39 “New State Architect,” The Architect and Engineer (June 1912) 112. 
40B.J.S. Cahill, “A Criticism of Some Works Shown at the Annual Exhibition of the San Francisco Architectural Club” 
(April 1913) 57 and 70. 
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Criterion C: Symbolic Role  

The Mission Armory was not only a building; it was an overt symbol of military power in San 

Francisco, the self-appointed “Capital of the Pacific Slope.”  When it was completed in 1914, the San 

Francisco Armory was the only significant “fortress style” National Guard armory on the West Coast 

aside from Seattle and Portland. In a city known for its powerful labor unions, the Mission Armory 

was an explicit symbol of governmental (and by extension, corporate) control and the commitment 

to using force, if necessary, to maintain order. Built at the northern entrance to the Mission district, a 

neighborhood known for its radical politics and union activism, the meaning of the Armory could 

not have been clearer. 
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Significance Diagrams 

The following are significance diagrams of the Armory classifying the elements and features of the 

building into three categories: Significant, Contributing, and Non-Contributing. These categories are 

based upon nationally accepted standards for evaluation and have been tailored to the building under 

review. 

 
Significant 
 
Significant areas consist of the most historically important spaces in the building, as well as 
the most prominent exterior finishes and features. All exterior elevations retain their original 
historic fabric and appearance and are therefore Significant. Certain interior elements, such 
as the Drill Court, Reception Room, Entrance Hall, Main Stairs, Stair Lobbies Toilet Rooms, 
parts of the Mezzanine Corridor, and Second and Third Floor Corridors are all Significant, 
owing to their high level of finish and integrity. Significant areas are indicated in red on the 
significance diagrams. 
 
Contributing 
 
Secondary offices, classrooms, locker rooms, gun rooms and parlors that are characterized 
by a lesser degree of architectural significance yet retain a high degree of historic integrity, or 
historically important yet altered spaces are defined as Contributing. Contributing areas make 
up the bulk of the interior spaces in the Armory outside of the Drill Court. Contributing 
spaces include some of the Social Hall, offices on the Mezzanine, Second and Third Floors 
and the Basement Corridor. Contributing areas are indicated in yellow in the significance 
diagrams. 
 
Non-Contributing 
 
Non-Contributing areas are generally non-historic interior spaces or historic interior spaces 
that have been altered to the extent that their original character is compromised. In the latter 
case, specific original areas that have been so altered include virtually the entire Basement 
level and portions of the First Floor where the training guns were located. These areas also 
include supporting rooms such as the battery storage room and several later additions to the 
Mezzanine level. Non-contributing areas are indicated in green in the significance diagrams. 
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VI. CONTEXT & RELATIONSHIP 

 

After the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, the heavily damaged North Mission was redeveloped primarily 

as a manufacturing and high-density residential zone dominated by breweries, woolen mills, 

commercial laundries, machine shops and single-room occupancy hotels and apartment buildings. 

The North Mission (and adjoining South of Market Area) thrived as a mixed-use residential and 

industrial zone into the post-World War II era. However, by the late 1950s, the North Mission began 

to decline after many manufacturing industries relocated to nearby cities where larger parcels were 

available and access to the freeways was better. During the 1960s and 1970s many of the former 

machine shops and other light industrial facilities were converted into automobile repair shops, retail 

stores and social service agencies. By the 1990s, a booming high technology economy combined with 

an acute housing shortage led to an explosion of new “live-work lofts” in the ostensibly industrial 

areas of the City. 

 

In terms of urban design qualities, the North Mission today is comprised of a mixture of different 

building types and uses, including one-story industrial buildings and larger three and four-story 

residential hotels, gas stations, empty lots and contemporary live-work lofts. Today, a mixture of 

these building types characterizes the immediate vicinity of the Mission Armory. Mission Street to 

the north is composed of dwindling commercial/manufacturing facilities, social service agencies, and 

a handful of high-density residential buildings. Mission Street south of 15th Street onward is primarily 

commercial/retail with residential above.  

 

The Mission Armory is unique within the context of the North Mission District. Although it is not 

located in a recognized historic district, the Mission Armory is located within an area recently 

surveyed by the San Francisco Planning Department. For the past two years the Planning 

Department has been working on the North Mission Cultural Resources Survey. The thirty-square-

block area is roughly defined by Dolores Street to the west, Duboce Street to the north, Capp Street 

to the east and 16th Street to the south. According to the September 2003 Context Statement: 

 

The Inner Mission North is important as a neighborhood reconstructed following 
the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In recent years, the Inner Mission neighborhood has 
experienced significant changes as development pressures from industries such as 
biotechnology and dot-com companies have left their mark on the Mission area 
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architecturally and socially – often negatively affecting the balance of this already 
fragile neighborhood.41 

 

The Mission Armory was not evaluated as part of the North Mission Cultural Resources Survey, 

because it is already a City Landmark as well as being listed in the National Register. In regard to its 

relationship to the larger North Mission area, the Armory is a visual landmark that is much larger in 

scale than any of its neighbors and distinct in terms of its materials and architectural style. Although 

the building has been allowed to deteriorate over the past three decades, it serves as an icon for the 

North Mission neighborhood, an area lacking in architecturally significant buildings. 

 

 

                                                      
41 San Francisco Planning Department, Phase Two: Inner Mission North Cultural Resource Survey Summary Report and Revised 
Context Statement, (San Francisco: 2003), p. 5. 
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VII. PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS 

 

This section analyzes the project-specific impacts of the proposed project on the environment, as 

required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Also included is an analysis of the 

proposed project pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties. 

 

Proposed Project 

The current proposal for the Mission Armory calls for the conversion of the existing vacant building 

into multi-unit residential housing and community office space. This mixed-use project is aimed at 

young singles, newly married wage earners and, potentially, senior citizens seeking lower priced 

housing in San Francisco. Designed by MBH Architects, the project will rehabilitate the existing 

Administration Building and construct a new structure within the Drill Court. The proposed 

rehabilitation will result in a total of 173 units, composed of 129 units in the Drill Court structure 

and 44 units in the Administration Building. Of the 129 units in the Drill Court: seventy-eight will be 

studio apartments, thirty will be one-bedroom townhouses, and twenty-one will be one-bedroom 

townhouses. Of the 44 units in the Administration Building: twenty-four will be one-bedroom 

apartments, six will be two-bedroom apartments, one will be a one-bedroom townhouse, and 

thirteen will be two-bedroom townhouses (eight of the two-bedroom townhouses will be built on the 

roof). Each apartment will face a court and have access to either a private or public open space. 

