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General Information about this Document 
What’s in this document: 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as assigned by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA), 
which examines the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives being 
considered for the Islais Creek Bridge Replacement Project located in the City and 
County of San Francisco. Caltrans is the lead agency under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). The project proponent, San Francisco Public Works, is proposing to 
use funds from FHWA for this local roadway project. The document tells you why the 
project is being proposed, what alternatives have been considered for the project, how 
the existing environment could be affected by the project, the potential impacts of each 
of the alternatives, and the proposed avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation 
measures. 
What you should do: 

• Please read this document. 

• Additional copies of this document and the related technical studies are available 
for review at: 
o Caltrans District 4, Office of Local Assistance, 111 Grand Avenue, 12th Floor, 

Oakland, CA 
o San Francisco Public Works, 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Second Floor, 

Permit Center Public Review Room, San Francisco, California 94103 
o This document may be downloaded at the following website: 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge. 

• Attend the public hearing. Attend an in-person public meeting on March 18, 2025 
at 6:00 PM at the Southeast Community Center at 1550 Evans Avenue, San 
Francisco, CA  94124 

• We’d like to hear what you think. If you have any comments about the proposed 
project, please attend the public hearing and/or send your written comments via 
postal mail or email to San Francisco Public Works by the deadline. 
o Send comments via postal mail to: 

Thomas Roitman, Project Manager 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 700 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

o Send comments via email to: thomas.roitman@sfdpw.org . 

• Be sure to send comments by the deadline: April 17, 2025. 
  

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https:/urldefense.com/v3/__https:/url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https:/urldefense.com/v3/__https:/sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge__;!!ETWISUBM!z20Nxe2pqB4CFMwAoAFw0Jv7cfCyq7Wx_8O1Ita7d8-WbVggpOU_ppccGvzLjcU0XOZxsUqiBw_qpJixe-OibHbuPSY$___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzoxZWQzNzdiYjQ1YzlkM2QzY2U1NzcyYzZiNjY3NjdhMDo3OjhlZTY6MzcwM2QzMWUyNThhZTQ3MmY1YjY2N2JmZjY2ODlkYzE2MmQyZjllMTk3ZDY3YjkyNjNlYjI2MzFlYWU1YjBkNjpoOlQ6Tg__;!!ETWISUBM!zUWLaVQxIsBVphT7RVWxSulrP5Ui8emWGE0Lk2JPaD2Ra0v8OgZcLijbR15m9l0WTIQ0QGtco2HLV24bK59087GXc_I$___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo2NDEyOWYzMmRkNDRkZmYyZWVlNTlkODRmNzIxOTgzZjo3OjhkOTc6NGQwZmRjNGEyNWQxMDg1ZDQyZDY3NjU0ZGY3ZWVhYzNjYjNmNjk5YjNhYzFhNGM2OTJiOGIxY2M2NzE1N2NmMzpoOlQ6Tg__;!!ETWISUBM!0ieWOUUgvAm-IOWTb3d7aWO2fyN0LYEYPNSiBWal-dcccyG6EspovF2fi4dNgzLJyZDb_iUtj5RCd1BIO5VEGjKyWHk$
mailto:thomas.roitman@sfdpw.org
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What happens next: 
After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, Caltrans, as 
assigned by the FHWA may: (1) give environmental approval to the proposed project, 
(2) do additional environmental studies, or (3) abandon the project. San Francisco 
Public Works is proposing to use funds from FHWA for this local roadway project. If the 
project is given environmental approval and funding is obtained, San Francisco Public 
Works could design and construct all or part of the project. 
Alternative Formats: 
For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document upon request can be made 
available in alternate formats. To obtain a copy in an alternate format, please call or 
write to Caltrans, Attn: Dan Rivas, Office of Local Assistance, 111 Grand Avenue, Mail 
Station 10B, Oakland, CA 94612; (510) 496-9416 (Voice), or use the California Relay 
Service 1 (800) 735-2929 (TTY to Voice), 1 (800) 735-2922 (Voice to TTY), 1 (800) 
855-3000 (Spanish TTY to Voice and Voice to TTY), 1-800-854-7784 (Spanish and 
English Speech-to-Speech) or 711. 
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Levon Hagop Nishkian Bridge) along Third Street in the City and County of 
San Francisco (CCSF).
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
Since 2007, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has been the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) lead agency for highway transportation 
projects in California. The Federal Highway Administration assigns this responsibility to 
Caltrans through Memoranda of Understanding, the latest of which was renewed on 
May 27, 2022, for a term of 10 years. 
The Islais Creek Bridge Replacement project is subject to federal, as well as state 
environmental review requirements because San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) 
proposes the use of federal funds from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 
Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with NEPA. SFPW 
is the project proponent and the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality 
Act. FHWA’s responsibility for environmental review, consultation, and any other actions 
required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project are being carried out 
by Caltrans pursuant to 23 United States Code Section 327 (23 USC 327) and the 
Memorandum of Understanding dated May 27, 2022, and executed by FHWA and 
Caltrans. 
While this project is subject to the requirements of both NEPA and CEQA, separate 
environmental documents have been prepared, one that complies with NEPA and 
another that complies with CEQA. This Environmental Assessment (EA) complies with 
the requirements of NEPA and other federal environmental laws. Compliance with 
CEQA and state environmental laws is proposed through the Islais Creek Draft 
Environmental Impact Report which was publicly circulated between 11/29/2023 and 
1/22/2024. As of January 2025, a Final Environmental Impact Report has not been 
produced.  
The General Bridge Act of 1946 requires the location and plans of bridges and 
causeways across the navigable waters of the United States be submitted to and 
approved by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). Islais Creek is considered to be a 
navigable waterway of the United States for bridge administration purposes at the 
proposed bridge modification site, and a Coast Guard Bridge Permit will be required. As 
such, the USCG is a cooperating agency for the proposed project under NEPA. 
A NEPA EA is produced when a proposed action is not likely to have significant effects 
or the significance of the effects is unknown.  
After receiving comments from the public and reviewing agencies on this Draft EA, 
additional environmental and/or engineering studies may be prepared to address 
comments. Caltrans will then produce a Final EA together with a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) or, if it is considered that significant effects are likely, start 
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process. Comments and responses will be 
published in the Final EA. If a FONSI is produced, a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the 
FONSI will be sent to the affected units of federal, state, and local government, and to 
the State Clearinghouse in compliance with Executive Order 12372. 
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Chapter 2 Proposed Project 
2.1 Project Setting 
San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) proposes to replace the existing bridge 
superstructure of the Islais Creek Bridge (Bridge No. 34C0024) (officially named the 
Levon Hagop Nishkian Bridge) along Third Street in the City and County of 
San Francisco (CCSF). 
The Islais Creek Bridge is on Third Street over the Islais Creek Channel in the Bayview 
neighborhood of San Francisco (Figure 1). The bridge is approximately 1,700 feet east 
of Interstate 280 (I-280), and approximately 3,300 feet west of San Francisco Bay (the 
Bay). Third Street is a major arterial1 connecting the downtown area to the industrial 
area of the southern San Francisco waterfront. 
  

 
1 The San Francisco General Plan designates Third Street as a Major Arterial in the Congestion 

Management Program Network, and as part of the Metropolitan Transportation System Network. Third 
Street is also designated as a Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important) Street, a Citywide 
Pedestrian Network Street, a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street, and a designated Freight 
Traffic Route. 
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Figure 1 Project Area 
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The channel is a dredged, channelized, tidal embayment with predominantly armored 
shorelines. It extends from the Bay to the site of the former outfall of the culverted and 
buried Islais Creek. The channel is regulated by the United States Coast Guard (USCG) 
as a navigable waterway. Almost the entirety of the watershed is now diverted to the 
nearby water treatment plant, so the channel no longer functions as a creek due to 
limited freshwater discharges into the channel. The channel receives relatively little 
freshwater input and is essentially an extension of the Bay.2 
Land uses in the project area are a mix of commercial and light industrial. There is a 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA or Muni) bus facility northwest 
of the bridge, a fire station (San Francisco Fire Station 25) in the southeastern quadrant, 
and a concrete batch plant and Port of San Francisco uses east of the bridge. Several 
wastewater treatment system assets are situated along the channel. The San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) outfall from the Southeast Treatment Plant, and 
the Booster Pump Station are southwest of the bridge. The outfall pipes run across the 
creek adjacent to the bridge (below the channel) and along the northern side of the 
channel to the Bay. 
Bayview Gateway (which includes Rosa Parks Skate Plaza) on Illinois Street north of 
Cargo Way is a Port of San Francisco facility that is actively in use as a recreation area, 
Tulare Park is a Port of San Francisco open-space area on the north side of the channel 
between Third Street and Illinois Street constructed in the early 1970s that has not been 
maintained and is without any currently funded projects to address its current state of 
disrepair. Islais Creek Park at the corner of Third Street and Arthur Avenue is a Port of 
San Francisco open space and recreational area maintained by a non-profit paddling 
club who act as park stewards in exchange for space for a boat-storage area. Islais 
Creek Park also includes a high-freeboard dock and adjoining gravel beach which 
constitute “Water Trail Backbone Site” of the San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail Plan 
administered principally by the State Coastal Conservancy. 

2.2 Bridge Background 
The existing bridge is a double-leaf bascule structure (drawbridge) with concrete 
abutments, constructed in 1949 (Figure 2). Each of the two bascule draw-spans 
consists of three riveted-steel girders that protrude above and below the open-grid 
decking (“through girders”) while supporting the roadway on a lattice of steel cross-
beams and stringers. The draw-spans open to allow boats access to the upper 
approximately 1,500 feet of the channel to the west of the bridge. The bascule arms are 
supported by abutments on either side of the channel. The existing bridge span is 
approximately 114 feet between trunnion bearings, 101 feet 9 inches between the faces 
of the abutment footings, and approximately 100 feet wide. 

 
2 Location Hydraulic Study and Sea Level Rise Report, Islais Creek Bridge Rehabilitation Project, San 

Francisco, California. WRECO July 2016. 
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Figure 2 Islais Creek Bridge East Elevation 

 

As originally designed, the bridge carried only vehicular traffic. In 2007, the bridge was 
retrofitted by SFMTA to carry two light-rail transit (LRT) tracks with overhead catenary 
system (OCS) lines and poles to provide power to LRT vehicles. The retrofit added five 
48-inch cast-in-steel-shell (CISS) piles at each abutment. The draw span was operated 
regularly for large ships to pass through the channel to access the unloading cranes 
upstream of Third Street. The copra industry that required the cranes ceased operations 
in the mid-1970s after which there was no longer any maritime functions necessitating 
drawbridge access. Review of the past 10 years of logs from the Bridge Stationary 
Engineer indicate no requests for drawbridge lifts other than used for routine inspection 
of the drawbridge function itself. 
The existing bridge now carries four lanes of traffic, two Muni LRT tracks, and two 
sidewalks. Light-rail vehicles must slow to pass safely through the horizontal alignment 
reverse curve at the bridge approaches, and as they cross the three rail-joints where the 
bascule leaves separate. The deteriorated condition of the bridge makes the bridge 
deck susceptible to vibration induced by heavy vehicles, trucks, and light-rail vehicles 
crossing the span. The sidewalks and roadways are open-steel grates that discharge 
roadway stormwater directly to the channel. Because it is a drawbridge, the bridge 
carries no utility connections across the channel. 
The control tower is a structure housing the bridge operator’s controls, consisting of two 
elevated concrete floors, a basement level, and a steel-and-wood roof supported by 
steel pipe columns. The tower is on the northeastern side of and immediately adjacent 
to the bridge. 
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A Caltrans evaluation for historic significance in 2004 determined that the bridge was 
significant as an example of Art Moderne style applied to a bridge.3 The detailing on the 
approaches (including the quarter-circle gear housing), sidewalk railings, and control 
tower all contribute to the bridge’s Art Moderne appearance (Figure 3 and Figure 4). 
These features make it eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under 
National Register Criterion C at the local level of significance for its distinctive design 
qualities. 

Figure 3 Quarter-Circle Gear Housing showing 
Art Moderne Style Applied to Bridge 

 

 

Figure 4 Control Tower and Sidewalk Railing showing 
Art Moderne Style Applied to Bridge 

 

 
3 Caltrans. Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record. Third Street Bridge over Islais Creek. 

June 2004. 
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2.3 Purpose and Need 
2.3.1 Project Purpose 
The purposes of the project are to: 

• Maintain current geometric, construction, and structural standards required for 
the types and volume of projected traffic on the bridge over its design life. 

• Increase the serviceability of the bridge to improve safety and increase 
operational utility to Muni light-rail operations. 

• Address the existing bridge’s seismic deficiencies. 

• Increase bridge freeboard to the maximum extent practicable to extend the useful 
life of the bridge by improving the bridge’s resilience to the impacts of sea-level 
rise and avoid the current recurring submersion of the bridge underdeck and 
flooding of the machine rooms. Additionally, reduce impacts to the bridge from 
exposure to seawater and sustained moisture. 

2.3.2 Project Need 
2.3.2.1 Seismic Risk 
The need for the project results from the existing bridge’s structural and seismic 
deficiencies. The existing bridge is 76 years old, in poor condition, and is increasingly 
structurally deficient and functionally obsolete. As noted in the latest Caltrans Structure 
Inventory and Appraisal Report,4 the bridge is currently considered Structurally 
Deficient, with a Sufficiency Rating of 20.5 The low bridge ratings are due largely to 
significant load carrying elements having been found to be in poor, deteriorated, and/or 
damaged condition. 
The project area is underlain by artificial fill over Young Bay Mud deposits at a depth of 
60 feet. Because Bay fill was used to create land from Islais Creek’s former floodplain 
and marsh areas, the vulnerability to seismic liquefaction in this area is very high. The 
Islais Creek Bridge had at least three previous seismic assessments in 1984, 2002, and 
2008. 
The most recent analysis identified many items as being vulnerable in a seismic event. 
Structural seismic vulnerabilities are associated with all components in the bascule leaf 
lateral bracing system, the trunnion mounting bolts, and the lateral bracing members in 
the leaves. As noted above, the increase in live loads may add fatigue issues to the 

 
4 California Department of Transportation Division of Maintenance. Bridge Inspection Records 

Information System. December 19, 2011. 
5 Structurally Deficient is numerically defined as the bridge component having a National Bridge 

Inventory general condition rating of 4 or less (poor condition), or structural evaluation rating of 2 or 
less (with a very low load rating capacity). Sufficiency Rating is a method of evaluating the bridge data 
by calculating four separate factors to obtain a numeric value that is indicative of bridge sufficiency to 
remain in service. The result of this method is a percentage in which 100 percent would represent an 
entirely sufficient bridge, and 0 percent would represent an entirely insufficient or deficient bridge. The 
formula considers the structural adequacy, functional obsolescence, level of service, and essentiality 
for public use. 
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fatigue-prone members and connections. There is impact damage to Girder No. 3 near 
the mid-span, and rivets are missing. The interior of the counterweight vault structure 
has a leak in the northeastern corner of the abutment. This leak is causing corrosion 
and loss of section at some of the structural steel elements. Without preventative 
replacement, repair, and seismic retrofit, existing bridge wear and damage will worsen, 
and ultimately compromise the structural integrity of the bridge. 

2.3.2.2 Flood Risk 
The areas surrounding Islais Creek are at risk of flooding from heavy rainfall events, 
coastal storm surge, and wave hazards, which will be exacerbated by sea-level rise and 
rising groundwater. A primary flooding pathway is created by shoreline overtopping of 
Islais Creek near the Islais Creek and Illinois Street Bridges. 
The bottom of the existing bridge’s access hatches is at an elevation of 7.93 feet North 
American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88). The thresholds at the wall slots below the 
girders at the bascule pier sit at 9.68 feet NAVD88. Both elevations are below an 
anticipated 100-year storm surge (1 percent coastal flood event) for existing conditions 
(9.86 feet NAVD88). 
The steel sections of the bridge are increasingly subject to the deleterious effects of 
corrosion and saltwater intrusion. (During storm events at king tides,6 the machinery 
rooms have been submerged.) The access hatches can only be accessed during low 
tide, and the metal doors of the access hatches exhibit long-term corrosion due to 
exposure to saltwater. Paint on many steel elements is peeling. Corrosion must be 
removed, and the steel elements repainted. Visible high-water marks, photos from 
recent king tides, and operator experience all indicate water levels have already 
reached an elevation higher than the wall slot thresholds and access hatches. In 
addition to direct impairment of electrical and mechanical systems by exposure to salt 
water, which will reduce their useful life and increase maintenance costs, repeated 
flooding with saltwater damages equipment and accelerates corrosion. 
With 12 inches of sea-level rise (relative to the year 2000), a 10-year storm event would 
flood the girder slots. With 24 inches of sea-level rise, a 1-year tide would flood the 
gap.7 The top of road at center stands at 15.48 feet NAVD88, indicating that the bridge 
deck itself is likely not at risk of flooding before the end of the century. With rising sea 
levels, tidal surge will increasingly inundate the Islais Creek area if no projects are 
implemented to reduce flood risks. For the bridge, this includes overtopping of the 
bridge and adjacent roads, which will result in transportation and transit disruptions. 

2.3.3 Independent Utility and Logical Termini 
Logical termini are defined as (1) rational end points for a transportation improvement, 
and (2) rational end points for a review of the environmental impacts. Independent 

 
6 A king tide is a non-scientific term used to describe exceptionally high tides that typically occur when 

the earth is at its closest to the sun in early January. 
7 California Ocean Protection Council and the California National Resources Agency (OPC and CNRA). 

2018. State of California Sea Level Rise Guidance. 
http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/agenda_items/20180314/Item3_Exhibit-
A_OPC_SLR_Guidancerd3.pdf. 
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utility, or independent significance, is defined as being a usable and reasonable 
expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made.8 
The logical termini of a project proposed to address the structural deficiencies, 
exacerbated by seismic concerns and corrosion, of this transportation facility would be 
those that encompass the elements of the facility that are compromised and require 
repair or replacement, and any concomitant work that is a necessary consequence of 
the work to address these elements. In this case, the compromised element is the 
existing bridge deck. The retrofit of the existing abutments, and construction of 
improvements to the abutments and on the approaches to the bridge along Third Street 
are necessitated by the deck replacement. For this improvement to be realized, no other 
operational improvements in the vicinity are required. The project will therefore not be a 
segment of a larger project or a commitment to a larger project with significant 
environmental effects, and so be a single and complete project in-and-of itself. 
Because the project conforms to these termini, the project limits are rational end points 
for both the transportation improvement, and for the review of the environmental 
impacts. The project will also not restrict consideration of alternatives for other 
reasonably foreseeable future transportation improvements. Therefore, the project will 
have independent need and utility. 

2.4 Project Description 
2.4.1 Bridge 
The Standard Project Alternative9 proposes to demolish and remove the existing 
bascule leaves, trunnions, counterweights, all electrical equipment, and drive machinery 
associated with the bascule-drawbridge operability. These features will be replaced with 
a new 115-foot-long, 105-foot-wide, single-span precast/prestressed (PC/PS) concrete 
adjacent box beams bridge at a higher elevation than the existing bridge structure 
(Figure 5). The structure will consist of 3-foot-wide and 4-foot-wide box beams. The 
beams would be 3-foot-6-inches tall with a 6-inch-thick concrete deck above, for a total 
structure depth of four feet. The new bridge will accommodate a center 24-foot-wide 
dedicated LRT trackway, two 11-foot travel lanes in each direction, a 12-foot-wide 
pedestrian path on the eastern side of the bridge, and a 17-foot-wide Class I shared 
pedestrian/bicycle path on the western side of the bridge (Figure 6 and  
Figure 7). 

 
8 Federal Highway Administration regulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 771.111 [f]). 
9 In addition to the Standard Project Alternative, this Draft EA also considers the No-Build (No-Action) 

Alternative and the City and County of San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission Resolution 
No. 0746 Alternative (“Partial Preservation Alternative”), as further described in Section 2.6 (Project 
Alternatives). 
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Figure 5 Proposed Bridge Longitudinal Section 

 
 

Figure 6 Proposed Bridge Cross Section 

 
 

Figure 7 Proposed Bridge Plan View 

 



Islais Creek Bridge Replacement Project Page 11 

The horizontal geometry of the existing bridge, roadway, and sidewalk will be 
maintained; however, the light-rail alignment will be modified to eliminate the reversing 
curves required to accommodate the center girder of the existing bascule span. The 
vertical profile of the roadway and LRT trackway will be modified to improve freeboard 
for flood flows and accommodate sea-level rise while minimizing impacts to adjacent 
properties. The roadway and pedestrian/bicycle paths will be raised to match the profile 
of the reconstructed LRT tracks. The reconstruction will extend approximately 210 feet 
to the north of the existing bridge superstructure, and 250 feet to the south of the 
existing bridge superstructure. Sidewalks will be constructed 8 inches above the 
adjacent roadway. Minor adjustments will be made to the elevation of existing driveways 
and drainage catch basins within the changed approach grades along Third Street. The 
existing fire department driveway south of the bridge will not be affected. 

2.4.2 Trackway 
The LRT trackway will be constructed in the median of Third Street between the existing 
LRT station (Marin Street) north of the bridge and the freight rail crossing near Cargo 
Way south of the bridge. The trackway rails will be affixed to a reinforced-concrete slab 
placed on a layer of aggregate base. Once the rails have been installed, they will be 
embedded in concrete up to the top of the rails. The track centerline spacing will vary 
from 12 feet at the northern end, to 12.5 feet at the southern end. 
The top-of-rail elevations will match adjacent roadway surface elevations. A 6-inch-high 
concrete curb will be placed along the edges of the trackway to prevent motor vehicles 
from entering the trackway. The curb will be discontinued near the existing fire station to 
allow emergency vehicles to cross the tracks.  

2.4.3 Abutments 
The movable components of the existing structure will be removed and disposed of in a 
manner consistent with management of the various types of material, such as concrete, 
steel, and wiring. Once the demolition of the bascule span and supporting mechanical 
components is complete, the existing abutments will be modified to create the abutment 
seats necessary to support the new PC/PS concrete adjacent box beams deck 
elements. Additional reinforced-concrete structure will be added to existing abutments 
to provide bearing seats for the new span. 
Modification of the existing bascule piers/abutments to receive the planned fixed-span 
box beams may include the addition of pilings to support any increase in vertical loads. 
The pilings will be installed through the floor of the existing bascule piers/abutments. It is 
anticipated that permanent casing will be used extending from the soffit of the existing 
substructure and terminating below the mudline to isolate the proposed piling installation 
from the active water column. Abutment pilings will be either cast-in-drilled-hole reinforced 
concrete or pipe piling that will be drilled to the appropriate foundation depth. 

2.4.4 Lighting and Electrical 
The existing streetlights will be removed and reinstalled on new foundations placed in 
the new sidewalks. The streetlight poles will also support the new OCS, which will 
supply electrical power to the LRT vehicles. On the bridge structure, new streetlight/
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OCS support poles may be affixed to the sidewalk. The need for new streetlight poles 
on the bridge and the spacing of the streetlight poles will be determined pending a 
lighting study. 
The project will construct two 1-foot-tall by 2-foot-wide reinforced-concrete duct banks, 
each containing two ranks of four 4-inch-diameter conduit, for continuation of the light-rail 
traction-power duct-bank system across the bridge. These conduits will be embedded in 
the sidewalk running the length of the bridge. The duct banks will be consolidated and 
continued underground beginning at pull boxes in the bridge abutments at each end of 
the bridge. The pull boxes will connect to standard 3-foot by 4-foot concrete boxes with 
sixteen 4-inch-diameter conduit sleeves. Lateral conduit connections will be added to new 
pole-mounted risers, providing power to overhead contact system lines over the trackway; 
locations will be determined during final design. The limits of installation of new in-ground 
duct bank will be the limits of the project to the north (coextant with the limits of sewer 
work at the intersection with Marin Street) and to the south (250 feet to south of the 
existing bridge superstructure). 

2.4.5 Drainage 
The construction of a closed concrete bridge deck (compared to the existing open-grid 
decking) will increase the amount of area draining to the combined sewer-and-storm-
drain system within the project limits by approximately 0.25 acre. The project will not 
convert any existing open land area to impermeable surface. The reconstructed 
trackway and roadway will be designed to convey surface runoff to the curb and gutters 
along the edge of the roadway to new drop inlets at the bridge approaches. These will 
be constructed to accommodate the raised roadway profile. These drop inlets will be 
connected to the existing combined sewer/stormwater system by new lines to the 
nearest manholes connecting to lines of adequate capacity to the north and south of the 
bridge. The closest manhole to the south is within the footprint of project construction. 
To the north, the nearest appropriate manhole is in the intersection with Marin Street. 
The project will either replace the existing 415 feet of 15-inch-diameter vitrified clay pipe 
sewer line constructed in 1940, which is present under the Third Street roadway from 
Arthur Avenue to Marin Street with new larger-diameter line or provide a second 
supplemental line. Work will also extend to existing laterals connecting to the existing 
line. Final design will be dependent on detailed hydraulic analysis. 

2.4.6 Fender Pile System 
The existing bridge fender system on both sides of the navigable waterway beneath the 
bridge is in very poor condition; and in some areas, has extensive deterioration with 
extensive loss of material in the tidal zone (Figure 8). Most of the timber is highly 
degraded to such an extent that the existing fendering system is considered 
nonfunctioning. The remaining existing fender piles will be cut just below the mudline. 
No new fenders are proposed for the permanent work, because they are not required 
for the reduced navigability of the new bridge. 
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Figure 8 Damaged Fender Piles 

 
 
2.4.7 Control Tower 
The upper portion of the control tower will be demolished down to the sidewalk level. 
The remaining portion will then be rehabilitated to create a public observation platform 
with a connection from the reconstructed sidewalk adjacent to the bridge abutment. The 
existing concrete piling supporting the remaining tower will be rehabilitated in place 
using one of the composite jacketing systems available to restore the structural integrity 
of the piles, as necessary, and to provide added corrosion protection to extend their 
useful life to be compatible with that of the new superstructure. The pile rehabilitation 
work will be completed using divers and does not anticipate the addition of new piling. 

2.4.8 Shared Path/Promenade and Connectors (to be constructed by 
others in separate future projects) 

The proposed bridge will support a 17-foot-wide path for shared pedestrian/bicycle 
access along a Class I promenade, or a two-way separated (Class IV) bikeway with 
adjacent sidewalk and viewing area. At either end of the project limits, this facility will tie 
back into the existing 10-foot sidewalks along Third Street. Future projects planned by 
others will connect the bicycle/pedestrian access along the Islais Creek shoreline, and 
more directly to the citywide bicycle network: 

• At the northern end of the project, a future private development planned by the 
Port of San Francisco will extend this facility from the bridge along the creek 
shoreline to Tennessee Street and/or the Islais Creek (“Tulare Street”) shared 
promenade, both of which link to Class II and Class IV bikeways on Indiana 
Street and Cesar Chavez Street. 

• At the southern end of the project, the bicycle/pedestrian path will connect to 
Islais Creek Park, and later extend along Third Street to the intersection of Cargo 
Way by a separate capital project from an SFMTA project, and/or as part of the 
SFPUC pump station rehabilitation project. Cargo Way includes Class II and 
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Class IV bikeways that connect to the Bayview community and are a designated 
part of the Port of San Francisco’s Blue Greenway. 

These future connections beyond the bridge are expected to be completed within the 
next 10 years. As an interim measure, CCSF will not designate or sign the western 
pathway for bicycle access; nor will it allow bicycle riding on the sidewalk to the nearest 
signalized intersection. 
The project’s accommodation of a shared bicycle/pedestrian facility (Class I or Class IV) 
is based on advanced planning between SFPUC, Port of San Francisco, and SFMTA in 
response to unique opportunities presented by the removal of the bridge’s bascule 
function (per the Islais Creek Southeast Mobility Adaptation Strategy 
recommendation 2B https://default.sfplanning.org/Citywide/Islais/IslaisCreek_
FinalReport_August2021.pdf). Although not yet officially designated a bicycle facility, 
the Islais Creek Bridge and portion of Third Street connecting to Cargo Way will be 
adopted as part of the updated San Francisco Bicycle Network and citywide active 
transportation plan that is currently under way and expected to be completed in 2024. 
See Figure 9 for the advanced bicycle planning framework developed by SFMTA and 
the Port of San Francisco for this project. 
All planned bicycle/pedestrian facilities described in this section will be subject to 
separate environmental documentation as applicable and are not included as a part of 
the Islais Creek Bridge Replacement Project. 

2.5 Project Construction 
Construction duration is estimated to be approximately 24 months and is projected to 
start in January 2027. Construction is anticipated to use typical 8-hour work shifts during 
daylight hours; nighttime and weekend construction is not anticipated. The project 
includes the demolition and removal of the existing bascule leaves, trunnions, and 
counterweights, along with all electrical equipment and drive machinery associated with 
the bascule-drawbridge operability. Because the roadway, sidewalk, and track profiles 
are being raised, project-related soil excavation will be limited to the ends of the bridge 
approaches near the conforms, as well as localized trenching for new catch basin 
connections to the existing combined sewer/stormwater system and trenching for 
electrical conduits. Excavation depths will range from 15 feet to tie into the combined 
sewer/stormwater system; 5 feet behind the existing abutments; and up to 80 feet below 
the floor of the existing abutment if cast-in-drilled-hole or CISS piles are necessary. 

2.5.1 Construction Access and Staging 
Bridge closure is expected to last the full 24-month duration of construction activity. 
Detours will be established to re-route traffic around the construction site and 
consideration will be given to a temporary bus service. Detour routes will be developed 
during final design that will route traffic to arterials that have capacity for the additional 
vehicles in accordance with San Francisco Public Works standard construction 
measures for all projects.10 

 
10 Public Works maintains a suite of avoidance and minimization measures to reduce environmental 

impacts during construction for all projects regardless of the level of environmental review; these are 
referred to as “Standard Construction Measures.” 
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Figure 9 Islais Creek Area Planned Bikeway Connections 
(Courtesy SFMTA) 
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During construction, access to the parks and recreational resources described in 
Section 1.1.1 will be temporarily constrained from Third Street. However, access to 
these resources will be available from other existing access points along Illinois Street, 
Cargo Way, and Quint Street throughout the construction period. Signs directing park 
users to these additional access points will be posted. At the end of construction, the 
existing access points from Third Street will be fully restored. 
The new bridge box beams will be constructed off site, barged to the project site, and 
placed into position with the use of both barge-mounted cranes and cranes on the 
approach roadway adjacent to the modified abutments. No falsework over or in the 
channel will be required. The new bridge deck will be made up of cast-in-place, 
reinforced-concrete. Additional prestressing strands will be installed and post-tensioned 
transversely to ensure the entire assembly behaves as a unit. 
Construction access to the project site will be via Third Street and Islais Creek Channel. 
The limits of disturbance will extend to the conform points of the LRT track replacement, 
and the connections to the combined sewer/stormwater system north of and south of 
the bridge. It is anticipated that the contractor will use the project footprint delineated in 
Figure 10 for staging equipment and materials during the demolition of the existing 
structure components and the construction of the replacement bridge. Although 
temporary construction easements may be required immediately adjacent to the bridge, 
no new permanent right-of-way will be required for the project, and no vegetation will be 
removed during or after construction. 
In addition to staging areas on the bridge approaches and anchored barges, three 
potential off-site construction staging area options have been identified (see Figure 10). 
Site 1 is approximately 2.5 acres and is east of the project site along Illinois Street on 
the southern side of the Islais Creek Channel (500 feet east of the project site). The 
other two sites (Site 2, approximately 20 acres; and Site 3, approximately 22 acres) are 
0.75 mile southeast of the project site to the east in the Hunters Point area along 
Amador Street near Pier 94 and 96. These three sites are owned by the Port of San 
Francisco, and are currently used for Port‐related storage, transport, and other industrial 
purposes. One of these staging areas may be selected by the construction contractor 
and could be used to stage and store materials and equipment, as well as construction 
vehicles. The selected staging area will be fenced to delineate the boundaries. All 
construction staging areas will conform to CCSF’s existing specifications, including the 
minimum requirements that staging areas be located on existing asphalt or concrete 
surfaces, and do not affect access to existing properties or roadways. 
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Figure 10 Potential Staging Area Options 
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2.5.2 Construction Work Crew 
A variety of trades will be active at the construction site during the different phases of 
the work, including forepersons, carpenters, iron workers, laborers, and equipment 
operators. It is anticipated that the total number of workers active on the site at a given 
time will vary from 10 to 40 individuals, with an average of 20 workers over the 
24-month duration. 

2.5.3 Construction Equipment 
The following types of construction equipment will be used during demolition of the 
existing bridge and construction of the new bridge: 

• barges 

• concrete trucks 

• asphalt rollers 

• Prestressing Jacks 

• Impact wrenches 

• air compressor 

• air tools 

• asphalt pavers 

• bituminous distributors 

• brooms and sweeping equipment 

• hand-guided compactors 

• concrete pumps 

• concrete vibrators 

• curb-extrusion machines 

• electric generators and light 
plants 

• electric-powered hand tools 

• graders 

• demolition hammers 

• crawler-mounted hydraulic 
cranes and excavators 

• truck-mounted hydraulic cranes 
and excavators 

• hydraulic personnel lifts and 
aerial-work platforms 

• pile-driving template 

• rubber-tire loaders 

• diamond-blade pavement 
grinders 

• tungsten-carbide-bit pavement 
grinders 

• water hose pumps 

• rubber-tire rollers 

• vibratory rollers 

• concrete and masonry saws 

• crawler cranes 

• truck-mounted cranes 

• rubber-tire tractors 

• equipment trailers 

• trenching machines 

• truck trailers 

• dump trucks 

• welding equipment 

• vibratory pile hammer 

• CIDH and pipe pile drilling 
equipment 
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2.5.4 Anticipated Construction Work in the Islais Creek Channel 
No additional abutment elements will be constructed in the channel. The existing 
abutments will be modified to accept the new superstructure and accommodate all 
modes of traffic without constructing in the channel. 
Removal of the existing bascule leaves and mechanical and electrical equipment will be 
performed from behind the abutments and from barges in the channel. Demolition and 
removal are anticipated to take up to 2 months. 
Once the existing bridge is removed, the old fenders and piling will be cut off just below 
the mud-line, removed from the site, and disposed of in a manner consistent with the 
governing regulations. 
Barges will also be used during the construction of the new bridge. However, the 
construction will not result in the placement of permanent fill in the channel, except for 
minor navigational aids that will be less area than the amount of existing navigational 
aids being removed.11 

2.5.5 Project Site Restoration and Cleanup 
All construction-related materials will be removed after completion of construction 
activities. Temporary staging areas will be cleaned up, and any remaining concrete or 
asphalt will be removed and hauled to an appropriate waste disposal facility. Erosion 
control measures (such as coir rolls to be installed along or at the base of slopes during 
construction to capture sediment and temporary organic hydro-mulching) will be applied 
to any unfinished disturbed and graded areas in the construction and staging areas. 

2.6 Project Alternatives 
The project as described above in Section 1.3 is identified as the Standard Project 
Alternative. This section describes the other two alternatives under consideration 
including the No-Build Alternative (Section 1.5.1) and the Partial Preservation 
Alternative (Section 1.5.2); as well as alternatives considered but eliminated 
(Section 1.5.3). 

2.6.1 No-Build (No-Action) Alternative 
Under the No Build Alternative, no modifications will be made to the Islais Creek Bridge; 
only routine maintenance will be performed. Although deterioration will continue to be 
addressed through short-term remedies, existing bridge structural and seismic 
deficiencies will remain and worsen. Light-rail vehicles will continue to be required to 
slow down to safely pass through the horizontal alignment reverse curve at the 
approaches and across the three rail-joints where the bascule leaves separate during 

 
11 The Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), a California state entity within whose 

jurisdictional area the project area is situated, defines Bay fill to include pile-supported and cantilevered 
structures. For BCDC purposes, the project would introduce 1,710 square feet of fill due to the increase 
in shadow caused by the widening to accommodate the 17-foot-wide Class I shared pedestrian/bicycle 
path on the western side of the bridge. 
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bridge operations. There will be no increase in bridge freeboard; therefore, flood risks to 
the bridge and light-rail operations will remain and will increase with sea-level rise. 

2.6.2 City and County of San Francisco Historic Preservation 
Commission Resolution No. 0746 Alternative (“Partial 
Preservation Alternative”) 

The City Charter of the CCSF states at Sec. 4.135 that "for proposed projects that may 
have an impact on historic or cultural resources, the Historic Preservation Commission 
shall have the authority to review and comment upon environmental documents under 
the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] and the National Environmental Policy 
Act." The San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission has used this authority to 
mandate (Resolution No. 0746, March 18, 2015) that its expectations for the evaluation 
of significant impacts to historical resources under CEQA in Environmental Impact 
Reports (EIRs) under its purview are that "if a proposed project would result in a 
significant impact on historical resources due to demolition or alteration of an historical 
resource, the EIR should consider an alternative to the proposed project", and where 
"preservation options... may be limited... it may be appropriate for the EIR to include 
analysis of a Partial Preservation Alternative that would preserve as many features of 
the resource that convey its historic significance as possible while taking into account 
the potential feasibility of the proposed alternative and the project objectives." This City 
and County of San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission Resolution No. 0746 
Alternative (Partial Preservation Alternative) was crafted by the Preservation Planning 
section of the San Francisco Planning Department for inclusion in this project's CEQA 
EIR in advance of environmental analysis in order to meet this expectation, and is 
included in this federal environmental assessment (EA) to maintain consistency 
between NEPA and the State of California's CEQA process. 
The Partial Preservation Alternative includes similar project features described for the 
Standard Project Alternative described in Section 1.3. However, as described below the 
Partial Preservation Alternative will include salvage, rehabilitation, and reinstallation of 
as many of the historic character-defining features of the original bridge as feasible. 
The existing Art Moderne-style quarter-round and teardrop bascule girder housing units 
will be removed from the existing bridge for reinstallation on the new bridge. Upon 
removal, inspection, and evaluation regarding the deterioration of materials and/or lead 
paint contamination, these elements will be assessed for reuse. Only if it is determined 
the elements are not salvageable for reinstallation, the elements will be replicated with 
substitute materials to recreate the historic appearance and reproduce historic paint 
colors and finishes based on physical evidence. 
The doorway void behind the steel hatch door on the east side of the south machinery 
pit of the bridge abutment will be infilled with concrete to prevent water intrusion and the 
steel hatch door will be re-installed. 
The riveted steel side box girders will be removed and replaced with concrete through-
girders. Form liners will be used such that the new concrete girders will recreate the 
historic appearance of the riveted steel girders. Historic paint colors and finishes will be 
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used based on physical evidence, per the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties. 
The existing Art Moderne-style sidewalk guardrails on the existing bridge include 
horizontal gaps larger than allowed by current safety requirements and must be 
replaced with railings meeting current gap opening requirements. Under the Partial 
Preservation Alternative, the replacement railings will replicate the existing railings and 
will be fabricated out of painted aluminum to reproduce the finish of the existing railings 
based on physical evidence. 
If it is determined that for reasons of safety, construction standards, or sound 
engineering practice any of the character-defining features are not salvageable for 
reinstallation, these elements will be replicated with substitute materials to recreate the 
historic appearance and reproduce historic paint colors and finishes based on physical 
evidence, per the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties. 
Under the Partial Preservation Alternative, the Control Tower will be retained and will 
include a retrofit of the foundation, window system, and repair of spalled and damaged 
concrete. Foundation work will consist of adding four, 5-foot-diameter Cast-in-Drilled-
Hole (CIDH) piles to the four corners of the existing control tower foundation and the 
existing grade beams will be increased in size to seismically retrofit the foundation. 
Installation of the new piles would require the construction of a temporary cofferdam 
made up of sheet piles and the dewatering of the creek channel.  
Additionally, the control tower room with canted window configuration, copper roofing 
with overhang, walkway and handrails surrounding the top floor, door locations and 
configurations, and the electrical and mechanical equipment inside the control tower 
room will be retained. This will maintain the spatial relationship of the bridge and the 
control tower by retaining its location, design, and materials as a character-defining 
feature; however, the bridge will be at a higher elevation. 
Construction activities and duration for the Partial Preservation Alternative will be similar 
to that described for the Standard Project Alternative in Section 1.4, including 
construction access and staging, work crew and equipment, length of bridge closure, 
and the need for a temporary bus bridge. 

2.6.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further 
Discussion 

The following sections discuss the alternatives that were considered during earlier 
stages of project planning and the reasons for which these alternatives were ultimately 
rejected and are not being taken forward in this NEPA analysis. 

2.6.3.1 Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative 
The Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative will include repair and replacement of components 
of the existing bascule bridge to bring the structure up to current seismic standards, as 
well as replacing and upgrading bridge safety features, with the objective of increasing 
the bridge’s service life by an additional 50 years. Under this Alternative, the existing 
bascule leaves, bridge counterweights, span drive brakes, and bridge span locks will be 
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replaced. The machinery systems, including the bridge trunnions (the pivot axles for the 
bridge leaves), trunnion bearings, pinion support columns, drive motors, drive 
machinery, and the electrical systems in the machine rooms (inside the abutment 
structures at both ends of the bridge) will be removed and replaced. The bridge 
sidewalks and railings will be modified to comply with applicable requirements to meet 
the Americans with Disabilities Act; and CCSF required standard control devices will be 
installed (including flashers, gates, and warning signs) to prevent pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and vehicles from entering the bridge during a bridge lift operation. The control tower, 
including the foundation and window framing system, will be repaired and upgraded to 
meet current seismic standards. The electrical, mechanical, and security equipment 
inside all levels of the control tower (including the basement) will be replaced. The 
existing submarine cable that supplies power to the south abutment machine room is 
damaged and will be replaced. After repair/placement of the steel bridge members and 
deck, rust removal, and corrosion mitigation, the bridge structure will be repainted/
recoated with a multi-part coating system designed for use in marine environments. 
A NEPA Categorical Exclusion for the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative was approved 
by Caltrans on February 13, 2018. However, the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative was 
eliminated from future consideration because it does not meet the updated purpose and 
need, in particular the purpose of increasing the bridge’s freeboard to the maximum 
extent practicable. In addition, maintaining an operable drawbridge has high capital and 
maintenance costs that are hard to justify. The Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative also 
has a higher risk of bridge closure after an earthquake, which will impede disaster 
response functions that require bridge throughput. 

2.6.3.2 New Bascule Bridge 
Under this alternative, a new bascule bridge (with either operable or non-operable draw 
bridge functions) will be constructed to replace the existing bridge. The new bascule 
bridge will be constructed at the same elevation of the existing bridge and will include a 
center dedicated LRT trackway, two travel lanes in each direction, and a shared 
pedestrian/bicycle path on both sides of the bridge. The street work included in this 
alternative will be minimal, and will include the abutments or approaches and street 
deck over the bascule pier on both sides of the bridge. 
While replacing the bridge as-is has potential schedule and budget benefits, it was 
eliminated from future consideration for reasons similar to the Bridge Rehabilitation 
Alternative. Because this alternative will be constructed at the same elevation as the 
existing bridge, it will not increase freeboard or the lifespan of the bridge relative to sea 
level rise. It will retain the same flood risk as the existing bridge despite being a new 
replacement bridge. The operable bridge option will be more vulnerable to flood risk due 
to the low elevation of the mechanical equipment. The seismic performance of this 
alternative is likely inferior to the fixed-bridge alternative. Therefore, this option has a 
higher risk of bridge closure after an earthquake, which will impede disaster response 
functions that require bridge throughput. This alternative will also have a higher 
construction cost due to the type and material of the bridge, as well as higher operations 
and maintenance cost under the operable bridge option. This increase in cost will be 
hard to justify when considering the alternative’s inherent flood risk. The Standard 



Islais Creek Bridge Replacement Project Page 23 

Project Alternative will better address additional City needs, including sea-level rise 
resilience. 

2.6.3.3 New-Through Girder Bridge, Same Elevation 
This alternative will include the construction of a new through-girder bridge similar to the 
Standard Project Alternative, but with the same length and elevation as the existing 
bridge. Similar to the Standard Project Alternative, the new bridge will include a center 
dedicated LRT trackway, two travel lanes in each direction, and a shared pedestrian/
bicycle path on both sides of the bridge. However, the new cross section of the bridge 
will allow for a wider roadway than the existing bridge. The street work for this 
alternative will include the abutment modifications to support the new girders at both 
sides of the bridge, as well as a haunch to support the additional width of the new cross 
section. While the bridge under this alternative will be constructed at the same elevation 
as the existing bridge, it will have a higher clearance due to the use of through girders. 
While this alternative will increase freeboard and the lifespan of the bridge relative to 
sea level rise and increase the structural seismic resiliency and serviceability of the 
bridge, it was eliminated from future consideration because it will not increase bridge 
freeboard to the maximum extent practicable when compared to the Standard Project 
Alternative. 

2.6.3.4 New Standard Girder Bridge, Raised 
This alternative will include the construction of a new standard-girder bridge at a higher 
elevation than the existing bridge. Similar to the Standard Project Alternative, the new 
bridge will include a center dedicated LRT trackway, two travel lanes in each direction, 
and a shared pedestrian/bicycle path on both sides of the bridge. However, the cross 
section of the proposed bridge will be wider than the existing bridge. The street work 
included in this alternative will include abutment modifications to support the new 
girders, and to strengthen the deck over the existing bascule pier to support the fill at 
both sides of the bridge. Because the bridge will be raised, the approaches will also 
need to be regraded. 
While this alternative will increase freeboard and the lifespan of the bridge relative to 
sea level rise and increase the structural seismic resiliency and serviceability of the 
bridge, it was eliminated from future consideration because it will not increase bridge 
freeboard to the maximum extent practicable when compared to the Standard Project 
Alternative. 

2.6.3.5 New-Through Girder Bridge, Raised 
This alternative will include a new 115 foot-long, 115 foot-wide, single-span PC/PS 
concrete through-girder bridge with a PC/PS concrete deck with a cast-in-place 
reinforced-concrete topping at a higher elevation than the existing bridge structure. The 
new bridge will accommodate a center 26-foot-wide dedicated LRT trackway, two 11-
foot travel lanes in each direction, a 12-foot-wide pedestrian path on the eastern side of 
the bridge, and a 17-foot-wide Class I shared pedestrian/bicycle path on the western 
side of the bridge. The pedestrian/bicycle paths will be cantilevered off the exterior 
girders and would include a steel pedestrian/bicycle railing. The structure will consist of 
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four through-girders. The two exterior girders will support the combined 
pedestrian/bicycle path and half of the vehicle lanes, while the interior girders will 
support the other half of the vehicle lanes and the LRT trackway. Approximately 3 feet 9 
inches of the overall girder depth will be below the deck surface, with 4 feet 9 inches 
(exterior) and 5 feet 9 inches (interior) above the deck surface. The portions of the 
girders above the deck surface will serve as barriers between the trackway, roadway, 
and pedestrian/bicycle path. 
While this alternative would increase freeboard and the lifespan of the bridge relative to 
sea level rise, and increase the structural seismic resiliency and serviceability of the 
bridge, is offers no benefits over the Standard Project Alternative yet would result in 
increased costs. It was therefore eliminated from future consideration.  

2.7 Permits and Approvals Needed 
The permits, licenses, agreements, and certifications (PLACs) required for project 
construction are listed in Table 1. 
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Table 1 Permits and Approvals Needed 

Agency PLAC Status 
State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) 

Finding of Effect (FOE), and 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
 

FOE concurrence and MOA 
signatory. 

National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

Informal Consultation pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act and Section 305(b) of the 
Magnuson–Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 

July 31, 2017 

National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

Authorization to incidentally harass 
marine mammals pursuant to the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act 

If needed, the authorization will be 
obtained before the project is 
approved for construction. 

United States Coast Guard General Bridge Act of 1946, as 
amended. 

The approval will be obtained 
before the project is approved for 
construction. 

United States Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Clean Water Act Section 404 permit 
for filling or dredging of waters of the 
United States 

The permit will be obtained before 
the project is approved for 
construction. 

San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and 
Development Commission 
(BCDC) 

BCDC Permit for work within San 
Francisco Bay waters and along the 
100-foot shoreline band 

The permit will be obtained before 
the project is approved for 
construction. 

San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board 

Clean Water Act Section 401 water 
quality certification 

The certification will be obtained 
before the project is approved for 
construction. 

SFMTA Encroachment Permit or 
Memorandum of Understanding 

The permit will be obtained before the 
project is approved for construction. 

Port of San Francisco Encroachment Permit or 
Memorandum of Understanding 
Concurrence with Section 4(f) 
determinations of Port Recreational 
Resource 

The permit will be obtained before 
the project is approved for 
construction. 
Section 4(f) concurrence is 
expected after circulation of the 
EA/FONSI 

San Francisco Planning 
Commission 

Certification of EIR This will take place prior to 
conclusion of CEQA 

San Francisco Public Works 
Commission 

Approval of Contract Agreement This will take place prior to 
awarding a construction contract  
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Chapter 3 Project Impacts 
3.1 Resource Topics Dismissed from Analysis in Environmental 

Assessment 
 
Information included in this section is based on the technical studies completed for the 
proposed project, which are incorporated by reference into this EA (Appendix D). 
Consideration and analysis were given to the resources listed in Table 2 below. These 
resources either do not occur in the project area, or would experience negligible or no 
effects as a result of the project. Therefore, they are not discussed further in this EA. 
The proposed project would involve replacing the Islais Creek Bridge. The proposed 
project is not a capacity-increasing project and would not result in increased traffic 
volumes or vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Following construction activities, there would 
be no long-term operation impacts as a result of the proposed project and this section is 
limited to a discussion of potential construction impacts. In addition, both the Standard 
Project Alternative and the Partial Preservation Alternative have similar project 
features—with the exception of the salvage, rehabilitation, and reinstallation of as many 
of the historic character-defining features of the original bridge for the Partial 
Preservation Alternative. Therefore, potential impacts of the two build alternatives would 
be similar and are only discussed separately where applicable. 

Table 2 Resource Topics Dismissed from Analysis 

Resource Rationale for Dismissal 

Consistency with State, 
Regional, and Local 
Plans and Programs 

The proposed project would not change existing land uses in the project area, 
nor would the proposed project conflict with existing or future designated land 
uses. The proposed project would be consistent with applicable state, regional, 
and local plans because it would maintain a transportation link (the bridge) that 
would continue to serve existing land uses, and avoid disruption of access to 
businesses and land uses that rely on the access this bridge currently 
provides. It would maintain this land use consistency by replacing a structurally 
deficient bridge with a bridge that meets the City’s climate resiliency goals. It 
would also improve and increase the lifespan of the overall transportation 
network of the study area, thereby improving the dependability of this access 
for local land uses. No long-term changes in land use are anticipated because 
the bridge would be restored at its same capacity (same number of travel 
lanes) and would be fully reopened to all users, (including vehicles, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists) once construction is complete. (reference Islais 
Creek Bridge Community Impact Assessment, Section 3.2, from the “NEPA 
Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge) 

Coastal Zone The proposed project is not in the California Coastal Zone (California Coastal 
Commission 1977 https://www.coastal.ca.gov/maps/czb/). 

Wild and Scenic Rivers There are no designated wild and scenic rivers in or adjacent to the project 
area (National Park Service 2018 https://www.rivers.gov/sites/rivers/files/
2023-07/national-map.pdf). 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
https://www.coastal.ca.gov/maps/czb/
https://www.rivers.gov/sites/rivers/files/%E2%80%8C202307/national-map.pdf
https://www.rivers.gov/sites/rivers/files/%E2%80%8C202307/national-map.pdf
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Resource Rationale for Dismissal 

Parks and Recreational 
Facilities 

There are three recreational facilities in the project area, including Bayview 
Gateway on Illinois Street north of Cargo Way southeast of the channel; Tulare 
Park on the northern side of the channel between Third Street and Illinois 
Street; and Islais Creek Park at the corner of Third Street and Arthur Avenue 
southwest of the channel. During project construction, access to and from 
Third Street would be restricted. Access to these recreational resources would 
be maintained and be available from other existing access points along Illinois 
Street, Arthur Avenue, Cargo Way, and Quint Street throughout the 
construction period. Signs directing park users to these additional access 
points would be posted. At the end of construction, the existing access points 
from Third Street would be fully restored, and no long-term effects would result. 

Farmlands/Timberlands The project site is in an urbanized area of San Francisco; there are no 
farmlands or timberlands in the project area. No land in the city has been 
designated by the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program as active or important agricultural land (California 
Department of Conservation 2023 https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/ciff/). 

Growth The proposed project would replace the existing bridge with a new bridge that 
would not add additional travel lanes or change the capacity of the bridge in 
comparison to existing conditions. The proposed project would not remove any 
barriers to population growth, such as providing housing, jobs, constructing 
transportation modes, increasing capacity of roadways, or developing new 
roadways. The proposed project would not result in unplanned population 
growth or induce substantial growth in San Francisco. 

Community Character 
and Cohesion 

The proposed project would not permanently change existing community 
boundaries or physically divide an established community. During the 
24-month construction phase (or 28 months with the Partial Preservation 
Alternative), closure of the bridge would be necessary and access to the bridge 
would be restricted for all traffic, including vehicles, transit users, pedestrians, 
and bicyclists. However, detour routes and a temporary bus service would be 
in place during construction to ensure that all modes of transportation would 
have continued access through the study area. 

Relocations and Real 
Property Acquisitions 

Construction of the proposed project could require temporary construction 
easements in the areas immediately adjacent to the Islais Creek Bridge. 
However, neither the permanent acquisition of property, nor relocations, would 
be required. 

Equity To avoid impacts to equity, the transportation and public outreach measures 
described above Chapter 1 and Appendix C will be employed (e.g., detour 
routes, the proposed temporary bus bridge, and robust notification measures). 
These features would suffice to prevent adverse environmental effects on 
community facilities and services. 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/ciff/
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Resource Rationale for Dismissal 

Utilities and Emergency 
Services 

Existing utilities in the study area include PG&E gas and electrical utilities, 
SFPUC outfall pipes, and a sewer line. Impacts to utilities are not anticipated 
during construction. However, if a temporary interruption in utility service is 
necessary, it would be scheduled during non-use or off-peak service periods, 
and notifications to any affected parties would made in advance by the utility 
provider and/or project Public Information Officer. The potential service 
disruptions are typical of any construction project adjacent to existing utilities, 
and would be minimized to the extent feasible. Therefore, no permanent 
effects on utilities are anticipated. 
There are several emergency service providers local to the study area. The 
closest to the Islais Creek Bridge is San Francisco Fire Station 25 on Third 
Street south of the bridge. During project construction, emergency vehicles 
would access the Mission Bay and Bayview/Hunters Point neighborhoods 
using the adjacent Illinois Street Bridge in lieu of the Islais Creek Bridge. 
Although the proposed project would divert more traffic to the Illinois Street 
Bridge and nearby streets, such an increase in vehicles would not be 
substantial enough to impede or hinder the movement of emergency vehicles 
in the project area. The construction logistics would include providing advance 
notices—by construction phase—to San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) 
Administration, Fire Station 25, and SFFD Fireboat concerning the schedule of 
bridge closures and accessibility to Islais Creek. There would be no long-term 
disruption to emergency services. 

Visual/Aesthetics During construction of the proposed project, staging would occur on the bridge 
approaches along Third Street, on barges anchored in the channel, and on one 
of three potential off-site construction staging areas. These construction 
staging areas could result in short-term visual impacts within the project 
corridor. Implementation of minimization measures would ensure that all 
construction staging areas will be sited and/or screened with temporary fencing 
to minimize public views to the maximum extent feasible (reference Islais 
Creek Bridge Visual Impact Assessment from the “NEPA Environmental 
Documents” section on the project website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-
Creek-Bridge). All short-term visual impacts would cease at the end of project 
construction. 
Both build alternatives would result in a replacement bridge structure along the 
existing roadway network within the project corridor. Under the Standard 
Project Alternative, motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and residents would 
observe visual changes resulting from the new bridge structure and loss of the 
quarter-circle gear housings on the bridge deck and the control tower. These 
features would be retained under the Partial Preservation Alternative. Both the 
Standard Project Alternative and the Partial Preservation Alternative would 
include bridge lighting for pedestrian safety. The new lighting would be 
consistent with the City’s design guidelines and Municipal Code and would be 
similar to existing conditions. After construction completion, the project area’s 
appearance would remain similar to the existing visual character of the site and 
none of the project features would be incompatible with the existing roadway 
and urban visual environment. 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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Resource Rationale for Dismissal 

Archaeological 
Resources 

The background research, literature review, and field survey completed for the 
Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) did not identify archaeological resources 
in the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the proposed project. Historically, the 
APE, including the three potential staging areas, was in the Bay. Islais Creek 
appears to have been channelized ca. 1930, with the surrounding lands 
reclaimed from the Bay by the mid-1970s. Geologically, the APE is mapped as 
artificial fill over Young Bay Mud. The APE and immediate vicinity of the Islais 
Creek Channel have a very low probability of encountering submerged 
prehistoric sites. Therefore, the APE is not considered sensitive for containing 
buried archaeological resources. 

Hydrology and 
Floodplain 

The proposed project area is within the 100-year floodplain designated on the 
effective Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance 
rate maps. The proposed project would not change existing land uses in the 
project area, nor would it substantially change the amount of existing 
impervious surfaces. The proposed project would not cause increase in fill 
inside the floodplain, or substantial encroachments or longitudinal 
encroachments. 
The proposed design would raise the profile of the bridge which would 
accommodate sea level rise while minimizing flooding impacts to adjacent 
properties. Because the primary cause of flooding is tidal flooding, the 
proposed project is not expected to impact the existing FEMA 100-year (Base 
Flood Elevation (BFE) (reference Islais Creek Bridge Location Hydraulic Study, 
Section 4, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project 
website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). There would be no 
significant floodplain encroachment as defined by 23 CFR, Section 650.105(q). 
During the planning process for the proposed project, SFPW selected year 
2075 as the year for the Islais Creek Bridge Structure’s evaluation, assuming a 
50-year functional lifespan of the bridge. Using the current City guidance for a 
planning horizon of 2075, a sea-level rise between 1.9 feet and 4.3 feet is 
anticipated due to climate change. The proposed bridge design would provide 
a minimum of 0.9 foot of freeboard above a future base floodplain elevation of 
14.3 feet, assuming sea-level rise of 4.3 feet, which is the upper-bound 
estimate. The proposed project would reduce the likelihood of flooding on the 
bridge due to sea level rise for the 50-year design life of the new bridge. 

Water Quality and 
Storm Water Runoff 

During construction of the proposed project, temporary disturbance of 
sediments in the channel bed would result due to the removal of existing 
fender piles (or the installation of cofferdams and new CIDH concrete piles 
under the Partial Preservation Alternative). This would cause a localized 
increase in turbidity in the channel. The increase in turbidity is unavoidable, but 
would be short-term, occurring only during installation and removal of the 
structures. Standard Caltrans BMPs would be implemented during project 
construction to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts to special-status 
species and habitats to the greatest extent practicable. 
During construction, temporary encapsulation systems (i.e., turbidity curtains) 
would be used as needed to contain disturbed, potentially contaminated 
sediments from moving outside of the work area. Further, removal of the 
existing creosote-treated wood fendering, which is known to leach 
contaminants into the surrounding water and substrate, would help improve 
overall water quality in the channel. During in-water activities, measures will be 
taken to protect water quality according to standard Caltrans best management 
practices (BMPs) and to maintain water quality standards as required by the 
permitting agencies. 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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Resource Rationale for Dismissal 

Geology/Soils/Seismic/
Topography 

Caltrans’ design and construction guidelines incorporate engineering standards 
that address seismic risks. Project elements would be designed and 
constructed to meet Caltrans Seismic Design Criteria, which specify the 
minimum seismic design requirements for newly designed “Standard” concrete 
bridges, and other seismic design requirements for ground shaking and ground 
motions, as determined for the project vicinity and site conditions. Caltrans also 
requires additional geotechnical subsurface and design investigations to be 
performed during the final project design and engineering phase. Compliance 
with these standards and requirements would avoid adverse impacts. 

Paleontology The local geology of the project site consists of a series of Holocene epoch 
Quaternary alluvium, which are not thought to harbor fossils or other 
resources. The project area is entirely underlain by artificial fill and Holocene-
age deposits, and the soils that would be disturbed were previously disturbed 
down to deep levels when the existing bridge was constructed in 1950. 
Therefore, the potential for adverse effects to paleontological resources is low. 

Hazardous Waste and 
Materials 

There is no evidence of recognized environment conditions identified in 
connection with the project site and all soil excavated within the project site 
limits may be reused with no cover restrictions (reference Islais Creek Bridge 
Updated Phase I Initial Site Assessment, Section 6, from the “NEPA 
Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). To minimize hazardous waste 
impacts, any soil designated for removal from the project site will be sampled 
and analyzed; and if the resulting lead concentrations exceed 320 milligrams 
per kilogram (mg/kg), and/or extractable lead is greater than 5 milligrams per 
liter (mg/L) as determined by the standard California Waste Extraction Test, 
then such soils are to be handled pursuant to the hazardous waste 
management standards of Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.5. 
All grading operations will be conducted in accordance with applicable 
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements, 
including a project-specific worker Health and Safety Plan developed using the 
following guidance to minimize worker exposure to volatile organic compounds, 
semi-volatile organic compounds, and lead-impacted air, dust, or soil. 
Compliance with all applicable regulations would avoid and minimize potential 
effects related to hazardous waste and materials. 

Air Quality Because the proposed project would not add capacity to Third Street, and the 
bridge construction would be consistent with a safety project, it is exempt from 
conformity per the Transportation Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93.126 and 
40 CFR 93.127). Therefore, the project is not required to conform to an 
applicable State Implementation Plan. Control measures from the 2017 Bay 
Area Clean Air Plan that are applicable to the proposed project would be 
implemented. Further, construction activities would comply with key San 
Francisco policies and ordinances that address emissions, such as the San 
Francisco Clean Construction Ordinance, which requires the proposed project 
to use low-emitting construction equipment; and the Construction and 
Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, which requires a minimum of 
75 percent of construction and demolition debris to be diverted from landfill to 
maximize reuse of these materials. 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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Resource Rationale for Dismissal 

Climate Change Replacing a bridge with another bridge with the same traffic carrying capacity 
will not result in adverse climate change effects. Construction work does 
consume energy and produce greenhouse gas emissions in the short term. 
Nevertheless, measures identified in the Air Quality section above will be used 
to minimize effects. The effects of sea level rise on the project have been 
considered in project design as identified in the Hydrology and Floodplain 
section above. 

Noise  During construction of the proposed project, noise levels would fluctuate 
depending on the type, number, and duration of use for the various pieces of 
construction equipment. The effects of construction noise would largely depend 
on the type of construction activities occurring on any given day, noise levels 
generated by those activities, distances to noise-sensitive receptors, and the 
existing ambient noise environment in the receptor’s vicinity. Project-related 
construction activities could expose existing off-site sensitive receptors to 
equipment noise levels that result in a substantial temporary increase over 
ambient noise levels, causing annoyance to occupants of the nearby existing 
noise-sensitive land uses (reference Islais Creek Bridge Construction 
Noise/Vibration Technical Memorandum, Section 4, from the “NEPA 
Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). However, SFPW would minimize 
temporary noise caused by construction operations and employ abatement 
measures as necessary for protection of employees and the public. 
Long-term project operation would not include any major new sources of 
groundborne noise that would be different from the existing condition. Given 
the proposed lane configurations are the same as existing, no changes in 
operational noise are predicted. The project is not a Type 1 project under 23 
CFR 772.5. 

Natural Communities Construction activities associated with the proposed project would take place in 
the existing footprint of the bridge and roadway and are not expected to impact 
natural or landscaped vegetation communities in the Biological Study Area 
(BSA) (reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural Environment Study, Section 
4.1.1, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project 
website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). No special-status 
species of plants were observed or are considered to have potential to occur in 
the BSA. Vegetation removal is not anticipated as a part of the proposed 
project activities, and there would be no effects on natural vegetation 
communities. 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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Resource Rationale for Dismissal 

Wetlands and Other 
Waters 

A wetland delineation was conducted by AECOM in accordance with the 
guidelines defined in the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
Wetlands Delineation Manual, the USACE Arid West Manual, relevant 
regulatory guidance letters, and USACE district-specific minimum reporting 
requirements (reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural Environment Study, 
Section 4.1.2, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the 
project website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). A total of 
14.55 acres of potential waters of the U.S. was identified in the project area, of 
which 0.28 acre is potentially jurisdictional wetlands, and 14.27 acres are 
potentially jurisdictional other waters of the U.S. There is no submerged 
aquatic vegetation in the project area. The proposed project would not result in 
fills of jurisdictional wetlands of the U.S. 
During construction, up to 2.3 acres of estuarine habitat would be temporarily 
impacted due to the presence of work barges present (reference Islais Creek 
Bridge Natural Environment Study, Section 4.1.2, from the “NEPA 
Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). However, there would be no 
anticipated loss of habitat due to this temporary condition (during project 
construction), and there is no submerged vegetation in the project footprint that 
could be impacted. On completion of the proposed project’s construction, all 
temporarily affected areas would be restored to approximately the original site 
conditions. Due to the removal of the bridge’s existing fender system, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease with respect to fill of estuarine 
habitat. 
Construction of the Partial Preservation Alternative would result in small areas of 
permanent impacts that fall outside of the existing footprint of the control tower due 
to the addition of four, 5-foot-diameter CIDH piles to the four corners of the 
existing control tower foundation (reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural 
Environment Study, Section 4.1.2, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” 
section on the project website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). 
Temporary encapsulation systems (i.e., isolation casings or turbidity curtains) 
will be used to contain harmful materials during construction of the proposed 
project. The implementation of standard avoidance and minimization efforts will 
further decrease the magnitude of impacts to non-wetland waters of the U.S. 
and no adverse effects would result (reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural 
Environment Study, Section 4.1.2, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” 
section on the project website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). 

Plant Species There are no special-status plant species with potential to occur in the BSA 
((reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural Environment Study, Section 3.1.3, from 
the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). Therefore, the proposed project 
would have no effects on these resources. 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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Resource Rationale for Dismissal 

Animal Species 
(Migratory Birds) 

Construction of the proposed project could disturb or destroy nesting birds that 
are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Nesting birds could 
be temporarily displaced because of habitat alteration or noise disturbance 
from construction equipment. If any migratory birds are nesting in the 
remaining trees in the BSA or under the existing overcrossing structure during 
project construction, direct mortality of eggs or chicks could occur, resulting in 
an impact to species protected under the MBTA. However, with the 
implementation of preconstruction surveys and the establishment of buffer 
zones in compliance with standard Caltrans avoidance and minimization 
measures, mortality of birds protected under the MBTA would be avoided 
((reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural Environment Study, Section 4.4.5.4, 
from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). 

Invasive Species The proposed project would comply with Executive Order 13112, Invasive 
Species. To reduce the likelihood of the introduction of invasive species, soil 
and plant material from areas that support invasive species will not be 
disposed of in areas that support native vegetation. 

Cumulative Effects Potential effects associated with the proposed project would be limited to the 
construction phase. Construction-related impacts (such as to air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, hazardous materials, noise/vibration, 
and traffic and transportation disruptions) would be temporary and minor in 
nature. Avoidance and minimization measures have been proposed that would 
minimize these temporary impacts. Therefore, construction impacts, in 
combination with known past, present, or future projects, would not contribute 
in a cumulative manner to adverse effects on the environment. 
As described above, the proposed project is not a capacity-increasing project. 
The new bridge would replace the existing bridge at its current location. 
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in increased traffic 
volumes or a change in VMT. Following construction activities, there would be 
no long-term operational impacts and no adverse cumulative operational 
effects would result from the proposed project. 

 

3.2 Resource Topics Warranting Further Analysis 
There are four resource topics warranting further analysis in this EA (Cultural 
Resources, Biological Resources, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities and Construction Vibration). These resource topics are discussed in the 
following sections. In addition, a Section 4(f) analysis is provided in Appendix A, in 
accordance with standard Caltrans format.12 

3.2.1 Cultural Resources 
Information in this section is based on the following cultural resource reports completed 
for the proposed project: Supplemental Archaeological Survey, Supplemental Historic 
Properties Survey Report (reference Islais Creek Bridge Supplemental Historic 
Properties Survey Report from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the 

 
12 Section 4(f) refers to the original section within the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, which 

established the requirement for consideration of park and recreational lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and 
historic sites in transportation project development. 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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project website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge) and Finding of Adverse 
Effect (reference Islais Creek Bridge Finding of Adverse Effect from the “NEPA 
Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). Avoidance and minimization measures 
applicable to cultural resources are listed in Appendix C. 

3.2.1.1 Affected Environment 
The study area for cultural resources is the APE, which encompasses all areas in the 
physical footprint of the proposed improvements, and areas that may directly or 
indirectly be affected by project construction activities. There are three historic 
properties in the APE that were previously determined eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). These three historic properties, and potential 
project effects, are shown in Figure 11 and described below. 

Figure 11 Historic Properties in the Area of Potential Effects 

 
Islais Creek Bridge 
The Islais Creek Bridge (Bridge No. 34C0024) was determined eligible for listing on the 
NRHP on December 7, 2005, and is a Caltrans Category 2 bridge. The period of 
significance has been identified as 1950—the original date of construction. The 
boundaries of this historic property include the bridge from its approach at the northern 
end to its approach at the southern end. The character-defining features of the bridge 
are as follows: 

• bridge type (i.e., bascule-type bridge with two spans and concrete abutments) 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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• above-deck elements of the bascule leaves, including: 
o visible elements of riveted steel side and center box girders 
o quarter-round and teardrop bascule girder housing units with Art Moderne 

styling 
o steel sidewalk guardrails with Art Moderne styling, including the guardrails for 

the staircase leading to the abutment machinery pit entrance on southeast 
corner 

• steel hatch door on the eastern side of the south machinery pit 

• control tower location, design, and materials, including: 
o the oblong plan 
o two-story (with basement) design 
o concrete walls 
o canted window configuration, size, and materials 
o copper roofing with overhang 
o walkway and handrails surrounding the top floor 
o door locations and configurations 

San Francisco Fire Department Auxiliary Water Supply System 
The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) 
was determined eligible for listing on the NRHP in 2020. The period of significance is 
1908–1913. The AWSS is directly associated with the historically significant period of 
reconstruction in San Francisco following the 1906 earthquake and fires that destroyed 
28,188 buildings. The AWSS was a crucial component of San Francisco’s recovery 
effort, as a highly important infrastructural system that provided fire protection to the 
city’s most densely populated neighborhoods. Two components of the AWSS are in 
close proximity to the Islais Creek Bridge: a 1988-date-stamped high-pressure hydrant, 
and a below-grade distribution pipe. Based on mapping of the system, it appears an 
underground pipe runs along Third Street south of the Islais Creek Bridge and 
terminates at the hydrant on the eastern sidewalk of Third Street, approximately 50 feet 
south of the Islais Creek Bridge southern abutment. All other features of the AWSS are 
located well away from the Islais Creek Bridge. 
Central Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District 
The Central Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District (District) was determined eligible 
for listing on the NRHP in 2017. The period of significance spans the years 1872 to 
1958. The southern boundary of the District is the southern side of Islais Creek. The 
northern boundary extends east along Sixteenth Street into San Francisco Bay, where 
the boundary turns south through the Bay, encompassing the entirety of Piers 70 
and 80, and marking the eastern boundary. The western boundary is along 
Pennsylvania Street from Islais Creek to Sixteenth Street. All of the contributing 
elements in the District are several blocks north of the Islais Creek Bridge. There are 
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three historic districts within the larger Central Waterfront/Potrero Point District: Pier 70, 
the Third Street Industrial District, and Dogpatch Historic District. 

3.2.1.2 Environmental Consequences 
Islais Creek Bridge 
The proposed project would cause the physical destruction of, or damage to, all or part 
of the Islais Creek Bridge, including removal of the bridge deck; elements associated 
with bascule operability with two spans and concrete abutments; quarter-round and 
teardrop bascule girder housing units with Art Moderne styling; steel sidewalk guardrails 
with Art Moderne styling, including the guardrails for the staircase leading to the 
abutment machinery pit entrance on southeastern corner; steel hatch door on the 
eastern side of the south machinery pit; and the control tower location, design, and 
materials that are character-defining features. Overall, the proposed project would 
adversely affect the integrity of the design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association of the Islais Creek Bridge. Under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the proposed project would result in an adverse effect, as described in 
the Finding of Adverse Effect (reference Islais Creek Bridge Finding of Adverse Effect 
from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). 
San Francisco Fire Department Auxiliary Water Supply System 
The project proposes to replace the Islais Creek Bridge’s existing bascule bridge with a 
fixed-bridge design adjacent to the AWSS. Neither the circa 1988-1989 constructed 
hydrant, nor the circa 1988-1989 below-grade distribution pipeline in the APE are 
contributing elements to the AWSS historic district because they post-date the period of 
significance. No indirect effects related to the replacement of the Islais Creek Bridge are 
anticipated on the contributing elements or character-defining features of the 
discontiguous AWSS historic district that are outside the project area. The proposed 
project would not affect any aspect of integrity of location, design, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association of the AWSS. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not cause an adverse effect on the AWSS. 
Central Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District 
The proposed project would not result in direct physical effects on the Central 
Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District or its contributors. The nearest contributor in 
the District is approximately 0.44 mile north of the Islais Creek Bridge at the 
northeastern intersection of Third and 24th Streets. Although the proposed project would 
alter the setting of the southernmost area of the District, indirect visual, audible, or 
atmospheric adverse effects on the District are not anticipated because the majority of 
the District contributors are not in close enough proximity to the bridge for the proposed 
project to cause a significant change in their setting. The proposed project would not 
affect any aspect of integrity, design, materials, workmanship, feeling or association of 
any of the character-defining features of the identified historic districts and sub-regions, 
nor to any contributors to the districts or sub-regions. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not cause an adverse effect on the Central Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic 
District. 

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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3.2.1.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures listed in Appendix C will be in 
place prior to and during construction of the proposed project. Although these measures 
would reduce project impacts to the Islais Creek Bridge, the proposed project would 
result in an overall Section 106 Finding of Adverse Effect to the Islais Creek Bridge. 
Final mitigation measures will be discussed during a separate consultation with SHPO 
accompanying a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), with the results reported in the 
Final Environmental Document. 

3.2.2 Biological Resources 

Information in this section is based on the 2023 Revised Natural Environment Study 
(NES) prepared for the proposed project. The NES provides technical information that 
was used to determine the extent that the proposed project would affect plants, wildlife, 
and natural communities, as well as special-status species, potentially jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters, and protected natural plant communities (reference Islais Creek 
Bridge Natural Environment Study, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section 
on the project website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). The NES also 
includes a summary of federal, state, and local laws and regulations applicable to the 
proposed project (reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural Environment Study, Appendix 
B, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge); the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) (reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural Environment Study, Appendix D-1, 
from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge) and National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) (reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural Environment Study, Appendix D-2, from 
the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge) species lists; and California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB) (reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural Environment Study, 
Appendix C, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge) documented occurrences of wildlife 
species within 5 miles of the project area. The updated USFWS and NMFS species lists 
are included in Appendix F. Avoidance and minimization measures applicable to 
biological resources are listed in Appendix C. 
Potential impacts to special-status species are described below. Refer to Section 3.1 
(Resource Topics Dismissed from Analysis in Environmental Assessment) for a 
discussion of potential project impacts to natural communities, wetlands and other 
resources, plant species, migratory birds, and invasive species.  
Apart from federally listed special-status fish species described below, a No Effect 
finding under Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) was found for 
all other federally listed species. A table containing this information can be found in 
Appendix F of the NES (reference Islais Creek Bridge Natural Environment Study, 
Appendix F, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). 
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3.2.2.1 Environmental Consequences 
Special-Status Fish Species: Potential impacts to green sturgeon, steelhead, white 
sturgeon, longfin smelt, and Chinook salmon are limited to temporary habitat 
disturbance from construction. In-water construction activities have the greatest 
potential to impact these species due to the use of construction barges to serve as work 
platforms during removal of the existing bridge and the installation of the new bridge 
span. The removal of existing fender piles may temporarily increase turbidity but would 
have the long-term benefit of removing a potential source of contaminants from bay 
waters. In-water work could result in adverse effects to special-status fish species 
habitat during project construction. 
As described in Section 4.1 (Consultation and Coordination with Public Agencies) 
below, through consultation with the NMFS), a Section 7 determination under FESA 
agreed that the project may affect but is unlikely to adversely affect green sturgeon and 
steelhead (the federally listed special-status fish species).  
Construction of the cofferdam required for the retrofit of the control tower foundation 
under the Partial Preservation Alternative would result in areas of temporary impact to 
the channel bottom that fall outside of the existing footprint of the control tower. 
Construction would also result in temporary increases in turbidity in the project area. 
During construction, the cofferdam has the potential to entrap fish, resulting in injury or 
mortality of threatened or endangered fish species, if they are present. As a result, 
implementation of the Partial Preservation Alternative would require additional 
consultation with NMFS to obtain an incidental take permit for potential injury or 
mortality of FESA-listed fish. 
Marine Mammals: There is low potential for marine mammal species to occur in the 
project area during project construction activities. However, these species are sensitive 
to water quality impacts, habitat loss, and hydroacoustic impacts. In-water construction 
activities have the potential to cause short-term, temporary behavioral disruptions to 
marine mammals that may be foraging or hauled out in nearby waters; this would be an 
adverse impact to marine mammals. 
Pacific Herring: Spawning adult herring are vulnerable to water quality impacts and 
habitat loss. Herring spawn are also especially vulnerable to impacts from turbidity that 
may result from in-water construction activities. Although no permanent habitat loss is 
anticipated from the replacement of bridge components and in-water structures, 
construction-related increases in turbidity would be an adverse impact to Pacific herring. 
Special-Status Bird Species: California brown pelican and double-crested cormorant 
are vulnerable to temporary disturbance from the presence of project-related 
construction activity and potential impacts to air and water quality. However, foraging, 
loafing, and roosting birds can easily avoid construction activities, and sufficient habitat 
is available upstream and downstream of the project site and in the waters of the Bay 
for them to relocate. Construction activities could result in adverse effects to California 
brown pelican and double-crested cormorant habitat from temporary construction 
disturbances. Although there is foraging potential for the American peregrine falcon in 
the project area, tall structures that would be suitable nest sites are not present. In 
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addition, there are no CNDDB records for the American peregrine falcon in the project 
area. Therefore, the project would have no effects on peregrine falcon. 
Additionally, protection is afforded to bald and golden eagles by the Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act. Because there are no records or suitable nesting habitat (tall 
mature trees, high rock outcroppings, or isolated man-made towers) for these species 
within the biological study area, the project would have no effects on bald or golden 
eagles. 
Bats: Implementation of the proposed project could result in the disturbance of suitable 
roosting and nesting sites for special-status and high-priority bat species, specifically on 
the underside of bridge. Disruption of suitable roosting and nesting sites during 
construction of the proposed project would have adverse effects on bats. 