Along with the residential units, 220 automobile parking spaces (includes managed parking spaces) 

will be provided, as well as 190 bicycle parking spaces. A new basement automobile ramp will be 

added near the southwestern corner of the building and the existing automobile ramp at the 

northwest corner will be demolished. 

 

The current proposal will alter the interior of the Mission Armory, a City Landmark and National 

Register-listed property. In addition to the construction of units in the Drill Court and the 

Administration Building, all exterior façades will be preserved or restored. The exteriors will remain 

largely unaltered with no new openings punched into either building. However, the existing roll-up 

door opening at the southwest corner of the building on Julian Street will have to be increased to 

permit two-way traffic flow into and out of the basement parking area. The project sponsors propose 

to clean, stabilize and repair the existing masonry exterior of the Armory. All existing windows will 

be repaired or replaced in kind as appropriate. The tributary of Mission Creek running underneath 
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the Drill Court and Administration Building will remain and continue to be diverted; the new auto 

ramp will not affect the creek.  

 

The proposed project will also entail the addition of new infrastructure to the building, including 

mechanical, electrical and plumbing systems necessary to create the individual apartment units. Most 

of the interior wall partitions and finishes will be removed from the Administration Building 

(referred to as the Tower in the architectural drawings). The main staircase in the Administration 

Building will remain unaltered. Historic materials removed from other parts of the building, such as 

the terrazzo flooring and historic wood doors, will be salvaged and re-used elsewhere in the building. 

On the first floor, four office spaces and the main lobby will be retained and rehabilitated. A portion 

of the first floor main lobby will also be retained. On the upper floors, the stair lobby and a portion 

of the double-loaded corridors will be retained. The Administration Building will also receive new 

two-story rooftop townhouses (eight in all). 

 

A new seven-story structure will be erected within the Drill Court. In order to accommodate the new 

steel frame structure, the concrete balcony around the perimeter of the space will be removed. The 

existing perimeter walls and trusses, which are essential character-defining features of this space, will 

remain.  However, portions of the Drill Court’s roof sheathing will be removed to provide light and 

air to the apartments located in the Drill Court. The vehicular ramp at the northwestern corner of the 

building will be removed and replaced by a ramp at the southwestern corner, to be accessed through 

an existing Drill Court opening. This will require new openings within the Drill Court’s floor plate.  
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

 

Introduction 

The goals and processes of the California Environmental Quality Act are identified in the following 

section excerpted from the State of California:  

 
The basic goal of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code 
§21000 et seq.) is to develop and maintain a high-quality environment now and in the 
future, while the specific goals of CEQA are for California's public agencies to: 
 

1. identify the significant environmental effects of their actions; and, either 
2. avoid those significant environmental effects, where feasible; or 
3. mitigate those significant environmental effects, where feasible. 
 

CEQA applies to "projects" proposed to be undertaken or requiring approval by State 
and local government agencies. "Projects" are 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. Where a project requires approvals from more than one public 
agency, CEQA requires ones of these public agencies to serve as the "lead agency." A 
"lead agency" must complete the environmental review process required by CEQA. The 
most basic steps of the environmental review process are:  
 

1) Determine if the activity is a "project" subject to CEQA; 
 
2) Determine if the "project" is exempt from CEQA; 
 
3) Perform an Initial Study to identify the environmental impacts of the project 

and determine whether the identified impacts are "significant". Based on its 
findings of "significance", the lead agency prepares one of the following 
environmental review documents: 

 
a) Negative Declaration if it finds no "significant" impacts; 
 
b) Mitigated Negative Declaration if it finds "significant" impacts but 

revises the project to avoid or mitigate those significant impacts; 
 
c) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if it finds "significant" impacts. 

 
While there is no ironclad definition of "significance", the State CEQA Guidelines 
provides criteria to lead agencies in determining whether a project may have significant 
effects in Article 5. The purpose of an EIR is to provide State and local agencies and the 
general public with detailed information on the potentially significant environmental 
effects which a proposed project is likely to have and to list ways which the significant 
environmental effects may be minimized and indicate alternatives to the project.42 
 

                                                      
42 California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA: Summary <http://ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/summary.html>  
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Under CEQA, evaluation of the proposed projects for impacts is a two-step process: first, it must be 

determined whether the property is an “historical resource,” as defined in Section 15064.5(a)(3) of 

CEQA; and second is to evaluate the proposed project for “substantial adverse change” to the 

historical resource. 

 

Status of Existing Building as a Historical Resource 

According to Section 15064.5 (a) of (CEQA) an “historical resource” is defined as belonging to at 

least one of the following three categories: 

 
1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 

Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. 
Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.). 

 
2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 

5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1 (g) of the Public 
Resources Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public 
agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of 
evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. 

 
3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 

agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, 
or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resources, 
provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in 
light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead 
agency to be “historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on 
the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Title 14 
CCR, Section 4852). 

 
4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the 

California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of 
historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Pub. Resources Code), or 
identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) 
of the Pub. Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that 
the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Pub. Resources Code 
sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

 

The Mission Armory qualifies as an historical resource in two ways, as a property listed in the 

National Register and as a San Francisco City Landmark. As a property formally listed in the 

National Register, the Mission Armory is automatically included in the California Register.43 As a San 

Francisco Landmark, the Mission Armory is considered to be included in a certified local register of 
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historical resources as defined by Section 5020.1(k). Therefore, the Mission Armory is considered to 

be an historic resource, as defined by CEQA. 

 

San Francisco Planning Department CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources  

As a certified local government and lead agency in the majority of CEQA determinations, the San 

Francisco Planning Department has instituted guidelines and a system 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.44 To facilitate the review process, the Planning Department has established the following 

categories to establish the baseline significance of historic properties based on their inclusion in 

cultural resource surveys and/or historic districts: 

 
• Category A – Historical Resources is divided into two sub-categories: 
 

- 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 Resources by the California Historic Resources 
Commission will preclude evaluation of the property as an historical 
resource under CEQA. 

 
- 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 

                                                                                                                                                              
43 Office of Historic Preservation, California Office of Historic Preservation, Technical Assistance Series #3, California Register of 
Historical Resources: Questions and Answers, (Sacramento: 2002), p. 1. 
44 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16: City and County of San Francisco Planning 
Department CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources (October 8, 2004). 
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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 resources, properties less than 50 years of age, and properties for which 
the City has no information.45 

 

The Mission Armory falls under “Category A.1 – Resources listed on or formally determined to be 

eligible for the California Register,” as a property that has been listed on the California Register of 

Historical Resources. The building was previously listed on the National Register; therefore, it is 

automatically listed in the California Register. As defined by the San Francisco Planning Department, 

the California National Guard Armory and Arsenal is considered to be an historic resource under 

CEQA. 

 

Determination of Significant Adverse Change under CEQA 

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.”46 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.”47 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.48 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. 

 

According to Section 15064.5 (b) (3), “Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 

                                                      
45 San Francisco Planning Department, “San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 – CEQA and Historical Resources” 
(May 5, 2004) 3-4. 
46 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b) (emphasis added). 
47 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(1)(emphasis added). 
48 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(2). 
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Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995) by Weeks and Grimmer (Secretary’s Standards), shall be considered 

as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource.” 49 

 

Evaluation of the Project Pursuant to the Secretary’s Standards 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 

Buildings (the Secretary’s Standards or Standards) provide guidance for reviewing proposed work to 

historic properties and for guiding rehabilitation of historic buildings.50 The Standards are used by 

Federal agencies in evaluating work on historic properties and have also been adopted by local 

government bodies across the country (including the San Francisco Landmarks Preservation 

Advisory Board) for reviewing proposed work to historic properties under local preservation 

ordinances. The Standards are a useful analytic tool for understanding and describing the potential 

impacts of substantial changes to historic resources. Conformance with the Standards does not 

determine whether a project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

historic resource. Rather, projects that comply with the Standards benefit from a regulatory 

presumption that they would have a less-than-significant adverse impact on an historic resource.51 

Projects that do not comply with the Standards may or may not cause a substantial adverse change in 

the significance of an historic resource.  

 

The following analyzes the proposed project according to each of the ten standards for rehabilitation: 

 

Rehabilitation Standard #1 

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

 
The proposed rehabilitation of the Mission Armory will convert the presently vacant Drill Court and 

Administration Building into high-density residential units and office space. Historically the 

Administration Building was used as a combination of offices, recreation and sport facilities and 

barracks-type housing. The open Drill Court was used for military exercises and public sporting 

                                                      
49 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(3). 
50 U.S. Department of Interior National Park Service Cultural Resources, Preservation Assistance Division, Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, 1992. The Standards, revised in 
1992, were codified as 36 CFR Part 68.3 in the July 12, 1995 Federal Register (Vol. 60, No. 133). The revision replaces the 
1978 and 1983 versions of 36 CFR 68 entitled The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Historic Preservation Projects. The 36 CFR 
68.3 Standards are applied to all grant-in-aid development projects assisted through the National Historic Preservation Fund. 
Another set of Standards, 36 CFR 67.7, focuses on “certified historic structures” as defined by the IRS Code of 1986. The 
Standards in 36 CFR 67.7 are used primarily when property owners are seeking certification for Federal tax benefits. The two 
sets of Standards vary slightly, but the differences are primarily technical and non-substantive in nature. The Guidelines, 
however, are not codified in the Federal Register. 
51 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(3). 
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events. The new residential use will require substantial interior changes to comply with modern living 

standards and life-safety and seismic codes for residential structures. Although the general floor plate 

configuration and circulation pattern within the Administration Building will be retained, the hollow 

clay tile partition walls will have to be removed because of their vulnerability to failure in the event of 

an earthquake. Character-defining materials and features identified as contributing, such as oak and 

marble trim, doors and windows, stairs and floors will be salvaged and reused in the building 

wherever possible. Other materials not deemed salvageable will be removed. 

 

Other major spaces, such as the basement and the first floor, will be given uses similar to their 

original purposes. For example, the Basement will be used for parking and storage, while the first 

floor will be used for offices. The Drill Court will undergo perhaps the most intensive change in use, 

from public assembly to residential use. However, the exposed structural system and wall 

configuration will be left intact, allowing the former use of the space to be perceived. The proposed 

project will alter distinctive features, materials, and spatial relationships within the Mission Armory, 

however, features identified as “significant,” such as the exterior walls, Administration Building’s 

main staircase and stair lobbies, will be retained and rehabilitated. The proposed project complies 

with Rehabilitation Standard #1. 

 

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 a property will be avoided.  

 
The Armory’s character as a residence (albeit temporary) and office will not be altered. The proposed 

project calls for the removal of the interior clay tile partition walls, in order to comply with seismic 

codes. Additionally, the proposed project will remove the existing elevator penthouse and replace it 

with new two-story rooftop townhouses. Important character-defining features and materials 

including terrazzo floors, marble base moldings, windows and doors and their casings will be retained 

or reutilized in the new building. As noted previously, all “significant” architectural features, such as 

the exterior walls, windows, main stairs, and stair lobbies will be retained and preserved.  

 

In the Drill Court, the interior historic character will be altered by the addition of the new seven-

story residential structure in the center of the space. Furthermore, the later bleachers and concrete 

mezzanine will be removed as well as portions of the roof decking. The area surrounding the new 

building will be landscaped. This new structure will be clearly differentiated from the Drill Court and 

set back from the historic fabric of the building The brick walls and open web steel trusses will be 
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retained in their existing location. Although the majority of the Drill Court’s primarily character-

defining features will be retained and preserved, its existing open spatial character will be 

compromised by the new seven-story structure.  

 

The exterior of the Mission Armory will be rehabilitated in compliance with the Secretary’s 

Standards, thus retaining and preserving historic materials and features that are significant to the 

building. However, the spatial character of the Drill Court will be altered; therefore, the proposed 

project will not comply 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 historic properties, will not be 
undertaken.  
 
Based on the conceptual drawings and discussions with MBH Architects and the project sponsor, the 

proposed rehabilitation of the Mission Armory will not result in changes that “create a false sense of 

historical development.” New construction is primarily limited to the interior and the new units on 

the roof of the Administration Building. These areas will be designed in a contemporary vocabulary. 

The proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard #3. 

 

Rehabilitation Standard #4 

Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and preserved.  
 
The rehabilitation of the Mission Armory will result in the removal of portions of the roof sheathing, 

the monitor and the Mezzanine level of the Drill Court.  

 

Although constructed in the mid-1920s, the mezzanine level has gained historical significance as a 

“contributing” element. Architecturally, “contributing” elements are of lesser significance than 

“significant” elements, and are of less value to the larger historical context of the property. The 

mezzanine level is an example of the Drill Court’s former use as a boxing arena. The demolition of 

this feature will not be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard #4. 