3.2.2.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures listed in Appendix C will be in 
place during construction of the proposed project. Compliance with these measures will 
avoid or reduce the temporary adverse effects to biological resources described above. 

3.2.3 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
Information in this section is based on the 2023 Transportation Impact Study (TIS) 
prepared for the proposed project (reference Islais Creek Bridge Transportation Impact 
Study, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge). The TIS contains details regarding the 
existing roadway network, traffic volumes, transit network, and bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The TIS also assesses temporary 
transportation impacts during project construction and permanent operational impacts in 
terms of vehicle miles traveled, driving hazards, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, loading, and 
emergency vehicle access. Avoidance and minimization measures applicable to 
transportation, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities are listed in Appendix C. 

3.2.3.1 Environmental Consequences 
The Islais Creek Bridge serves as a major link between the Dogpatch/Central 
Waterfront neighborhoods and the Bayview/Hunter’s Point neighborhoods. Muni 
operates the T Third LRT line and two bus routes (15 Bayview Hunters Point Express 
and 91 Third Street/19th Avenue Owl) across the bridge. The Islais Creek Bridge 
includes sidewalks on both sides of the bridge that connect to the existing sidewalks 
along Third Street both north and south of the bridge. There are existing bicycle facilities 
along Third Street Illinois Street, Cesar Chavez Street, Cargo Way, and Evans Avenue, 
all of which are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network or the San Francisco Bay 
Trail system. 
The proposed project would require a full closure of the Islais Creek Bridge for up to 
24 months (or 28 months with the Partial Preservation Alternative). The majority of 
existing traffic on Islais Creek Bridge is expected to be diverted to nearby local streets, 
including Illinois Street Bridge and Evans Avenue to Third Street. The rest would be 
diverted to U.S. 101 via ramps south of Cesar Chavez Avenue and I-280 via ramps at 
Cesar Chavez Avenue. In addition to temporary increases in VMT due to diverted traffic, 
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construction-related worker commute trips and truck trips would also generate VMT. 
However, the VMT increases due to construction-related trips and diverted trips would 
be temporary in nature, lasting for a maximum of 28 months. These diverted trips are 
not expected to cause substantial delays or queues because the volume-to-capacity 
ratio along the detour routes would remain under 0.85 with the diverted traffic during the 
PM peak hour. 
The proposed project would also generate approximately 16 daily truck trips and up to 
40 construction worker vehicle trips during the PM peak hour. These construction-
related trips would occur along Illinois Street and Evans Avenue. These local roadways 
are wide enough to accommodate truck turning movements. 
An approximately 2-year closure of the Islais Creek Bridge would affect the operation of 
Muni’s T Third LRT rail, 15 Bayview Hunters Point Express, and 91 Third Street/
19th Avenue Owl bus routes that currently operate across the bridge. As part of the 
proposed project, SFPW would work with the SFMTA to provide a temporary bus bridge 
service in place of the existing T Third LRT rail between Marin Street Station and 
Sunnydale Station during the project construction. The buses would run along Illinois 
Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue instead of Third Street, and passengers would 
transfer between the T Third rail vehicle and a bus near the 23rd Street station or Marin 
Street station. Full details of the temporary bus service—including the last light rail 
station, passenger pick-up/drop-off locations, bus frequency, and passenger transfer 
route—would be developed by SFPW and SFMTA as the project’s design progresses. 
SFPW would also work with SFMTA to develop a detailed detour plan for the 
15 Bayview Hunters Point Express and 91 Third Street/19th Avenue Owl bus routes to 
minimize transit delays during construction. It is anticipated that these routes would be 
rerouted along Cesar Chavez Street, Illinois Street, and Cargo Way. Rerouting along 
Illinois Street would increase the travel distance for these routes by approximately 
0.5 mile per trip, and increase travel time by up to 2 minutes per trip. The diverted trips 
and construction-related trips are not expected to cause extensive vehicle queues or 
delays along these roadways, because the increased traffic volumes would be within 
their carrying capacity. Muni routes 19 Polk and 44 O’Shaughnessy operate along 
Evans Avenue and a section of Cesar Chavez Street, which are part of detour routes. 
Minimal delays are expected for the 44 O’Shaughnessy and 19 Polk Muni bus routes 
because there would be no extensive vehicle queues or delays along these roadways. 
During project construction, the closure would prevent pedestrians and bicyclist from 
crossing the Islais Creek Bridge. Pedestrians approaching from either side of the bridge 
would be directed to use the Illinois Street Bridge via continuous sidewalks along Cargo 
Way, Rosa Parks Plaza, and Illinois Street. Bicyclists would be directed to detour to the 
Illinois Street Bridge via Cargo Way (Class 2 bike facility) or Cesar Chavez Street (with 
a Class 3 bike facility). This temporary detour would temporarily increase the travel 
distance for pedestrians and bicyclists, but would not interfere with accessibility or 
create potentially hazardous conditions. Detour routes would direct pedestrians and 
bicyclists to existing facilities with safety features. Moreover, the construction logistics 
would include advance warning signs, detour signs, and variable message signs along 
Third Street and other detour routes. 
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During project construction, emergency vehicles would access the Mission Bay and 
Bayview/Hunters Point neighborhoods using the adjacent Illinois Street Bridge in lieu of 
the Islais Creek Bridge. Although the proposed project would divert more traffic to the 
Illinois Street Bridge and nearby streets, the increase in vehicles would not be 
substantial enough to impede or hinder the movement of emergency vehicles in the 
project area. The construction logistics would include providing advance notices—by 
construction phase—to SFFD Administration, Station No. 25, and SFFD Fireboat 
concerning the schedule of bridge closures and accessibility to Islais Creek. 
Following construction, the proposed project would not change the configuration or 
capacity of the existing bridge. The new bridge would not induce any new vehicle trips 
or increase VMT. 
The width of outer travel lanes on the new bridge would be reduced from 14 feet to 
11 feet. This change would reduce the chance of vehicles speeding in outer lanes. The 
width of inner travel lanes on the new bridge would increase from 10 feet to 11 feet, with 
wider barriers between the LRT tracks and travel lanes. This would reduce potential 
conflicts between vehicles and transit, and improve safety. 
The current speed limit for LRT vehicles across the bridge is 10 miles per hour (mph). 
The proposed project would support an increased speed limit for LRT vehicles up to 
25 mph. This would increase travel speed and reduce overall T Third LRT line running 
time. 
The proposed project includes wider pedestrian and bicycle paths (a 17-foot-wide 
shared pedestrian/bicycle path on the western side and 12-foot-wide sidewalks on the 
eastern side) compared to the 7-foot-wide sidewalks on each side. The widened paths 
for pedestrians and bicyclists would improve pedestrian and bicycle accessibility, and 
reduce potential conflict between bicycles and vehicles. 
Emergency vehicles from and to Fire Station 25 would continue to use the Islais Creek 
Bridge to travel to and from the north. The new lanes on the bridge would be 11 feet 
wide in both directions and would be adequate for emergency vehicles. 

3.2.3.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures listed in Appendix C will be in 
place during construction of the proposed project. Compliance with these measures will 
avoid or reduce the temporary adverse effects to the transportation, pedestrian, and 
bicycle facilities described above. 

3.2.4 Construction Vibration 
Information in this section is based on the 2023 Islais Creek Bridge Replacement 
Project Construction Noise/Vibration Technical Memorandum prepared for the proposed 
project (reference Islais Creek Bridge Construction Noise/Vibration Technical 
Memorandum, Section 5, from the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the 
project website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge).  

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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3.2.4.1 Environmental Consequences 
During construction of the proposed project, the movement and operation of 
construction equipment may generate temporary groundborne vibration. Caltrans has 
developed criteria that are commonly applied as an industry standard to determine the 
impacts of project vibration relative to human annoyance and structural damage. 
Caltrans recommends staying below 0.3 in/sec PPV at older residential structures, and 
below 0.5 for new residential structures, to avoid structural damage. Short-term 
construction activity of the project would not exceed this threshold for structural damage 
but could result in the exposure of persons to excessive groundborne vibration. 
Implementation of the Partial Preservation Alternative would require the installation of a 
cofferdam and foundation piles for the seismic retrofit of the control tower. These 
features would be installed using a crane-mounted vibratory driver which would 
generate additional temporary groundborne vibration. The SFPUC Southeast Treatment 
Plant and Booster Pump Station outfall pipes that run adjacent to the bridge below Islais 
Creek Channel are temporary and are highly susceptible to damage due to vibration 
impacts. As a result, SFPUC has a very low vibration threshold of 0.2 inch/second peak 
particle velocity. Due to in-water work around the control tower, greater vibration 
impacts are predicted with the Partial Preservation Alternative. Based on preliminary 
design information, meeting identified SFPUC vibration thresholds may not be feasible.  

3.2.4.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
During construction, Caltrans would implement the vibration control measures listed in 
Appendix C to minimize vibration levels on adjacent land uses and utilities. 
Should the Partial Preservation Alternative be chosen, during final design further 
consideration and discussion will need to be held with SFPUC to determine the best 
way to conduct required foundation work for the control tower. This may also create 
additional water quality and biological impacts which may in turn need to be included in 
further consultation with NMFS. 
The Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures listed in Appendix C will be in 
place during construction of the proposed project. Compliance with these measures will 
avoid or reduce the temporary adverse effects related to construction vibration. 
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Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination 
Early and continuing coordination with the general public and public agencies is an 
essential part of the environmental process. It helps planners to determine the 
necessary scope of environmental documentation and the level of analysis required; 
and to identify potential impacts and avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation 
measures and related environmental requirements. Consultation and public participation 
for this project will be accomplished through a variety of formal and informal methods. 
This chapter summarizes the results of Caltrans’ preliminary efforts to fully identify, 
address, and resolve project-related issues through early and continuing coordination. 

4.1 Consultation and Coordination with Public Agencies 
4.1.1 National Marine Fisheries Service Consultation Summary 
In July of 2017, Caltrans completed Section 7 consultation for the Bridge Rehabilitation 
Project (2018) with receipt of a letter of concurrence from NMFS (reference Islais Creek 
Bridge Natural Environment Study, Appendix H, from the “NEPA Environmental 
Documents” section on the project website: https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-
Bridge). This letter of concurrence affirmed that the Bridge Rehabilitation Project is not 
likely to adversely affect the steelhead – Central California Coast (CCC) distinct 
population segment (DPS) or green sturgeon Southern DPS. NMFS also found that the 
Bridge Rehabilitation Project would adversely affect essential fish habitat (EFH) for 
species managed under the Pacific Groundfish and Coastal Pelagic Fisheries 
Management Plans, but the Bridge Rehabilitation Project contains sufficient measures 
to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or otherwise offset those adverse effects. 
Following the issuance of the July 2017 concurrence letter, the Bridge Rehabilitation 
Project was abandoned (for reasoning please see Section 2.6.3 [Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion]). The current proposed project 
would require far less in-water work compared to the Bridge Rehabilitation Project, and 
the impact to subtidal and intertidal areas in the BSA would be much less than under 
the Bridge Rehabilitation Project. 
Because the Standard Project Alternative would have impacts to FESA-listed species or 
EFH that would be the same as or less than those of the 2018 Bridge Rehabilitation 
project, Caltrans determined that it will not be necessary to reinitiate consultation with 
NMFS for potential effects to FESA-listed species or EFH. However, implementation of 
the Partial Preservation Alternative would require additional consultation with NMFS to 
obtain an incidental take permit for potential injury or mortality of CESA-listed fish 
related to the construction of the cofferdam required under this alternative. 

4.1.2 State Historic Preservation Office Summary 
Determinations that the Islais Creek Bridge and the AWSS were eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places were made prior to the current project. The Central 
Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District (District) was determined eligible for listing on 
the NRHP in 2017 through an Assumption of Eligibility by Caltrans Cultural Studies 
Office pursuant to Stipulation VIII.C.4 of the 2014 Programmatic Agreement between 
Caltrans, SHPO and FHWA. 
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On October 18, 2024, Caltrans consulted with SHPO on a Section 106 Finding of 
Adverse Effect for this project. On November 7, 2024, SHPO replied to Caltrans stating 
that SHPO has no objections to Caltrans’ finding of adverse effect for this undertaking 
(Appendix E). 
Further coordination with SHPO will be required prior to the Final Environmental 
Document to agree and execute a Memorandum of Agreement.  

4.1.3 U.S. Coast Guard Consultation Summary 
On November 23, 2021, the USCG submitted a letter to Caltrans agreeing to act as a 
Cooperating Agency for the proposed project. 
On May 9, 2023, the USCG published Coast Guard Preliminary Public Notice 
No. 11-161 for the proposed modification of the Islais Creek Bridge that would convert 
the existing double leaf bascule drawbridge to a fixed bridge. The comment period 
closed on June 8, 2023, and no comments were submitted. 
On June 12, 2023, the USCG submitted a letter to Public Works providing preliminary 
support for the conversion of the bridge. The Coast Guard bridge permit decision will be 
rendered after a completed bridge permit application has been submitted and deemed 
complete.  
On July 29, 2024 the USCG provided comments to Caltrans on an Administrative Draft 
of this Draft Environmental Assessment. 
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Appendix A Section 4(f) 
INDIVIDUAL SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION 
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Appendix A Section 4(f)
INDIVIDUAL SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

1 Introduction
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law at
49 United States Code (USC) 303, declares that “it is the policy of the United States
Government that special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the
countryside, and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and
historic sites.”

Section 4(f) specifies that the Secretary of Transportation may approve a transportation
program or project . . . “requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park,
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance,
or land of an historic site of national, state, or local significance (as determined by the
federal, state, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or site)
only if:

 There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and

 The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the
park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from
the use.”

Section 4(f) further requires coordination with the Department of the Interior, and as
appropriate, the involved offices of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in developing transportation projects and programs
that use lands protected by Section 4(f). If historic sites are involved, then coordination
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is also needed.

Responsibility for compliance with Section 4(f) has been assigned to Caltrans pursuant
to 23 USC 326 and 327, including determinations and approval of Section 4(f)
evaluations, as well as coordination with those agencies that have jurisdiction over a
Section 4(f) resource that may be affected by a project action.

1.1 Use of a Section 4(f) Property
In general, a Section 4(f) "use" occurs when:

 Section 4(f) land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility
(permanent acquisition or permanent easement);



Appendix A - Islais Creek Bridge Project Section 4(f) Evaluation 2

 there is a temporary occupancy of Section 4(f) land that is adverse in terms of
the Section 4(f) preservationist purposes as determined by specified criteria
(23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 774.13[d]); or

 Section 4(f) land is not incorporated into the transportation project, but the
project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or
attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are
substantially impaired (constructive use) (23 CFR 774.15[a]).

1.2 Section 4(f) and Section 106
The consideration of historic sites under Section 4(f) differs from their consideration
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The results of the
Section 106 process produces a list of historic properties determined to be eligible or
listed for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places [NRHP], and the potential
impacts that the proposed project would have on those properties. The historic
properties identified through the Section 106 process are then considered in the
Section 4(f) evaluation as historic sites. One key difference between the two regulations
and processes is that Section 106 requires a consultation process between the federal
agency and the SHPO to identify historic properties, evaluate effects, and then consult
on ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The Section 4(f) process requires
federal agencies to avoid the use of historic sites (which corresponds to the term
“historic properties” under Section 106) unless there is no prudent or feasible
alternative, and if no prudent and feasible alternative exists, then include all possible
planning in the project to minimize harm.

Section 4(f) applies only to programs and projects undertaken by the United States
(U.S.) Department of Transportation (DOT), and only to publicly owned parks,
recreation areas, and wildlife refuges, and to historic sites, whether publicly or privately
owned. Historic sites are generally those listed on or eligible for the NRHP. For
protected historic sites, Section 4(f) is triggered when:

 land from a historic site is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility;

 the project temporarily occupies land from the historic site in a manner that
results in adverse impacts to the qualities that made the historic site eligible for
the NRHP; or

 no land from a historic site is permanently incorporated into the project, but
“proximity impacts” to the historic site are so severe that the qualities that made
the historic site eligible for the NRHP are substantially impaired. This is referred
to as a “constructive use.”

Section 106 is an element of a separate federal statute, the NHPA, that requires any
federal agency undertaking a federal project (either by funding or approval) to consider the
effects of their project on cultural resources on or eligible for the NRHP, thereby making
them “historic properties.” Section 106 addresses direct and indirect “effects” of a project on
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historic properties. Section 106 evaluates “effects” on a historic property, while Section 4(f)
protects a historic site from “use” by a project. Even though there may be an adverse effect
under Section 106 because of the effects on the historic property, the provisions of
Section 4(f) are not triggered unless the project results in an “actual use” (permanent or
certain temporary occupancies of land) or a “constructive use” (substantial impairment of
the features or attributes that qualified the site for the NRHP) on the historic site.

Most importantly, except in the case of de minimis uses,1 Section 4(f) requires
avoidance of a historic site unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative, and if
avoidance is not feasible and prudent, requires “all possible planning” to minimize harm
to the historic site. This means that all reasonable measures identified to minimize harm
or mitigate for adverse effects must be included in the project (23 CFR 774.117).
Section 106 does not include a specific requirement for avoidance or minimization of
harm, but a Section 106 consultation agreement—a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA)—often involves extensive mitigation activities when adverse effects to historic
properties cannot be avoided or minimized. The mitigation measures identified in the
MOA are typically those used as the Section 4(f) measures to minimize harm.

Finally, Section 4(f) requires that when there are no “prudent and feasible” avoidance
alternatives to the “use” of Section 4(f) properties, the lead federal agency must choose
the alternative that causes the “least overall harm” based on the criteria listed in
23 CFR 774.3(c), which requires a balancing of seven factors to determine which
alternative causes the “least overall harm.” The least overall harm is determined by
balancing the following factors:

 Ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any
measures that result in benefits to the property);

 Relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities,
attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection;

 Relative significance of each Section 4(f) property;

 Views of the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property;

 Degree to which each alternative meets the Purpose and Need for the proposed
project;

 After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources
not protected by Section 4(f); and

 Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives.

1 A de minimis impact is one that, after taking into account avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and
enhancement measures, results in no adverse effect to the activities, features, or attributes qualifying a
park, recreation area, or refuge for protection under Section 4(f).
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2 Purpose and Need
2.1 Project Purpose
The purposes of the Islais Creek Bridge project are to:

 Maintain current geometric, construction, and structural standards required for
the types and volume of projected traffic on the bridge over its design life;

 Increase the serviceability of the bridge to improve safety and increase
operational utility to San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) light-rail operations;

 Address the existing bridge’s seismic deficiencies;

 Increase bridge freeboard to the maximum extent practicable to extend the useful
life of the bridge by improving the bridge’s resilience to the impacts of sea-level
rise and avoid the current recurring submersion of the bridge underdeck and
flooding of the machine rooms; and

 Reduce impacts to the bridge from exposure to seawater and sustained
moisture.

2.2 Project Need

2.2.1 Seismic Risk
The need for the project arises from the existing bridge’s structural and seismic
deficiencies. The existing bridge is 76 years old, in poor condition, and is increasingly
structurally deficient and functionally obsolete. The latest California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Structure Inventory and Appraisal Report,2 classifies the
bridge as Structurally Deficient, with a Sufficiency Rating of 20.3 This low rating primarily
reflects the poor, deteriorated, and/or damaged condition of critical load carrying
elements.

2 California Department of Transportation Division of Maintenance. Bridge Inspection Records
Information System. December 19, 2011.

3 Structurally Deficient is numerically defined as the bridge component having a National Bridge
Inventory general condition rating of 4 or less (poor condition), or structural evaluation rating of 2 or
less (with a very low load rating capacity). Sufficiency Rating is a method of evaluating the bridge data
by calculating four separate factors to obtain a numeric value that is indicative of a bridge’s sufficiency
to remain in service. The result of this method is a percentage in which 100 percent would represent an
entirely sufficient bridge, and zero percent would represent an entirely insufficient or deficient bridge.
The formula considers the structural adequacy, functional obsolescence, level of service, and
essentiality for public use.
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The project area is underlain by artificial fill over Young Bay Mud deposits
approximately 60 feet deep. The use of Bay fill to create land from Islais Creek’s former
floodplain and marsh areas, makes the area highly vulnerable to seismic liquefaction.

The Islais Creek Bridge had at least three previous seismic assessments in 1984, 2002,
and 2008. The most recent analysis identified vulnerabilities in the event of an
earthquake. Structural seismic deficiencies affect all components in the bascule leaf
lateral bracing system, the trunnion mounting bolts, and the lateral bracing members in
the leaves. As noted above, the increase in live loads may lead to fatigue in these
elements and connections. Other issues include impact damage to Girder No. 3 near
the mid-span, with missing rivets. The interior of the counterweight vault structure has a
leak in the northeastern corner of the abutment, causing corrosion and loss of section at
some of the structural steel elements. Without preventative replacement, repair, and
seismic retrofit, existing bridge wear and damage will worsen, ultimately compromising
its structural integrity.

2.2.2 Flood Risk
The areas surrounding Islais Creek are at risk of flooding from heavy rainfall events,
coastal storm surge, and wave hazards, which are expected to increase with sea-level
rise and rising groundwater. A primary flooding pathway is created by shoreline
overtopping of Islais Creek near the Islais Creek and Illinois Street Bridges.

The bottom of the bridge’s access hatches is at an elevation of 7.93 feet North
American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88). The thresholds at the wall slots below the
girders at the bascule pier sit at 9.68 feet NAVD88. Both elevations are below the
anticipated 100-year storm surge of 9.86 feet NAVD88 for existing conditions.

The steel sections of the bridge are increasingly vulnerable to corrosion and saltwater
intrusion. During storm events at king tides,4 the machinery rooms have been
submerged. The access hatches can only be accessed during low tide, and the metal
doors exhibit long-term corrosion from saltwater exposure, with peeling paint on several
steel elements. Corrosion must be removed, and the steel elements repainted. Visible
high-water marks, photographs from recent king tides, and operator experience confirm
that water levels have already surpassed the wall slot thresholds and access hatches.
In addition to direct impairment of electrical and mechanical systems by exposure to salt
water, which will reduce their useful life and increase maintenance costs, repeated
flooding with saltwater damages equipment and accelerates corrosion.

With 12 inches of sea-level rise (relative to the year 2000), a 10-year storm event would
flood the girder slots, and with 24 inches of sea-level rise, a 1-year tide would flood the

4 A king tide is a nonscientific term used to describe exceptionally high tides that typically occur when the
earth is at its closest to the sun in early January.
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gap.5 The road at the center of the bridge sits at 15.48 feet NAVD88, suggesting the
bridge deck itself may not be at immediate flood risk. However, rising sea levels and
tidal surges will increasingly threaten and inundate the Islais Creek area if no projects
are implemented to reduce flood risks. This includes overtopping of the bridge and
adjacent roads, causing disruptions to transportation and transit.

3 Description of the Proposed Project
As described in the Purpose and Need section, the proposed project seeks to address
critical seismic, structural, and environmental vulnerabilities that threaten the Islais
Creek Bridge. These vulnerabilities include the risk of structural failure due to seismic
liquefaction, deteriorated components, and ongoing corrosion and flooding impacts. By
replacing the existing superstructure, the project aims to ensure public safety, enhance
operational efficiency, and extend the bridge’s useful life while balancing the need to
preserve its historic significance under Section 4(f).

San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) is proposing to replace the superstructure of the
Islais Creek Bridge (Bridge No. 34C0024) (officially named the Levon Hagop Nishkian
Bridge) along Third Street in the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). The bridge
is approximately 1,700 feet east of Interstate 280 (I-280), and 3,300 feet west of San
Francisco Bay (the Bay). The bridge spans the Islais Creek Channel, a dredged and
channelized, tidal embayment with predominantly armored shorelines that extends from
the Bay to the site of the former outfall of the now culverted and buried Islais Creek.

The existing bridge is a double-leaf bascule drawbridge constructed in 1949, featuring
an open steel-grate roadway draining to the Bay, and concrete abutments. The
structure is approximately 114 feet long and 100 feet wide. A 2004 Caltrans evaluation
determined the bridge to be significant as an example of Art Moderne style applied to a
bridge.6 Key elements of this style include its streamlined steel detailing and concrete
abutments.

The project area is highly susceptible to seismic liquefaction, and the bridge’s structural
condition is severely deteriorated. Originally designed to carry vehicular traffic, the
bridge now supports Muni light-rail tracks, increasing the load and contributing to
structural stress. The deteriorated condition of the bridge renders the bridge deck
susceptible to vibration-induced damage caused by heavy vehicles, trucks, and light-rail
operations.

The areas surrounding Islais Creek are at risk of flooding from heavy rainfall events,
coastal storm surge, and wave hazards, which are expected to intensify with sea-level

5 California Ocean Protection Council and the California National Resources Agency (OPC and CNRA).
2018. State of California Sea Level Rise Guidance.
http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/agenda_items/20180314/Item3_Exhibit-
A_OPC_SLR_Guidancerd3.pdf.

6 Caltrans. Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record. Third Street Bridge over Islais Creek.
June 2004.
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rise and rising groundwater. The steel sections of the bridge are increasingly subject to
the deleterious effects of corrosion and saltwater intrusion, which reduce structural
integrity and increase maintenance challenges. Future climate conditions are expected
to further exacerbate these risks.

3.1 Standard Project Alternative
The Standard Project Alternative will remove the existing drawbridge leaves, which for
over ten years have only been lifted to conduct routine inspection of the bridge itself due
to lack of demand for channel access which have not been opened for navigation for
over ten years due to declining navigational demand, and all other drawbridge features.
These features will be replaced with a new 115-foot-long and 105-foot-wide, single-span
precast/prestressed (PC/PS) concrete adjacent box beams bridge at a higher elevation
to improve freeboard for flood flows and to accommodate projected sea-level rise.

Proposed Bridge Cross Section

In addition to dedicated light-rail-vehicle trackways and two 11-foot-wide travel lanes in
each direction, the bridge will support a 12-foot-wide pedestrian path on its eastern side
and a 17-foot-wide Class I shared pedestrian/bicycle path on its western side. The
reconstructed trackway and roadway will be designed to convey surface runoff to the
existing combined sewer/stormwater system. The control tower will be demolished
down to the sidewalk level and the remaining portion will be used to create a public
observation platform.
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Proposed Bridge Longitudinal Section

The project’s accommodation of a shared bicycle/pedestrian facility (Class I or Class IV)
is based on advanced planning between the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission,
Port of San Francisco (Port), and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency in
response to opportunities presented by the removal of the bridge’s drawbridge function
and increased focus on active transportation connectivity per the City’s Islais Creek
Southeast Mobility Adaptation Strategy. Although not yet officially designated as a
bicycle facility, the Islais Creek Bridge and portion of Third Street connecting to Cargo
Way will be adopted as part of the updated San Francisco Bicycle Network and citywide
active transportation plan that is currently under way and expected to be completed in
2024.

Proposed Bridge Plan View



Appendix A - Islais Creek Bridge Project Section 4(f) Evaluation 9

3.2 Partial Preservation Alternative
The Partial Preservation Alternative includes the project features described above for
the Proposed Project, but will include salvage, rehabilitation, and reinstallation of as
many of the historic character-defining features of the original bridge as feasible. To
balance preservation with operational and structural needs, modernized elements such
as light-rail tracks, pedestrian paths, and improved flood resilience will also be
incorporated. The Control Tower will be retained, its foundation and window system
retrofitted, and its damaged concrete repaired. If it is determined that for reasons of
safety, construction standards, or sound engineering practice, any of the character-
defining features are not salvageable for reinstallation, these elements will be replicated
with substitute materials to recreate the historic appearance. Feasibility will be
determined based on factors such as structural integrity, engineering constraints, and
compliance with current safety standards.

3.3 Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative
Although this alternative has been withdrawn from consideration under NEPA (see
Environmental Assessment Section 1.5.3), in accordance with the FHWA Section 4(f)
Policy Paper, it is being analyzed as part of this Section 4(f) Evaluation. The Bridge
Rehabilitation Alternative will include repair and replacement of components of the
existing bascule bridge to bring the structure up to current seismic standards, as well as
replacing and upgrading bridge safety features, with the objective of increasing the
bridge’s service life by an additional 50 years. Under this alternative, the existing
bascule leaves, bridge counterweights, span drive brakes, and bridge span locks will be
replaced. The machinery systems, including the bridge trunnions (the pivot axles for the
bridge leaves), trunnion bearings, pinion support columns, drive motors, drive
machinery, and the electrical systems in the machine rooms (inside the abutment
structures at both ends of the bridge) will be removed and replaced. The bridge
sidewalks and railings will be modified to comply with applicable requirements to meet
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA); and CCSF required standard control devices
will be installed (including flashers, gates, and warning signs) to prevent pedestrians,
bicyclists, and vehicles from entering the bridge during a bridge lift operation. The
control tower, including the foundation and window framing system, will be repaired and
upgraded to meet current seismic standards. The electrical, mechanical, and security
equipment inside all levels of the control tower (including the basement) will be
replaced. The existing submarine cable that supplies power to the south abutment
machine room is damaged and will be replaced. After repair/placement of the steel
bridge members and deck, rust removal, and corrosion mitigation, the bridge structure
will be repainted/recoated with a multi-part coating system designed for use in marine
environments. While this alternative incorporates necessary structural repairs to meet
seismic standards and address corrosion, it does not address operational limitations
identified in the Purpose and Need, such as vibration-induced stress and the inability to
increase the bridge's freeboard to mitigate flooding risks. These omissions indicate that
the alternative does not fully align with the project's objectives. Additionally, feasibility
constraints such as engineering challenges and long-term operational risks suggest that
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this alternative may not satisfy the prudence criteria under Section 4(f) (23 C.F.R. §
774.17).

3.4 No Build Alternative
Under the project’s No Build Alternative, no modifications will be made to the Islais
Creek Bridge; only routine maintenance will be performed. Deterioration of the bridge
would continue to be addressed through short-term remedies, but existing bridge
structural and seismic deficiencies would remain and worsen. Light-rail vehicles would
continue to be required to slow down to safely pass through the horizontal alignment
reverse curve at the approaches, and across the three rail-joints where the bascule
leaves separate during bridge operations. There would be no increase in bridge
freeboard, so flood risks to the bridge and light-rail operations would remain and would
increase with sea-level rise.

3.5 Project Construction
Construction would last 24 to 28 months (depending on the alternative) and is assumed
to begin no sooner than spring 2025. Bridge closure is expected to last the duration of
construction. Detours that will route traffic to arterials that have capacity for the
additional vehicles will be established to reroute traffic around the construction site.
Detour routes will be developed during final design. The City of San Francisco will
develop plans for substitute forms of transit to provide a comparable level of service
during construction. The most probable replacement for disrupted light-rail service is a
temporary bus service. Construction is anticipated to use typical eight-hour work shifts
during daylight hours; nighttime and weekend construction is not anticipated. In addition
to staging areas on the bridge approaches and on anchored barges, three potential
off-site construction staging area options owned by the Port of San Francisco that are
currently used for Port-related industrial purposes have been identified.

4 Section 4(f) Properties
There are three historic resources and two recreational resources in the project area
that meet the criteria for consideration under Section 4(f). Historic resources consist of
the San Francisco Fire Department Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS), Central
Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District, and the Islais Creek Bridge. Recreational
resources consist of Bayview Gateway and Islais Creek Landing.

The Central Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District, AWSS, Bayview Gateway, and
Islais Creek Landing, as well as potential use of these resources, are described below
under “Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f): No-Use
Determination(s).”

The Islais Creek Bridge is described in the following section.
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4.1 Islais Creek Bridge (Bridge No. 34C0024)
The Islais Creek Bridge is a built-up steel double-leaf bascule bridge constructed in 1949
and 1950 on Third Street over the Islais Creek Channel in the Bayview neighborhood of
San Francisco (Figure 1). The bridge is approximately 1,700 feet east of I-280, and
approximately 3,300 feet west of San Francisco Bay. The bascule arms, which open to
allow boats to pass on the channel, consist of riveted steel box girders supporting an open
grid steel grate roadway. There are three joints of the open grid steel deck where the
bascule leaves separate during bridge operations. The bridge is approximately 100 feet
wide and spans 114 feet over the channel, which is a United States Coast Guard-
regulated navigable waterway. Each leaf consists of three built-up steel box girders, with
transverse floor beams, longitudinal stringers, and an open grid steel deck. Each leaf
carries four lanes of traffic, two light-rail transit tracks, and two cantilevered sidewalks. The
leaves are supported by concrete abutments on either side of the channel.

Figure 1. Islais Creek Bridge East Elevation

The bridge control tower, which houses the controls that the operator uses to raise and
lower the leaves, is on the northeastern side and immediately adjacent to the bridge.
The control tower is a structure consisting of two elevated concrete floors, a basement
level, and a steel/wood roof supported by steel pipe columns. The control room on the
second floor of the control tower is surrounded by large plate glass windows canted
slightly outward. A balcony with metal pipe railings surrounds the second-floor control
room. The control tower foundation consists of concrete grade beams that are 3 feet
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wide by 1 foot, 6 inches deep. The grade beams are supported by eight precast
concrete piles that are 18 inches square.

As originally designed in 1949, the bridge carried only vehicular traffic and pedestrians.
In 2007, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency retrofitted the bridge to
carry two light-rail tracks with overhead electric wires and poles to provide power to
light-rail vehicles. The two light-rail tracks have a double “S” curve over the bridge to go
around the existing center bascule crossing the three rail joints of the open grid steel
deck where the bascule leaves separate during bridge operations. The retrofit added
five 48-inch cast-in-steel-shell piles at each abutment.

Caltrans determined that the Islais Creek Bridge (Bridge No. 34C0024) was eligible for
listing in the NRHP and SHPO concurred with Caltrans’ determination (FHWA051028B)
on December 7, 2005. Therefore, the Islais Creek Bridge is a Caltrans Category 2
bridge, which means it was determined eligible as a result of the historic bridge
inventory and subsequent evaluations and updates. The evaluation determined that the
bridge was significant as an example of Art Moderne style applied to a bridge.7 The
detailing on the approaches (including the quarter-circle gear housing), sidewalk
railings, and control tower all contribute to the bridge’s Streamlined Moderne
appearance. These features make it eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C at the local
level of significance for its distinctive design qualities. The bridge’s period of significance
is 1950, its date of completion. The 2004 Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR)
523 form for the Islais Creek Bridge is included in Attachment 1.

As summarized in the 2004 DPR 523 form, the character-defining features that make
the bridge eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C for its distinctive design qualities
include the following (see Photographs 1 through 4):

 bridge type (i.e., bascule type bridge with two spans and concrete abutments);

 above-deck detailing elements on top of, or associated with, the bascule leaves,
including:

o above-deck visible elements of riveted steel side and center box girders;

o quarter-round and teardrop bascule girder housing units with Art Moderne
styling;

o steel sidewalk guardrails with Art Moderne styling, including the guardrails for
the staircase leading to the abutment machinery pit entrance on southeast
corner;

 steel hatch door on the eastern side of the south machinery pit; and

7 Art Moderne architecture, sometimes referred to as Streamlined Moderne, was a design style that
emerged during the 1930s. The architectural style emphasized curving forms, long horizontal lines,
rounded corners, flat roofs, horizontal bands of windows, and smooth walls with no ornamentation.
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 control tower location, design, and materials, including:

o the oblong plan;

o two-story (with basement) design;

o concrete walls;

o canted window configuration, size, and materials;

o copper roofing with overhang;

o walkway and handrails surrounding the top floor; and

o door locations and configurations.

Photograph 1. Above-Deck Character-Defining Features, Including Quarter-Round and
Teardrop Girder Housing Units with Art Moderne Styling and Riveted Steel Center Box

Girder, Facing Southeast
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Photograph 2. Above-Deck Character-Defining Features, Including Riveted Steel Side
Box Girder and Steel Sidewalk Guardrails with Art Moderne Styling, Facing South

Photograph 3. Character-Defining Steel Staircase Leading to Abutment Machinery Pit,
and Sidewalls of Concrete Abutments at Southeastern Corner Leading to Steel Hatch

Door, Facing Northwest
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Photograph 4. Control Tower Character-Defining Features, Including the Oblong Plan,
Two-Story Design, Concrete Walls, Canted Windows, Copper Roofing with Overhang,

Walkway and Handrails Surrounding Top Floor, and Door Locations and Configurations,
Facing South

5 Use of the Section 4(f) Properties
5.1 Use of the Section 4(f) Properties Under the Standard

Project Alternative
The Standard Project Alternative would remove the existing drawbridge leaves
(including the sidewalk guardrails, riveted steel girders, and bascule girder housing
units) to be replaced by a single-span concrete through-girder bridge with a concrete
deck. In addition, the control tower would be demolished down to the sidewalk level,
and the remaining portion of the tower would be used to create a public observation
platform.

Implementation of the Standard Project Alternative would result in the demolition and
removal of the character-defining features of the Islais Creek Bridge that make it eligible
for inclusion on the NRHP. Accordingly,  the Standard Project Alternative would result in
adverse effects to the Islais Creek Bridge under Section 106. Use of the bridge, as
defined by Section 4(f), would occur with implementation of the Standard Project
Alternative.

5.2 Use of the Section 4(f) Properties Under the Partial
Preservation Alternative

Similar to the Standard Project Alternative, the Partial Preservation Alternative would
remove the existing drawbridge leaves (including the sidewalk guardrails, riveted steel
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girders, and bascule girder housing units) and replace them with a single-span concrete
through-girder bridge with a concrete deck. However, the Partial Preservation
Alternative would include salvage, rehabilitation, and reinstallation of as many of the
character-defining features of the original bridge as feasible. In addition, the control
tower would be retained, its foundation and window system retrofitted, and its damaged
concrete repaired.

Even though implementation of the Partial Preservation Alternative would retain a
number of the character-defining features of the Islais Creek Bridge that make it eligible
for inclusion on the NRHP, the Partial Preservation Alternative would cause material
impairment to the bridge; as a result, the bridge would no longer convey its significance
as an Art Moderne–style drawbridge. The Partial Preservation Alternative would render
the bridge ineligible under NRHP Criterion C by removing the physical features of the
bridge that contribute to its significance under that criterion. This alternative would result
in adverse effects to the Islais Creek Bridge under Section 106. Use of the bridge, as
defined by Section 4(f), would occur with implementation of the Partial Preservation
Alternative.

5.3 Use of the Section 4(f) Properties Under the Bridge
Rehabilitation Alternative

The Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative would include the repair and replacement of the
components of the existing bascule bridge to bring the structure up to current seismic
standards, as well as the replacement and upgrading of bridge safety features, with the
objective of increasing the bridge’s service life by an additional 50 years.

A Section 106 Finding of No Adverse Effect with Standard Conditions – Secretary of the
Interior’s Treatment of Historic Properties/Environmentally Sensitive Area
(FNAE-SC-SOIS/ESA) was prepared for the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative in October
2017. Caltrans District 4 Office of Cultural Resource Studies found that adverse effects
on the Islais Creek Bridge would be avoided because the Bridge Rehabilitation
Alternative would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties – Rehabilitation. The Caltrans Headquarters Cultural
Studies Office approved of the FNAE-SC-SOIS/ESA on February 2, 2018. Based on
this information, the preliminary determination is that the Bridge Rehabilitation
Alternative would not result in adverse effects to the Islais Creek Bridge. 23 CFR
774.13(a)(3) identifies an exception to the requirement for Section 4(f) approval when
there is no Section 106 adverse effect on a transportation facility such as a bridge, and
the officials with jurisdiction (SHPO) raise no objection. Therefore, under the Bridge
Rehabilitation Alternative, there would be no Section 4(f) use of the Islais Creek Bridge.

At the time of 2017/2018 Section 106 consultation on the Bridge Rehabilitation
Alternative, it was considered that this Alternative would result in a de minimis impact on
the Central Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District. This was because there was no
Caltrans consultation with SHPO over the contributing elements of the Historic District
as per FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper Question 2B. However in November 2024,
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through Caltrans consultation with SHPO on the current project, it was concluded that
the Islais Creek Bridge is not a contributing element to the District and neither the
Standard Alternative nor the Partial Preservation Alternative would affect the
contributing elements of the Historic District, and therefore there would be no Section
4(f) use of the District. Since the project footprint would be similar, the same
determination of no Section 4(f) use of the Historic District can now also be applied to
the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative.

However, while this alternative avoids a Section 4(f) use of either Islais Creek Bridge or
the Historic District, it does not fully meet the project’s Purpose and Need, which
emphasizes addressing operational and safety concerns. This alternative does not
resolve key issues such as flooding risks and vibration-induced stress, which are
fundamental to the project’s objectives.

Additionally, the feasibility of this alternative is constrained by engineering challenges
associated with the age of the structure, as well as the potential for increased
maintenance and operational disruptions over time. Under Section 4(f) regulations (23
C.F.R. § 774.17), an alternative must be both feasible and prudent to qualify as an
avoidance alternative. While this alternative is feasible, its inability to address critical
operational and safety issues raises prudence concerns.

5.4 Use of the Section 4(f) Properties Under the No Build
Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not include any of the elements of the three build
alternatives identified in Sections 5.1 to 5.3 above. The No Build Alternative would not
result in adverse impacts to the Islais Creek Bridge, and no Section 4(f) use under 23
CFR 774 would occur. However, this alternative would not address the operational,
safety, or structural deficiencies outlined in the project’s Purpose and Need statement.

6 Avoidance Alternatives
An analysis was undertaken to identify alternatives with the potential to avoid use of
Section 4(f) properties. The alternatives were assessed using the Section 4(f) feasible
and prudent criteria (23 CFR 774.17). Feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives are
those that would avoid using any Section 4(f) property and would not cause other
problems of a magnitude that would substantially outweigh the importance of protecting
the Section 4(f) property.” An alternative that potentially would use any Section 4(f)
property is not an avoidance alternative. The Section 4(f) regulations state that a
potential avoidance alternative is not feasible if it cannot be built as a matter of sound
engineering judgment. The Section 4(f) regulations also set out standards for
determining if a potential avoidance alternative is prudent. An alternative is not prudent
if:

i. Factor 1. “it compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to
proceed with the project in light of its stated purpose and need;”
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ii. Factor 2. “it results in unacceptable safety or operational problems;”

iii. Factor 3. “after reasonable mitigation, it still causes:

a. severe social, economic, or environmental impacts;

b. severe disruption to established communities;

c. severe, disproportionate impacts on low -income or minority populations; or

d. severe impacts on environmental resources protected under other federal
statutes;”

iv. Factor 4. “it results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs
of an extraordinary magnitude;”

v. Factor 5. “it causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or”

vi. Factor 6. “it involves multiple factors in one through five above, that while
individually minor, cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts of
extraordinary magnitude.”

The following subsections evaluate the potential location alternatives, alternative
actions, alignment shifts, and design changes using these feasible and prudent factors.
In each case, a discussion of the relevant issues for each alternative is provided and the
applicable factor(s) are applied. For some alternatives, the issues relate to a single
factor; for other alternatives, multiple factors apply. To be considered a feasible and
prudent avoidance alternative as defined by Section 4(f), an alternative has to avoid use
of all Section 4(f) properties and be assessed as being both feasible from the standpoint
of buildability, and prudent in terms of achieving the Islais Creek Bridge project purpose
and need, while having no severe or extraordinary impacts related to safety of the
natural and built environments and cost. An avoidance alternative that fails one of the
feasible and prudent tests is not a viable avoidance alternative in terms of Section 4(f).

6.1 Location Alternatives
A location alternative refers to the rerouting of the entire project along a different
alignment. This alternative would involve building a new bridge immediately east or west
of the existing bridge to minimize the extent of necessary rerouting for approach roads
and Muni light-rail. While this approach reduces impacts to certain areas, it would result
in the permanent displacement of existing businesses along Third Street, causing
significant economic impacts and substantially increasing project costs (Factor 4).

Additionally, leaving the existing bridge in place would not meet the project objectives
(Factor 1), as it would not address the existing bridge’s seismic deficiencies, increase
freeboard or extend the bridge’s lifespan relative to sea-level rise, improve operational
utility to Muni light rail operations, or increase the serviceability of the bridge.
Furthermore, construction of a new bridge at a different location, would still require
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rehabilitation of the existing bridge (similar to the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative) to
address its seismic and structural deficiencies, effectively resulting in the construction of
two bridges rather than one. This duplication of effort compounds cost and operational
impracticalities. As shown in Figure 2, this location alternative would also impact
several adjacent parks, including Bayview Gateway and Islais Creek Landing, both
recreational Section 4(f) properties: Bayview Gateway or Islais Creek Landing. The
construction of a new bridge in either location would result in permanent use of one of
these properties (Factor 3(d)).For these reasons, this location alternative does not meet
the definition of a feasible and prudent  Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

6.2 Alternative Actions
An alternative action involves actions that do not require construction or that consist of a
different transit mode.

Alternative Mode – As described in Sections 2.1 and 2.2, the project purpose and need
is to maintain serviceability of the existing bridge, to improve safety and increase utility
to Muni light-rail operations, address seismic deficiencies in the existing bridge,
increase freeboard, and improve bridge resilience to the impacts of sea-level rise,
flooding, and exposure to sea water. An alternative transportation mode would not meet
the purpose and need and would compromise the project to a degree that would make
it unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of its stated purpose and need
(Factor 1). For this reason, an alternative mode is not a feasible and prudent alternative
under 23 CFR § 774.17.

No Build Alternative –The No Build Alternative involves maintaining the existing Islais
Creek Bridge with no construction other than routine maintenance. While this alternative
avoids direct use of Section 4(f) properties, it does not meet the project’s purpose and
need. Specifically, the No Build Alternative fails to address the bridge’s seismic
deficiencies, operational challenges, and vulnerability to sea-level rise and flooding.
These deficiencies would worsen over time, compromising safety and serviceability.

By failing to meet key elements of the purpose and need, the No Build Alternative
compromises the project to a degree that makes it unreasonable to proceed (Factor 1)
and results in unacceptable safety and operational problems (Factor 2). Therefore, the
No Build Alternative is not a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative under Section
4(f).

6.3 Alignment Shifts
An alignment shift is the rerouting of a portion of the project to a different alignment to
avoid a specific Section 4(f) property. As described in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, the purpose
of the project is to address conditions associated with the existing bridge as a unit.
Addressing the purpose and need for a portion of the bridge by shifting the bridge to a
new location (building a new, adjacent bridge) fails to meet the project’s overall
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objectives and is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative for the reasons described in
Section 6.2.

6.4 Design Changes
A design change is a modification of the proposed design in a manner that would avoid
impacts, such as reducing the planned median width, building a retaining wall, or
incorporating design exceptions.

The Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative, as described in Section 3.3, can be considered
a design change as it seeks to re-design the project in a way that does not cause an
adverse effect to the historic property. Section 5.3 describes how the Bridge
Rehabilitation Alternative avoids a Section 4(f) use as the Section 106 finding is
identified as no adverse effect. The Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative is considered
feasible as it was developed as a project in 2014-2017. However, while feasible, the
Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative is not considered a prudent avoidance alternative
under 23 CFR 774.17 since it does not meet key elements of the Purpose and Need; it
does not address operational and safety concerns such as flooding risks, vibration
induced stress, or disaster response capabilities. While it incorporates necessary
structural repairs, it does not meet current geometric, construction, or structural
standards required for the types and volume of projected traffic on the bridge over its
design life. The alternative also fails to address increased operational demands, such
as those related to Muni light-rail operations, which increase vibration-induced stress
and structural wear due to added weight. The Alternative’s reliance on the existing aged
bridge components, results in a higher risk of bridge closure after an earthquake which
could impede disaster response functions that require bridge throughput. For these
reasons, the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative does not appear to align with sound
engineering judgment or meet the Purpose and Need of the project (Factor 1).

6.5 Avoidance Analysis
With the results of the evaluations in the foregoing subsections, it appears that there is
no feasible and prudent alternative to the project that would avoid Section 4(f)
properties:

Location Alternatives – Rerouting the entire project along a different alignment (a new
bridge east of or west of the existing bridge) would impact other properties protected by
Section 4(f), such as Bayview Gateway or Islais Creek Landing parks. Thus, this
alternative is not an avoidance alternative.

Alternative Actions – Actions that do not require construction include the No Build
Alternative and an alternative mode. However, the No Build Alternative and an
alternative mode fail to meet the project purpose and need (Factor 1), as outlined in 23
CFR 774.17. Neither alternative addresses the seismic deficiencies, flooding risks or
operational issues of the existing bridge and are therefore not feasible and prudent
avoidance alternatives.
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Alignment Shifts – Rerouting a portion of the project to a different alignment to avoid a
specific Section 4(f) property would involve the construction of a new bridge adjacent to
the existing bridge. This would result in impacts to other Section 4(f) properties, and
does not address the project as a whole, which is required to meet its purpose and
need. Thus, this is not an avoidance alternative.

Design Changes – The Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative would retain the Islais Creek
Bridge’s NRHP eligibility under Criterion C. It is feasible to carry out the rehabilitation
work in accordance with SOIS standards thus avoiding a Section 4(f) use. However, this
alternative does not meet proposed design standards, increase the serviceability of the
bridge, address the existing bridge’s seismic deficiencies limitations or freeboard issues.
It fails to meet the project purpose and need (Factor 1) and is therefore not an
avoidance alternative.

7 Measures to Minimize Harm to the
Section 4(f) Property

Section 4(f) requires avoidance of a historic site unless there is no feasible and prudent
alternative, and—if avoidance is not feasible and prudent—requires “all possible
planning” to minimize harm to the historic site.

The avoidance analysis in Section 6 preliminarily indicates that there is no feasible and
prudent alternative that would avoid the use of a Section 4(f) property. The preliminary
least harm analysis in Section 8 evaluates the Standard Project Alternative, and the
Partial Preservation Alternative after consideration of the preliminary measures to
minimize harm described in this section.

Measures to minimize harm to Islais Creek Bridge have been preliminarily identified in
this Section 4(f) Evaluation to address project impacts under Section 106 of the NHPA.
These measures will be finalized in coordination with the SHPO, following public review
of the draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the project. This section summarizes the harm
each alternative would cause to the Section 4(f) property, and describes each proposed
measure to minimize harm to the property. For each measure, there is a description as
to why it came to be proposed, whether it is specific to an alternative or general in
nature, and how it would minimize harm.

Standard Project Alternative and Partial Preservation Alternative – The proposed
mitigation for the Standard Project Alternative and the Partial Preservation Alternative
would be the same: A Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) in accordance
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and
Engineering Documentation. This measure is proposed because both alternatives would
result in a permanent loss of the character defining features of the bridge, permanently
impairing its significance under Section 4(f). HAER recordation is intended to create a
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permanent visual and narrative record of the bridge’s historic and architectural
significance.

In addition to HAER recordation, community and stakeholder outreach will inform any
further measures which may include electronic recordation, activities to benefit the local
historic community, or physical relocation of bridge components, however these
measures have not been developed at this time. For instance, it might be possible to
repurpose and preserve some of the character-defining elements of the bridge such as the
Art Moderne-style quarter-round and teardrop bascule girder housing units. While the intent
of the Partial Preservation Alternative is salvage, rehabilitation, and reinstallation of as
many of the character-defining features of the original bridge as feasible (specifically
focusing on the control tower), repurposing of other bridge components could take place
with the Partial Preservation Alternative or the Standard Project Alternative.

7.1 Conclusion for Measures to Minimize Harm
Preliminary measures to minimize harm have been identified for each alternative with
the exception of the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative which has been found not to be a
feasible and prudent alternative under 23 CFR § 774.17. The proposed measures are
specific to the affected Section 4(f) property. For both the Standard Project Alternative
and the Partial Preservation Alternative, recordation of the bridge under HAER
Standards prior to the project permanently removing its significance is proposed. While
this recordation would create a permanent archival record of the bridge’s features, it
would not enable it to retain its historical significance and Section 4(f) protection in the
future. Other measures including electronic recordation, activities to benefit the local
historic community, or physical relocation of bridge components may be developed in
partnership with the community and SHPO, but none of these will enable the bridge to
retain its historical significance and Section 4(f) protection into the future either.

Marketing of the Islais Creek Bridge to a state, locality, or a responsible private entity was
considered as part of the effort to employ all possible planning to minimize harm to the
historic property, though it is not required under Section 4(f) for individual evaluations. This
measure was deemed infeasible due to high costs associated with removing the bridge
(including the character-defining features that contribute to its historic significance),
transporting it to an appropriate site, and rehabilitating and maintaining the bridge as a
bascule-type bridge at a new location.

The measures described in this section for the bridge will be finalized in coordination
with the SHPO, following public review of the draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and NEPA
EA for the proposed project.
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8 Preliminary Least Harm Analysis and
Concluding Statement

Section 4(f) requires that when there are no “prudent and feasible” avoidance
alternatives to the “use” of Section 4(f) properties, the lead federal agency must select
the alternative that causes the “least overall harm,” based on a balancing of the
following seven factors listed in 23 CFR 774.3(c):

i. ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any
measures that result in benefits to the property);

ii. relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities,
attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection;

iii. relative significance of each Section 4(f) property;
iv. views of the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property;
v. degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the proposed

project;
vi. after reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources

not protected by Section 4(f); and
vii. substantial differences in costs among the alternatives.

The first four factors relate to the net harm that each project alternative would cause to
the Section 4(f) property, and the remaining three factors consider concerns with the
project alternatives not specific to Section 4(f).

The Standard Project Alternative and the Partial Preservation Alternative, would all
result in the use of Section 4(f) properties. The Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative, would
avoid a Section 4(f) use, as concluded in Section 5.3. Nevertheless, as described in
Section 6.4, the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative is not considered a prudent avoidance
alternative under 23 CFR 774.17 as it fails to address critical project elements such as
operational and safety concerns, including flooding risks, vibration-induced stress, and
disaster response capabilities. It has therefore not been carried through into the Least
Overall Harm Analysis.

The No Build Alternative, while avoiding Section 4(f) use of any properties, is not
prudent because it compromises the project to a degree that makes it unreasonable to
proceed in light of its stated Purpose and Need and results in unacceptable safety and
operational problems.

This draft Section 4(f) evaluation includes a discussion of the various impacts to the
different Section 4(f) properties thereby initiating the balancing process. After public
circulation of this draft Section 4(f) evaluation, Caltrans will consider comments received
and finalize the comparison of the seven factors listed in 23 CFR 774.3(c) for the
alternatives. The analysis and identification of the alternative that has the overall least
harm will be documented in the final Section 4(f) evaluation.
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Table1 summarizes the relative comparison of the two remaining build alternatives
under each of the seven factors considered in the Least Overall Harm assessment.
Table 1 is a preliminary least harm analysis; final scoring and analysis will be presented
in the final Section 4(f) evaluation.
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Table1  Preliminary Least Harm Analysis

Factor Standard Project Alternative Partial Preservation Alternative
i. Ability to mitigate adverse
impacts on each Section 4(f)
property (including any
measures that result in benefits
to the property)

The Standard Project Alternative would remove the
character-defining features of the Islais Creek Bridge,
making it ineligible under NRHP eligibility under
Criterion C. Recordation under the Historic American
Engineering Record (HAER) standards, as outlined in
Appendix C, is proposed to mitigate the adverse
effects to the Islais Creek Bridge. This includes
professional documentation of the character defining
features of the bridge to preserve a permanent
archival record of the character-defining features that
would be destroyed, in accordance with NPS
guidelines of the SOIS. However, this recordation
would not fully mitigate impacts to the existing bridge.

The Standard Project Alternative would not impact
any other Section 4(f) property.

The Partial Preservation Alternative would remove
almost all the character defining features [e.g.,
drawbridge leaves, sidewalk guardrails, riveted
girders) that contribute to its historical significance
making it ineligible under NRHP Criterion C. While the
control tower would remain, this has no meaningful
value to the historic property since without the original
bridge, the integrity of the property is lost.
Recordation under HAER standards, as outlined in
Appendix C, is proposed to preserve a permanent
archival record of the character defining features that
would be destroyed, in accordance with NPS
guidelines of the SOIS. However, this recordation
would not fully mitigate impacts to the existing bridge.
The Partial Preservation Alternative would not impact
any other Section 4(f) property.
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Factor Standard Project Alternative Partial Preservation Alternative
ii. Relative severity of the
remaining harm, after
mitigation, to the protected
activities, attributes, or features
that qualify each Section 4(f)
property for protection

Mitigation measures (including HAER documentation)
are proposed to mitigate permanent use of the Islais
Creek Bridge. However, as noted in Factor 1, even
with implementation of these measures, the removal
of its character defining features would result in
adverse effects that cannot be fully mitigated,
rendering the bridge ineligible for NRHP listing under
Criterion C.

Mitigation measures, including HAER documentation
and the retention and rehabilitation of select
character-defining features (e.g., the control tower
and other features where feasible), are proposed to
mitigate permanent use of the Islais Creek Bridge.
However, as noted in Factor 1, the removal of critical
physical features (e.g., drawbridge leaves, sidewalk
guardrails, and riveted steel girders) would result in
adverse effects that cannot be fully mitigated. While
the retention of the control tower may be of local
interest, under Section 106 the retention of the control
tower does not reduce the severity of remaining harm
in comparison to the Standard Project Alternative
because the integrity of the historic resource is
already lost. The bridge would no longer convey its
historical significance as an Art Moderne-style
drawbridge, leaving adverse effects that render it
ineligible for NRHP listing under Criterion C.

iii. Relative significance of each
Section 4(f) property H

Both the Islais Creek Bridge and the Central
Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District are locally
significant.
The Islais Creek Bridge is a notable example of the
Art Moderne style applied to bridge design, and its
unique architectural features contribute to its eligibility
under Criterion C. The Central Waterfront/Potrero
Point Historic District is historically important for its
role in the industrial development of San Francisco
between 1872 and 1958, particularly for its
concentration of mixed-use industrial properties and
associated civic infrastructure.

Both the Islais Creek Bridge and the Central
Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District are locally
significant.
The Islais Creek Bridge is a notable example of the
Art Moderne style applied to bridge design, and its
unique architectural features contribute to its eligibility
under Criterion C. The Central Waterfront/Potrero
Point Historic District is historically important for its
role in the industrial development of San Francisco
between 1872 and 1958, particularly for its
concentration of mixed-use industrial properties and
associated civic infrastructure.
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Factor Standard Project Alternative Partial Preservation Alternative
iv. Views of the official(s) with
jurisdiction over each
Section 4(f) property

Concurrence with SHPO, the Official with Jurisdiction
over Islais Creek Bridge and the Central
Waterfront/Potrero Historic District, is pending.
Section 106 coordination is ongoing, with efforts to
resolve adverse effects through a potential MOA. As
detailed in Section 9, this consultation ensures
officials' views are incorporated in compliance with 23
CFR 774.5.

Concurrence with SHPO, the Official with Jurisdiction
over Islais Creek Bridge and the Central
Waterfront/Potrero Historic District, is pending.
Section 106 coordination is ongoing, with efforts to
resolve adverse effects through a potential MOA. As
detailed in Section 9, this consultation ensures
officials' views are incorporated in compliance with 23
CFR 774.5.

v. Degree to which each
alternative meets the purpose
and need for the project

The Standard Project Alternative meets the purpose
and need for the project. It would meet current
geometric, construction, and structural standards
required for the types and volume of projected traffic
on the bridge over its design life. It also increases the
serviceability of the bridge to improve safety and
increase operational utility to Muni light-rail
operations. Furthermore, the alternative addresses
the existing bridge’s critical seismic deficiencies; and
increases the bridge’s inadequate freeboard to the
maximum extent practicable by replacing the
structure with a single-span, concrete through-girder
bridge, consistent with the project’s goals. This
alternative would extend the useful life of the bridge
by improving the bridge’s resilience to seismic events
and the impacts of sea-level rise.

The Partial Preservation Alternative meets the
purpose and need for the project. It would meet
current geometric, construction, and structural
standards required for the types and volume of
projected traffic on the bridge over its design life. It
also increases the serviceability of the bridge to
improve safety and increase operational utility to Muni
light-rail operations. Furthermore, the alternative
addresses the existing bridge’s critical seismic
deficiencies and increases the bridge’s inadequate
freeboard to the maximum extent practicable by
replacing the structure with a single-span, concrete
through-girder bridge, consistent with the project’s
goals. This alternative would extend the useful life of
the bridge by improving the bridge’s resilience to
seismic events and the impacts of sea-level rise.
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vi. After reasonable mitigation,
the magnitude of any adverse
impacts on resources not
protected by Section 4(f)

Full closure of the bridge for 24 months during 
construction is likely to create community impacts 
through detours and diverted trips. Impacts will be 
minimized through community notification, traffic 
control plans and using buses to bridge the gap in 
light rail service. Nevertheless, adverse community 
impacts will still occur.

Use of barges and in water removal of fenders is 
likely to create turbidity and water quality impacts 
during construction, However, this is likely to be short 
term and unlikely to adversely affect federally 
protected fish species or marine mammals.

Mitigation and minimization measures for these 
impacts are outlined in Appendix C along with 
standard construction impact minimization measures 
for, biology, air quality, noise and hazardous 
materials.

Full closure of the bridge for 28 months during 
construction is likely to create community impacts 
through detours and diverted trips. Impacts will be 
minimized through community notification, traffic 
control plans and using buses for light rail disruption. 
Nevertheless, adverse community impacts will still 
occur. 

The Partial Preservation Alternative would require the 
installation of a cofferdam and foundation piles for the 
seismic retrofit of the control tower, using a crane-
mounted vibratory driver. These activities are 
expected to generate temporary groundborne 
vibration, which could affect the adjacent SFPUC 
Southeast Treatment Plant and Booster Pump Station 
outfall pipes that run below Islais Creek Channel. 
These pipes have a very low vibration threshold of 0.2 
inch/second peak particle velocity. Applicable 
mitigation measures, such as those outlined in 
Appendix C for vibration control may reduce 
temporary impacts but will not eliminate them.

This additional in-water work, compared with the 
Standard Project Alternative, may also create 
additional water quality and biological impacts, i 
including potential effects on federally protected fish 
species, marine mammals and Pacific herring. 
Mitigation and minimization measures for these 
impacts are outlined in Appendix C, including 
monitoring, safety zones, and consultation 
requirements. These measures will require further 
coordination with regulatory agencies. Appendix C 
also identifies standard construction impact 
minimization measures for biology, air quality, noise 
and hazardous materials.
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Factor Standard Project Alternative Partial Preservation Alternative
vii. Substantial differences in
costs among the project
alternatives

Cost (2023): $37,971,000. This alternative represents
the least expensive option among the alternatives
analyzed, reflecting its design and reduced reliance
on retaining historic structural elements. The cost
aligns with the project scope and maintains fiscal
responsibility.

Cost (2023): $42,604,000. This alternative incurs
higher costs compared to the Standard Project
Alternative due to the retention of the control tower.
These costs reflect the additional complexities
involved in preservation while still aligning with the
project's overall goals. In addition, ongoing
maintenance costs are likely to be substantially
greater than the Standard Project Alternative as while
the project addresses potential sea level rise impacts
to the bridge, it does not address potential sea level
rise impacts to the control tower.

Notes:
APE = area of potential effect
Muni = San Francisco Municipal Railway
NRHP = National Register of Historic Places
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9 Coordination
Under 23 CFR 774.5, prior to making Section 4(f) approvals under 23 CFR 774.3(a),
this Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be provided for coordination and comment to the
official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resources.

In the case of historic sites, the official with jurisdiction is the SHPO for the state
wherein the property is located. In addition, in accordance with 23 CFR 774.5, this Draft
Section 4(f) Evaluation will be circulated to the Department of Interior. It is not
considered necessary to circulate to the Department of Agriculture or the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

Public outreach will also occur as part of the NEPA process. An EA for the project that
includes this Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be circulated to the public for review and
comment.

All outreach identified above will consist of a minimum of 45 days for receipt of
comments. If comments from the officials with jurisdiction are not received within
15 days after the comment deadline, a lack of objection is assumed, and the action may
proceed. A summary of comments received and copies of correspondence will be
included with the Final 4(f) Evaluation.

In addition, relevant coordination continues to occur through the Section 106 process:

A cultural resources records search was conducted by AECOM Archaeologist Karin G.
Beck at the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources
Information System at Sonoma State University, on May 25, 2022. The records search
and literature review identified no archaeological resources in the APE except the San
Francisco Fire Department AWSS (see below under “Resources Evaluated Relative to
the Requirements of Section 4(f): No-Use Determination[s]”).

In September 2023, potential local interested parties for the project were identified and
each was sent a letter informing them of the project. The letter was sent via Registered
U.S. Mail and email on September 25, 2023. Recipients of the letter and email were:

 San Francisco Heritage
 San Francisco Historical Society
 Armenian Engineers and Scientists of America
 Bayview Hunters Point Citizen Advisory Committee
 California Preservation Foundation

As of 30 days, no organizations had responded to the letters. Follow-up phone calls
were conducted on November 14, 2023 and voicemails were left for each organization
with the exception of the contact at the San Francisco Historical Society, whose mailbox
was full. A second call was attempted on November 15, 2023 and a voicemail left. On
November 15, 2023 the Armenian Engineers and Scientists of America requested
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AECOM to re-email the letter. AECOM emailed the letter with a copy of the original
email; however, the email was undeliverable. On November 15, 2023, the Armenian
Engineers and Scientists of America messaged AECOM that they would call at a future
time; however, no further communication has been received.

Based on a Finding of Effects assessment, Caltrans has determined that the
undertaking will have an Adverse Effect on the Islais Creek Bridge and on November 7,
2024, obtained SHPO concurrence with these findings pursuant to Section 106 PA
Stipulation XI.C and 36 CFR 800.5. Caltrans will continue consultation regarding
resolution of adverse effects pursuant to Section 106 PA Stipulation XI, and 36 CFR
800.6 through preparation of a separate Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) in
consultation with consulting parties. This document serves to obtain SHPO concurrence
on Caltrans’ Finding of Adverse Effect on historic properties. Mitigation measures will be
discussed in a separate consultation document along with a draft MOA.

Further Section 106 consultation is likely to support this, and will be summarized in the
Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.
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RESOURCES EVALUATED RELATIVE TO THE
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 4(F): NO-USE
DETERMINATION(S)
This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges,
and historic properties found in or next to the project area that do not trigger Section 4(f)
protection because: 1) they are not publicly owned, 2) they are not open to the public,
3) they are not eligible historic properties, or 4) the project does not permanently use
the property and does not hinder the preservation of the property.

1 Historic Resources
1.1 Central Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District
The approximately 500-acre District is bordered by Pennsylvania Street and I-280 to the
west, 16th Street to the north, San Francisco Bay to the east, and the southern side of
Islais Creek Channel to the south (see Attachment 3). The Islais Creek Bridge lies
within the boundaries of the District.

The District is considered historically important for its association with the industrial
development of the City of San Francisco from 1872 to 1958. The District contains a
significant concentration of mixed-use industrial properties, associated residential and
commercial properties, and civic infrastructure oriented to water, railroad, and road
transportation.

The District was evaluated as eligible for listing in the NRHP as a result of a 2001 DPR
523 District Record prepared by Tim Kelley.8 Following the 2001 survey, the District was
listed in 2002 in the Historic Property Data File as “3S,” meaning it appears to be
eligible for listing in the NRHP (Reference Number 4101-1125-9999). In 2008,
Christopher VerPlanck, Rebecca Fogel, and Rich Sucré prepared a DPR 523 District
Record that documented the District (also identified in that form as the Potrero Point
Historic District).9 Both the 2001 and 2008 DPR 523 District Records are included in
Attachment 1.

No records indicate that the previous district records were reviewed or concurred on by
SHPO. As such, this historic district has been assumed eligible for the purposes of this
undertaking only, per Stipulation VIII.C.4. of the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement.

Neither of the two records specifically identified the District’s character-defining features
and neither mentioned the Islais Creek Bridge. All buildings and structures identified as
contributing elements to the District are well north of the Islais Creek Bridge. The District

8 Tim Kelley, “Department of Parks and Recreation District Record: Central Waterfront,” July 20, 2001.
9 Christopher VerPlanck, Rebecca Fogel, and Rich Sucré, “Department of Parks and Recreation District

Record: Central Waterfront,” March 2008.
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is described in the 2001 study as having a flat and low topography, averaging between
10 and 20 feet above sea level. “Industrial uses monopolize the length of the waterfront
and begin to mix with retail, commercial, and office space further inland along
3rd Street. A modest residential neighborhood, commonly referred to as Dogpatch, is
tucked behind the Third Street corridor and is otherwise bordered by industrial
buildings.”

In 2008, VerPlanck described the building types in the District as ranging from “large
multi-story brick, concrete, and steel-frame industrial buildings along the waterfront, to
smaller pre-World War II brick and concrete light industrial structures along Illinois and
Third Streets, to lighter corrugated steel and concrete warehouses south of Twenty-
Third Street. The residential enclave of Dogpatch is mostly characterized by frame
single-family and multiple-family housing, most of which was built between 1880 and
1920.”

Based on a Finding of Effects assessment, Caltrans has determined that only non-
contributing elements of the historic district would be affected by the project. Therefore,
there would be no Section 4(f) use.

1.2 San Francisco Fire Department Auxiliary Water Supply
System (P-38-004672)

The San Francisco Fire Department AWSS is a high-pressure water supply network
built for the city of San Francisco in response to the failure of the existing emergency
water system during the 1906 earthquake. In 2020, the AWSS was determined to be
eligible for listing in the NRHP under NRHP Criterion A because it is directly associated
with the historically significant period of reconstruction in San Francisco following the
1906 earthquake and fires that destroyed 28,188 buildings and city infrastructure.

Only a small portion of the underground pipe dates to the historic district’s period of
significance and is a character-defining element of the AWSS in the vicinity of the Islais
Creek Bridge. The hydrant south of the bridge is from 1988 and is not considered a
contributing element of the historic district. The AWSS will not be touched by the project
and there would therefore be no direct effects on the property. No indirect effects due to
the change in setting resulting from the build alternatives are anticipated on contributing
elements or character-defining features of the discontiguous AWSS historic district
outside of the project area. The project would not cause a cumulative adverse effect on
the AWSS. In addition, FHWA Section 4(f) regulations (23 CFR 774.15(f)(1)) state that
no constructive use occurs on a historic resource when review in accordance with
Section 106 for proximity impacts results in an agreement of “no adverse effect.” Based
on a Finding of Effects assessment, Caltrans has determined that while non-contributing
elements of the AWSS historic district are in the APE, the historic property will not be
directly, indirectly, or cumulatively affected by the project.
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The AWSS is a Section 4(f) property, but no “use” will occur; the provisions of
Section 4(f) do not apply.

2 Recreational Resources
As shown in Figure 2, there are two recreational resources in the project area that meet
the criteria for consideration under Section 4(f). These recreational resources and
potential use of these resources are described in the following sections This section
also identifies a third property that is not considered significant and is therefore not a
Section 4(f) resource.
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Figure 2. Section 4(f) Properties
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2.1 Bayview Gateway
Bayview Gateway is a publicly owned park on Illinois Street north of Cargo Way.
Recreational facilities include a wharf, planted areas, and a skate plaza. Bayview
Gateway is managed and administered by the Port, and is identified in the Port's draft
Waterfront Plan as a neighborhood recreational amenity with recreational boating and
water recreation, parks/public open space, and public access/public realm uses. Public
access to Bayview Gateway is possible from Third Street, Cargo Way, and Illinois
Street.

Project construction activities would not require temporary or permanent acquisition of
land from Bayview Gateway nor would the construction activities impact the public’s use
of Bayview Gateway. During construction, users of Bayview Gateway may be exposed
to proximity impacts related to construction activity. Construction would expose users to
temporary increases in noise over ambient levels. However, the recreational activities at
Bayview Gateway are not noise sensitive. In addition, construction noise avoidance,
minimization, and/or abatement measures would be implemented during construction to
minimize temporary increases in noise. Construction activities could also result in short-
term visual impacts to the users of Bayview Gateway. However, these impacts would
cease at the end of construction. Construction activities would comply with key San
Francisco policies and ordinances that address construction emissions thereby
minimizing temporary air quality impacts. While construction activities would be visible
from Bayview Gateway, these activities would not restrict or limit access to Bayview
Gateway, and the park would remain open during construction. Furthermore, the project
would not hinder the future use of Bayview Gateway, nor would any proximity impacts
result in constructive use because Bayview Gateway is approximately 120 feet from the
project. The project would not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that
qualify Bayview Gateway for protection under Section 4(f).

Bayview Gateway is a Section 4(f) property, but no “use” will occur; the provisions of
Section 4(f) do not apply.

2.2 Islais Creek Park
Islais Creek Park (also known as Islais Creek Landing) is a publicly owned park at the
corner of Third Street and Arthur Avenue, southeast of the project area. It is owned and
managed by the Port and maintained by both the Port and Kayaks Unlimited. According
to the Port, Islais Creek Landing is maintained for recreational boating and water
recreation, parks/public open space, and public access. The recreational facilities,
including benches, picnic tables, trash/recycling receptacles, sculptures, and parking
spaces, are publicly accessible, and the park constitutes a significant recreational
resource as defined by the Port.

The project would not require the temporary or permanent acquisition of land from Islais
Creek Landing, nor would construction activities impact the public’s use or land-side
access to the park. During construction, users of Islais Creek Landing may be exposed
to proximity impacts related to construction activity. Construction would expose users to
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temporary increases in noise over ambient levels. However, the recreational activities at
Islais Creek Landing are not noise sensitive. In addition, construction noise avoidance,
minimization, and/or abatement measures would be implemented during construction to
minimize temporary increases in noise. Construction activities could also result in short-
term visual impacts to the users of Islais Creek Landing. However, these impacts would
cease at the end of construction. Construction activities would comply with key San
Francisco policies and ordinances that address construction emissions thereby
minimizing temporary air quality impacts. While construction activities would be visible
from Islais Creek Landing, these none of the recreational features in Islais Creek
Landing would be temporarily or permanently affected by the project, nor would the
project result in a permanent adverse change in access to Islais Creek Landing. The
project would not hinder the use of the property, nor would any proximity impacts result
in constructive use. The project would not adversely affect the activities, features, and
attributes that qualify Islais Creek Landing for protection under Section 4(f)

Islais Creek Landing is a Section 4(f) property, but no “use” will occur; the provisions of
Section 4(f) do not apply.

2.3 Tulare Park
Tulare Park is a property on the north side of Islais Creek Channel between Third Street
and Illinois Street. It is managed and administered by the Port of San Francisco.
According to the Port, Tulare Park was constructed in the early 1970s but has not since
been updated. The Port has determined Tulare Park is not a significant recreational
resource (see Attachment 2). Therefore, Tulare Park is not a Section 4(f) property and
the provisions of Section 4(f) do not apply.
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Attachment 1

Department of Parks and Recreation Form 523: Islais Creek Bridge, June 2004

Department of Parks and Recreation Form 523: Potrero Point Historic District,
March 2008

Department of Parks and Recreation Form 523: Central Waterfront, July 20, 2001



I State of Callfomla - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Primary#: P-38-004380
HRI # 

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial 
NRHP Status Code: 
Otherlistings HPD FHGWA051028B 
Review Code Reviewer ____ Date 

Page 1 of 6 •Resource Name or#: Bridge 34C0024

P1. Other Identifier: Third Street Bridge over Islais Creek 
*P2. Location: □ Not for Publication ■ Unrestricted •a. County San Francisco 

*b. USGS 7.5' Quad San Francisco South Date 1956 (photorevised I 980) 
c. Address Third Street City San Francisco Zip N/ A 

*d. UTM: 554070mE, 4177760mN (Map #4482) 
•e. Other Locational Data:

*PJa. Description: 

This bridge is a double-leaf, bascule structure with concrete abutments. The two bascule arms, which 
open to allow boats to pass on Islais Creek (which is a shipping channel) consist of riveted steel girders 
supporting an open, steel-grate roadway. The bridge is approximately 100 feet wide, carrying four lanes 
of traffic and two sidewalks. The sidewalks, which are also open, steel grates, are supported by brackets 
attached to the outer girders. The bridge span is approximately 105 feet. 

(See Continuation Sheet, page 3.) 

*P3b. Resource Attributes: HP 19 - Bridge 
*P4. Resources Present: D Building ■ Structure D Object D Site D District D Element of District D Other 

P5b. Description of Photo: 
·1 View west-southwest 

I May2004 

µ' 
l 

*P6. Date Constructed/Age /i'_ '·· 
H:; and Sources: ■Historic 
' i 1949 (S.F. Chronicle) 

I { 

fj , . ' *P7. Owner and Address:''- d 
City of San Francisco 

*PS. Recorded by:

Andrew Hope, Caltrans 
1120 N Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 654-561 I

•pg_ Date Recorded: June 2004
"P10. Type of Survey: Intensive

Bridge 34C0024 (Third Street over lslals Creek) 

*P11. Report Citation: Ca/trans Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory Update: Survey and Evaluation of Common 
Bridge Types. Andrew Hope, California Department of Transportation, 2004. 

*Attachments: ■ Building, Structure, and Object Record ■ Continuation Sheets ■ Location Map

DPR 523A *Required Information d 
DFC - 5 2005 



State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 

Primary#: P-38-00438( 
HRI#: 

Page 2 of 6 •NRHP Status Code:
*Resource Name or#: Bridge 34C0024

B1. Historic Name: Third Street Bridge 
B2. Common Name: Third Street Bridge 
B3. Original Use: Roadway bridge B4. Present Use: Roadway bridge 

*B5. Architectural Style: Art Modeme 
*B6. Construction History: 

This bridge was constructed in 1949. In 1973, repairs were made to damage caused by a ship colliding with 
the bridge. The bridge has otherwise been subject only to routine maintenance, and appears unaltered. 

*B7. Moved? ■ No □ Yes □ Unknown Date: Original Location: 
"B8. Related Features: This bridge is part of Third Street in the City of San Francisco 

B9a. Designer: L. H. Nishkian, Calif. Division of Highways b. Builder: Unknown
*B10. Significance: Theme: Art Modeme design Area: San Francisco

Period of Significance: 1949 Property Type: Bridge Applicable Criteria: C 

This bridge was not included in the original statewide bridge survey of 1986-88, as it was less than SO years 
old at that time. The bridge is a double-leaf, bascule structure with counterweights for the bascule leaves 
located ben·eath the roadway at each end of the bridge. Of the 38 moveable roadway bridges in California, 
16 are bascule structures, with 16 swing bridges and 6 lift spans. The earliest extant bascule bridge was 
constructed in 1917 (The Fourth Street Bridge over the China Basin Channel in San Francisco, Bridge 
34C0027). As a work of civil engineering, the Third Street Bridge is not an early, innovative, or rare 
example of its type. 

This bridge replaced an earlier bascule bridge at the same location, which was constructed in 1915. The 
present bridge is not associated with significant persons or events in San Francisco history that would 
qualify it for National Register listing under Criteria A or B. 

(See Continuation Sheet, page 3.) 