 

Over the building’s lifetime, the Drill Court’s roof sheathing and monitor have acquired historical 

significance. As a highly visible icon in the city, the Drill Court’s roof is one of the most noticeable 

sections of the Mission Armory and contributes to the Armory’s image and exterior appearance. The 

removal of the roof skin for the new residential building will cause a change in the building’s exterior 
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image. The demolition/removal of these features is not in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 

#4. Therefore, the proposed project does not comply with Rehabilitation Standard #4. 

 

Rehabilitation Standard #5 

Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a 
property will be preserved.  
 
Distinctive exterior materials and features, such as the clinker brick exterior and terra cotta decorative 

trim will be retained and preserved. Some interior materials and features, such as the terrazzo 

flooring, marble base moldings and oak doors and trim will be salvaged and reused in the interior. 

Although portions of these features will be reused, they will be substantially altered and reused in 

new areas. In addition to the alterations to the aforementioned materials, the interior clay tile 

partitions will be demolished as part of the building’s seismic retrofit. The removal of these features 

is not in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard #5. The proposed project does not comply 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.  
 
Although the conceptual design drawings provided by the project sponsor do not approach the level 

of detail necessary to fully evaluate the project under Rehabilitation Standard #6, conversations with 

the project sponsor indicated the intention to comply with this standard. The prolonged 

abandonment of the Mission Armory has led to deterioration and vandalism of the windows. The 

project sponsor will repair the wood windows where possible and replace severely damaged windows 

in kind and in accordance with the National Park Service’s Preservation Brief #9: Repair of Historic 

Wooden Windows. Other historic features will be repaired, such as the exterior clinker brick, red brick 

exterior, stone elements and ornamentation. Every effort will be made to ensure that the existing 

doors on Mission Street are retained, pending their ability to meet current applicable building codes. 

Most of the exterior will be repaired and preserved, except for portions of the Drill Court’s roof 

sheathing and the monitor, which will be removed. The proposed project complies with 

Rehabilitation Standard #6. 
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Rehabilitation Standard #7 

Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments that 
cause damage to historic materials will not be used.  
 
The exterior of the long-abandoned Mission Armory has been repeatedly vandalized with graffiti 

over the past three decades. Chemical treatments may be necessary to remove it. Additionally, a 

sealant may be added to the exterior brick to prevent further graffiti. Nevertheless, the physical 

treatments chosen will be the gentlest means possible to avoid damaging the historic clinker brick 

exterior. An architectural conservator with experience in historic masonry should be consulted, prior 

to any treatment. If these conditions are met then the proposed project will comply with 

Rehabilitation Standard #7. 

 

Rehabilitation Standard #8 

Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures 
will be undertaken.  
 
Excavation necessary to construct the Basement of the Mission Armory in 1912 was substantial and 

most likely would have resulted in the destruction and removal of any archaeological resources that 

may be on the site. The proposed seismic work and construction of the seven-story structure in the 

Drill Court may result in disturbances to the soil and bedrock beneath the Mission Armory. If 

archaeological resources are encountered, work will stop in the area and an archaeologist will be 

consulted. The proposed project complies 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 shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible 
with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and 
its environment.  
 
The only exterior addition will be the new two-story townhouses on the roof of the Administration 

Building. These new townhouses will replace the existing elevator penthouse, which is not historically 

significant. The proposed units will not interfere with the existing skylights.  Visual studies of the 

building’s massing show that from street level only a negligible portion of the new units would be 

visible. The new rooftop units appear to be set back a sufficient distance from the building edge and 

are partially obscured by the tall parapet wall of the Administration Building. This aspect of the 

project is in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard #9. 
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Other than the aforementioned addition, the proposed project will have very little impact on the 

exterior of the building, beyond the construction of mechanical equipment on the Administration 

Building’s roof, and the removal of roof sheathing and monitor of the Drill Court. New mechanical 

equipment will be concealed behind the high parapet wall of the Administration Building’s roof and 

should not be visible from the street. Although the removal of the roof sheathing is a substantial 

alteration, it is necessary to provide light and air for the new seven-story structure. As mentioned 

above, the Drill Court is a highly visible icon that can be viewed from some distance. Consequently, 

the removal of the roof sheathing and monitor is not in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard #9, 

since these elements are contributing parts of the building’s exterior.  

 

Therefore, the proposed project does not comply with Rehabilitation Standard #9. 

 

Rehabilitation 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 will result in the new construction of two-story townhouses atop the 

Administration Building and a seven-story apartment building in the interior of the Drill Court. The 

new two-story rooftop units will result in the demolition of the existing elevator penthouse, which is 

not historically significant. The new seven-story building will be set well back from the perimeter 

walls of the Drill Court, and no structural elements will be altered. Although unlikely, the removal of 

this new structure/addition would be possible. The alterations to the Drill Court’s roof are necessary 

to allow light and air into this part of the building and could be reversed should the function of the 

Mission Armory change in the future. The removal of the roof sheathing and monitor will require 

documentation to record the material composition and size of these elements. The proposed project 

complies with Rehabilitation Standard #10. 

 

Summary 

The proposed project is not in compliance with Rehabilitation Standards #2, #4, #5, and #9. 

Therefore, the proposed project will not receive a regulatory exemption from CEQA and will have to 

undergo analysis for the project specific impacts. 
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Analysis of the Project Specific Impacts under CEQA 

 

Impact 1.0 – The proposed project will affect contributing interior elements of the Mission Armory (Less-than-

Significant) 

The proposed plans for the Mission Armory would result in major changes to the interior of the 

building. The proposed plans will remove most of the interior finishes and materials, in order to 

rehabilitate/renovate the interior of the Administration Building into housing, and construct a new 

structure in the interior of the Drill Court. These plans will alter several historically significant 

interior spaces. The following provides a summary of the noteworthy interior alterations on each 

floor: 

 

Administration Building 

The Basement will be renovated and converted for use as parking and bicycle storage and 

utility rooms. The only original features to be retained in this space are the stairs. The 

artillery foundations will be removed. 

 

On the First Floor, the project sponsor will retain the entry vestibule, doors, stairs, stair 

lobby and four offices (inclusive of their finish materials), as well as a portion of the corridor 

system. The original hollow clay tile partition walls will be demolished to accommodate 

community offices and residential units.  

 

The Mezzanine, Second and Third floors (labeled as second, third and fourth floors in the 

provided architectural drawings) will retain their original stair lobbies, stairs, and a portion of 

the terrazzo-covered hallways. The original hollow clay tile partition walls will be 

demolished. New partitions will be installed to accommodate the planned residential units 

and subsequent infrastructure. The configuration of the new units will be similar to the 

existing floor plan. Although the double-loaded corridors will be retained, the corridors 

width will be reduced. Character-defining features and materials, including terrazzo flooring, 

marble and oak trim and lighting fixtures will be salvaged and reused where feasible.  

 

The Administration Building’s non-contributing elevator penthouse will be demolished as 

part of the proposed project. It will be replaced by new two-story rooftop units. These new 

units will require elevator connections, as well as connections to the building’s infrastructure. 
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Drill Court 

The seven-story structure proposed for the Drill Court would be invisible from the street 

with the exception of the open-air light wells necessary to illuminate the residential units. 

These would protrude from the roof slightly, and will be visible from the exterior. The new 

construction will result in the demolition of the concrete mezzanine and wood bleachers that 

currently extend around the perimeter of the space. These features were erected in the 1920s 

when the Drill Court was enclosed and are not original to the building. However, these 

features have gained historical significance. Otherwise, the new structure will not 

substantially impact significant historic fabric, including the brick perimeter walls, steel 

trusses, windows, and other openings.  

 

The proposed alterations to the interior of the Mission Armory will affect some character-defining 

features, particularly where seismic codes will require the removal of historic, yet potentially 

hazardous hollow clay tile partition walls. The majority of these alterations are required to comply 

with State and local life safety and seismic building codes for residential buildings. As a San Francisco 

City Landmark the proposed exterior alterations will require a Certificate of Appropriateness from 

the San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board. In general, interior alterations are 

exempt from the jurisdiction of the Landmarks Board under the provisions of Section 1006 of 

Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code unless it is a publicly owned building with a publicly 

accessible interior. As a building that is not publicly accessible and one that is primarily defined by its 

exterior, the proposed interior alterations to the Mission Armory do not appear to substantially 

diminish the building’s significance as a resource listed in and qualified for the National Register. 

Therefore, the proposed project will not affect the building’s ability to convey its historical 

significance and can be considered a less-than-significant impact under CEQA. 

 

Impact 2.0 – The proposed project will affect the exterior of the Mission Armory (Less-than-Significant) 

The project sponsors have indicated that the exterior of the Mission Armory will be rehabilitated in 

compliance with the Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation, with very few alterations. The exterior 

brick walls will be cleaned and repaired where necessary and existing openings will be maintained. 

Salvageable windows and doors will be repaired and severely deteriorated or missing windows and 

doors will be replaced in kind. No substantial new openings will be introduced into the exterior walls. 

The only exterior addition will be on the roof of the Administration Building. This addition includes 

new two-story rooftop townhouses and mechanical equipment. The removal of portions of the roof 

decking and the demolition of monitor of the Drill Court roof will impact “contributing” character-
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defining features, as well as the surrounding neighborhood, due to the Drill Court’s iconic presence. 

A portion of the roof skin and the general characteristics of the Drill Court’s roof will remain. the 

existing acrylic coated polyurethane foam (installed in 1997) will be removed and replaced by a new 

metal roof finish. These alterations are not considered to be significant adverse impacts, since they 

are easily reversed and are not impacting “significant” character-defining features, such as the roof’s 

shape and structure. Significant character-defining features are essential in the building’s 

interpretation and history. The loss of these “contributing” elements will not constitute a loss in the 

building’s ability to convey its historical significance. Therefore, this impact is considered to be less-

than-significant. 

 

Summary 

While the proposed changes to the interior of the Mission Armory are extensive, the most important 

character-defining materials and features will be retained or salvaged and reinstalled where feasible. 

Furthermore, the proposed exterior work will be relatively minimal in scope and sensitively executed. 

It is possible to reverse the proposed alterations, should future need deem this necessary.  As a 

privately owned building, the interior will not be accessible to the public, which has been the case 

since the building was completed in 1914. However, semi-public areas of the building will be retained 

and restored, including lobbies and some ceremonial spaces.  In conclusion, the proposed project will 

not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the Mission Armory and will not have a 

significant adverse effect on the environment. 
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VIII. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

 

The Mission Armory is not presently located within the boundaries of an existing or proposed 

historic district. The North Mission area has recently been surveyed by the San Francisco Planning 

Department, and although potential historic districts have been identified within the survey area, the 

Mission Armory is not located in any of them. Overall, the immediate vicinity of the building is not 

particularly cohesive in regards to building types and era of construction. In addition, incremental 

demolition and alterations have impaired the architectural integrity of the majority of the area. 

 

The Mission Armory is the only known historic armory in San Francisco and the only known 

“fortress style” armory in Northern California. As large masonry buildings designed for a specific 

use, historic urban armories are an endangered species throughout the United States. Rendered 

obsolete by evolving training regimens and the expenses associated with maintaining such large 

structures, many important urban armories have been demolished. Through the accident of history 

and the dedication of preservationists, the Mission Armory has survived when many of its 

counterparts have not, placing it in an ever-dwindling category of major architecturally significant 

armories in the United States. 

 

The proposed rehabilitation of the Mission Armory will bring a new use and much needed life to a 

building that has been abandoned for the past three decades. Although the project will result in 

substantial interior alterations, the exterior will remain substantially unchanged and in fact, will 

undergo much needed restoration. The rehabilitation of the Mission Armory is essential to the 

ongoing viability of the building. As a project that will rehabilitate the Mission Armory in compliance 

with the Secretary’s Standards, the project will not adversely affect the surrounding context; rather, 

the neighborhood will most likely be improved. Furthermore, the project will not result in the 

demolition or incompatible alteration of a rare surviving example of a major urban armory. In 

summary, the proposed rehabilitation will not have a significant adverse cumulative effect. 
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IX. SUGGESTED MITIGATION 

 

According to Section 15126.4(b)(1) of the Public Resources Code (CEQA): “Where maintenance, 

repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or reconstruction of the 

historical resource will be conducted in a manner consistent 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 project’s impact on the historical resource will generally be considered mitigated 

below a level of significance and thus is not significant.” The proposed project seeks to alter the 

Mission Armory in a manner that largely complies with the Secretary’s Standards. However, the 

interior of the building will undergo extensive alterations as part of the building’s seismic upgrade 

and conversion to residential use. Listed below is a list of character-defining materials and features 

that are impacted by the proposed project. These elements should be retained and repaired where 

possible or salvaged and reinstalled in the building where feasible: 

 

Terrazzo Flooring: Terrazzo flooring is found throughout the public circulation areas of the 

Mission Armory, particularly in the corridors and lobbies of the Administration Building. 