B 11. Additional Resource Attributes: 

*B12. References:

B13. 

B14. 

Bridge Report (Caltrans records), June J 9, 1973. 
"lslais Headache: Detour Bothers Both 

Motorists, Merchants." San Francisco 

Chronicle, May I, 1949, pp. 1, 16. 

Remarks: 

Evaluator: Andrew Hope, Caltrans 

Date of Evaluation: June 2004 

(This space reserved for official comments.) 

DPR 523B 

See Location Map, page 6. 
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I State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

CONTINUATION SHEET 

Page 3 of 6 

• Recorded by: Andrew Hope, Caltrans

*P3a. Description (continued from page 1): 

• Date: June 2004

Primary#: P-38-004380 

HRI # 

* Resource Identifier: Bridge 34C0024

■ Continuation □ Update

At the four comers of the bridge, the gears for the bascule arms are contained in metal housings of 
quarter-circle shape. These housings are detailed in a streamlined, Art Modeme style. The tops of the 
bascule arms project above the level of the roadway, and form the railings between the roadway and 
sidewalks. There is also a raised, center median. The control tower, which is located at the northeast 
comer of the bridge, consists of a concrete tower topped by a glass control room. The tower is oblong in 
shape, with rounded ends. A projecting balcony with metal pipe railings surrounds the control room. 
The control room has a flat roof, with large, plate glass windows canted slightly outward. 

*B10. Significance (continued from page 2): 

However, this structure is significant as an example of the Art Modeme style applied to a bridge. The 
detailing of the ends of the bascule leaves, with their quarter-circle gear housings, the control tower, and 
the sidewalk railings all contribute to the bridge's Streamlined Modeme appearance. This bridge 
therefore meets National Register Criterion C, at the local level of significance, for its distinctive design 
qualities. This bridge is also considered to be an historical resource for the purpose of compliance with 
CEQA. 

View of the sidewalk, and metal housings for the bascule gears. 

May 2004. View south. 

Caltrans DPR 523L • Required Information
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

CONTINUATION SHEET 

Page 4 of 6 

• Recorded by: Andrew Hope, Caltrans • Date: June 2004

Primary#: P-38-004 380 
HRI# 

• Resource Identifier: Bridge 34C0024

■ Continuation □ Update

Detail of the gear housing at the end of the bascule leaf. May 2004. 

Detail of the center median. May 2004. 

Caltrans DPR 523L • Required Information
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I State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

CONTINUATION SHEET 

Primary#: P-38-004380 
HRI# 

Page 5 of 6 * Resource Identifier: Bridge 34C0024

* Recorded by: Andrew Hope, Caltrans * Date: June 2004

Detail of the control tower. May 2004. 

■ Continuation □ Update
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Detail of sidewalk (open, metal grate) and ralllng. May 2004. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

LOCATION MAP 

Page 6 of 6 

• Map Name: USGS "San Francisco South" Quad

SCALE 1:24000 
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Caltrans DPR 523J 

Primary#: P-38-004380 
HRI# 

• Resource Identifier: Bridge 34C0024

• Scale: 1 : 24 000 .. Date of Map: 195 6 (revised 1980) 
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PROPERTY-NUMBER PRIMARY-# STREET.ADDRESS ...•........• NAMES ..•.........•.•.....•........ CITY.NAME ......•. OWN YR-C OHP-PROG .. PRG-REFERENCE-NUMBER STAT-DAT NRS CRIT 

HIST.SIJRV. 4101-0488-000? 30 

151703 36TH AVE SAN FRANCISCO MODEL YACHT CLUB SAN FRANCISCO M 1938 HIST.RES. NPS-04001137-0163 10/15/04 1D AC 

151713 39TH AVE GOLDEN GATE PARK PETANQUE COURT SAN FRANCISCO M 1907 HIST.RES. NPS-04001137-0165 10/15/04 1D AC 

092672 38-003026 211 3RD AVE 211 3RD AVE SAN FRANCISCO p 1893 HIST.SIJRV. 4101-1050-0000 01/01/90 552 

092673 38-003027 215 3RD AVE 215 3RD AVE SAN FRANCISCO p 1893 HIST.SURV. 4101-1051-0000 01/0� 5S2 

092679 38-003033 426 3RD AVE 414-414 1/2 3RD AVE//426-428 3RD A SAN FRANCISCO p 1892 HIST.SURV. 4101-1058-0000 01/01/90 5Sl 

006951 38-001339 3RD ST FRANCIS "LEFTY" O'DOUL BRIDGE, BRI SAN FRANCISCO C 1933 HIST.RES. DOE-38-98-0101-0001 09/24/98 2D2 
PROJ.REW. FHWA851030A 09/24/98 2D2 
HIST.SURV. 4101-0666-0000 01/01/85 252 
PROJ.REVW. FHWA850823A 12/24/85 25 

006916 38-001311 3RD ST ARONSON DISTRICT, ARONSON HISTORIC SAN FRANCISCO u HIST.SURV. UOl-0631-9999 01/01/79 2D 

119138 38-004187 3RD ST TRAFFIC CONTROL GATE STANDARD #1 SAN FRANCISCO QI 1933 HIST.RES. DOE-38-98-0101-0004 09/24/98 2D2 
PROJ.REVW. FHWA851030A 09/24/98 202 

119139 38-004188 3RD ST TRAFFIC CONTROL GATES STANDARD #2 SAN FRANCISCO MC 1933 HIST.RES, OOE-38-98-0101-0005 09/24/98 2D2 
PROJ.REVW. FHWABS1030A 09/24/98 2D2 

119135 38-0041B4 3RD ST FRANCIS "LEFTY" o•ooUL BRIDGE DIST SAN FRANCISCO kc HIST.RES. DOE-38-98-0101-9999 09/24/9B 2S2 
PROJ.REVW. FHWA851030A 09/24/9B 2S2 

119140 3B-0041B9 3RD ST TRAFFIC CONTROL GATES STANDARD #3 SAN FRANCISCO MC 1933 HIST.RES. DOE-38-98-0101-0006 09/24/98 2D2 
PROJ.REVW. FHWA851030A 09/24/98 2D2 

119142 38-004191 3RD ST COMMERCIAL WHARF - SOUTHERN PACIFI SAN FRANCISCO 1' 1934 HIST.RES. DOE-38-98-0102-0DOO 09/24/!n 6Y 
PROJ.REVW. FHWAB51030A G'j/24/98 6Y 

119141 38-004190 3RD ST TRAFFIC CONTROL GATES STANDARD #4 SAN FRANCISCO MC 1933 HlST.RES. DOE-38-98-0101-0007 09/24/98 2D2 
PROJ.REVW. FHWA851030A 09/24-,1.98 2D2 

119137 3B-004186 3RD ST WATCHMAN'S HOUSE SAN FRANCISCO MC 1931 HIST.RES. DOE-38-98-0101-0003 09/24/98 2D2 
PROJ.REVW. FHWA851030A 09/24/98 2D2 

119136 38-004185 3RD ST BRIDGE OPERATOR'S HOUSE SAN FRANCISCO MC 1931 HIST.RES. DOE-38-98-0101-0002 09/24/98 2D2 
PROJ.REVW. FHWAB51030A 09/24/98 2D2 

130908 3RD ST POTRERO EMERGENCY HOSPITAL SAN FRANCISCO M 1867 HIST.SURV. 4101-1066-0002 12/26/01 5D2 
135503 3RD ST 3RD ST LIGHT STANDARDS (BETWEEN AL SAN FRANCISCO M 1944 HIST.SURV. 4101-1125-0089 05/06/02 7Nl A 

"¥, 157045 3RD ST BRIDGE: ll34C-0024 / THIRD STREET BR SAN FRANCl sec M 1949 PROJ.REVW. FHWA051028B 12/07/0S 2S2 C 

006196 38-000641 71 3RD ST BREENS FINE FOOO SAN FRANCISCO M 1908 HIST.SURV. 4101-0464-0000 3S 
006029 38-000479 87 3RD ST SAN FRANCISCO u 0 HIST.SURV. 4101-0294-0003 01/01/78 2D 
006197 38-000642 101 3RD ST WILLIAMS BLDG SAN FRANCISCO M 1907 HIST.SURV. 4101-0465-0000 3S 
008058 38-002441 601 3RD ST GENERAL CIGAR co, WELLS FARGO BANK SAN FRANCISCO p 1919 HIST.SURV. 4101-0795-0067 JD 
008056 38-002439 625 3RD ST SAN FRANCISCO p 1908 HIST.SURV. 4101-0795-0065 JD 
007993 38-002377 660 3RD ST BUTTERFIELD AND BUTTERFIELD SAN FRANCISCO p 1906 HIST.SURV. 4101-0795-0002 3D "'d 
00805? 3B-002440 665 3RD ST CLINTON CONSTRUCTION CO, MJB co SAN FRANCISCO p 1916 HIST.SURV. 4101-0795-0066 3D I 

008055 3B-00243B 689 3RD ST A NICE CO SAN FRANCISCO p 1!106 HIST.SURV. 4101-0795-0064 3D t.,,) 

008054 38-002437 691 3RD ST WALL AND CO SAN FRANCISCO p 1917 HIST.SURV. 4101-0795-0063 JD 
007B93 38-002277 737 3RD ST SAN FRANCISCO s 1935 HIST.SURV. 4101-0696-0000 7R 
069189 3B-0025B6 901 3RD ST PIER 46 / REFRIGERATION TERMINAL SAN FRANCISCO u 1937 HIST.RES. DOE-38-90-0001-0016 10/22/90 6Y 0 

PROJ.REVW. FHWA900926B 10/22/90 6Y 
119143 38-004192 1050 3RD ST WAREHOUSE - BLADIUM ROLLER SKATE A SAN FRANCISCO p 1935 HIST.RES. DOB-38-98-0103-0000 09/24/98 6Y 

PROJ.REVW. FHWA851030A 09/24/98 6Y 
135395 1830 3RD ST THE VIADUCT CAFE SAN FRANCISCO p 1934 HIST.SURV. 4101-1125-0002 05/06/02 7Nl 
135396 1900 3RD ST BETHLEHEM STEEL CO. WAREHOUSE/ AM SAN FRANCISCO CM 1946 HIST.SURV. 4101-1125-0003 05/06/02 7Nl 
135283 2051 3RD ST VINCENT MORABITO BUILDING SAN FRANCISCO p 1927 HIST.SURV. 4101-1078-0000 05/06/02 6L 
135281 2065 3RD ST CRESCENT OIL COMPANY/ CRESCENT PA SAN FRANCISCO p 1926 HIST.SURV. 4101-1077-0000 05/06/02 6Z 
1353 99 2075 3RD ST GILMORE OIL COMPANY LTD. GARAGE / SAN FRANCISCO p 1931 HIST.SURV. 4101-1125-0006 05/06/02 7Nl A 
135397 2085 3RD ST GIIJ,\ORE OIL CO. OFFICES/ CARPENTER SAN FRANCISCO p 1930 HIST.SURV. '101-ii2s-0004 05/06/02 7R 
135400 2092 3RD ST JACOB KNOBLOCK BUILDING/ MOSHI MOS SAN FRANCISCO p 1889 HIST.SURV. �101-1125-0007 05/06/02 7Nl A 
135410 2121 3RD ST SEASIDE OIL COMPANY PI.J\NT SAN FRANCISCO p 1930 HIST.SURV. 4101-1125-0016 05/06/02 7N A 
135406 2146 3RD ST SAN FRANCISCO p 1900 HIST.SURV. 4101-1125-0013 05/06/02 7Nl 
135407 2150 3RD ST NOW WE'RE COOKING, INCORPORATED SAN FRANCISCO p 1900 HIST.SURV. 4101-1125-0014 05/06/02 7Nl A 

n 



I State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPMTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

PRIMARY RECORD 

Primary# P-38-004380 
HRI# _________________ _ 

Trinomial. ___________________ _ 
NRHP Status Code _4.....,. ____________ _ 

Other Listings ______________________________ _ 
Review Code___ Reviewer Date 

Page _1_of ---2._ •Resource Name or#: (Assigned by recorder) 

P1. Other ldentifier:__.,L .... Hu..., .,_N.,.j,,_sh .. k..,i ... a.:.:n_,B.,,r..:.:id""g"'e,,__ _______________________________ _ 
P2. Location: □ Not for Publication !Ill Unrestricted •a: County _S�a�n�E�r�a�n�c=is=c�o�-----------­

and (P2c,P2e, and P2b or P2d. Attach Location Map as necessary.I 
•b. USGS 7.5' Quad San Francisco Nonh Date 1956/PAl 973 T �; R .2:!t; _¼ of_¼ of� B.M. 
c. Address lslais Creek at Third Street City San Francisco Zip _9�4�l-2�4 _______ _ 
d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone __ ; ____ mE/ mN 
•e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation. etc., as appropriate) lslais Creek at Third Street 

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

The L.H. Nishkian Bridge is a low profile, double leaf, bascule span measuring 68 feet in width by 100 feet in length. The bridge 
is placed in reinforced-concrete anchorages on either bank. It has six, traffic lanes with a raised median and sidewalks outside 
either side railing. Its railings are enclosed by riveted, steel plates whose curvilinear ends reflect the mechanism and movement 
of the bascule bridge and also produce the streamlined image of the Moderne style. Hand railings along each sidewalk are also 
in this style, with three bands of three horizontal bars terminating in rounded ends for each railing. 

On the east side of the bridge near the north end is a control tower. The tower is in two parts, a stuccoed base below and 
glazed control room above. Both have flat sides and rounded ends with the view up and down the channel through the flat sides 
and the view up and down Third Street through the rounded ends. The two parts of the tower are visually divided by a 
cantilevered walkway around the base of the control room. The design of the railings around this walkway echo those on the 

see continuation sheet 

•P3b Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) ...,H�P..,_,. _________________________ _ 
•p4, Resources Present: o Building II Structure □ Object □ Site □ District □ Element of District □ Other (isolates, etc.) 

P5b. Description of Photo: 
(View, date, accession #) ___ _ 
L.H. Njshkian Bridge: view northeast: 
Oct. 27. J 997: by W. Kostura: 
Roll K3-8 

•PS. Date Constructed/Age and 
Source: 1111 Historic 
□ Prehistoric □ Both 
1949-1950: Caltrans Bridge 
Survey 
*P7. Owner and Address: 
California Department of 
Transportation 

•PS. Recorded by: (Name, 
affiliation, and address) 
Michael Corbett. Dames & Moore 
221 Main Street. Suite 600 
San Francjsco. CA 941 os

"P9. Date Recorded: Oct. 1997 

*P10. Survey Type: (Describe) 
intensive 

P11. Report Citation•: (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none".) HASR. Third Street Light Rail 
Pcoiect. San Francisco. CA 

• Attachments: □ NONE II Location Map o Sketch Map II Continuation Sheet 1111 Building, Structure and Object Record 
□ Archaeological Record □ District Record □ Linear Feature Record □ Milling Station Record □ Rock Art Record 
□ Artifact Record □ Photograph Record □ Other (Listi 
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I State of California - The Resource, Agency Primary# P-38-004380 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI # ______________ 1
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page.:l.._of� *NRHP Status Code �4_S�----

•Resource Name or# (Assigned by recorder) L.H, Nishklan Brjdge 

Bl. Historic Name: ...JL.., • .._H.._,.J.N ... j...,shu;kc,.,i.,_a .. n_.B.,,r�id,..g1,5e:._. _____________________________ _ 
B2. Common Name: 
B3. Original Use: bridge B4. Present Use: __.b ... r,..jd,..g.,.e,_ __________ _
•es. Architectural Style: _,.,S"'tr..,e'""a""'m...,f.._in..,e.,,d'-'Mw.,co""d.,._e,.,_rn..,,e.._ __________________________ _ 
•es. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations) 

Designed ca. 1941; built 1949-1950 

Moved? 1111 No □ Yes □ Unknown
•ea. Related Features: 

Date:, ____ _ Original Location: ____________ _ 

B9a. Architect: L,H, Nishkian, engineer b. Builder: Duncanson-Harrelson
•e10. Significance: Theme,_.b..,r..,id,Llg,Lle..._____________ Area San Francisco

Period of Significance 1950 Property Type brjdge Applicable Criterh1 __,C"'---
!Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural contaxt as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.I 

History 

As San Francisco grew after the Gold Rush, lslais Creek was one of several impediments to travel by land along the waterfront. 
A major improvement was made in 1867 with the construction of Long Bridge over Mission Creek and e movable bridge of 
unknown character over lslais Creek. By 1886, lslais Creek had become little more than a pond, connected by e 28-foot-wide 
drainage culvert under the bridge to the bay, caused by levees along the bridge. By 1900, there was discussion of dredging 
lslais Creek for navigation. By 1914, lslais Creek was navigable and developed with new industries - a copra processing plant 
and the Rosenberg rice mill. In 1914, Southern Pacific built a Strauss trunion bascule steel drawbridge, with tracks used by 
the Southern Pacific Railroad, the Senta Fe Railroad, and the Market Street Railway (streetcar line). In 1 940, the drawbridge 
carried six trains and 12,000 cars per day end opened for four ships. In 1942, the streetcar line was replaced with bus service. 
With wartime production et Hunter's Point shipyard, traffic over the bridge tripled between 1940 and 1943. Whether due to 
the traffic increase or the age of the old bridge, planning began for a new bridge over lslais Creek. Because of steel shortages 
during the war, the new bridge was not begun until the war was over. The bridge was designed by L.H. Nishkian who died in 

see continuation sheet 

B11. 

•e12.

Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes end codes) _____________________ _ 
References: 

see continuation sheet 

Bl 3. Remarks: 

*814. Evaluator:,_.Mcr.wic"'h_,,a .. e .. 1_.c..,0 ... r .. b..,at .. t ________ _ 
Date of Evaluation: October 31. 1997 

(This space reserved for official comments) 
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bridge. The control room itself is glazed with canted windows which have both a practical and a design purpose. Shaded by 
an overhanging roof, this arrangement reduces glare and improves visibility. At the same time, the rounded ends of the tower 
in plan and the angled form of the control room windows echo similar shapes on the bridge and the movement of the bridge 
itself. 

History (continued) 
1947 before construction began. During the year of construction (1949-1950), traffic was routed around lslais Creek on Army 
and Evans streets. The bridge opened 4 March 1950 and was named for its designer. Today, the bridge is raised and lowered 
about six times a month, primarily for testing of the sewer treatment plant. 

The 1 951 Sanborn map shows two industries on lslais Creek Channel that were inland from the bridge. One was the lslais 
Creek Plant of the F.E. Booth Company, whose fish processing plant included a wharf on the creek channel. The other industry 
was the rice mill, feed mill, and warehouse of Rosenberg Brothers and Company. Their plant had a two-story, open, conveyor 
belt that ran across lslais Street to the creek channel. Both of these businesses needed access to shipping, 

The designer, L.H. Nishkian, was born in Constantinople in 1882. He received his B.S. degree in Civil Engineering at the 
University of California in 1 906 and for several years thereafter worked for other engineers in San Francisco, Los Angeles, and 
Portland on the structural design of buildings and bridges. From 1912 to 1 91 9, he worked as an assistant engineer in the City 
Engineer's office of San Francisco's Board of Public Works and as the Consulting Structural Engineer in the city's Bureau of 
Building Inspection. He then entered private practice. According to his obituary, he was the engineer for many important 
buildings, including the Fox Theater, the Western Merchandise mart, buildings for the Bank of America, and this bridge over lslais 
Creek. In 1941, he replaced Russell Corie as bridge engineer for the Golden Gate Bridge and supervised "exhaustive studies 
of the structural stability of the bridge," according to the San Francisco Chronicle. He also was credited for developing, with 
the famous bridge engineer D.B. Steinman of New York, "a graphic method for the design of continuous beam and frame." 

Evaluation 

The L.H. Nishkian Bridge appears to be eligible for the NRHP under criterion C at the local level of significance for the period 
1950 (it will become eligible when it reaches 50 years of age in 2000). This is an outstanding example of a Moderne style 
drawbridge, with its curvilinear railings and silver color classic expressions of the image of speed, movement, and newness, 
associated with the Moderne. It is also significant as the work of a master, L.H. Nishkian. Like many structural engineers, most 
of his work is invisible, hidden inside the walls of buildings. This best expresses not only his engineering skill but his design 
sensitivity as well. 

This bridge was considered ineligible (rating 5) by Caltrans in its 1983 bridge survey. At that time it was only 33 years old, far 
less than the 50 year threshold. It has been re-evaluated here because it is now almost 50 years old. 

References 

San Francisco Chronicle. July 19, 1941 and June 3, 1947, 

Architect and Engineer. September 1 930. 

Caltrans Bridge Survey. Bridge #34C-0024, lslais Creek Bridge. 

Roberts, Kingsley, San Francisco Department of Public Works. Telephone interview with William Kostura. 4 November 1997. 
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Photo #2: L.H. Nishkian Bridge; view east; Oct. 27, 1997 by W. Kostura; Roll K3-3. 

Photo #3: L.H. Nishkian Bridge; raising safety barrier; view northeast; Oct. 27, 1997 by W. Kostura; Roll K3-6. 
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Photo #4: L.H. Nishkian Bridge; control tower; view north; Oct. 27, 1997 by W. Kostura; Roll K3-4. 
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Islais Creek Bridge, view northeast with control tower at right; June 1998; by D. Bradley; Roll AC:5. 

Islais Creek Bridge; view of sidewalk decking and railing; June 1998; by D. Bradley; Roll AC:2. 



State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS ANO RECREATION 

Primary 11 ___ • P-3_8_-_0_0_4_3_8_0 _________ _ 
HRI It ___________________ _ 

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial __________________ _ 
NRHP Status Code -�•,�•· .... : .__ ___________ _ 

Page _l_ of __l__ Other Listings -�1�1 �'-'=�'----------------------
Review Code ___ _ 

P1. Resource Identifier: Isla is Creek Bridge 
Date ______ _ 

P2. Location: a. County San Francisco and (Address and/or UTM Coordinates. Attach Location Map as required.) 
b. Address Th:i rd Street and Is] ai S CUH;k C)-iann 11 l 

City San Francisco CA Zip __ 2,_1 ... 1 ........ 2'""4 _________ _ 
c. UTM: USGS Quad _______ (7.5'/15') Date ___ ; Zone __ , ____ mE/ _____ mN
d. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel#, legal description, directions to resource, additional UTMs, etc., when appropriate):

Official Name: Levon Hagop Nishkian Bridg� 

P3. Description (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and 
boundaries): 

This streamlined steel-riveted drawbridge features bridge supports which terminate in an 
upturned, low, quarter-circle. The steel center lane-divider exhibits a similar, simpler 
version of the bridge rails. 

The small, two-story, elliptical bridge control house on the northeast side is constructed 
of concrete, green glass, and copper. The lower story is solid concrete except for a 
small horizontal strip window. A projecting porch surrounds the second story, which 
features angled, green glass windows and a flat roof topped by a large light fixture. 
This structure appears to be in good condition. 

P4. Resources Present: q Building 181 Structure D Object D Site D District D Element of District 

z- PG. Date Constructed/Age:
D Prehistoric 181 Historic D Both

built 1938; expanded and
redesigned 3-3-so (Fl

P7. Owner and Address:
City of San Francisco 

PS. Recorded by (Name, affiliation, 
and address): Nancy Goldenberg
& Marianne Hurley. Carey & 
co, Inc. 123 Townsend st. 
San Francisco 94107

P9. Date Recorded: lO -21-9 4 

P10. Type of Survey: D Intensive 
181 Reconnaissance D Other 

·oescrlbe: __________ _

P11. Report Citation (Provide full cilatfon or enter ·none."): Hansen, Gladys, 1975. "San Francisco Almanac". 
chronicle Books, san Francisco: San Francisco f4andmarks case Report, June 1. 1990 "Pier
84 wit:h Loading Tower", 

Attachments: 181NONE □Map Sheet □Continuation Sheet □Building, Structure, and Object Record □ Linear Resource Record 
□Archaeological Record □District Record □Milling Station Record □Rock Art Record □Artifact Record □ Photograph Record
D Other (List):
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Primary# 

HRI# 
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*CHR Status Code 

P-38-004952 
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553 

Potrero Point I Iistoric Districl 

02 . Common Name: Ccntnli \V'a1crfront 
~~~==~~-----------

*D3. Detailed Description (Discuss coherence of the district, its setting, visual characteristics, and minor features. List all elements of 
district.): 

The Potrero Point Historic Distrid (also referred to as the Ccnlral \"{/atcrfront) is located in the Potrero Hill dislrict of San Francisco on 

the western side of San Francisco Bay in the City of San Fram:isco hclwcen Mission Creek on the north and Ishlis Creek to the south. The 

arproximatcly SOO acre area is more precisely described as a roughly rectangular district bounded by Sixteenth Sirect to the north, San 
Francisco Bay to I he east, Ishis Creek to the south, and U.S. Interstate 2RO ro the wesl. The area measures appwximatcly 1.3 miles from 
north to south, and approximately 0.6 miles wide from e~st to west. (Sec Continuation Sheet, Pg. 2) 

•04. Boundary Description (Describe limits of district and uttach map showing boundmy nne! district elements.): 
The Potrero Point (Centml \"{/atcrfront) area is enclosed within a rcct:mglc formed by the following Hreets ;mel natural features: Beginning 

al the northwest corner of Pennsylvania 1111d Sixteenth slrcel's, the northern boundary of !"he area extends cast along Sixteenth Siiect into 
San Francisco Ray. The boundary turns ninety degrees and heads south through the bay encompassing the entirety of Piers 70 and 80. At 
Islais Creek Channel, the boundary mal<t~s a ninety degree turn and heads west along the southern shore of the channel. At the wesrern 
end of Isla.is Creek Channel, the boundat.y shifts north and proceeds along Pennsylvania Street until it reaches the point of beginning. (Sec 
Continuation Sheet, Pg. 9) 

*05. Boundary Justification: 
The boundaries of the CcntTal \"{/atcrfront mea were selccicd on the basis of wmmon historical patterns and events, as well as physicnl 
continuity. The western bound:uy- Pennsylvania Strc<:l:--marks I he wesl·ern end of the area historically known as "Lower Potrero." \'\fest· 
of Pennsylvania Street the hlnc\ becomes much steeper, and industrial uses give way to residential. I-2HO and 1·he former Sou them l>aciftc 

commuter mil road tracks (now Cal1·rain), which arc horh located immediately easr of Pennsylvania Street, create another formidable 
boundmy. Sixteenth Stn:et-t·he northern boundary-marks the approximate localion of the sout·hern shore of Mission Bay, a natural 
water ft:ature that historically divided the Potrero Dis trict from the South oCMarkct area :mel downtown San 11rancisco. !\fission Bay was 
filled in the 1890s and early 1910s, nnd unri l recently was the local ion of massive rail ynrck I ts historical usc, street pattcm, and 
development· patterns were quite different from the Cenl'ml \Vatcrfront. (Sec Continuation Sheet, Pg. 11) 

D6. Significance: Theme lndusrd:tl Development and St.:ttlcmcnt Area San l1nmcisco Ccntml Watcrfronl 

Period of Significance 1H72-1958 Applicable Criteria __:1.1...., ::.,3--:---:---::-:---....,..----,-------
(Discuss district's importance in terms of its historical context as defined by tlleme, period of significance, and geographic scope. Also 
address the integrity of the district as a wllolc.) 

The Central Waterfront:, inclusive of Pier 70, the proposed Third StreetT ndns1 rial Dis trier, and the Dogpatch Historic District appears 
significant under Criterion 1 (l \vents) for association with the indttsi·dal development of the City of San Francisco from 1872 to 1958. The 
Central Waterfront Historic Districl' contains a significant conccntrarion of mixed-me industrial properties, associated residential and 

commercial pmrcrties, and civic inti1tstructurc oriented to water, railroad, :mel road rransportation. l'hc district was the epicenter of major 
industrial production beginning in the late 1850s, and cont·inuing through the end of World War II. During the \'Vorld Wars, the Central 

Waterfront was a centerpiece of the single-largest shipbuilding region in the Western United States (and briefly, the world), employing ur 
to 18,500 workers a1· the height of \X1orld War II. The ciistricl also includes one of the only surviving grouping of workers' housing located 

adjacent to industrial sites in the City of San Fr:tneisco: I he Dogpal'ch neighborhood. The Central Walerfront contains some of the most 
significant industrial buildings :md structures in rhc \\lest, primarily the hisroric industrinl buildings and structures at Pier 70 associated 

with Bethlehem Steel and the earlier Union lron Works. Elements of other important industrial facilities, including PG & E's Station A, 
the \'(/estern Sugar Refinery and I he American Can Company, remain substantially intact. (Sec Continuation Sheet, Pg. 12) 

*07. References (Give full citations including the names and addresses of ony informants, wtmrtJ possible.) 
[Sec Continuation Sheet, Pg. 31) 

*08. Evaluator: Christopher VerPlanck, Rebecca Fogel, and Rich Sucre Date: March 2008 

Affiliation and Address: Kelley & VerPlanck ancl Page & Turnbull, Inc., 724 Pine Street, San Frnncisco, C1\ 9410H 
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Endorsed uy I .andmarks Preservation Advis01y Board May 7, 2008. 

03. Detailed Description (continued) 
The existing topography of 1 he Central Waterfront area is low and relatively flats--largely the product of extensive blasting, cutting, and 
ftlling openttions. The land rises gently toward rhe west from San rrancisco Bay, ranging from 'i feet above sea level at the Bay to a 
maximum of 25 feet ncar Tntcrslatc 2BO. One notable exception to the genemlly level topography is "Irish IIill," an !:lO foot:, rod;y 
promont01y located cast of Illinois Street, between Twentieth am\ Humboldt streets. 1\ remnant of the eastern spur of Potrero Hill that 
once occupied the area, the small serpentine hillock looms over a paved parking lot between Pier 70 and the PG & E Potrero Station. 
Must of the modem shoreline of the Centml Waterfmnt: is the result of cutti11g and filling operations that took place during the late 
nineteenth and cady twentieth centuries. Of the total land area, approximately one-third comists of solid bedrock, with two-thirds 
representing filled land.' \'\/ater··rdatcd landscape features include the abandoned remains of piers and shipways at Pier 70 and \'\/ann 
\Vater Cove, the latter named for lhc heated industrial discharge of the PG&E Potrero Station. Js\ais Creek Chatmel, a more recent 
manmade intervention in the landscape of the Centnli Waterfront, forms the southern bound:uy of the study area. The waterfront has an 
irregular shoreline created b)' fill and pier construction. I\ofajor piers include the irregularly-shaped Pier 70 at the no1th end of the shmelinc, 
lined with ship ways, wharves, and drydocks; and the filled expanse of the container shipping facility at Pier 80, located at the southern end 
of the C:cn('ral \V'aterfront, op~n~d in 1967. Other manmade features include the trench and ntilroacl tunnel network buill by t·he Southern 
Pacific Railroad in 1904, and the I-280 right-of-way that transects the western p;trt of the neighhorhood. 2 

Development and vehiculnr and pedestrian circulation in the Central \'\/atcrfront area follows a standard American grid street pattern with 
named streets nmning north-south and numbered streets running cast-west. .According to the \V'ackcnwdcr ·r--·rap, the street network of 
the l'orrcro district was laid out as early as 1861, nlthough many r~mained as "paper streets," meaning that they w~rc ungraded and 
unpaved well into the cady Lwcnticth ccnt1Jry. Most of the numbered east-west streets dead-end easl of Illinois StTect, where major 
industrial properties occupy the watcrfmnt. Kentucky (l'hird) Street, laid out in 1867 and widened in 1938, forms the main north-south 
artery through t·he area. The rest of the north· south streets are named for states, like rest of the Potrero district. The east·wcst streets of 
the Potrero district, originally named for California count:ies, were changed to numbered st1·eets in the early 20th century to match the 
naming convention of streets in the adjoining 1vfission and South of J'vlarket di~tricts.3 

With the exception of the residential enclave ofDogpatch, production, distribution, and repair uses dominate the Central Waterfront area. 
The most significant industries were historically concentrated along the waterfront, including the former Union Iron Works/Bethlehem 
Steel San Prandsco Yard facility at Pier 70; the Pacific Cas & Electric facility at the foot of Humboldt Street; and the remnants of the 
Western Sug.u: J{efillcr)' at the foot ofTwenty-Third Street. Smaller industrial and commercial properties that support waterfront industrial 
activity fill the street grid west of the waterfront, particularly within a linear section between Illinois and Third streets and in the filled area 
south of'fwet1l'y-Third Street. Commercial corridors arl' clustered at the intersections of'I'wenty·Second a11d '!'hied streets and Twentieth 
and Third streets. t\ compacr resident:ia\ neighborhood of approximat:ely eighty pmperties, commonly known as Dogpatch, is located ncar 
the center of the Central Waterfront, running along l'vlinnesota and Tennessee streets beLween l'vlariposa and Twcmy-Third streets. 

Although residential and commercial LJscs arc present, the Central \Vater front is unique in San Francisco for its concentration of heavy 
industrial buildings and associated waterfront infraslTtlcture, incl1.1ding piers, pilings, seawalls, slips, drydocks, and cranes. Most of the 
Central \Vat:crfront area was built well before the introduction of municipal zoning rcgtllations in 1921, leading in part to the 
heterogeneous character of the area. Building types range from large multi-story brick, concrete, and steel-frame industrial buildings along 
the waterfront, to smaller pre-World Wm· IT brick and concrete light industrial structures along Illinois and Third Streets, to lighter 
corrugated steel and concrete warehouses south of'J\vcnt:y-Third Street. The residential C11clavc ofDogpatch is mostly characterized by 
frame single-f:unily ami multiple-family housing, most of which w;~s built betwel!n 1880 and 1920. 

I Mos<~S Corrctte Cetdml ITl'nh'ljirmr Cul/llml Ruo/1/Wf .ruru~y .fiiiiJ/1/tll)' ncpor/ a lid Dt'!fi Col/text Jta/ei/ICJ/1 (Snn J ."ran cisco: San l o'rancisco l'lannin~t 
Department, 2001), 15. 
'Ibid., 16. 
3 lbicl. 
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DESCRIPTION BY BUILDING TYPE AND AREA 

This section provides information on the building types and fcatu res found within the Potrero Point: Historic District/Central 
\X!;Uerfront Area, and discusses each type wit·hin one of three sub-areas, where possible. The three sub-areas arc: Pier 70 Waterfront, 
Dogpatch, and the Third Street Industrial District. The Pier 70 Waterfront is currently being evaluated by the Port of San Francisco, 
as part of the planning work anticipated for this area. Dogpntch is a locally-listed historic district. The Third Street T ndustrial Distt·ict 
is detailed as part of this district record. 

Industrial Buildings 
The earliest industrial buildings in the Central \'V'aterfront area were consn:uctt:d in the 1850s for powder magmr.ines, rope 
manufacturing and the early iron industry. Most of these buildings, few of which sutvivc, were constructed of brick. \'V'ood frame and 
wood--clad buildings were prevalent during this period, but over dmt: haw typically been refaced in corrugated steel siding or stucco. 
The following list discusses some of the most important concentrations of historic industrial buildings and structures in the Central 
Waterfront area. 

Pier 70 W'atel}irmt 
The waterfront was historically the most desirable location for heavy industry, particularly industries dependent on either deep water 
access for launching sbips or shipping. T n the Central Waterfront area, the waterfront area, a swath of land located between Illinois 
Street and the Bay, att-racted the largest and most well-financed industries, several of which still survive. Pier 70, a lnrge irregularly 
shaped tract of Gil, dry docks, wharvt~s and finger piers was historically the location of Pacific Rolling Mills, Risdon Locomotive & 

Iron \'\forks, Union Iron Works and Bethlehem Steel's San Francisco Yard. The site is occupied by largely vacant offices, machine 
shops, foundries, warehouses, dry docks, platforms, and ancillary buildings constructed in scvt:ral major campaigns, beginning in 1883 
and in subsequent periods including 1896-1900, 1912,1917, and 1937-45. There art: six t:xtant buildings and structures from the 
earliest Union Iron Works period (circa 1883-'1902). These include: Buildings 113, 114, and104; Pier 68, Slip #4, nne\ parts of the rail 
spur system. Additionally, later buildings incorporated parts of buildings from this period, including Buildings U8, 105, and possibly 
109. One building survives from the operations of Risdon Locomotive & Iron Works at Pier 70: Building 21 (1900). There art: four 
buildings and structures at· Pier 70 that were constructed between 1905 and 1915 fm Bethlehem Steel: Buildings 38, 102, 108, and 109. 
1\pproximately twenty-five buildings at: Pier 70 were constructed for the Bethlehem Stcd Company between 1937 and1945. 

Pier 70 is not a historic distt:ict, although it is informally treated as a potential National Register historic district by the City and County 
of San Francisco. Most of the historic buildings at Pier 70 have California Register Status Codes of '3D,' meaning that: they "appear 
eligible for the National Register as a contributor(s) to n National Register cligibk uistrict through sm-vt:y evaluation." Currently, the 
Port of San Francisco is compkting bisloric documentation of the Pier 70 site. 

Dol!pakb 
The most important industrial buildings in Dogpatch arc two larg~ timber-framed brick warehouses constructed after '1900 on land 
belonging to the Santa Fe Railroad. These include the San Francisco Building & ManuEtctming Building at 800-50 Tt:onessee (1900), 
and the Schilling Wine Warehouse at 900 Minnesota (1906). During the 1920s and ·t930s, industrial encroachment on Dogpatch 
increased and several additional industrial buildings were crectccl, including: 

904 Twenty-Second Street:, the concrdc George Scharetg & Sons dmyage warehome (1919), 
900 Tennessee Street, the steel-frame and corrugated metal-clad American Mcte.1· Company warehouse (1926), and 
970 Tennessee Street, the Streamline Modcrnc style Taylor Machine Shop (1935). 

Dogpat:ch is a local landmark district in San Francisco and as such most contributors have a status code of SD1, meaning that· they arc 

contributors to a local district. 

DPR 523L ( 1/95) *Required information 
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J\ long swath of land between Dogpatch and Pier 70 contnins 11 large number o[ manufacturing, repair, and processing plants 
constructed mostly during the first half of the twentieth century. Most of these industries did not require access to deep water but 
t·l1ey were dependent on freight-hauling service provided by Santa Fe Railroad trnins that ran along Illinois Srreet. Initially discussed in 
the 2001 Central Wntcrfront survey as a pcll'ential historic district comprised of"industrial-typc buildings," this districr is fully 
documented in this district record and is comprised of the following buildings: 

2121 Third Street, Seaside Oil Company Plant (1930), 
2203 Third Street, the 1\lberta Ca11dy Company nuilding (1919), 
2225 Third Street:, lvL Levin & Sons Warehouse (1924), 
2250 Third Street (1919), 
2255 Third Street, Jos. Levi11 & Sons Warehouse (1922), 
22H9 -IJS Third Street:, a mixed -usc commercial building and boarding house (1900), 
2290-98 Third Street, Anglo America Trust' Co. (1917), 
2301 Third Street, the American Cnn Company Building (191 'i-29), 
2350 Third Street, the C:astcllino Machine Shop (1927), 
2364 'T'hird Street, the Pelligrini Bros. Winery ('1939), 
2400 Third Street, the Goodyear Rubber Co. Building (1937), 
2440 Third Street, Bertsch Ivbchine Works (1937), 
2501 Third Street, tl1e American Can Extension Building (1955), and 
825 Tennessee St:rect, l3owic Switch Company Building (1926), 
728 Twentieth St·rcet·, Dr. firank M. Close Medical Center (1948), 
1300 Illinois Street, the Pacific Telephone & Telegraph Co. Building (1947). 

Most of these buildings have been assigned a st:1tus code of'5D2,' signifying their inclusion in a historic disr-rict eligible for local 
designation. For those propert:ies that were previously assigned a NRSC of "4," Page & Turnbull completed an updnte of the 
evaluation of all of these properties through DPR 523L forms. 

In addition to 1'11e aforementioned buildings, the Third Street Industrial District includes several properties just south of Pier 70 that 
once constituted PG & E's Potrero Station A and the remnants of the \'V'cstern Sugar Refinery. PC & E's property includes five 
historic buildings: Station J\, the Pump Station, the Gate l-Iouse (all 1901), the Meter J-Iousc (1914), nnd the Compressor House 
(1924). Most of these buildings are constructed of brick in the American Commercial style. The former Western Sugar Refincty plant 
sl'ands south of the PC & E property at the foot· of'J'wenty-Tbird Street:. The plant was originally constmcted in '!88'! by Claus 
Spreckels but only two warehomes remain from a later expansion of the plant that occurred between 1923 and 1929. The rest of the 
plant has been demolished. These pmperties have been previously evaluated by qualified archil'ectural historians. t\lthough the Meter 
House and Compressor House on PG & E. properly were both found eligible for listing in the Californin Register have status codes of 
"7 ," along with the rest of the faciliry. The Western Su~--,rar Refinery buildings were determined eligible for listi11g in l'he National 
Register. These buildings have" similar history and significance as the other properties found within the Third Street Industrial 
District and arc considered contributors to the sub-district. 

Min11e.rota a11d lllrlia!la Sttrel.r 
Several historic indus trill! and food processing buildings continue to stand in isolated pockets of the Cent-ral Waterfront area, and are 
located outside of the three sub-areas: Pier 70 Waterfront, Dogpat:ch, and Third Street Industrial District:. Constructed along Santa Fe 
spur lines along Indiana and parts of Minnesota Street, these buildings arc extremely varied in regard to construction materials and 
methods and industt'ics housed within them. Some of the more notable examples include: 

590 Iviinncsot:a Street, the California 13ag Company warehouse (ca. 1929), 
600 Minnesota Street, the Califomi:~ Canneries Company (ca. 1900), 
580 Indiana Street, the E.J. Bart:clls Co. Building ( 1946), and 
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1275 ]'v!innesota Street, the Crown Products Corp. Plant. 

Retail and Mixed-use Buildings 
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Restaurants, bars, groceries and Oi"her neighborhood services have operated within the CetHntl Waterfront since its earliest days, 
serving the working-class residents of the area. Many of these building types were constructed as two-or-three-story buildings with 
commercial uses on the ground floor and residences above. The existing retail and mixed-usc bttildings arc generally located along 
Third Street rtt the intersections of'l'went:ieth and Twenty-Second streets within tbc Dogpatch neighborhood. They are 
characteristically small-scale buildings constructed of wood, brick or concrete, and many have been altered over time. 

There arc seven mixed-usc residential and commercial buildings, mostly within the Dogpatch Historic District. l'vfost of these were 
built around 1900, and arc typically t:wo-or-thrce-st:ory structures located on corner lots. Examples of this type include 900-02 
Twenty-Second Street (built 1899), ltnd 700 Twenty-Second Strt~ct 0Juilt 1912). Others arc hu·ger reddenda! hotels or lodging houses 
with commercial space on the ground floor, including the Kentucky Hotel at 2500-03 Third Street (1902), and the March Hotel at 
726-32 Twenty-Second Street (1917). There are a handful of other residential hotels located along Thin] Street outside Dogpatch. 

Residential Buildings 
Omsidc of the Dogpatch neighborhood, tl1ere arc only seven residential buildings within the Centml Waterfront area. These wood­
frame houses were largely constructed as housing for workers employed at nearby factories. The majority of housing that continues to 
exist outside Dogpatch is typicnlly parr of mixed-usc structures (ground floor commercial with residential above), or dwellings that 
remain fn~m compact residential areas that have been htrgdy demolished. Notable examples of this type of l1ousing inclmle: 

2636-2638 Third Street, the oldest residential building outside ofDogpatch, but within the study area (circa 1875), 
670,,674 Tennessee Street, a two-stmy fmmc house tlutt appears heavily altered (circa 1884), 
2476-2478 Third Street:, another two-story frame building that appears heavily :tltercd (1900), and 
1270 Indi:l11a Strel.!t, a single-family dwelling that: is isolated within an industrial :r.onc in the southern part of the study area 

(1893). 

Dogpatch is the only significant: concentration of rcsidenrial structures in the Central Warerfront; of the 100 buildings built during the 
period of significance, 83 are wood-frame residential stwcturcs built before 1930. Of these, 32 arc single-family dwellings; 4'1 arc 
multi-family dwellings; eight arc commercial buildings with residential above; ancllwo arc residential hotels. i'vfulti-family dwellings 
were constructed in Dogpatch throughout most of tht~ period of significance, with the greatest number erected bctwl.!cn 1900 and 
1917. 920 .. 22 and 924-26 Minnesota, built: as a pair in 1900, as well as most buildings on the west side of l'vlinncsota Street between 
Twentietb and Twenty-Second Streets, or the north side ofTwenty-Sccoml Street between Minnesota and Tennessee Streets, arc 
home to many good examples of this type. The singlc-Eunily dwelling is the second-most common residential building type in 
Dogpatch, with thirty surviving within the district boundaries. Single-family dwellings were generally divided into two main 
subcategories: spec-built· workers' cottages that were rented to laborers, such as tbc "Pelton cottages" located at: 1002-1014 Tennessee 
(constructed 1890-91); or larger single-family dwellings built by more affluent skilled laborers, such as 700-02 :md 704 Tennessee 
(constmctcd 1883 and 1891, respectively). Single-family dwellings wen; constructed throughout the period of significance, although 
relatively few were built after 1900. l'v!ost contributing buildings within Dogpatch have CHRSC of 'SD2,' thus designating t·hem as 
"Contributor to a distrkt that is eligible for local listing 01: designation." 
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Civic Buildings 
There arc four surviving public and civic buildings in Dogpatch: 

1060 Tennessee Street, the Irving M. Scott Schc)[)l (1895); 
2300 Third Street, the Potrero Police Station (J 912); 

2310 Third Strcel-, Potrero Emergency !Iospital (1915); and 

SFFD Engine House #16. 
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[R] Continuation D Update 

Typically more architecturally significant than residential or commercial bt1ildings, several of the civic buildings have higher status 
codes, inclmling the Irving l\1. Scott School, which has a status code of '1S,' meaning thnt i1 is an indiviuual properL-y listed in the 
National Register. In additjon, the Potrcm Police Station, Potrero Emergency Ilospital, and SFFD Engine House #16 all have 11 

stlttus code of 'SI\1,' meaning that it is a contributor to a locally designated district (Dogpatch) and arc individwtlly significant. 

Transportation-Related Resources 
The railroad tunnels under Iowa Street am\ many of the railroad tracks seen today in the Central Waterfront area were constmctcd in 

the first decade of the 20th centmy. Between 1904 and 1907, the Soul hem Pacific cut tLmncls for trains under !own Street to create 
the alignment for what became known as the "Bayshore Cut Off." The tracks laid through these tunnels continued south over a 

bridge at Islais Creek. Spurs to individual warehouses wct·c also built to allow rail cars to deliver goods from ships to warehouses. 

Buildings were often const-ructed around the locations of the rails and set hack 10 feel: to accommodate the width of a rail car. 

This network of tunnels and associated bridges over Twenty-Second and Twenty-Third streets were recognized by the San Francisco 
Phtnning· Department as a National Register-eligible district and as a result have a status code of '3D.' 

Landscape Features 
Irish II ill, historically a small residential enclave, was located between Illinois, i\hr)'land, Twentiel"h, and I [umboldt Streets. Over the 
past 100 years, the hill has been reduced in size to the extent that only a"'!'" shaped porlion remains. The remaining portion is loc;<ted 

within three areas: the unopened portion of Michigan Street, :tncl portions of Assessor's blocks 4111 and 4'120. lrish !I ill represents 
two major significant themes. First, it represents the extent to which industry has made the land in the sttldy :~rca conform to its needs 
through a system of gmding and filling of San Francisco Bay-primarily in the Pier 70 area. Gravel and wil taken from Irish Hill over 
I he years was also used as fill material for the reclamation of land from the Bay at Islais Creek Basin and .Mission Bay. Second, Irish 

Hill represents the last vestige of an entire residential neighborhood Irish Hill a historically working-class residential enclave of 

workers' housing demolished in various slagcs of shipyard expansion. 

Contributors to the Central Waterfront; Pier 70 Waterfront District 

The list of contributors to the Pier 70 Waterfront District will be further refined by documentation to be published by the Port of San 
Francisco. However, the 2001 Central Waterfront Cultural Resources SurVC)' provides an evaluation and examination of all Pier 70 

properties. 

Contributors to the Central Waterfront; Dogpatch Historic District 

The list of contributors to the Dogpatch Historic Districr is defined in Appendix L, .Article HJ, San Francisco Planning Code. 

Contributors to the Central Waterfront: Third Street Industrial District 

The following properties are contributors to the Third Street Industrial District: 

APN Address Resource N ame 

201h Strccl 20th and Illinois streets paving 
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3994 002 2085 3r<1 Street Gilmore Oil Co. Office l3lclg 

4045 002 2121 3«1 Street Seaside Oil Co. Plant 

4058 005 2289-2295 3"1 Street 

4058 009 2201-2203 3"1 Street i\ lbcrl a C:andy Company 

4058 010 2225 3•<1 Street M. Levin and Sons \Varehousc 

'1058 010 2255 3•d Street J os. Levin and Sons \Varehousc 

4059 001A-001B 815-825 Tennessee Street Bowie Switch Co. 

4059 008 2250 3"1 Street 

4059 009 2290-2298 Jrd Street Anglo California 'I'rust Co. 

APN (cont'd) Address (cont'd) Resource Name (cont'd) 

4059 011 724-728 20'" Street Dr. Frank M. Close Medical Clinic 

4108 003 23.~0 3<<1 Street 

4108 003 J 2440 3"1 Street Bertsch Machine Works 

4108 003R 2360-2364 3'" Street Pellegrini Bros. Winery 

4108 030 2400 3"1 Street Goodyear Rubber Co. 

4109 001 2301 Jrd Street American Can Co. BuHding 

417200S __________ ~2~5~3~0~3~"~1,~St~~e~.e~'t ____________ ~(~15~1~6~-~15~1~0~f~(~e=nt=~l~c-ky~S_t,._ec=t~) ______ __ 

4172 007 2542-2544 3:..."_1 :.:.St::;r:::~.;c::.:;'t ________ _c('-1 _:_52_2::._:_K~e-n_:_tu_c_k.:..y_S_tr_c_et.:..) __________ _ 

4173 001 2501 3'" Street American Can Co. Southern Ext. 

4175 006 1201 Illinois Street P<~&E, Station A Power Plant 

4175 006 1201 Illinois Street PG&E, Pump House, Station A 

4'175 006 1201 Illinois Street PG&E, ,\lctcr House, Station A 

4175 006 1201 Illinois Street PG&E, Compressor House, Station A 

4175 006 1201 Illinois Street· PG&E, Gate House, Station A 

4232 010 435 23•<1 Street \'\/estern Sugary Refincty \Varchouses 

4232 010 435 23'" Street Western Sugary Refincty W~rehouses 

4231 002 1300 Illinois Street 
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04. Boundary Description (continued) 

The eastern boundary--San Francisco Bay-would seem an obvious demarcation line. Historlcally speaking, however, the bay was not 
much of an impediment to eastward expansion, as streets were platted far out into the bay and filling operations added several acres of 
new indLlStrial sites in the area. Therefore, the eastern boundary extends out into the Bay in order to encompass all of the filled lands that 
encompass Piers 70 and 80. The sou them boundary-Islais Creek-marks what was once the center of a vast area of tidal marshes that 
was not filled until the 1920s, ending only with the construction of Pier BO in 1967. South of lslais Creek is the Bayview Hunters Point 
Dist.rict. 

Pior 70 IP(Itnjivflt 
Refer to 2001 Central Waterfront Cultural Resources Survey completed by San Francisco Planning Department for a description of 
the boundaries of Pier 70. 

Dogpaft'h Historic DiJ'Itit·t 
The boundaries of the Dogpatch Historic District are defined in Appendix L, Article 10, San Francisco Planning Code. 

Tbird S 11'1/et I11dllstrial Dt:rtrict 
The proposed Third Street Industrial District posited by this district record is a narrow linear district bounded by Eighteenth Street to the 
north (inclusive of the Carpenters' Union Hall at 2069 Third Street), Illinois Street to the east, Twenty-fourth Street to the south, Third 
Street to the we-~t, and those parcels that encompass PG&E Station A (APN 4175 006) and the remnants of the Westem Sugar Refinery 
(APN 42320010). The proposed district also includes seve11u properties on the west side of Third Street between Twentieth and 'Twenty­
Second streets and the contiguous block bounded by Nineteenth, Third, Twentieth, and Tennessee streets. 

The illustr'.lted map on the ne.xt page provides an accurate visual account of the boundaries of the Potrero Point Historic District and the 

three sub-areas. 
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Pier 70 is treated as a local landmark district and it hHs been determined eligible for listing in the National Register as a nationally 

significant historic district. 

Dogpalt'h 
The Dogpat:ch Historic District is already listed as a local landmark district. The boundaries of this district are listed in Appendlx L of 
Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

Third Street l!Jdtlstlial District 
The boundaries of the proposed Third Street Industrial Historic District encompass the highest concentration of significant light industrial 
and processing properties remaining in the Central Waterfront district, The linear character of the district boundaries is dictated by the 
separation of heavy maritime industrial uses along the watcrft•ottt from the residential enclave of Dogpatcl~. The intermediate zone 
between the two areas gradually developed with light industrial, repair, wareltousing and food processing businesses, as well as some 
wholesale businesses, such as oil distribution companies, thnt needed to have proximity to ra.illines along Third Street as well as a local 
labor force of blue collar workers. Historic;illy, the blocks between Third and Illinois have been occupied by manufacturing opemtions 

and warehOLlses, most notable of which is the vast American Can Company plant. 

The proposed Third Street Industrial Historic District links Pier 70 and Dogpatch and provides a sense of historical and geographical 
conllnuity between the two areas. Potentially, these three districts could be conceived as a single entity, San Francisco's only historic 
district that recognizes the remaining infrastructure of a mixed-usc industdal and residential community, once the most important 

industrial zone on the West Coast. 
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!vfany arc good examples of late-19th and early 20111-ccntury i\merican industrial design, justifYing the district's eligibility for listing in the 
California Ret,>ister under Criterion 3 (Design/Construction). 

Plllli'ACE 

The Centml \Vater front is presently the focus of millions of dollars of private and public investment. Increasing n::sidmLial development, 
in particular rhe arrival of dozens of newly constructed "live-work lofts" placed an increasing amount of pressure on the older residential 
ami indusiTial resources of the sll.H.ly area. In response to these development pressures, the S11n l.•'rancisco Planning Department surveyed 
the Central Waterfront at the same time that Page & Turnbull stuveyed the Dogpatch neighborhood. Both surveys were completed in 
2001 and both surveys were adopted by the San Francisco Landmarks Hoard and Planning Commission prior to being submitted to 
the Office of Historic Preservation (O.liP) and listed in the Historic Rcsoue<:.cs l nvcntoqr (l HU). '!'he Dogpatch Cultural Resources 
Survey resulted in the listing of the "Dogpatch Historic Districl:," a local historic district (See Appendix L, J\.rticlc 10, San Francisco 
Planning Code), which qualified it for listing in the Californi11 Register of Historic Resources. The San Francisco Planning Department 
provided funding to Kelley & VerPlanck Ilistoric Resource Consulting and Page & Turnbull, to complete an update of the 2001 
Centml Waterfront Survey through the completion of a DPR 523D (District Reconl) form and DPR 5231.. (Coni inuation/Update 
Sheets). 

In t·hc Central Waterfwnt Cultural Resources Survey, each property was assigned a National Register Status Code (NRSC) ranging 
from 1 tu 7. The Planning Department's 0JII!ml IJ:7aleljivlll Cllllum/I~eJ'OIIm.r Sill'/'()' Sitllllllti!Y l{cpod rmd Colltexl.l'lalel!lellt includes a 
~preadshect d1at lis ts each property nnd its status code. In Aut,>llSt 2003, t:ht: State adopted tbe new C;~lifomia Historic Resource Status 
Codes (CHRSC). The adoption of the C:HRSC resulted in t·he need to re-evaluate properties assigned an NRSC of 4, including many 
prope1·ties in the Centml Waterfront. 

The Central Waterfront also includes several properties that have been evaluated separately in environmental review documents 
initinted l>y other undertakings. These include five surviving historic structures at the PG & E Potrero Station at 1201 Illinois Street. 
Evaluat:t:d by historiHn Ward Hill for Dames & Moore in 1999, Mr. Hill found the historic l'vlcter House (1914) and the Compressor 
House (1924) eligible for list-ing in the C;~lifornia Register under Criterion 1 (events) based on their association with PG & E's gas 
manufacturing facility. The other three buildings, recorded by Mr. Hill on California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 
5231\. forms: the Gate .House (1901), Station A (1901 & 1930), and the Ptunp House (1930), were determined to be ineligible based on 
lack of integrity due to the demolition of a large portion of Station A in 1983. Other buildings in the Central Waterfront evaluated 
separately include two surviving buildings of the Western Sugnr Refinery facility at 435 'l'wenty~Third St·reet. The warehouses, built in 
1923 and 1929, were recorded by architectural histurian Michael Corbett' on DPR 523A and B forms in 2001. Mr. Corbett found the 
two warehouses to be eligible for listing in the National Regi~ter under Criterion i\. (events). 

The residential enclave of Dogpatch aside, the Central Waterfront area includes 114 indm;t:rial ami commercial buildings; ten retail, 
mixed-usc buildings; seven residential buildings; and eight stmctures nnd objects, which include rllilroad tracks, railwad tunnels, 
historic basalt paving, and cranes and other marine structmes. Dogpat·ch contains 122 parcels, of which 100 contrun buildings 
constructed during the period of significance. The period of significance selected for the Central Waterfront study area in 2001 was 
1854 to 1948, with the earlier date recognizing the earliest industrial development in the study area and t:he later date selected to mark 
the end of World \Var II and the immediate post war boom. 

This updated context statement and district record inclmics an updated period of significance spanning the years 1872 to 1958. The 
year 1872 indicates the date of constmction of the cat:liest known building or structure in the area (the Thompson House at 718 
Twenty-Second Street) and 1958 marks fifly years before the present year (2008), a standard l'hreshold used by the National Park 
Service in evaluating hi~toric propeltics. Furthermore, moving the period of significance forward to 1958 enwmpasses many of the 
postwar light industrial and food proc<:ssing buildings that were erected contemporaneously with the newly ftllcd tidal lands south of 
Twenty-Third Street. 
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HISTOUIC CONTEXT: PREHISTORIC ERA -1776 
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Prior to European contact, California was home to what author Malcolm Margolin has called "the densest Indian population 

anywhere north of fV1cxico."'1 It has been estimated that between 7,000 ~1nd 10,000 Native Americans inhabited the Hay Region. 'J'he 

Spanish called the indigenous inhabitants co.rleilo.r, or "coastal peoples." Today, the term Ohlone is pt·cfcrred by their dcsccnclents. The 
( )hlone who lived within what is now San Francisco sroke a dialect called Ramaytush, which was probably intelligible to other 

Ohlone bands living as far away as rhc Santa Clara Valley and the East Bay, ; 

The Ohlone were semi-nomadic people who inhabited small seasomtl villages ncar streams and tidal flats, where they had ready access 

to f1·esh water and food sources such as waterfowl, fish, and various kinds of shellfish. Hunting small terrestrial and marine mammals, 
and gathering seeds, nuts, roots, shoots and berries, were also important sources within the Ohlonc diet. One of the most important 

sources of nutrients, as suggested by the presence of grinding rocks and JJ/(11/0.r and 11/e/llfe.r ncar most Ohlone settlements, were acorns 

provided by Oak trees." 

The Ohlone had a rich material culture that made usc of both the materials >lt hand as well as goods traded with inland tribes. Tulcs 

harvested from coastal marshes were used to build houses and to make baskets. Balsa logs were utilized to make seafaring canoes used 

for trade, fishing and hunting. The Ohlonl! manipulated stone and hone fragments to make arrowheads, scrapers, knives, spears, 

hooks, sewing needles, anu other tools. Furs were used to create cold weather clothing and bedding. The Ohlone were particularly 

adept ar dccorat.ivc basketwork and making personal omamcnts, such as necklaces and earrings, from feathers, shells, bones and other 

materials. 7 

It is uncerl·ain when t:he first humans setl'ied in the San Francisco area. Colder and less hospitable than the Santa Clara Valley or the 

East. Bay, what is now San Francisco was pmbably settled at a later date than surrounding areas. 'l'he early history of Ohlonc is 
dil'licult to ascertain as many of their prehistoric sites have been built over or destroyed to make way for development. The earliest 

known occupation sites in San Francisco have been mclio·carbon dated to about 5,000 to 5,500 years ago, and prehistoric middens 

containing both burials and artifacts have been dated to 2,000 years ago. H 

According to severa l sources, the northern parl of the San Francisco Peninsula was located within theY clamu tribal territory of the 

Ohlonc. The closest permanent Ohlone village to the Central Waterfront was called Chtdc/J/fi, located on IV!ission Creek The group of 

people who lived at CIJII!Cblli would move seasonally to harvest shellfish at another villagt~ on San Francisco fhy called Sit/iniac, located 

along the tidal flats of what is now the Mission Bay area.'! 

HIS'i'OHIC CONTEXT: EUROPEAN SE'ITLEMENT AND THE Sl'ANlSH/MEXICAN PERIOD (1776-1846) 

The earliest recorded history of the Central \1(/atcrfront area dates from the late l!lth century in conjunction with the simultaneous 

establishment of Mis~ion San Fmncisco de i\s1s (Mission Dolores) and the Presidio de San Francisco in 1776. t\t that time, the natund 

landscape of the Central Waterfront was vastly different than it is roday. The majority of the area fmmed an irregular, broad, hilly 

pcninoula surrounded by Islais Creek inlet to the south, San l'mncisco Bay to the c~ist, and a broad expanse of tidal mud flats called 

J'vlission Bay to the north. A steep extension of Potrero Hill, called Potrero Point, exremled cast into San Francisco Bay, boasti11g 

elevations of as much as 150' above sea level. The geographic bounds afforded by the peninsula mnde the area a nall.1t11l grazing place for 
the lV!ission's caule herds, giving the :Lrea the name Potmv, or "pasture" in Spanish. 1\ftcr secularization of the missions in 1!l33, the 

Mexican government granted the Potrero Hill area to the sons of J'irancisco de J-Iaro, the first alcalde of San F mnc.:isco. Tl1c land became 

< Malcolm Margolin, Tbc Oblone if/'!)' (San t 'ran cisco: I lcytlay l~ooks, 1978), 1. 
>!\ lien (;, Pastrun, Ph .D. am! J .. Date Beevers, J'ivl!llllll(/ight.•· to Tl!1J'cball: An:boeological Hc.remrb D~.rig11 and :1/vallllml PlaN .for the Vai~IUia G~trdm.r Hope VI 
Prry'ccl (Oakland: Decem be•· 2002), 16. 
o Ibid .• 17. 
7 Ibid., '18. 
BNationnl Pari< Sc•·vicc, Sontlwnst 1\rchncological Center, "/\n Unvanishcd Story: 5,500 Years of I li s tory in the Vicinity oF Seventh & Mission Streets, 

San l'rancisco,'' Website: [lttp://www.cr~.Llil:;!cloijJrchis hr•u 
9 1\ llcn (;, l'astron, l'h.l ), and I,. Dale lkevers, Fm11 llllll!ighiJ' lo HaJ'cba/1.· Ant)(lcologimllk··el/l\b Dc.rig,11 and :l'i vai!JJC/11 Plrm.for tbe Valcmia G(/1'(/enJ' Hope VI 
Prqjfd (Oakland: unpublished report, ncccmbl:r 2002), 18. 
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p~rt of the vast Rancl10 Potrero de San I 1rancisco, and contimtcd in usc as gra:-:ing l~nd well int-o the American period. Ill 

HISTOJUC CONTEXT: EARLY AMEIUCAN PERJOD- FIRST INDUSTRIAL AND RESIDENTIAl. DEVELOPMENT, TRANSI'Oll'J'A'I'ION 

INl1RASTLUICfllllE, LAND DIVTSTON (1846-1886) 
The Central Waterfront area rem11ined largely undeveloped following the American acquisition of California in 1848. The tidal mud flats 
of Mission Bay physically isolated the area from the burgeoning mixed-use industrial and residentinl district of the South of Market Area. 
Similarly, the high stone rise of Potrero Point limited useable land in the area to pasturage and light agriculture. A brief episode in the city's 
early squatter wars occurred in the Central Waterfront area. In 1849,John Townsend and Cornelius de Boom attempted to establish a 
~quarters' settlement· on de .Haro's land at Potrero Point, but the effort soon disintegrated. 11 

GIIII/J01WierMr1111(/i1cllllil(g (1854-1 S81) 
The physical isolation of the Central Waterfront: was pivotal in the development of the ~u·ea as an early industrial center in San Francisco. 
1\ city ordinance in the early 1850s forbidding dangerous industries from operating ncar settled areas-combined with intensifying 
development in the South of Market dist:ricl·-led to the removal of certain industries from the existing city limits. The remote location 
and access to deep water anchmage at PotJ:cro Point attracted gunpowder manufactutcr, E.I. duPont de Nemours Company, to the 
Central Watcrfwnt in 1854. The E .I. du Pont de Nemours Company, one of the largest manufactmers of black powder in the United 
Simes, constructed the ftrsr powder magazine on the West Coast· on the south shore of Potrero Point, ncar what is now the corner of 
Mmyland and Humboldt streets (no longer extant). This facility ftrst appears on the 1857 Coast Survey and Geodetic Map. Gunpowder 
was in demand for usc in miLling and loc:tl street: gmding in San Francisco. By 1855, a second g1.mpowder manufact11rcr, the Hazard 
Powder Company, constructed a facility on Twenty-Third Street between Maryland and Louisiana streets (no longer extant). Both facilities 
built wharves for shipping and receiving along the shoreline. Gunpowder mamtfacturers rem1Lincd at: Potrero Point until 1881, when 
encroaching industrial and n:sidt:nlial development forced them to sell their plants to sugar baron, Claus Spreckels. The manufacturers 
subsequently moved to mml Contra Costa County. 

1\opri Mmll[{th'llllillt, (1857-1886) 