This durable, economical and decorative material dates back to Renaissance Italy and was 

widely used in major public and private buildings throughout the first half of the twentieth 

century. In circulation zones that will not be reconfigured as part of the proposed project, 

terrazzo flooring should be identified, protected during construction and repaired where 

necessary. 

 

Marble:  Reflecting the era in which the Mission Armory was constructed, high quality 

building materials were generously lavished on this utilitarian building. A white and gray 

veined marble was used for stair treads and risers, balustrades, wainscoting, base moldings 

and paneling in toilet rooms. Interior marble should be retained, repaired and reused in the 

areas of the building that will not be reconfigured, especially the corridor and lobbies. In 

areas that will be more radically altered, particularly the toilet rooms on the Second and 

Third Floors, the marble wainscoting and paneling should be salvaged and reused in the 

building where feasible and/or sold to a demolition contractor or other salvage operation. 

 

Solid Oak Doors and Casings: Throughout the Administration Building offices and dormitory 

spaces were originally outfitted with oak panel doors and casings. Although over time some 



Historic Resource Evaluation  California National Guard Armory and Arsenal 
Revised Draft  San Francisco, California 

 
January 24, 2006  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

-65- 
 

of these doors have been removed or damaged, many still survive, often with the insignia of 

the company intact. These doors and associated trim should be retained and reused in the 

new project in place preferably, or elsewhere as feasible. 

 

Windows: The Administration Building offices and dormitory spaces were originally outfitted 

with wood casement windows. Over time many of these windows have been removed or 

damaged, although some survive, particularly on the Second and Third Floors and within the 

Drill Court. Where they survive these windows should be repaired and where they are either 

missing or severely deteriorated they should be replaced in kind, using identical sash patterns 

and rail, stile and muntin profiles. 

 

Light Fixtures: Several dozen historic incandescent light fixtures survive in the Second and 

Third Floor corridors and some of the offices and dormitories. These should be salvaged 

and retained or made available to a demolition contractor or salvage yard. 

 

Although no significant adverse impacts were identified, the lead agency may require the project 

sponsors to mitigate the identified less-than-significant impacts. Options for mitigation include:  

 

HABS-Level Recordation  

A common mitigation strategy, according to Section 15126.4(b)(2) of the Public Resources Code 

(CEQA), is the documentation of an historical resource, by way of historic narrative, photographs 

and/or architectural drawings (often HABS-Level). Page & Turnbull suggests that the project 

sponsor document the existing exterior and interior conditions of the Administration Wing and the 

significant landscape features according to HABS Level II documentation standards. According to 

HABS Standards, Level II documentation consists of the following tasks: 

 
 Drawings:  Existing drawings, where available, should be photographed with large 

format negatives or photographically reproduced on mylar. 
 
 Photographs:  Photographs with large-format negatives should be shot of exterior and 

interior views or historic views where available. These should be printed on archival 
fiber paper. 

 
 Written data: A report documenting the existing conditions and history of the 

building should be prepared.  
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The completed documentation package would be submitted to local and regional archives including 

but not limited to, the San Francisco Public Library History Room, the California Historical Society 

and the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University in Rohnert Park.  

 

X. CONCLUSION 

 

The Mission Armory is one of a dwindling number of surviving “fortress-style” armories in the 

United States. Often considered to be “white elephants,” many similar armory buildings have been 

demolished once they became obsolete. The Mission Armory is San Francisco’s only surviving 

historic armory. Abandoned for over thirty years, the building is in need of a viable reuse proposal to 

ensure its survival. The proposed rehabilitation of the Mission Armory for high density residential 

and community usage will not only give the building a viable use, it will result in the restoration of its 

battered exterior and infuse life and vitality to this section of Mission Street. Although the project 

will require extensive interior modifications in the conversion to residential/office usage, the project 

sponsor plans to retain and reuse the “significant” character-defining materials and features. 

Although the final architectural drawings will be necessary to fully evaluate the impact of the project, 

at this stage Page & Turnbull believes that the rehabilitation (as outlined in the conceptual 

architectural drawings) will not adversely impact the historic building. As such the project will not 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the Mission Armory and will therefore not 

have a significant effect on the environment, as defined by CEQA. 

 



Historic Resource Evaluation  California National Guard Armory and Arsenal 
Revised Draft  San Francisco, California 

 
January 24, 2006  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

-67- 
 

XI. REFERENCES CITED 

 

Articles in Architectural Journals 

 
Bakewell, John Jr. “Honor Awards of Southern California Chapter of the American Institute of 

Architects,” The Architect and Engineer, Volume 89, Number 1 (April 1927) 48. 
 
Bakewell, John Jr. “San Francisco City Hall Competition,” The Architect and Engineer, Volume 29, 

Number 3 (July 1912) 61-63. 
 
“Boston Armory,” American Architect and Building News, (June 4, 1887) 271. 
 
“The Central Armory, Cleveland Ohio,” American Architect and Building News (January 1895) 21. 
 
“Chicago Armory,” Architectural Record (June 1931) 474-76. 
 
“Commonwealth Armory,” American Architect and Building News (August 9, 1916) 77-82. 
 
“Connecticut Mission Armory and Arsenal,” American Architect and Building News (December 1911) 

547. 
 
“A Criticism of Some Works Shown at the Annual Exhibition of the San Francisco Architectural 

Club,” The Architect and Engineer, Volume 32, Number 3 (April 1913) 57 and 70. 
 
“The Los Angeles Civic Center,” The Architect and Engineer, Volume 73, Number 2 (May 1923) 66. 
 
Neely, Jo. “A Dream Come True, the Grauman Theater, Los Angeles,” The Architect and Engineer, 

Volume 53, Number 2 (May 1918) 80-86. 
 
“New York Armory,” Building (May 8, 1886) 222. 
 
“Prize Competitive Design for the Providence Armory,” American Architect and Building News 

(December 11, 1897) 92. 
 
“Rendering of Mission Armory by John W. Woollett,” The Architect and Engineer; Volume 32 (March 

1913) 75. 
 
“Savannah Armory,” American Architect and Building News (January 14, 1893) 89.  
 
Woollett, William Lee. “Concrete and Creative Architecture,” The Architect and Engineer, Volume 73, 

Number 2 (May 1923) 50-90. 
 
“Worcester Armory,” American Architect and Building News (May 4, 1889) 697. 
 