'l'he same need for large 1 rads of vacant land and access to deep-water 1111choragc brought maritime industries to Potrero Point. The San 
Francisco Cordage Manufactory; a pioneer rope-making facility, movcd to Potrero Point in 1857. Brothers Alfred and Hiram Tubbs 
constructed a 1,000 foot ropewalk extending inl"o the Bay from the present· day intersection of Iowa and Twenty-Second streets. The 
complex was comprised of a large brick st.ructurc and several sm~tller offtc.cs, warehouses and sheds. The company sold rope to ship 
riggers and mining companies throughout the western United States, Mexico, Peru, China and Japan. l.ater renamed'] 'ubhs Cordage 
Company, the business was one of the brgcst employers in the area during the 1870s. The 1886 Sanborn Map shows the facility as being 
comprised of sevemllarge brick buildings, including a building containing offices 1111d spinning jennies, several sheds, and a 1,500 foot 
rope walk which extended into San Francisco Bay on a plank pier. 

SbijJb11ildi11g (1862-lil72) 
Following the establishment of San Francisco Cordage Ivfanufactoty, the inclustrialbmtion of Potrero Point began to intensify. lloat and 
ship builders in search of deep-water access made the move from the older and more congested South of Market: district to Potrero Point. 
In 1862,John North, San Fmncisco's most prominent shipbuilder, relocated his shipyard from St·eambollt Point to a large site ncar the 
foot of Sierra Street (now Twenty-Second St·reet) on Potrero Point. Other shipbuilders sud1 as Hcmy Owens, William E. Collyer, and 
Patrick Tieman soon followed suit. 12 The c.onstntcdon of shipyards began to change the landscape of the area-an important theme in 
the physical evolution of the Central Waterfront. 'l'he l869 Coast Survey map shows ftve wharves and shipways along the ntgged 
coastline. The early shipyards iUustrated the potential of the district as a major ship building cenrer, ~ reali~ation not lost on the owners of 
Union Iwn Works and other major San Francisco manuf:tclurcrs. The ship}•ards also began to attract a significmlt rcsidcnthtllabor force 
to the area. According to tllC 1869 Coast Survey l'vfap, maLl)' of the earliesr residents lived either on the steep hillsides o[ Potrero Point 
Qater called Tt·ish Hill), or west of Kentucky Street in the flats presently known as Dogpatch. The oldest surviving dwelling in the Central 
Waterfront is a gable-roofed frame dwelling located at 718 Twenty-Second Street in Dogpatch. lluilt in 1872, the dwelling originally 

Ill "Cencsis of Our I Jill," Potmv Vic//! (September 197(,), I. 
l 1 I I ubert I I owe 1\am:roft, 1/hto!J' qfCalifrmuil, VoiJIIJJC 6 (San llrancisco: ;\.I .. llancroft amJ Co., 1888), 194. 
r2 Roger and Nancy Olmsted, San .Filmth'to 13t!)'J'Ide I-.1/.r!OJiml Cui/JII'(I/ Re.wHrcr Jturjy (S:rn limn cisco: 1982), I\! I. 
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housed a boat builder named William J. Thompson, who worked in the employ of Locke & Monrague. 

Lmg Blidge (1865-68) 
Continued industrial dcvdopmenl: in the Central Waterfront area depended on improved communicadon with downtown and the 
Northern \'V'aterfront. The creation of such infrastructure was inlargc part carrilxl oul by speculators anticipating t·hc completion of the 
t.mnscontineptal railroad in lB69. Flush with dividends from the Comstock Lode mines, speculators invested heavily in unimproved lands 
on Potrero Point. Before large-scale indust·rial devclopmcnt could occur, though, l'viission Bay- a large tidal fhtt scpamting Steamboat and 
Potrero Points---needed to be bridged. Tnveslors were eventually rounded up t·o finance what would be called Long Bridge. The first 
pilings were driven off St-eamboat Point in February 1865, and two years later the Potrero bridgehead was completed ncar Mariposa 
Strcct. 1:1 

K~!IIHck~· (l'birrlj Simi (1868-1893) 
13y 1868, the route established by Long ilridg<.: continued soulh limn Lhe brklgchcad Llu:ough a trench blasl'l;d out of serpentine rock. 
Originally called Kentucky Street (now Third Street), this was the first major vehicular route to traverse the Central Waterfront. It crossed 
Islals Creek and eventually terminated at the Bayview Dist1·ict, then !mown as South San Fmncisco. In this first major alteration of rhe 
topography ofPotrcm Hill, over 100,000 cubic yards of rock were removed and dumped in J\'Iission 13ay. 1'1 Within a few months of the 
opening of Long Bridge, horsl: car Unes operated by the Potrero & Bayview Railroad were taking chy-- t.ripp<.:rs out to the Bayview Race 
Tmck. 1' Land values rose accordingly. Originally, the cost of maintaining KcntlJcky Street was the responsibility of its private owners, but 
in 1893 the Board of Supctvisors ncccptcd Kentucky Street as a municipally-maintained street and paved it in basalt blocks. 11

' 

l1111d TmnsjimtHIIion (1869 -1 886) 
Perhaps no other district· in San P'mncisco has been physically transformed to such an extent as the Potn:ro District. Massive blasting and 
earthmoving projects undertaken by industrialists, railroads and street builders gradually removed the eastern arm of Potrero Hill, using 
the rubble to fill adjoining marsbhmds and "water lots." The latter were tracts of submerged "land" granted by the State of California to 
various industries. The filling of I\{ission Bay and the leveling of the eastern ann of Potrero Hill begnn as e;uly as the 1860s with the 
completion of Long Bridge and the ncquisition of the .Alvord Grant by Pacific Rolling Mills. The J1111 T'mmi.l'm E:w1111i11cr ran a feature 
story on Potrcm Point in Aug1.1st 1889, which described the tremendous physical changes that hHd occurred during the previous 

twenty ye;us: 

'fbm i.l' no jl0!1ion of .Sa11 Prand.rr:o JIJbm tbe ll'ork of 'tbe JIJigb(J• band~( Ill till' iJ shoJ1111 so plaiNly, perbaps, as i11 that diJ·tdd k11onl/l 
as the Potmv. Blse/llhc1v IJ)i/1Ji11/be a(y',r /Jo1111dmie,r MSI d!t~llges bat'a beeN biVII_g};/ abollt ... lvork wa.r .rllit'f!y tbat of daiJCiofJ/IIellt. R111 

bm it isfr/1' rliffim/1. './'l;e pio11em of pro,gms at /be Po/1~ro, btn'e bad.fl!'St ctt'llltiljy lo male !be very grrm11d upo11 111hich bti(Ja bem 
mJcted those va.l'l t!.l'labli.l'blllt'ill.i' thai bavc ,giPt!Nio tbe distrid it.l' 111111/C 111/(I.Jcllm aJ' /be vaiJ•fom//ost m1tar of lltechrmical iNdllsto• a11d 

Jllealth111VIIIIdllg CNietj!l'iseJ' llji0/1 /be Coa.l'l. 

1/YbcJf the l!lti.I'Ji1Jej(u'l01ies //OW J'lrmd solirlfy aloNg the lePcl shore, wbirb !Jiislle.J· ll'ilb it.r IV/11.1' q{ picn, 1111/J' om'l! but a cboire be/JJICC/1 

pmipito11.r hil/.ride.r, aloNg !Vbicb a gor1t t'OIIId m11rc(y 111t1ke bi.r IWfY• a/1(1 oo:;;y_(oul-.r111ellil(~ 1//ai'SIJe.r, a IIIC/'11 gla11ce tlf whid; wonld scciJI 
.r'!(jitic'-111 /o bmJC 11/lt'-!D' di.tt"OIII'tlgarllbc 1/IOJ't pn1gmsi1JC co//lbilltlfio/1 t?fC!Ic!I),'Y aNd Cttflilril. 

GrCtll.rlretcbc.r of cmw M!f}j· have di.rtrPJieaml. Vas/ ///17.f,l'f.f ~frrxk bm;e bi!C/1 b/IIJ·/ed (//lltl)'.fiV//1 lllt! bii!J-ide.r IINrllbroi/1//IIPOII tbc 
mrmhes. Tboii.I'C/1/rls tJNd tbo/IJ't/1/d.l· ,1'/lllk i11to II}(! rltptb.r aNd lc{l11o li'tlce, lml a lillie m//le at lm-tu•Jm1 tbe vast rlulllj!iNgjimcm· bad 
it.r ej}cd, all(/ /he solid em1b appcamlabovc tbe sll~filcc, The IIJOI!/1/(IiN bad peli.rbed! 'I/;a/ jloJiioll it 1/lt/,r 1/Ct'C.IJ'CI!)' lo lti!Jovc .10 that tbe 

I J I I ctu'y Lan glcy, 'n;e Pacifit: Coa.rl Hasinw Dimclol)' (San I ,·,·ancisw: 186 7), l ~. 
1•1 I lcnry Langley, 'J};c J>acifh- Coarl 13minm /)i/v,10~J' (Sun [l,·ancisco: 1 867), 15. 
I'> Mosc$ C:orrcltc CcNII'rll IF'alc!fiVNt Cillluml Resoun·es .l'm'V~)' .fi/JIJJJJII!)' Hep011 aHrl JJn!f! Cw!lc.YI Jta/eJIJe/11 (San I 'ran cisco: San 1'1mncisco Planning 

Department, 2001) , 18. 
Jc, Hoard of Supervisors of th e Ciry ami County of San I 'ran cisco, Tables showing sr:ttus of strcels in San l''rancisc.o (San l 1mndsco: The I rinton 

Printing Co., 1895). 
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lu1ilroads, in partimlar the mighty Southern Pacific, were the most powerful force in California politics during the 19th century. Through 
adept manipulation of the political process, t:he railroads successfull)' acyuired extensive tracts of land in the Central Waterfront area. 
Potrero Point remained an important base of opcratim1s for the Southern Pacific, and Inter the Western Pacific and Atchison Topeka & 
Santa Fe, well into the 20th century. ln1869, the Southern Pacific and then-rival, Westcm Pacific (not to be confused with the post-1903 
railroad with the snmc name), acquired most of Mission Bay from the St·ate of California. Both railroads made out quite well, each 
receiving 150 acn:s and extensive rights--of-way throughout the Central W;ttcrfront. 1" In the absence of a direct connection between San 
Francisco and t·bc Tntmcontinental Railroad raill1cad in Oakland, the Sout:hem Pacific (and eventually the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
and Wcslcm Pacific), cstablishcJ car ferry slips in the Centml Waterfront to allow westbound tT<tins 10 access San Francisco's main depot 
at Third and Townsend streets. 

IJm~' Iro11 [1/(/1/.rfry (1868-1886) 
In anticipation of the completion of Long Bridge, several early iron manufacturers began purchasing large tracts of bayside land on 
Potrero Point. The first was Padf1c Rolling i\{ills. Organil(ed on May 10, 1866 by industrialists William Alvord, john Bensley, and Darius 

0. M.ills, Pacific Rolling i\.1ills received from the State Legislature a grant of sub!nergcd land north of Potrero Point known as the Alvord 
Grant. Alvord the president of Pacific Rolling Mills, rhen purchased approximately lwenty :H:ccs of adjoining th-y land on Potrero Point 

and beglln building wharves and buildings at the fool orN~p:t Strecl (now 'I\v~micth S1rccr). 13)' Jul)• 1868, Pacific Rolling Mills was 
pmdncing roll ed steel, a first for the Wt~st Coast. 1? From 1868 ouward, Pacific Rolling i\lills tumcd oulapproximatcly 30,0()0 tons of iron 
and 10,000 tons of steel annually, most of which came from locally obtained scrap metal. The company abo manu facturcd items such as 

rails, locomotive parts, marine and engine forgings, bolts, nuts, railroad spikes, track nails, washers and coil chains. 2'1 In 1882, historian J. S. 
Hirtell described t:hc labor conditions for the largely Irish immigrant workforce, many of whom lived in the adjoining community of Irish 
Hill, as follows: 

Fm/JI 4-30 to 4,50 111011 rill! e111plq_wd ill the di(fim:111 sh1jis. '!'be mlr:s o(ll'r(ge.r mw 25 j;emlll b{gber th1111 !IJo .Easlem J'lr1teJ~ Collli!IOII 
/rJbonu:r 1rceivcjiv111 S1.7.5 to 82 per defy; pmlrllnr, ro/lm. (J/1(//he !IIi lillie// mv paid I!Y the loll, ami lltake about S4 a rkry; c111d tbos11 ill 
1.hatyje q/rt,~tll(g '!ftlle/1 mo•ive.S8 por day. 21 

E11r!Y Gas T.i,_J!,bt Co111)!a11ies (1872-1886) 
Early industries such as iron manuEtcturing and shipbuilding were soon joined by manufacturers and distributors of gas for both street 

lights and household lighting and cooking. The City Gas Company was the fin:t gas works to relocate to l'otn:ro Point. In 1872, the 
company began building a complex on four blocks of land fronting the bay hc1\Vcen H lUnboldt and Sierra (fwcnly-Second) streets. In 

"1873, Cily Gas Company merged with Metropolitan Gas Company and San r.-mncisw G11s Company to form the San Francisco Gas Light 
Company. The 1886-87 Sanborn tv!ap shows the company's facilities on Potrero Point as occupying a tract ofland bounded by Georgia 
Street to the west, Pacific Rolling Mills to the nonh, San Francisco Bay to the east, and Humboldt Street t:o the south. The facility included 

a large plank wharf and adjoining coal shed, a "reto rt house," a purifying house, scvcnll sheds and storage buildings, an office building and 

two massive gas tanks. 

CfT4/bmia S11gar Hcjillel)' (1881-1886) 
The pioneer sugar indmtry in Califomia owes a huge debt to German immigrant Claus Spreckels. He established his first rcfincly in the 
South of Market in 1863. In 1881, he purchased a f1ve-block site on the south shore of Potrero Point from gunpowder manufacturers and 
commenced construction of the Cali[orniR SugaJ: Refinery. The massive brick builclinw> which comprised the plant included a "melt/filter 

11 "The Potrero 01s It Is," Jan FmndHo Examiner (August 1 I, 1 889), p. "14. 
16 Stu01r1· Dnggclt, Cbaj>lm WI tbe IJi,-to~y l!ftbe Jol!tbem Pacijk (New York: '!'he Ronald Press Compnny, 1922), 99-100. 
19 _I.S. I Iittell, CiJIIIIIJen• Ill)(/ Jnrlu..-try ~(the Padjk Comt (San llrancisco: A.J,. Bancroft, 1882), 682. 
oo William lsNcl and Robert W. Cherny, .l'an Fnmduo: /865-1932 (l~crkclcy: University of California Press, 1986), 30. 
21 J.S. II irtcll, Commerce fll/(1 InriiiJ"I(Y rj"tbe l'aci.fic Com·f (S"11 I 1nutciscu: A.l .. llancmft, 1 882), 683. 
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house," a "wash house" nne! a "ch;1r house." i\11 were designed in 1881 by a New York architect named Hepworth.22 By 1884, these huge 

works were described as "the most complete concern of the kind in the world, and in size ranks w.itl1 the grcal refineries of Brooklyn, 

New York, and St. Louis."2·1 The l886 Sanborn Map shows the layout of the facility (110 longer extanl), including a ten-story brick filter 
bouse and refinery, machine shop/blacksmith's shop, a row of one-story frame shops along the weslcrn edge of the property, a two-stmy 
melting house and three massive timber-ti:nme warehouses-one of which sat alop n large wharf. 

U11io11 lm11 JV'od:s (1882-1886) 
From the cady-1880s onwnrd, Union Iron Works evolved into the most important industry on Potrero Point. According to census 
reconls, it was the bu·gcst employer in the area, employing anywhere between a quarter to half of Dogpatch's n.:sidcnts. Union Iron 
Works was fmmded in 18~9 by the brothers Petcr, James, and Michael Donahue. Although inil'ially little more than a blacksmith's 
shop, Union Iron Works was thl:! first iron wmks es1ablishcd on the West Coast. In 'JS(i2, the company became known as Donahue 
Iron & Brass Company. 1\ few years later, when II. J . Booth, Irving M. Scolt and George W. Prescott joined the firm, i t was renamed 
Union Iron \XIo rks. In 1865, the pioneer firm cstaiJiishell its position as the most important .iron-manufacturing firm in the \XIesl when 
it built the first locomotive on the West Coast for the San Francisco San Jose Railroad. Within the next decade, Union Iron Works 

manufactured 90 percent of the heavy machinery used by mining companies working the Comsl·ock J .ode. By 18(i5, Peter Donahue 
sold his interest in Union Iron Works, and for the next ten years the company was known as H . J. Booth & CoJI 
In the early lR80s, H. J. Booth & Co. was r.eorg:mized under the management of parlner Irving Murray Scott and renamed Prescott, 
Scott & Co-although it was popularly still known as Union Imn Works. One of Scott's first major accomplishments was to purchase 
thirty- two acres of land with deep-water frontage on the no rth side of Potrero Point, adjnccnl: to Pacific Rolling Mills. In l8R3, he 

oversaw the constn.Jclion of the new Union J ron Worb plant at Potrero Point. The total cost of the shipyard came to appmximatcly 

$2 million, an extremely large sum for I he day. The buildings, which were designed by a civil engineer named Dr. D. E. Melliss, 
included a boiler shop, a blacksmiths' shop, a riveting and erecting shop (Building 112, which is still extant), a machine shop (Building 
113, also still extant)., a 120-foot chimney, a brass-plHting shop, an iwn founclry nnd a pa11crn shop. The shipyard was connected to 
transportal ion lines via a Southern Pacific spur line. As the opera! ion grew, the physical site was expanded through fill operations that 

involved removing rock from Irish Hill am! dumping it in 1·he Bay. Shipways, cram:s, and long wharves were constmct.::d to handle 
ships of virr.u~lly any si:r.e. Gradually, Union Iron Works bought out: its nearby competitors at Potrero Point, including 1\tlas Iron 
\\(forks and Risd on Iron & Locomotive Works. 2' 

Ca/!fomia Bamd Cn11pm!J (1884-195 5) 
t\nolhcr carl)' industry at Potrero Point WHS the Califomia B~trrel Company. First t~stablished at Potrero Point in 1884 on Louisiana Street 
between Humboldt and Nevada (Twenty-Third) streets, the company was one of the oldest barrel manufacturers in San Francisco. Its 

original Central Waterfront local ion adjoined another .important maritime chandlery business: Tubbs Cordage Company. According to the 

1886 Sanborn maps, the facility consisted of four, large ~:,>able-roofed buildings, including a manufacturing building/machine shu[> and 
three large warehouses .2r. In 1900, California Barrel Company sold part its old facility to adjoining lnndowner., Cbus Spreckels, and 
consolidated its operations on a block bounded by Twenty-Second, Michigan, Humboldt, ancllllinois streets. Wilb the introduction of 
steel containers in the 1950s, the demand for barrels Cor shipping and storage declined. By 1955, the facility was torn down and replaced 

by the American Can Company ;\nnex. 

Othurlll/luslrie.r (1869-1886) 
Contrar)• to predictions, the completion of the Tmn:;contincntal Railroad in 1869 unleashed an economic downturn in San l'mncisco, as 
local industries suddenly found i1· difficult: to compete with the influx of inexpensive goods manufactured in Eastern states. J\s domestic 
industries collapsed, land values, which had been bid up by speculators over 1"!1e past decade, likewise declined. The development of 
Potrero Point and the Central \XIaterfront temporarily halted. Nonetheless, surviving induslries began to recover during I he early 1870s, 

22 Bancroft l,ibmry, University ofCalifornia - l~erkeley, Documents ami materials pc1·taining to the Westcm Sugar Refinery collected by Dan Gutlcben. 
2.l Michael Cm·bctt, Hiftodc /lnvitMm~ l<epmtjor4J52 Tbinl J'tml, Cify and Cou11t '![J(w FrtwciJ'co (San l 1.-anci,;co: unpubli,;hcd report by URS 
Corpomtion, 2001), S. 
2·1 Robert O'Brien, "Riptides: II rom Shoves to Ships," Jan Fmna:rro Chnmicle (October 21, 19•19). 
» "'l'hc New Union l ron Works and the t\rctic Oil Works," Jan Frandt,·o Momi11g Call (January 24, 188•1), 1. 
2C• Christopher Vcrl'lanck, Context.fta/c/1/eiii--Do!i)"'lcb Citltuml HetoJ/n:u .ftm'O' (San Francisco: 200 I), 7. 
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p~rtially a~ a result of an influx of cheap immigrant labor from eastern cities which helped the industries of Potrero Point be more 
competitive. In 1871, the State of Califomia auctioned off the remaining wate.r lots surrounding Potrero Point to various industries. 
Despite another slump 1l1at lasted from 1878 to 1884, the industries ofPot:rcro Point: continued to expand. The Coast Survey Map of 
1883, the first prep:ucd since 1869, show that the existing industries at Potrero Point had been joined by the Arctic Oil Works, the 
Southern Pad fie Cattle Yards, the Atlas Iron Works and the California Barrel Company. These businesses also appear on the 1886 
Sanborn lvfap, the earliest to provide detailed illustrations of development in tlw Central Waterfront. 

Aside from the indusrries discussed above and the residential enclaves of Irish Hill and Dutchman's Flat (now Dogpatch), rhcrc was litt'le 
other industry or development. ;'viost of the area remained either submerged beneath water or was too sleep to develop. The only other 
industries shown on rhe 1886 San hom Map not discussed above were located ncar the intersection of Sonoma (fwcnty-fourth) and 
Minnesota streets. Located on the edge of what was still labeled on the map as a "Tide water basin," was a pair of businesses more closely 
related to ne~u:by Butchertown: the Potrero Compressed Yeast and Vinegar Company and the Ohlandt & Co. Bone Charcoal \Vorks. In 
addition, rhe 1886 Sanborn Map depicted a pair of buildings (a car barn and hay barn) belonging to the Potrero & Bay View Railroad ncar 
the corner of Nevada (1\venty-Third) and Kentucky streets, as well as a small encampment of Chinese shrimp fishermen located on a 
block bounded by Nevada, Kentucky, Sonoma, and Minnesota siTeets. 

Rusirlr.11liai (Ifill Col!llllmia! Dewlopmmt (1867-/886) 
The aaival of several large industries in the Central Waterfront during the 1860s created a need for a local labor supply. In theory, the 
completion of Long Bridge in 1 H6 7 and the provision of tmnsit along Kentucky Street made the area accessible to the teeming South of 
Market and its large labor force. But despite improved access, Potrero Point was still difficult to access for those of moderate means. The 
Potrero & l3~y View Railroad charged hefty fares and Long Bridge was a tpll bridge, making the commute to Potrero Point too expensive 
for most labot·ers. In the absence of reliable public transit, most industrial workers in San francisco had to live within walking distance of 
their place of employment. ln order to accommodate workers, provisions were made by corporations to allow them to settle on less 
desirable tracts of land, particularly the steep hillsides behind Pacific Rolling Mills ami within a narrow band of land west of Kentucky 
Street (Dogpatch). The 1869 Coast Survey map shows only a few scattered dwellings near the bridgehead on Kentucky Street, and another 
cluster of cottages south of Pacific Rolling Mills on Irish !Iill.27 

Houses constmcted in the Central Waterfront were either built on speculation Ly landlords and rented out to workers, or built by the 
workers tbemselves-dther on privately held residential lots or on company-owned land. The proximity of many rt:sidences to industrial 
properties and railroad sidings often resulted in houses exposed to noise and smoke ancllmllt on irregularly··shaped parcels. Regardless of 
where they built, house builders faced significant chalknges; building sites often had to be terraced fwm steep, rocky hillsides or built up 
over marshy, low· lying gmund. An article in the August 11, 1889 edition of the Scm Fmncisro Exa111i11er described the conditions faced 
by house builders: 

/11/oll'it(g tbal tbttjctdonils wm built, tb~ mi/l.r 111td docks meted, wiiJIIIIIIIiMiioll witb tbe ci£y e.rktbli.rberl-tbh, ill itsel/a l-In'C//Iea/1 
lmk--lher,, still IV!!JIIimd !be j)lv/;/e/11 ofbou.rin,~ the J',IMI (//1/Jie.r qfn,orkllltlll, ll'itiJout who111 /be m/;eel.r and /be bailllllel:r r111rl the 
forgttS t1111.rt Joi~I'CI' mwin u.re/e.r.r and .rilml. All coulrl11ol cot!JejiVtll a di.rlam·,, and 011 tbo.rt' /;leak and rtiiiJost itlrlcce.rsible hills-ides 
/Jmv ..-mmd 110 11101~ cbanrejor hlfllltl/1 babit11tion.r tiJa/1 ujJOII /be /on'-D'lil"~' IVjJIII.rille aildlide-srvcpttllrmh. 

/lnd abo11/ the ce11ters qfilldu.rl!it.'S w!Jkh.flomi.rh, solo .rpea/..~. the ltji:b/ood of nJ/}(t/llils 110111 COliN to be the lligoro/IS)'OIIItg t'Otl/11/llllity, 
br1.r !JY!JI//1 11p the toll'!!. Mo;~ a11d 1110rc of the bi//sirle.r JIICIV lal'e/erl do11111; IIIOIV a11d tl/01~ of;/;,· /1/{mh 1)//illiif> i11to b{~b {/ltd solid 
/!,/V/11111. 

P,tthlll{()'.f, rtiiii)'S {/lldjillalfy bmad .rlred.r a11d (/Jie!IIIOS tvetv ,gmrlerl t!Nvll~h or lljl liN slop<.'J, c111d s11dJ of the bigger mdiuilie.r (Jit) as 
nmv a/lmllcd to lVIII aii! JJJare tem1ml r111d l,/'(/ded and 111ride the .riles of/1/tllllm'lc.rs t'OD' (si,) boJIIe.r, 
As !be i11dmtli"s of tbe plate grew am/the lletv.rsityjor more vllilditlj',,grolll!d, both for b11sille.r.r pmjJos-e.r mul boJIIe.r, incmmd, tbe 
.i'lreel.l' tVelv t<micd fm1/m; tho11giJ in IINII!J' iiiJ"IciiiCes at least, at (////lost inmdible toil a111l e,'\1mJ.re, and 1/Jolr.Jitvomb/e /om/ions JJ!r.IV 

27 Christopher Verl'lanci<, Co11/exi .flalmmri-DoJ'I>aid; Clllilllllf J(e,·oilms .l'IIJ1'£Y (San 11rancisco: 2001), 9-11 . 
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The demand for housing in the area remained acute throughout the histo1y of tl1c Central Waterfront, accounting for the oven1ll high 
residential Jensides. 29 Areas that were easiest to build on were developed fLrst. The 1886 Sanborn Map indicates that the earliest 
conccntn1tions of houses were located ncar the intersection of Tllinois and '1 'wcntiel'h streets; on Irish Hill; and along the intersections of 
Tennessee and T\ighteenth and Tennessee and Twenty-Second streets in Dogpatch. 111 The residential districts of the Cent'ral Waterfront 
comprised the only significant concentration of urbanization within the entire Potrero District during the 1870s and 1880s. The 1883 
Coast SULvey Map and the 1886 Sanborn Maps indicatt~ that most of"upper" Potrero Hill remained pastw:c, and consequently, when San 
Fmnciscans referred to the "Potrero" during this time, they generally rcfen:cd only to the urbanized portion along the Central 
WIater fron 1:. ~ I 

Irish Ilill, the older of the two residential ncighbo£hooc\s in the Central W11.terfron1·, was located in an area bounded by Illinois Street to 
the west, Napa (l'wentieth) Street to the north, J'vlaryland Srrcet to the cast and Humboldt Street to the south. Irregularly shaped, Irish Hill 
consisted of two separate areas: a district of approximately GO cottages huddled on a steep outcropping behind Union Iron Works, and a 
compact district of approximately 40 lodging houses ocn1pying all four blocks surrounding the intersection of Tllinois and Twcn1jeth 
sl-rcets. As suggested by its name, contemporary Census records from 1880 indicate that Irish Hill was a solidly working-class 
neighborhood inhabited largely by single Irish male laborers.:n 

"Dutchman's Flat," now known as Dogpatch, developed a few years later than Irish Hill and consisted of two sepamte clusters of flats 
and conages, saloons, shops and several churches. The 1886 Sanbom Mnp shows only the southernmost section of the neighborhood, in 
particular what is now the '1100 block of Tennessee Street south of Sierra (fwenticth) Street. This area consisted for the most part of rows 
of identical rwo .. srory frame flats clustered along Tennessee and Kentucky st.reetH; several tenements along Sierra Street; the original 
Potrero School; and several small cottages built on the irregularly shaped diagonal lots aligned with the Tubbs Cordnge ropewalk. Several 
rcrm1in standing today, including the Thompson Residence at 7181\venly-Second Street (1872), and several flats on t·hc llOO block of 
Tennessee. Although not shown on the map, there was another small cluster of houses centered around the intersection of Tennessee and 
Solano (Eighteenth) streets, including the Castner Residence at 707 Eighteenth Street (1876). According to the 1880 Census, most of the 
residents of Dogpalch/Dutchman's Flat were 1\merican-bom skilled craftsmen employed either in the boatyards or by Tubbs Cordage. 
Some were also skilled ironwOJ:kcrs employed at Pacific Holling Mills. t\side from these two clusters of development, Dogpatch remained 

largely undeveloped, domimtted by rock)' outcroppings and impnssiblc strcets. 3:1 

As a small, self-contained industrial/ residential neighborhood removed from the rest of the city, Dogpatch supported several small 
groceries, butcher shops and vegetable stands within the survey boundaries. The principal commercial districts included Sol8no 
(Eighteenth) Street between Iowa and Kentucky streets, and Sierra (1\venty-Secoml) Street between Minnesota and Kentucky streets. 
Prior to its demolition during the First World \V'ar, the intersection of Illinois and Twenty-Second Streets in Irish Hill was the most 
dynamic commercial area, accommodating saloons, groceries, cafes ancl other busincsscs. 3

'
1 

HISTORIC CONTEXl': BOOM TIMES IN THE CENTIIA L WATERFRONT (1886-1900) 

Industrial Development (1886-1900) 

U11in11 fn111 IP'od:.r, Pier 70 (1886-1900) 
Following the collapse of the Comstock Lode boom in 1878, San Francisco-and by extension the entire state of California-entered 
a recession that lasted through tlu~ mid -1880s. By 1886, the regional t~conomy had rc.covcred and the industries of the Ccnt.ral 

2R "The Potrero as lt ls," Jan Fm!ICLJ'CO Exam/nor (/\ugust 11, 1889), 14. 
2'! Christbpbcr VerPlanck, Con/<.>;'/ Jta/C!J/CIIt-Doipa!cl.t Citlt11ml Re,·omvc.l' J'mv~y (San l 'ran cisco: 2001), 9-11 . 
30 Jbiu. 
Jl Ibid. 
3'- !bid. 
33 Ibid . 
. II Ibid. 
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Waterfront· were again running full bore. Irving Scott's Union !ron Works led the way with an ambitious campaign to expand its 
maritime operations. Union Iron Wmks launched its first ship, the 800-ton collier AllQ(O, in Aprill885J; Soon after, the company 

submitted bids to build new warships for the U.S. Navy, putting it into direct competjtion with major East Coast shipyards. Union 

Iron \Vorks won two important commissions in 1888: the battle cn1isers UJS Charkrton and USS S1111 Fm11cisco. These were followed in 
1893 by the legendary cruiser fl.H O!J'mpia (Admiral Dewey's flagship during the siege of Manila in 1898), and the battleship [JJJ 
Ont~o/1. These two ships were especially crucial in solidifying Union Tron \XIorks' growing reputarion as one of t\mcric~'s most 
important shipyards."' 

Much to the chagrin of eastern shipyards, Sc:otr took advantage of a preferential bid-price formula designed by the federal government 
to encourage shipl.milding on the \'<lc~t Coast. As~ result, Union Iron \'<forks gained a h~.althy share of the contracts tlmt led to the 

creation of the Great White Fleet, the symbol of American Naval might. Thanks 1:0 the ongoing Navy contrnct:s, Union Iron Works 
expanded its labor force to around 1,500 workers by 1893. In '1896, Irving Scott retained the firm of Percy & Ilamilton to design a 
new headquarters/drafting house for the ~hipyard (Building 104- still extant). ln rhe decades that followed, Union lron Works 

launched dozens of battleships, armored cmisers, submarines, destroyers and other craft:, making it the rival of major shipyards 
around the world. One of these ships was the USS Ohio, one of the biggest battleships (otherwise known as 'dreadnoughts'), of its era. 
Pcesident McKinley, Irving 'tvl. Scott's close friend, presided over the laying of the keel in 1899 after being escorted to the ceremony 

by :1 group of schoolchildren from Irving M. Scott School in Do1:,•patch.·'~ The 1899-1900 Sanborn maps show a vast'ly expanded 
shipyard comprised of the 1883 machine shop, forge/erecting shop and foundry, the 1896 headquarters, a boiler shop, flange shop, 
pattern shop, plate shop, clo%ens of other ancillary shops, as well :lS six large slips and a dry dock Union Imn Works was located on 
the norlhern portion of what is now known as Pier 70, which is generally dcfined by City l3lock 4046. 

PaciJk Hollil(gMi/l.r/1\i.rdoll !1011 Jf701ks, Pi~r 70 (1898-1900) 
In 1898, Pacific Rolling Mills closed its doors on the SOllthcrn portion of what is now known as Pier 70 (generally defined by City Block 
4052), unable to withstand Easrcrn competition. Not long after it was acquired by Risdon Iron & Locomotive \Vorks, manufacturers of 
mining equipment, locomotives and dredges. Risdon, fm1ndcd in 1855 by blacksmiths John !Usdon and Lewis Coffey, originally focused 
on manufacturing boilers. In 1868, the company expanded its focus, enrering the maritime sector by making engines for ste:unships. 
During this time the company became known as Risdon Iron & Locomotive Works. The company's plant was located on a full block in 

the South of Market bounded by Folsom, Howard, Beale, and Main streets. In 1891, the company changed its name to RisJon Iron 
Works, and in '1899 it acquired the defunct Pacific Rolling Mills and relocated much of its manufacturing opt~rations to Pot.rero Point. It 
was there that the company branched out into shipbuilding.3H 

Wes/em .l;(grlr Rejillel)•, Pier 70 (1891-1.900) 
Claus Spreckels' California Sugar Refinery remained within the top five employers of residents in the Central W;~.terfront well into the 
19,(0s. Concerns over political instability in Ilawaii in the early 1890s caused Spreckels to diversify into sugar beet cultivation and rcfming 
throughout central California. The l'ol·rcro plant continued to play a major role as a refiner of imported Hawaiian sugar and was listed in 

city directories variously as rhe California, or increasingly, the Westem Sugar Refinery. The J 899··1900 Sanborn map labels the facility as 
the Western Sugar Refinery. i\lthough the plant was doubtlessly constantly being modernized, the footprint of the individual buildings did 

not change greatly between 1886 and 1900. Raw Hawaiian sugm was dcliven:d by ship to the massive east wharf and then moved into 
adjoining warehouses. The sugar would then be moved from the warehouses to the melt wash house, and from rhcre through the melt 

filter house where refining would take place. The refined sugar was then transported via conveyors to a large warehouse located south of 
Twenty-Third St.reet where it would be stored in bags prior to shipment via rail or ship.~'J 

35 c;corgc R. Adams, N(l/iol!a/l{r,gtJ'fcr ~(1-li.>'!mic Plt~ou I11vwtory -1'\lomination F01m: ·:r,w Fl'llndstYJ Yard"(Nashvillc, TN: unpublishctl nomination form 
prepared by the American Aswdation for Stare and Local History, 1978), 8· 3. 
36 Ibid., 8-4. 

' 7 Christopher V<:o·Pianck, Context Jtalm;cnt-Dosf,a!dJ Cidtumll~emmr,·t Smvv· (S:tn I •'ranciscn: 2001), 7-8. 
36 'l'l1e Bqy '!(.frw JlrmtciJw: 1'l1c 1Hctropolis q!'tbc Pac{lic Cot/J/ and ils J/1/JJirbtm Cities (San h:tndsn1: The l.cwis Publishing Co. , t 892), 309. ]van Peterson, 
Tbc Risdon Iron IVorks (San I •'ran cisco: unpublished manus<:ript at the Maritime Museum l.ibrary, 1948), 1 -6. 
·19 Michael C:OL·bctl, Hi.flotic An:bita'fmv RcjJol1 Jor.f 3 52 Tbinl Jtn'CI, Ci(y and Co1111t '!(Still Frrmdrcn (San l"lra11Cisco: llltpublislwd rep on by U RS 
Corporation, 2001), 7. 
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Srw Fm11a:rco Ga.r & Bled/it' Co, Pier 70. (1897-1905) 
In 1897, industrinlistJoseph Crockett's San Francisco Gas & Electric took over the San Francisco Gas Light Company plant at Potrero 
Point. ~ 0 In 1898, powerful sugar magnate Claus Spreckels complained 1'0 Joseph B. Crockett about smoke from Crockett's downtown gns 
light plant damagiog Spreckt:b' Market Street office building. When Crockett apparently brushed off Spreckels' complaints, the latter hired 
New York engineer, A.M. Hunt, to design a competing gas light plant to be erected ncxl to Speckles' Western Sugar Refinety on the 
former site of the California Barrel Company facility at Potrero Point. Completed in late 1901, Spreckels' Independent ElccLric Light & 
Power Company expanded the physical presence of the gas light generation industry at Potrero Point:. The facility, which co misted of a 
lltrge powerhouse (St·ation A), a machine shop, a meter house, and a puri~·ing house on Humboldt Street, was eventually sold to San 
Francisco Gas & Rlccrric Company in 1903 following the ouster of Crockett:ll 

Califomia Bam! Cotllj)(my (1886-1900) 
In 1900, California Barrel Company sold part its old facility to adjoining htndowncr, Claus Spreckels, >tnd consolidated its operations on a 
block bounded by 'I\vent:y-Second, Michigan, Humboldt, and Illinois streets. The 1899-1900 Sanborn map still shows the company as 
owning two parcels, with the main manufacturing works and offices located at the corner of Twenty-Second and Illinois streets. Storage 
was accommodated in several warehouses on a large tract located on Humboldt Street. According to the Sanborn map, both facilities had 
mil access provided by Southern Pacific spms. 

lvJi!marl.r (1886-1900) 
After tbc demise of the llrst Western Pad fie Hail road in the 1870s, the Southern Pacific enjoyed a monopoly in rhe Central Waterfront 
throughout the rest of the 19th cenll.ll)' · t\l though the state gave most of Mission Bay to the milwad in 1869 with the condition that it fill 
the mud flats, the J 899-1900 Sanborn map indicates most of the area remained unfilled. The Southern Pacific ran an cxtensiv~ network of 
spur tracks throughout the entire Central WHtcrti:ont area, using Tllinois Street as its pr:incipfll right of Wlty. Prior to the compledon of the 
Southern Pacific's 13ayshore Cut Off line in 1907, the track network in t·he Central Waterfront effectively operated as a cul-de-sac, 
transporting manufactured goods from the Central Waterfront to the main Southern Pacific Depol at Fourth and Townsend streets via 
tracks that ran along a mute following sections of Illinois, Seventeenth, Pennsylvania, and Seventh strt~cts. From there, trains would depart 
for the main railhead in Oakhtnd from a car ferry slip located at the foot of Kin!~ Street.·12 t\ccording to the 1899-1900 Sanborn map, 1he 
Southern Pacific also maint;t.ined a large nerwork of livestock corm Is on the west side of Illinois Street, between Twentieth 1111d Twenty ­

Second streets (now the local ion of the American Can Company). 

In search of a mo1·e direct and level route fmm San Jose to San Fmncisco, the Southern Pacific began building the so·-callec.J "l3ayshore 
Cut Off' in 1904. The Cut Off ran along the eastern shore of the San Fmncisco Peninsula from San Bruno to the San Francisco Depot. 
In effect, this project .relocated the main nonh-south trunk line through the western part of the Central \'Vatcl'front area. The route was 
partially trenched and tunneled through the eastern edge of Potrero Hill following the alignments of Pennsylvania and Iow;t streets. The 
project, which cost almost ten million dollars, restllted in the construcl·ion of two double-ITack tunnels through the Central Waterfront: 

one at the intersection of'l'wenly-Second and Iowa streets (funnel No. 1), and the other at Twenty-Third and Iowa (funnel No.2). 
Constructed of concrete with Romanesquc facades of brick and sandstone, these tunnels still exist, providing a unique gateway to 
downtown San Francisco. The network of two tunnels and lwo bridges at Twenty-Second and Twcnly-'l'hird streets were determined 
eligible for listing in the National Register in the Planning Department's Central Waterfront Survey of 2001. .n 

The i\tchlson, Topeka & Santa Fe (Santa Fe) Railroad entered the Bay i\rca following the completion of a competing railhead at 
Richmond in ·]900. The Santa Fe acquired several blocks ofland in the Central \'Vatcrfront, and established a network of tracks that ran 
north 11long Illinois SrTeel:, with 11 pHrnllcllinc running Hlong Iowa and Indiana streets. The company's real estate ann, the Santa Fe Land 

40 Ward II ill, fclislolic An-bilcdi!IV ll.epo11: JtalionA Potmv Power Plan/ ini!Je Ci!)' and Co101(}' qj"Ja11 Fm11ci.rco (San l'rancisco: Dames & iVIoore, 1999), 3-4. 

<I Ibid. 
·12 Sanborn flire Insurance Compan)', Janbom Maps.for Jr111 Pn11111:<co, Calijomia: Voi1111J8 5 (1899 -1900). 

u Moses Correttc, J/11/e o/Ca/(jomia Depm1mcn/ q/Parks r111d Hemal/Oil l'liiiJa!)' Rcorml: "iJ<!)'J'bolv ClitqO''liolllds No. 1 &· 2"(San Francisco: San Francisco 

Planning Deparhncnt, 200 l). 

DPR 523L (1/951 *Required information 

I 



State of California & The Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

CONTINUATION SHEET 

Primary# 

HRI # 

Trinomial 

P-38-004952 

4101-1125-9999 

Page 22 of 32 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Potrero Potnt Historic District 
* Recorded by: Kelley & VerPlanck and Page & Turnbull * Date March 2008 ffil Continuation 0 Update 

Improvement Company, acquired a substanli:tl portion of the ,·uggcd Potrero Point peninsula, inclmling much of the acreage that 

compris~~s the northern part of Dogpatch- including sections of Blocks 4043, 4060, 4061, 4106, :md 4107. The Santa Fe Land 

Improvement Company gmduaUy graded and developed its holdings in the area, including the construction of a row of cottages along the 
900 block of Minnesota Street, and the constmction of two large brick warehouses which still stand: the Schilling Wine Cellars warehouse 

at 900 Minnesota, and the Hulme & Hart· Wool Scourers plant at 800-50 Tennessee Street.H 

O!ber Iur/1/SIIit!J' (1886-1900) 
According to the 1899 .. 1900 Sanborn maps, the Central \Vater front area was still largely confined to Potrero Point, although grading 
operations had expanded development wcstw;Jrd toward Potrero Hill and filling operations had created new industrial sites along the 
margins of San Francisco and Mission hays. j\ handful of smaller industries were located on the periphery of the established industrial 
core of the Central \XIaterfront, including the Potrero Compressed Yeast and Vinegar Works at '1 \vt:nly-Third an,d Minnesota streets, and 

the Ohlandt & Co. Bone Black and Ferlili:>.cr Works located immediately sout:h at: Twenty- Fifth and Minnesota streets. Both of these 
businesses were on the 'l!l!l(> Sanborn map. The nearby Chinese shrimpers' village which appears on rhc 18!l6 Sanbom map had, hy the 
time of the 1899-1900 map, been partially taken over by a small poultry nmch. l'vfuch of the norrhem part of the Central Waterfront- the 

area bounded by Iowa, Sixteenth, and tv1ariposa streets and San Francisco Bay--was stillunfiUed marshland and tidal lagoon. The only 

significant industrial development in the area consisted of two oil companies. According to the 1899-1900 Sanborn map, Union Oil 
Company maintained a small oil distrihutjon facility on the northwest corner of i\fariposa and !Binois streets. The much larger Arctic Oil 

Works/Pacific Steam Whaling Company complex was located on n il1rge tmct of filled ground that extended into San fomncisco Bay 
betwe~.:n Sixteenth and Seventeenth streets. Formed in 1877 to hunt Arctic whales, the company established a rclinery to process lamp oil 
on the property. Administered by former California Governor, George C. Perkins, Arctjc Oil Works. became one of the largest whale oil 

producers in the world until the popularity of gas and clectticiry put it out of business in the early 20th ccntmy. 4' 

Residential and Commercial Development (1886-1900) 

Re.rir/f.ll/i(/1 DewlojJIJmtl (1886-1900) 
The expansion of Union Iron \'(lorks MIS the most sib•nificant factor behind the continued residential development in the Cemral 

Waterfront during the 1880s and l890s-and beyond. Inclccc\, for the next seventy years the forf:l.lnes of the neighborhood ebbed and 

flowed wil'l1 the l;ugcst shipyard on rhc West Coast. Observers of the "new Potrero" remarked on the steadily growing residential 
character of the nrea as ir was transformed from a quasi-rural district into a worlcin1,'111an's suburb inhabited largely by immigrant families 

employed in the industries of Potrero Point:. 

'I ~Je tr.ridvt~ce fJOitioll qf!hc Potrero JJ)(!)' be .raid to be diuided /ikt (/)u:iettl Ca11/, i11!o time pm1J, !he "old to11111" iJ thatjit:rt dil!ided, 
Jllclllio!lcd (IS mm111i11g the height.r abo11C the JJ)(Ifmidc fadorie.r, am/the pli11cipai111Ct/ll.i' q( gai11i11g m·,·cu to u•hit·IJ cll'e longflights q( 
strJi1:1'l Irish /-filii. Another .wdio11 is !hat 111hich has a!Jo fmn rifmrd /o as (ying to the SOII!IJII!csf ill the vr1/l~y 11cxt to tbc ormfagc 
.fadO!J' [Dogpatch]. 

T/;e dti)'S of the clilfdn,e/lm i.r jJt1s.ri11g. lvfrii!J' aii(/1/Jrii!Y ,raii'Q,r' of modest ho!IICJ' .rtill t1'0II'II the !J,,ighl.r IJ•hicbfirmltl above !he g1wtt 
JP(I/erside facto lies, rrnd to n;hicb the prindpallllectll.r of (/Ci'OJJ is .rtilllollgjligbt.r ~( 111oodcll slah:r, /mt it iJ' 11po11 !he ge11/ler (//ld 11101r 
p!ea.ri11g sites !ht'l! IVIJJ.r q( co/lage.r, ill later dt'!J'S ertlded, (1/'tl locrtMI, and for lo11g .rllfkhc.r of le1'e/ or sli,gbt(y ri.ril(~ streets, l10rdmd 1!)' 
bmtl(/, tn:c-,rbaderl sidenJ(I/ks lllt'lrk the 1/CII' Potmv ... ·16 

'I'he dl~nsity of residential development in Dogpatch remained sparse in comparison with Irish Hill until the early years of the 20th 
century. Reasons for the relatively uneven level of development include the fact that much of land was occupied by large rock 
outcroppings or owned hy the Atchison, 'J 'opeka & Santa Fe railroad. The 1899-1900 Sanbom map indicates that approximately half 
of the existing enclave ofDogpatch was occupied by clust·ers of single-family cottages and two or t:ht·ec-story flats. The central section 
of thc neighborhood, a roughly four-block area bounded by Eighteenth, Kentucky, Minnesota and Kentucky Place, remained 

H Christopher V crl'lanck, Col/text .ftarcmenf.·· -Dogpattb C.it!tuml Hmum.r J'mVfJ' (San I 1rancisco: 2001), 4-5. 
" I lub~"'t I lowe Bauuoft, HlJ'fO!J' qj'Ca/[fomia, Vol:11m 6 (San Jlmncisco: t\ .L. Bancroft and Co., 1888), '108-11. 
·If• Jr111 PrrmdJco f:!.xtJtllillcr (August 11, 1889). 
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undeveloped. Notes on the map indicate thnt the blocks were occupied by steep banks rising to 50 feel in elevation. 

Despite the obstacles, some of the Central Waterfront's most distinctive res idential development occurred between 1886 and "1900. 
One of the most significant developments was a cluster of identical Eastlake cottages erected on the north em end of a block bounded 