 
Articles in Newspapers 

 
“$25,000 Required to Complete Fund,” San Francisco Call (February 24, 1910) 2. 
 



Historic Resource Evaluation  California National Guard Armory and Arsenal 
Revised Draft  San Francisco, California 

 
January 24, 2006  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

-68- 
 

“62,000 Subscribed for Militia Armory,” San Francisco Examiner (December 19, 1909) 70. 
 
“$1.6 Million S.F. Grant Backed for Armory Plan,” San Francisco Examiner (October 16, 1986). 
 
Adams, Gerald. “Plans for $20 Million Movie Studio in the Mission,” San Francisco Examiner 

(September 30, 1986) B-1. 
 
“Armory Contract Stirs Up Trouble,” San Francisco Call (July 12, 1912) 16. 
 
“Armory Has Trained Thousands of Soldiers,” San Francisco News (April 2, 1952). 
 
“Armory to Harmonize with City’s Buildings,” San Francisco Call (April 10, 1912) 16. 
 
“Armory Sold,” North Mission News (n.d.). 
 
“Bankrupt Man Behind the S.F. Armory Deal,” San Francisco Chronicle (October 13, 1982) 5. 
 
“Bill for Armory Strongly Urged,” San Francisco Call  (January 31, 1909) 23. 
 
“Board Selects Site for Armory, State Building to be Erected on Grounds of Old Southern Pacific 

Hospital,” San Francisco Call (July 7, 1910) 5. 
 
“Charges Follow Contract Award,” San Francisco Call (June 23, 1912) 52. 
 
“City to Study Options for Mission Armory,” The City Voice (February 2-25, 1996) 1. 
 
“City Will Meet Deadline to Save Mission Armory,” San Francisco Progress (August 15, 1986) 1. 
 
“The City’s Historic Armory Goes Civilian After 67 Years,” San Francisco Chronicle (June 5, 1979) 5. 
 
“Commission Okays Plans to Turn Armory Into Film Studio,” San Francisco Progress (December 22, 

1987). 
 
“Confidence is Gone, Eastern Capital Will Shy at Coast Till Conditions are Remedied,” San Francisco 

Call (May 28, 1907). 
 
“Corbett Battles Meyers Tonight at Armory,” n.p. (n.d.). 
 
“Corbett Outslugs Meyers,” San Francisco Examiner (April 22, 1929). 
 
“Developer Sought for Mission Armory,” San Francisco Progress (July 16, 1980) A. 
 
“Elevation Drawing Embodying Ideas of the Local Board Will be Made, Structure Designed by State 

Architect Denounced as Resembling Car Barn,” San Francisco Call (August 22, 1912) 18. 
 
“Everybody Should Contribute,” San Francisco Call, (August 24, 1909) 6. 
 
“Few Attacks Made, Buggy and Wagon Suffer When Motorman Runs Into Them,” San Francisco Call 

(May 28, 1907). 
 
“Fire Stopped Three Blocks Away,” San Francisco News (May 1952). 



Historic Resource Evaluation  California National Guard Armory and Arsenal 
Revised Draft  San Francisco, California 

 
January 24, 2006  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

-69- 
 

 
“Governor Gillett Signs Bill Appropriating Money for Armory,” San Francisco Call (April 20, 1909) 

32. 
 
“Growth and Development of the Mission,” San Francisco Call (July 18, 1908). 
 
“In Case You Wish to Own a Fort,” San Francisco Progress (July 16, 1982). 
 
Liebert, Larry. “Renewed Hope for Cultural Center,” San Francisco Chronicle (August 1, 1974). 
 
“McLeran Replies to State Engineer,” San Francisco Call (July 14, 1912) 18. 
 
“Mission Armory Sale Would Dash City Plans,” The City Voice (March 1-14, 1996) 1. 
 
“Mission District, Cradle of San Francisco, Once Was Indian Village,” San Francisco News (April 2, 

1952) 29. 
 
“Mission District Leaders Plead to Save Area’s Old Armory,” San Francisco Progress (July 16, 1986). 
 
“Mission Miracle Mile, World’s Largest Store,” San Francisco News (April 2, 1952) 29. 
 
Neighborhood Groups Oppose Developer’s S.F. Armory Plans,” San Francisco Examiner (July 24, 

1986) B-3. 
 
“Sacramento Firm Buys S.F. Armory,” San Francisco Chronicle (October 7, 1982) 5. 
 
“Seeks $40,000 for New Armory Site,” San Francisco Call (December 19, 1909) 34. 
 
“Site is Selected for New Armory,” San Francisco Call  (August 20, 1909) 16. 
 
“State Guard is Installed in New Armory,” San Francisco Chronicle (June 7, 1914) 27. 
 
“Van Ness Avenue Site for Armory Selected,” San Francisco Call (September 30, 1909) 7. 
 
“Want Strike Settled, Committee From Mission Improvement Club to Visit Leaders,” San Francisco 

Call (May 28, 1907). 
 
“What Mission Club Has Accomplished,” San Francisco Call (August 3, 1910). 
 
“White Elephant Armory Has Lot of Possibilities,” San Francisco Examiner (July 9, 1980). 
 
 
Books 

 
Bionaz, Robert Emery. Streetcars and the Politics of Class: Voters, the Union Labor Party and Municipal 

Ownership in San Francisco, 1901-1913. 1997. 
 
Gebhard, David, Roger Montgomery, Robert Winter, John and Sally Woodbridge. A Guide to 

Architecture in San Francisco and Northern California. Santa Barbara:  Peregrine Smith Inc., 1973. 
 



Historic Resource Evaluation  California National Guard Armory and Arsenal 
Revised Draft  San Francisco, California 

 
January 24, 2006  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

-70- 
 

------and Robert Winter. A Guide to Architecture in Los Angeles and Southern California. Salt Lake City:  
Peregrine Smith Inc., 1977. 

 
History of the California State Guard. Sacramento: California Guard, 1946. 
 
Huggins, Dorothy H. The Annals of San Francisco, “Independent Military Organizations.” Palo Alto: 

Osborne Press, 1966.  
 
Issel, William and Robert W. Cherny. San Francisco 1865-1932: Politics, Power, and Development. Berkeley: 

University of California Press, 1986. 
 
Lewis, Oscar. San Francisco: Mission to Metropolis. San Diego:  Howell-North Books, 1980. 
 
Waldhorn, Judith Lynch. Inventory of Historic Buildings of San Francisco’s Inner Mission. Palo Alto:  

Stanford University, 1973. 
 
Wiley, Peter Booth. National Trust Guide to San Francisco. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2000. 
 
 
Building Records 

 
San Francisco Recorder’s Office, Deeds of Transfer for 1800 Mission Street. 
 
San Francisco Water Department, Water Service Application Records for 1800 Mission Street. 
 
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Plans and Building Permits for the Mission 

Armory. 
 
 
Correspondences 

 
Memo from Richard E. Goblirsch, Executive Director of Economic Development Council, to 

Mayor Dianne Feinstein. “Mission Armory.”  September 10, 1981. 
 
 
Studies 
 
John M. Sanger Associates, Inc. Mission Armory Reuse Study. San Francisco: Mission Armory Advisory 

Committee. July 1, 1980. 
 
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board. Final Case Report: “Mission Armory and Arsenal.” August 1, 

1979. 
 
Worden, Ross. National Register of Historic Places—Nomination Form, “San Francisco National Guard 

Armory and Arsenal.” January 1978. 
 
 
 
 



Historic Resource Evaluation  California National Guard Armory and Arsenal 
Revised Draft  San Francisco, California 

 
January 24, 2006  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

-71- 
 

Pamphlets 

 
California National Guard Program in George W. Turner Scrapbooks at the California Historical Society. 

1884.  
 
California National Guard. San Francisco’s Defenders, The National Guard in San Francisco. San Francisco: 

circa 1920. 
 
California National Guard Armory, Picture of Mission Armory. In Gibbons Scrapbook. 1878. 
 
“Historical Sketch of the 259th Coast Artillery.” In California Miscellaneous File at California 

Historical Society. 
 
 
Repositories 

 
California Historical Society, San Francisco 
 
San Francisco Architectural Heritage, San Francisco, California 
 
San Francisco History Room, San Francisco Public Library 
 
Society of California Pioneers, San Francisco 
 
 
Websites 

 
Army National Guard. “Army National Guard History.”  

http://www-ngb.army.mil/home/History/history.htm 
 
California State Guard. “The California National Guard History.” 

http://www.calguard.ca.gov/History.htm 
 

 



Historic Resource Evaluation  California National Guard Armory and Arsenal 
Revised Draft  San Francisco, California 

 
January 24, 2006  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

-72- 
 

XII. APPENDIX 

 

Chronology 

 
1906  

Apr San Francisco California National Guard Armory on southeast corner of Page and 
Gough Streets is destroyed in 1906 Earthquake. Armory moved to temporary frame building 
on southeastern corner of Van Ness Avenue and California Street. 

 
1909  

Apr Governor James Norris Gillett signs a bill appropriating $420,000 for the 
construction of a new armory to house all local companies of the California National Guard. 

 
Aug Site for new armory is selected near Fort Mason. Parcel consists of a block bounded 
by Van Ness Avenue and North Point, Polk and Bay Streets. 

 
1910  

July Committee consisting of Governor James Norris Gillett, Mayor Patrick McCarthy 
and State Attorney General U.S. Webb choose new site in Inner Mission formerly occupied 
by the Southern Pacific Hospital.  

 
1912  

Apr State Engineer W.F. McClure, in consultation with War Department, develops plan 
for new California Armory and Arsenal. 

 
June State Engineer McClure puts project out to bid. Bids thrown out due to threatened 
lawsuit. Design sent to new State Architect John W. Woollett for revisions. 
 
Aug State Architect John W. Woollett develops drawings and exterior renderings of 
proposed California Armory and Arsenal. Design elicits intense criticism from Mission 
District leaders and residents.  

 
Sept Construction of California Armory and Arsenal begins. 

 
 
1914  

June Armory completed for a little more than a half million dollars, including equipment. 
 
1925  

Oct Bleachers installed so that Drill Court can accommodate spectators for prizefights. 
(San Francisco Building Permit #143435, October 5, 1925) 

 
1927   

Open Drill Court enclosed under arched roof supported by 170-foot steel trusses, as 
envisioned in original 1912 plans. 

 
1938 

Jan Erection of Neon Electric Display on Building Face -Vertically-Oriented (San 
Francisco Building Permit #32425, January 17, 1938) 
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1947 

May Cut three new openings for doors (San Francisco Building Permit #97041, May 3, 
1947). 

 
1959 

Mar Erection of roller-skating rink and temporary bleachers to be used from April 10 to 
July 10, 1959 (San Francisco Building Permit #221128, March 12, 1959). 

 
1968 

Oct Closing of sidewalk shaft (San Francisco Building Permit # 362110, October 3, 
1968). 

 
1974  

California National Guard moves from Mission Armory to Fort Funston. 
 
1975  

California National Guard forced to move back to Mission Armory and develops plans to 
replace building with modern structure 

 
 
1978  

Mission Armory listed in National Register of Historic Places. 
 
1979  

June Mission Armory decommissioned. 
 
1980 

Jan Mission Armory declared surplus property by State General Services 
Administration. 
 
Feb Mission Armory designated San Francisco City Landmark. 
 
July Sanger & Associates and Charles Hall Page & Associates prepare Mission Armory 
Reuse Study. 

 
1982 

Oct Mission Armory sold to developers, Freeport Marina Associates for $2,025,000. 
Deal falls through within matter of days as it is discovered that developer is bankrupt. 

 
1986 

July Mission Armory sold to Sanford Goldeen for $2.7 million but owners abandon 
plans to convert armory into housing when neighborhood activists oppose project. 
 
Sept Developers purchase Mission Armory for $2.7 million and intending to convert 
building into motion picture studio. Within a year the project collapses. 

 
1996 

July Mission Armory sold by the State of California General Services Administration to a 
private developer for $1.3 million. 
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1997 

Oct Armory is re-roofed with polyurethane foam with an acrylic coating and ceramic 
roofing granule outer built-up asphalt roof (San Francisco Building Permit #09720882, 
October 17, 1997). 

 
 Plan for the Armory to be converted into live/work housing are explored, but not realized. 
 
2000 

Jan Eikon Capital Investors seek to acquire Mission Armory and convert building into 
office space. 
 
Nov F & F Mission Technology Center purchases the Mission Armory. The building is 
zoned as industrial. (San Francisco Planning Department, Property Information Report). 

 
2001  

The Armory is included as part of the Inner Mission North Cultural Survey Area by the San 
Francisco Planning Department. 

 
2003-4  

Plans to convert the Armory into residential housing units begun by Mission Armory 
Preservation Partners LLC & MBH Architects. 
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