by Twentieth, Tennessee, Twenty-Second, and ·Minnesota streets. This clust·er of thirteen cxt;\11t (originally sixteen) identical Eastlake 
style workers' cottages stands ncar the ccmral pari of the area on Tennessee and J\finnesot·a streets, between Twentieth and Twenty­
Second streets. '! 'he so-called "Pdton cottages" were constmct:ccl between 1890 and 1891 by a local carpenter named Recs 0. Davis 

for speculators Jacob and John 0. Reis. The Reis brothers owned more land in Dogpatch than any other entity beside the Santa Fe 
].and Improvement Company, but instead of developing their lamls for industrial usc, the Reis' constructed small wood-frame 

collages which were rented to local workers. The cottages were based on architectw::li patterns drawn up hy San Francisco architect 

John Cotter Pelton, Jr. A progressive housing reformer and pmcricinr; architect, Pelton published plans of inexpensive, single-family 
cottages in the pages of the .l'a11 I'ir111ti.rco llu//di11 between 1880 ancl1883. The plans and spccificntions were geared toward working­

class S:m Franciscans intent on building their own housing, but who could not afford to hire an architect. Ironically, many speculators 
used the plans to build rental housing, such as the conages built by the Rcis brothers in Dob•patchY 
1\round "1890, the Santa Jle Land Improvement Company ulili;,cd John Cotter Pelton Jr.'s plans to build a row of seven identical 
double houses on the west side of Minnesota Street between Twentieth and 'l'wcnly-Scconcl streets. Between 1890 and 1900, the 
Sanra Fe Land Improvement Company rented these cottages t·o its railroad workers. In 1900, the company decided to redevelop the 
large lot with a brick warehouse (the Schilling Cellars Wine Warehouse) . But instead of tearing the cottages down, the Santa Fe sold 
the cottages to John 0. Reis, who moved them to a large parcel with frontage on both Tennessee 11nd Kentucky streets. Most of the 
relocated Kentucky Street cottages were demolished when Third Strecl was widened in the 1930s; however, one of the cottages 
survives at 997-99 Tennessee St-reet. IH 

Meanwhile, Irish IIill continued to grow with btrgc residential hotels going up along Tllinois, Michigan, and Humboldt st-reets. t\lthough 

there were still cotlltges and shacks perched on the hill above Union Iron \V'orks, the expansion of the plant before and during the 
Spanish-·American \Var resulted in the removal of some of the hilltop dwellings as the bank was cut away to build more warehouses and 
workshops. Ethnically, both Irish IIill and Dogpatch were predominantly Irish by 1900, although Dogpatch was more ethnically diverse, 
with German, Scandinavian, Japanese, and Italian residents. I~ 

Quit' DePeloj)!Jimt (1886-1900) 
norh Irish Hill and Dogpatch were served by the new Irving Scott School, btlilt in 1895 (extant). Ot·iginally founded in 1865 on the comer 
of Twentieth and Kentucky streets, the school was moved to it·s cmrcnt site in 1877. Swamped with the children of workers, the San 

Francisco School Department hired architect Thomas]. Welsh to design a ~22,834 addition facing Tennessee Street. This building, which 
still exists and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places, was renamed for hving Scott, tl1e superintendent of Union Iron Works. 
Scott, a benefactor of the school, contributed money and equipment and saw t:o it that the education program for boys centered on 

vocational training and trndes uscfi1l for employment at Union Iron Works. The Centml \V'atcrfront received its first fire station in the 
early 1880s when the San Fnmcisco Fire DcpmTment erected Station #16, an Easthlke-stylc, wood-frame firehouse at 1009 Tennessee 

Street (not extant). ;u The 1899-1900 Sanborn map also ~hows a small police station located at 609 'l'wenticth Street: (not extant). 

Hcligio11.r Im'lillllions (1886-1900) 
The religious and cultural life of Central Waterfront residents is reflected in the churches that began appearing in the area during the last 

quarter of the 19th centttr)'· The area acquired its first religious institution in 1869 when a congregation of seventeen Scottish 
ironworkers built a small Protestant chapel on Tennessee Street. The first regtllar Catholic services in the Central \V'atcrfwnt bcg~tn as 
early as the 1860s, when priesrs from St. Peter's began celebrating Mass in the dining room of the Breslin Hotel in Irish IIill. In 1880, 
Archbishop Patrick Rimdan established a new parish in area, calling it St. Teresa, after St. Teresa of 1\ vila. Father John Kenny was 
appointed the first pastor and a former warehouse was converted into a church. In 1892, Father Patrick O'Connell built a church for 

·17 Christopher Vcrl'lanck, Con/est Jtafcllleiii-Do!!IHJidJ Citltmd Huomre.r .fum~)' (San l•'rancisco: 2001), 14-15. 
•IK (biJ. 

<9 Christopher VerPlanck, Contest Jtalement-/)oJ!Prlt<"b Cllltnml I{uomt·c..- Jum~y (Snn 11rancisco: 2001), 12-13. 
51l Christopher V c•·l'Jnnck, Con rex/ Jtalc!l/eiii- Dw!Jxllcb Citltl/l;i/ Eesol/lt'eJ' Ji111'f)' (S'"' J•'rnncisco: 200 I), 13. 
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the parish on the nort·heast corner of Nineteenth and Tennessee streets. 51 Despite these developments, the Central \XIaterfront: never 
appears to have been a hotbed of religious acdvity. The 1899-1900 Sanborn map shows only two churches within the sutvey 
boundaries: St. Teresa's at GOO Nineteenth Street, and Potrero tvfcthoclist Episcopal Church at 714-16 Tennessee Street (still extant). 

Com111mial D•wlojmmtf (1886-1900) 
As a small, self-contained industrial/residential neighborhood removed from the rest of the city, the Central Waterfront supported 
several compact commercial districts containing small green grocers, butcher shops and saloons. The princip:~l commercial districts 
included Eighteenth Street between Iowa and Kentucky Streets, and Twenty--Second Street between Minnesota and Kentucky Streets . 
Prior to its demolition during the First World \XIar, the intersection of Illinois and Twenty-Second Streets in Irish Hill was the most· 
dynamic commercial area, accommodating saloons, groceries, cafes and othel' businesses. Most businesses were housed in the first 
floor of mixed-usc comrnen:ialhcsidential buildings, with many merchants living above their business. Census research indicates t·hat 
many neighborhood merchants worked in one of the local indust-ries before opening their own business. Green grocers and butchers 
were frequently run by German immigrants, and saloons and general merchandise stores by Irish immigrants .'2 

HISTORIC CONTEXT: DISASTER AND RECOVERY IN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT (1900-1929) 

1906 Earthquake 
The 1906 Earthquake was a major factor behind population gwwth in the Central Waterfront dufing the early 20th century. The 1906 
Earthquake and Fire left: approximately 250,000 San [lranciscans l10mclcss. Especially hard-hit was the working-class 
industrial/ rcsi(lcntial South of :Cvlarket district. After the disast·cr, many earthquake refu!l;ccs made their way to undestroyed parts of 
the i\•fission and Potrero districts where they squatted on parkland and empty lots. The Red Cross Relief Corporation established a 
large refugee camp on scvecal parcels of unimproved Santa Fe land bounded by Eighteenth, Kentucky, and Indiana streets and 
Kentucky Place. By autumn 1906, the Army tents that housed the refugees were replaced with more substantial two-and-three-room 
prefabricated wood dwellings euphemistically called "refugee cottages." During the reconstruction of San h :ancisco, many earthquake 
refugees decided to move to omlying pans of the city, including tl1e Central Waterfront. 53 

Industrial Development (1900-1929) 

U 11ion lm11 Wotk.r/ l3c!bleheiJI Steel (1900-1929) 
Between 1900 ancl1929, Union Iron Works (known after 1905 as Bct·hlehem Steel San Francisco Yard) absorbed :tn increasingly 
larger share of the Central \XIaterfmnt's employment· pool. By the conclusion of the Spanish-American War, the shipyard had become 
t·he single-largest employer in the neighborhood, employing approximately 25 percent of Dogpat:ch residents and an even higher 
proportion of Irish Hill residents. Other iron-working concerns, such as Risdon and J\tlas Iron Works, employed additional 
neighbm:hood residents until the companies were absorbed by Bethlehem Steel. The years leading up ro American participation in the 
First World War wi tnessed significant· growth at Bethlehem St·ecl's San Francisco Yard. Several million dollars were invested in 
moderni:.:ing and exp11nding the shipyard, including the addition of a state-of-the-art: powerhouse (Building 102--cxmnt) in 1912. 
With orders from the British and American Navy, t:he shipyard expanded south into what was Irish Hill. A new office building 
(Building 101----exwnt) was completed in 19'17 at the northeast corner of Twentieth and Illinois streets. Also in 1917, Bethlehem Steel 
added a concrete foumhy (Building 115-cxtant), an ordnance repair shop/warehouse (Building 116--extant), and various smaller 
machine shops, watch buildings, g11tehouses and washrooms. By 1920, Bethlehem Steel employed 'iO percent of the householders in 
the Central \XIaterfront. 5·1 

11r~.rtem S11gar ]{~jill(.!)' (I !J00-192.9) 
Western Sugar Rdinc1y remained one of the top five employers in Dogpatch until the early 1950s, employing 1,000 men 11nd between 10 
percent and 15 percent: of local residents. Throughout this period, Claus Spreckels' sons, J. D. and A. B. Spreckels, ran the company. In 

>1 Margarl!t [ [cnry, " Potrero llill I listory," prcpa•·cd for Potrero Neighborhood lliccntcuninl 11cstival, 1976. 

;2 Cluistophcr Verl'lancl<, Coutcxt St(lfC/IIel/f.--Dozpalc'b C111111ml Hc.romreJ Jmv~y (Snn l'mncisco: 2001 ), 12. 
5.1 Interview with I •:Jward Cicerone, conduct(xl by Cheryl and Clarl< Taylor, (May 1964). 
5·1 United States Census Schedule~ (1920). 
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response to growing wmpctition from C & H SugM, they continually modernized the Potrero Plant, whkh remained the company\ 
primary refiner of t:aw Hawaiian su!f<lC on the mninland. In 1923 and 1929, respectively, the Spreckels brothers demolished several older 
wood-frame sugm warehouses and replaced them with modern concrete warchouses- -- lwo of which still survive at 435 Twenty-Third 
Street. t\ comparison of the 1900 and 1913 Sanborn maps illustrates the growth of the Wcstcm Suga.r Refinery, with several new 
warehouses located alongside the East \V'harf. 

Pad{k Ga.r i'l' E/ecllic Co. (1905-1.929) 
The merger of l:he California Gas & Electric Company with San Francisco Gas & Electric in 1905 created Pacific Gas & Electric (or 
PG&E), the largest private utility company on the West Coast. PG&E went on to run i1·s San Francisco Plant, known as Station A, for 
the next 70 years. The 1913-15 Sanborn map illusl ral·cs the PG&E plant·, which at this 1·ime wraps around Spreckels' Western Sugar 
Refinery on three sides . The st·cam plant: housed in lhe large brick building at the center of the property was the largest of its kind in 
the West until 1913. Operat·ing as a "pcakcr" plant, Stal'ion t\ was nonetheless capable of supplying electricity for the entire city. 
Station A was heavily remodeled and upgraded in 1929-30. 1\ large section of the original building still exists, as well as the hisl'oric 
office building and gatchouse. The San Francisco plant also contained remnant gas manufacturing facilities fwm the old Cit)' Gas 
Company. Housed in three buildings adjoining two hll:ge gas tanks at the western end of the property, t:he facility featured the 19H 
meter house (extant), the 1924 compressor house (extant), and the purifying bouse (demolished 1960). During the first decades of the 
20th century, PG&E employed a relatively small number of Centml Watt~ rfront residenl s. Not as labor-intensive as Bethlehem Steel 
or olber manufacturing operations, PC:J&J:.o: relied on a small, highly trained slaff.55 

Gilijomia Bam/ Colllptii!J (1900-19 29) 
The California Barrel Company continued to grow 1·hroughout the first quarter of the 20th century after consolicladng its operations at 
' l'wcnty-Second and Illinois streets in l 900. Darrcls remained in high demand throughout much of the period for use as wine caskets <~nd 
maritime shipping containers. The 1913-15 Sanborn map indicates that the Califomin B~ucl Company had expanded beyond its cmmpcd 
prop~.:rty to include the Conner site of the Pacific Refining and Roofing Company li1cili1y on Michigan StreetY• 

'J itbbs Conlrw Co111pm!Y (1900- f 929) 
In addition 10 the California B~.ll'rel Company, other maritime-related indu stries continued to thrive in the Cenlral \Vaterfrnnt­
notably the Tubbs Cordage Company, which was the oldest surviving industry in the area. Although its offices were located at 200 
Bush Street, Tubbs Cordage continued to operate its plant in the Central Waterfront. The 1913-15 Sanborn map indicates that the 
conflguration of the factory underwent relatively little change from 1900, although the 1,500 foot ropewalk had been rruncal·ed so that 
it terminated at Kentucky Street. According to Census records, the company continued to employ a fairly large number of local 
residents on the ropcwalk, and also as overseers and mechanicsY 

AJ!Jnicr/11 Ca11 Colllj>mo• (1900-1929) 
1\mcrican Can Company, the largest manufacturer of cans in the United Si;u·cs, was the last industrial company 1:0 construct a major 
facility in the Central \Xlaterfront:. By 1910, there were few suitable vaca111: parcels remaining in the area. Early in 191 S, American Can 
Company purchased a two-block tract of land bounded by Twentieth, Illinois, 'J'went)'-Sccond, and Kentucky streets. On the 1913-15 
Sanborn map, this tract appears mostly vacant and ungraded. The American Can Company began construction on the first section of 
its new facility in 1915. Designed by architect N.M. Loney, the $172,000 factory was completed in 1916. The facility was expanded in 
1923 and 1929, and eventually employed upwards of 1,200 workers, becoming one of the largesr employers of Ce11tral \Vater front: 
residents by 1930. The entire fom-huilding complex remains intact today. 5M 

Railrortr!J (1900-1929) 
l'rom 1900 onward, the Southern Pacific yielded most of rhc Ccntml \Va tcrfront' t:o its rival, the Santa Fe Hailroad. As a major 

ss Ward tlill, I-lir/Oii<"Anf.>i/act/11~ Haport: .ftatiou A Po/mr; Po>l'ar 1'111111 in/be Oiy a11d Co1111()' rlj'St/11 PramiJ'<V (S~n 11ranciHcn: DamcH & Momc, 1999), 3-4. 
so t913-15 Sanborn 11ire Insurance Map. 
57 t913-15 Snnbom t'irc tnHurancc Map. 
SB MoscH Cot rctlc, .ftafe ~l Cali(omia Depm1111r11/ ~(Park,- and RrmY>Iion l'lillla!)' Rcmrtl: ' .'/111/e>itWI Can _Co. 13uiltlil{~" (San I 1ranciHco: San 1'1mncisco Planning 

Department, 2001). 

DPR 523L ( 1 /95) *Required information 



State of California & The Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

CONTINUATION SHEET 

Primary# 

HRI # 

Trinomial 

Page 26 of 32 *Resource Name or# (Assigned by recorder) 

*Recorded by: Kelley & VerPlanck and Page & Turnbull *Date March 2008 

P-38-004952 

4101-1125-9999 

Potrero Point Historic District 

C8l Continuation 0 Update 

landowner in the area, the Santa Ft.: ust.:d its money and influence to construct miles of spur tracks to connect its properties with its 
main freight tracks on Illinois Street. The Santa Fe also had a secondary line that b.ranehed off of Illinois St.rect at Twenty-fifth Street 
before heading north along Iowa Street. From there it ran parallel to the Southern Pacific's Bayshore Cut Off to the new Southern 
Pacific Roundhouse at Mariposa and ~vfinnesota strcet·s. During this period, a third railroad company entered the market: the \'<!estern 
Pacific. Reusing the name of the its long-defunct namesake, the new Western Pacitlc reached t·he Central Waterfront via a car ferry 
slip located on landfill nt· the foot of Twenty-fifth Street. From there, the line ran west alongTwcnty-ftfth to lown Street where it 
passed beneath Potrero Hill through a tunnel and contjnucd on to the newly developed W<lrchousc district on the western edge of 
Mission Hay. After acqt1iring water lots on either side of its car ferry slip, the real estate ann of the Western Pacific-the Srandard 
Realty Development Company- began to fill in the bay south of Twenty-Third Strcei'.S9 Meanwhile, the 1913-15 Sanborn maps 
indicate thnt Mission Bay had been entirely filled by the Southern Pacific, which then built a large roundhouse on t·he site. 

Otber llldll.rtties (1900-19 29) 
By the end of the 1920s, the Cenrral Waterfront was increasingly dominated by a handful of major industries ns discussed above. Many of 
the smaller industries that appear on the 1899-1900 Sanborn maps or in city directories had either been absorbed by the larger companies 
or had gone out· of business. Arctic ( )il Works was replaced by Hooper Lumber Company at the fool of Mariposa and Seventeenth 
streets. Other lumber yards, displaced fmm rhe South of Market, relocated to the Central \'V'aterfmnt--most notably Christenson Lumber, 
located opposite Hooper Lumber Company at J'vfariposa and Illinois streets. A small area just south of the lumber yards along the Bay 
remained d1c province of small boat yards, including John Twigg & Sons and G.W. Kncass l.loat Building. Located opposite the shipways 
of the mighty Berhlehcm Steel shipyard, the smaller boat yards look advantage of the deep water of the Centn1l Basin. Between 1900 and 
1915, the Santa Fe Land Improvement Company leased much of its landholdin~ in the Ceni'ml \Vaterfront to various businesses, 
inducting construction supply, iron working. and alcohol makers and distributors. P.ady examples of industrial buildings crectcxl on Santa 
foe land include: the 1900 San Fmncisco Building & fvfanufacturing Company at 800 Tennessee Stt·eet (extant), and the 1906 Schilling 
Wine Cellars building at 900 Minnesota (extant). The 1913-15 Sanborn map also shows several large, wood-frame, steel-clad warehouses 
and manufacturing fllcilities, including C..J. Hillard C:o. ( )rnamenml Iron Work :1t 6.'i4 Minnt:sota Street (demolished), Ceorge Tay & Co. 
Plumber Supplies at 700 MinneHota (demolished), and Ralst·on Iron Works at 830 Indiana Street (extant). i\t the southern end of the study 
area, the Central Waterfront remained largely unfilled tidal flats, although the Wcstem Pacific h;Ld begun filling along Twenty-Fifth Street. 
In addition to some dilapidated houses, the only industry in the southern part of the study area was the Potrero Compressed Yeast and 
Vinq,rar Company at 1255 Indillna Street. 

Residential, Commercial, and Civic Development (1900-1929) 

l{c.ridmtial L),,veflijJJIHJII (1900-1929) 
Before the widespread ownership of automobilcH in the early 1920s, most workers employed by Bethlehem Steel's San Francisco Yard 
and other local industries sought housing within walking distance of their jobs. However, with most of Irish Hill gone and Dogpatch 
increasingly hemmed in by industry, many of the newcomers took up residence as boarders with local families or in the large 
residentinl hotels located along Kentucky and Twenty-Second streets. Between 1910-1920, residential construction declined in the 
Central Waterfront due to the lack of available land. Rocky outcroppings on residential blocks were expensive to grade and still 
blocked several streets in the area. 1n September 1910, the PoiTero Improvement Club demanded that the City remove a 30-foot-high 
mound of serpentine rock that blocked 1·he intersectjon of Tennessee and Twentieth strccts. 611 Later that yea1·, the Department of 
Public \Vorks dismuntled the hill and dumped the rocks in a large, four-block square lagoon, referred to locally as the "Red Sea."r" 
Nevertheless, with ownership of much of the northern part of the neighborhood controlled by the Santa Fe Land Improvement 
Company, residential development in tlw Central Waterfront had reached a standstill by the early 1920s. Workers with other options 
bcglln moving away to neighborhoods where better housing was available and industrial nuisances fewer/•2 As older Irish-American 
and German-American residents moved away from the Central Waterfront, they were replaced in large part by Italian and Latin-

.i, 1913- 15 Sanborn I lire Insurance Map. Moses Co!'l'cttc Cenlm/IVa!eifmnt C!ll/11ml Ruomrc.r J11rv~y .f!I!J/1!/rll)' Rep01t and Drqft Context .ftrJICIJ/Ciil (San 
11randsco: San I ''ran cisco Planning Departmcn t, 2001 ), 17. · 
60 "Potrc1'0 Dccnamls I cnprovcmcnts," .fa11 finwci.r.-o lJvwing Call (September~·, 191 0). 
"' "One Stone l'ilc Kills 'J'wo Biros," .fall FrundJ"m Mon1i11,~ Call (November 17, 191 0), p. 7. 
r.2 Christopher Vcrl'laiH:k, Co11text J'tafc!llilllf .. -- /Jogpflh'h C:lllf11ml ]{urllrm.r .1'111'119' (San l'rancisco: 200 1), 19. 
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Between 1900 and 1929, the City constructed several institulionnl buildings in the Ccmral \XIaterfront in an effort tu cope with the 
expanding popnlation. ln 1912, City Architect, John Reid Jr., designed rhe new PNrero Police Station which was built on Rlargc 
pa.rccl on the southwest corner of Kentucky and Twentieth streets (extant). Prior to being developed by l"hc Cit)•, this lot had featured 
an ungraded, 60-foot-high outcropping of serpentine. Three years later, John Reid Jr. designed a similarly detnilcd public hospit:tl for 
the southern portion of the same lot (extant). The Potrero Emergency Hospital was necessary to cope with injured shipyard workers, 
who typically had little recourse beyond the company dispensary. Wit-hin the next decade these two important public buildings were 
joined on the site by another John Reid .Jr. buildittg: San Francisco Fire Department's Sration 1116, located nt 909 Tennessee Street 
(extant). 

Collllmm(;/ Dmlop111c11t (1900-1929) 
Due to the proximity to the nearby residential development, the Central Watct'front continued to sec commercial development along 
established corridors, including the blocks on Eighteenth Street between Iowa and Kentucky Streets, and Twenty-Second Street 

between Minnesota and Kentucky Streets. Based upon the Sanborn !lire Insurance Maps, commercial developments that occurred in 
the neighborhood included small drug stores, restaurants Quncb counters), lattndrics, and a moving picture houses (1201 Kentllcky 
and 1338 Kentucky) . ln "1917, the first: bank, t\nglo California Trust Comrany, was constntcted in the neighborhood at 2290-2298 
Third Street. This bank was the only financial facility to serve the neighborhood during this time period. 

HISTORIC CONTEXT: DEPiillSSION AND SECOND WOttLO WAR IN THE CENTRAL WATEHFRONT (1930-1948) 

Industrial Development (1930-1962) 

Bethlehe111 Steel~r .fa11 Fm11cist'O Yaal (1930-1948) 
After World WarT, Bcrhlehem Steel's San Francisco Yard suffered through a post-war slump, but business recovered by the mid-·1 920s. 
By 193~, the shipyard had built 142 vessels, including submarines, oil tankers, freighters, ferries and othc.r passenger ships. Growing orders 
caused Berhlchem to modernize the plant between "1936 and 1938. The outbreak of war in Europe in 1939 led to more orders from the 

U.S. Navy. From 1939 to 1944, Bethlehem Stcclt:xpanclccl the shipyard to its greatest extent, employing 18,500 workers in round-the­
clock shifts. New cranes, shipways, and equipment were installed to bring the shipyard up to the most modern standards. During World 
War II, the shipyard built 52 warships and retrofiltcd another 2,500. r,3 Expansion of the ya.rd to the south rcstlltccl in the climinarion of 
the surviving residential structures on Irish [·fill. The concentrated area of residential hotds and businesses that stood on the block 

bounded by Twentieth, lVIichigan, Twenty-Second, and Tllinois streets was also cleared for a training school and offices. Most of the new 
lmildings were semi-permanent, stcd-fi1tmc, corrugated steel-clad warehouses and shops- many ofwhieh survive today, including Plate 
Shop No. 2 and Machine Shor No. 2. i\dditional slips were erected on the eastern part of the property, where Hisclon 1 ron Works once 
stood. Once the most impo.rtant privately owned shipyard in the Bay Area, Bethlehem Stt:el's San Francisco Yard was joined in the war 
effort by several other major shipyards, including 1vhrinship, the Kaiser yards in Richmond, and Bethlehem Steel's 1\lameda Yard. Plans of 

the San [<randsco Yard drawn up by Bethlehem Steel in 1944 illustrate a densely builr-out facility with nearly every square foot covered 

with buildings, slirs, stomge or parking. The only section of Irish Hill that was left was Hn 80-foot ledge on the alignment of "Michigan 

Strect.1"1 

IJYaslml S11,gar H~jille!J• (1930-1951) 
By the eve of\XIorld War fJ, the Spreckels family was facing increasing competition from C & II Sugar. 1 n Augt1st 194 R, the Spreckels 
brothers decided that sugar refining was no longer profitable ;mel dosed the Potrero Plant. In April 1949, C & H Sugar Refining 
Corporation bought t·hc refinery for $3,780,000. IIowever, the new owners-facing labor trouble in Hawaii--were overextended and 

r.1 Moses Corrctte Cclllmllf7ateifro111 Gil/m'(l/ Re,·otmw Jun'£1' S!lt/1111<1!)' Repo11 a111/ Draji Courexf Statcmcu/ (San [irancisco: San I 1mn~isco l'l:uming 
Dcpal'tnwnt, 200 I) , I 0. 
<•• 1948 -50 Sanborn l'irc Insurance Maps. "l'hms of San l'rancisco Yard, San l'rancisw, California: Beth it-hem Steel Company Shipbuilding Division, 
1944." 
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came to the conclusion that the Potrero Plant was too antiquated to be profitably modernized. In 1951, C & H demolished most of the 

buildings and sold the machinery for scrap/•·1 The 1948.50 Snnborn map shows the Western Sugm: Refinety much as it had appeared in 

1915, as demolition had not yet begun. Of those parts of the complex that were spared demolition in the l9:i0s, the ten-story refinery 
building smvived until the early 1990s, and two 1920s-era wf\rehouses continue to stand 10day, although they are threatened with 
demolition. 

Pctcljk Ga~ e_:.,. Elec!li<' (1930-1949) 
ln 1930, PC&E rebuilt Station i\ as a high pressure steam.clcctric planr. The work involved installing new machinery and rebuilding the 
south and west facades of the building in the Renaissance Revival style. i\ new addition was likewise constmctcd to house boiler 
equipment and new turbines, giving the plant its 130,000 kilowau capacity---the second largest generating capacity of any plant west of the 

Rockies. Following the dismantling of much of the Western Sugar Rclincry, PC&E purchased the land and expanded Station A onto the 
site with new "open-design" facilities. Station A continued in operat-ion llllt:il1983, when the boiler room was dcmolishecJ.!·C· According to 

the 1948-50 Sanborn map, the PC&E plant had not yet expanded into the adjoining Western Sugar Refinery ha:ilitics. Its gas plant was 

stjlJ in operation north of Station 1\, and several large gas tanks had been built. In addition, a new compressor building had been 

constructed west ofStal"ion 1\ in 1926 (extant). 

Grl[fomia BandG'o!JijJ(ilf)' (1930-1957) 
\Vitb the introduction of steel containers in the 1950s, the demand for barrels fot' shipping and storage began to decline. The 1948-50 
Sanborn map indicates that the plant was still in operation, but it had not been ~xpamkd or clearly modernized since 1915. Tl1c California 

Barrel Company remained in opcmtion until the early 1950s, when the plant was torn down and replaced by the American Can Company 
.:\nnex in 1955. 

T11bb.r Cordc(ge Co/!)jiiii!Y (1.930-1963) 
Tubbs Cordage Company continued to manufacture and supply rope at its San Francisco Plant t·hrough Wodd \V'ar II, and remained the 

largest rope manufactmcr in the western United States into the early 1950s. By 1963, though, the operations had outgrown the outmoded 

Central Waterfront facility. Seeking cheaper labor overseas, Tubbs Cordngc dosed the planr in 1962/'1 Over the next 15 years, the facilities 

were gradual!)' disimtntlcd or demolished and replaced with a MtJNI maintcnnncc yHd in I he 1970s.C·R 

AJIIcrical! Crm CoJJI/Jni!Y (1930-1955) 
Pollowing the Second World Wm·-- and the concurrent slump in shipbuilding~.American Can Company became the largest employer in 

the Central Waterfront area, employing over 1,200 workers in the manufacture of tin cans and canning fmit. Mnny of the employees were 
women, who were reputed l'o be better workers than men. T n '1955, rhe compm1y expanded its facilities south of'l'wcnt.y-Sccond Street, 
constmeting a hu:gc concrete annex on the block formerly occupied by the California Barrel Company. 

Cmlm/Wr~teifrollt's SI/Ja/1 Oil C'o!lljJrlllie.,· 
Within the survey boundaries of the Central \Vatcrfront:, the intersection of Third and Eighteenth streets represents a cluster of small 

oil compflnics built circa 1930. Union ( )il Company had maintained a small oil distribution business on the corner of Mariposa and 

Illinois streets since the early 1900s. This facility was eventually joined by scvtral other companies that sold fuel oil to shipping 
companies. Located on two blocks bounded by Mariposa, Illinois, Nineteenth and Third Streets, the companies included Norwalk Co. 
at 925 Mariposa; Crescent Pacific Oil Co. at 2065 Third Street; General Petroleum Company at 2085 Third Street; Seaside Oil 
Company at 2'121 Third Street; and Hancock Oil Company at 500 Nineteenth Street. While relatively small in scale, the businesses 

typically consisted of an office building, warehouse and freestanding tanks. Today, only Seaside Oil Company remains largely intact. 

Otber Industries 

r.s ivlichad Corbett, Tlistodo-An-hil~cflll~ llop01t .for ·I 352 ~i'llird Stm t, Ci'!y and Co11111 '![Sa11 FmntiM (San I 'ran cisco: unpnblishcd report h)' ( JRS 
Corporation, 2001), 7. 
<•6 Wuru HiH, Ilti'loiit'Ard;itlill/1'11 RcjJOI1: .l'irllioll / I Potmm Power Plant intbe Ofy and Com!{)' ofJrm Fnmd.<eo (San I 1rnncisco: Dnmes & Moore, 1999), S-6. 
<.7 Maria Colyaco, Cal;fonu'rt'J lvffiJ'Ier HojJetllakm (Manila: rYianila Cordage Company, 1977). 
'•A Natio11al HcgiJ/cr qf T !iJtmir Plam I11umlol.)'- Nomi11r11ioll .Fonn: '7/t/Jiu Cordr1gc Comf""!J' QOke Uttifrliitg. "(San I 'mncisco: National Park Service, 1978), 3. 
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From the 1920s through the 1950s, the residential enclave ofDogpatch increasingly succumbed to industrial redevelopment. In 

addition, the Santa Fe Land Improvement Company had leased or sold the rest: of its undeveloped holdings in the area for industrial 
uses. Both fact·ors led to the construction of dozet1s of one nnd two-story concrete (and in some cases, brick) industrial buildings 

housing a variety of business types. Much of this development occmrcd along Minnesota and Indiana streets between Mariposa and 
Twentieth streets, and on the newly filled Western Pacific lands south of'l'wenty-Third streets. Examples include the Bowie Switch 

Compan)' Building at" RlS-25 Tennessee Street, whirh was built in three phases from 1926 to 1942 (extant). 'l'hcy also include the 
American l'vlctcr Company built in 1929 at 900 Tennessee Street (extant), and a row of three identical concrete buildings conslnJctcd 
in 1956 at 760-90 Tennessee Street for Wesco l'vlanufaclming (extant). 

Much of Third Street had become indusrri~1lizcd as well, beginning with the cast side in the 1920s. Ht:re, sm<tll brick light industri;tl 
and warehouse buildings rcphtced residctll'ial and commercial uses on the edge of Irish Hill. Some of the best examples include the 
1919 Albert Candy Comp~my Building at 2201 -03 Third Strccl (extant), and the 1924 Max Levin & Co. Scrap Warehouse locat·ed at 
2225 Third Street (extant). A 20-foot widening of Third Street in 1937 (Kentucky Street was renamed Third Street around the same 
time), resulted in buildings along the west side of the street being moved back on their lots, demolished, or truncated. This period also 
saw many landowners replace existing residcnliltl buildings with light manufacturing, warehousing, or auto repair facilirics, further 

contributing to the expansion of industty westward into Dogpatch. Examples include the 1937 Goodj•car Rubber Co. building at 2400 
Third Street (extant), and the 1939 Pellegrini Brothers Winery at 2360-64 Third Street (extant). · 

TnlllsjJOI1alioll 11!/imtmclmll 
The rise of the trucking industry reduced the Central Waterfront's dependence on water tmnspmt and rail beginning in the late 1930s. 

'I'o accommodate the increase in vehicular traffic, Third Stt'CCI: was widened in 1937, and became a major thoroughfare from 
downtown to the southeastern section of the city.w As a restilt, trucking-oriented businesses began locating intbc Central Waterfront 
an:a, as did truck and atll:o repair facilities.70 This growth is evident in disn:ibu1·ion warehouses that have mils along one side and 
loading docks for trucks on the other. '!'he usc of standard containers for tmcks accelerated the downfall of rail service. 

La11rl '.llrmifom;atioll 
Islais Creek and its surrounding wetlands were viewed as a !Jarricr to the south em development· of San Francisco. Org~tnit:cd efforts 

for reclamation were unsuccessful until 1925, when the passage of State legislation enabled the creation of the I.slais Creek 
Reclamation District. The District subsequently filled the tjdelands and dredged lslais Creek, constructing a turning basin at its 
western end to allow room for ship maneuvering. The most recent filling of Islais Creek occurred during the constntclion of Pier 80, 
formerly the Army Slrcct Ship Terminal. Financed by It bond issue approved by California voters in 1958, the terminal went into 

operation in 1 967.'11 

Industrial development in the blocks immediately north of Islais Creek was dcla)'cd by usc of the land for temporar)' military housing 
during World War II. The housing was demolished after the war and the area w~1s developed as an industrial park with single-story 
concrete buildings. The development of southern portions of I he study area likewise occurred largely after World \V'ar II, and included 
food and oil processing plants constructed south of Army Street (now Cesar Chavc~ Street) . In 1948, Cargill Inc. constructed a plant 

and refinery for coconut oil, adding an administration building in 1956. The Grancx Corporation, a copm processing plant, erected 
the copra-loading crane in 1965. J\ report by the Copra Cmnc Labor J ,andmark Association states that the crane is significant as .it is 

purportedly the last piece of machinety on the port of San Francisco hand-operated by longshorcrnan working bulk cargo. The crane 
also represents the tics of San Francisco's economy with rhosc of the South Pacific Islands. A number of other cranes used in the 
outfitting of naval and merchant vessels arc also still extant, setving as visual icons of the Pier 70 arca. 72 

69 Moses Corretle CclttmllWatc((ivnl Cul/llllll futoun~,· Smvv• Jum!INI!J' Rcp011 r/1/d Drqfr Col/lex/ Statement (San 11rnndsco: San Frnncisco Planning 
Department, 200 I), 16. 
1u Ibid., 23. 
71 San 11mncisco Department nf City Planning, "Central Waterfront, t\n /\rca Plan of the Master l'h111 of the City and County of San l:'rancisco," 
(1990), p. I 1.8.5. 
72 Moses Corrcttc Ccntml lr-'"lcljivnl Cullum/ RuourrcJ J/1/V(J' JJ/IJ/111(/0' Rep011 ""d Dmfr Coutrxt StaltJI/cJ/1 (San Francisco: San l•'ntncisco Planning 
Department, 200 1), 23. 
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The buildings constructed for industrial and office uses during this time continued to be built of reinforced concrete m prefabricated 
steel. These buildings tended to be smaller and almost entirely devoid of ornamcntlll.ion. Butler Buildings-prefabricated steel 
buildings that could be ordered from catalogs-were also en~cted in great numbers in the area. 

Residential and Commercial Development (1930-1962) 
During the late 1930s, residential constmction had all but stopped in Dogpatch--thc last remaining residential enclave in the Central 
Waterfront. As discussed previously, greater mobility among workers meant that they could commute from other neighborhoods via 
automobile or public transit. 1\ I though the influx of war workers into the area during the late 1930s and cady 1940s increased the 
population, most took up residence in converted single-family housing or boarded. There was simply no room for new housing in the 
area, and indtistry was actively nibbling away at the edges of the residential enclave. Despite the influx uf industry, the existing 
commercial development in the area resisted and renewed as evidenced by the 1940 face--lift to the only bank in the Central 
Wat:ct:front neighborhood, the Anglo Califomia Trust: Company at 2290-98 Third Street. 

J7o1Jowing the end of World War II, the neighborhood began to decline as jobs at the shipyard dried up and other industries, such as 
the Westem Sugar Refinery and Tubbs Cordage Company, began dosing shop or moving overseas. Between 1965 and 1980, jobs in 
the Central Waterfront dropped from 16,304 to 11,004, with most of the losses occurl'ing in manufacturing and ship repalr. 73 By the 
late 196l)s, Dogpatch had deteriorated to the point where the San Francisco Planning Department considered demolishing it and 
rczotling it: for industrial uses. Arson and indmtrial encroachment also took their toll, reducing the residential core ofDot,•patch to 
what exists today. The 1980s witnessed a revival of the area, with an influx of artisans in search of inexpensive housing with character. 

n i;an Jlrandsco Depar tment of Cit)' Planning, "Cen tral Wa terfront, i\n Area l' lan of the Master P lan of the City and County of San 11rancisco," 
(1 990), p. 11.8.5 . 
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01. Historic Nam~: D2. Common Name: Central Waterfront 

•o3. Detailed Description (Discuss overall coherence of the district, Its setting, visual characteristics, and minor features. List all 
elements of district.): The boUitdarles of the Central Waterfront survey area/proposed district are 16"' Street to the north, 
Interstate 280 to the west, lsfals Creek to the south and San Francisco Bay to the east. The area consists of approximately 
500 acres, Is one and one-third miles long (north-south) and about two-thirds of a mile wide (east-west). It Is largely located In 
the eastern Potrero Hill neighborhood and encompasses just a few blocks of the Bayview and Hunters Point neighborhoods at 
Its southern end. The boundaries run along the city's eastern waterfront, midway between the head of Market Street and 
Hunters Point. 

Elements of the district Include Individually surveyed buildings In the Central Waterfront Survey, prepared by the San 
Francisco Planning Department1 as well as the Dogpatch Neighborhood Survey, prepared by Christopher VerPlanck, 
architectural historian. Two additional examinations of resources within the Central Waterfront area were conducted by Ward 
Hill, architectural historian, who completed DPR 523A forma and a DPR 5230 form on resources at the Station A, Potrero 
Power Plant. According to the reporl, Stallon A appears Ineligible for the California Register because of a loss of Integrity, but 
the site's Meter House and Compressor House appear Individually eligible for the California Ae.glster. Michael Corbett, 
architectural historian, completed OPR 523A and B forms on resources located at 435 23ocr Street- Western Sugar Rel!nerv 
Warehoyses -assigning a National Register Status Code of 3S to the warehouses. These additional studies have been 
Included as appendices to the Central Waterfront Cultural Resources Survey Summary Report and Draft Context Statement 
prepared by the San Fra~clsco Planning Department. They are approximated on the attached map as the "P G & E Area." 

*04. Boundary De1crlptlon (Describe Jlmlta of district and attach map showing boundary and district elements.): 
The topography Is flat and low, averaging between 10 feet to 20 feet above sea level. Industrial uses monopolize the length of 
the waterfront and begin to mix with retail, commercial and ofllce spaces further inland along 3"' Slreet. A modest residential 
neighborhood, commonly referred to as Dogpatch, Is tucked behind the 3"' Street corridor and is otherwise bordered by 
Industrial buildings. The overall boundaries of the Central Waterfront survey area along with the boundaries of the Dogpatch 
neighborhood are shown on the attached map. 

*06. Boundary Justification: The northern boltndary Is justified as It abuts the Mission Bay Redevelopment area, a large, 
vacant parcel of land currently being built upon. The eastern boundary Is San Francisco Bay, a natural boundary. The 
southern boundary Is justified as Isla Is Creek, which forms a distinct geographic form. Although the Industrial development on 
lslals Creek's southern lands shares some of the same hlslory, the building stock is not as coherent. The western boundary is 
Interstate 280, a large elevated freeway built over an older cut -· the Bayshore Cutoff ·- a physical divide between the lower 
Industrial lands and the upper residential building stock of Potrero Hill. To the northeast and southeast of the Central 
Waterfront, Jhdustrial lands and older building stock axial. While not surveyed, these resources may fit contextually with some 
of the existing Central Waterfront resources. 

•os. Significance: Theme: Industrial Development and Selllement Area: San ftanclsco's Central Waterfront 
Period of Significance: 1J354-1948 Applicable Criteria: None (Discuss district's Importance In terms 
of Its historical context as defined by theme, period of significance, and geographic scope. Also address the Integrity of the district as n 
whole.) 

The Central Waterfront area, which includes the Dogpatch neighborhood, Ia historically significant as a mixed-use Industrial 
and residential district; its period oi significance spans from 1854 to 1948. Historical research and survey data Indicates 
several distinct periods of history, which support various levels of integrity throughout the survey area. National Register 
Status Codes of 38 and 3D have bean primarily assigned to resources located In the Pier 70 area of the Central Waterfront, 
which Is Identified below. The remaining resources with Status Codes of "3" are Identified as well. 

Early Manufacturing and Industry, 1854-1900 

The earliest manufacturing businesses In the Central Waterfront included gunpowder and cordage production. In 1854, the 
E.J. due Pont de Nemours Company, one of the largest manufacturers of black gunpowder In the United States, constructed 
the first powder magazine on the south shore of Potrero Point. The earliest cordage Industry was the San Francisco Cordage 
Manufactory; a pioneer rope-making faotory established by brothers Alfred and Hiram Tubbs In 1857. The KneassfTwlgg Boat 
Works, assigned a Nallonal Register Status Code of 38, Is possibly the oldest commercial resource within the survey 
boundaries, constructed oa. 1878. The resource located at 2618·2520 Third Street was assigned a Status Code of 30 and 
represents a rare, surviving mixed-use structure from t.he Central Waterfront's early history. The resource located at 2636· 
2638 Third Street assigned a Statue Code of 3B represents one of the oldest residences In the Central Waterfront from this 
early period of development, constructed ca. 1875. 
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Throughout the course of its history, the dominant Industry in the Central Waterfront has historically b!3en Iron w~rks and the 
production of vessels at Pier 70 (discussed below). Other Industries have historically had a comparable presence in the 
Central Waterfront, if at a smaller scale. Beginning In the 1 080s wllh the construction of canneries, both fish and fruit, and 
production facilities for goods such as sugar, many of these Industries built larger buildings more In soale with the iron works 
manufacturers. One such resource Is the original portion of American Can Company located at 2301 Third Slreet, constructed 
In 1915, assigned a Status Code of 38. At one time the largest manufacturer of tin cans In the United States, the company 
manufactured tin cans and canned fruit. Another cannery complex, the California Canneries Company located at 600 
Minnesota Street, was constructed ca. 1900 and has been given a 3D Status Code. 

Pier 70-- Central Waterfront's Iron Works Industry, 1867- 1945 

Note: National Register Status Codas have bean assigned to the maJority of resources In the Pier 70 area of the Central 
Waterfront, which are Identified within the following periods. 

Paoll!o Rolling M!!ls/Risdon Iron Works/U.S. Steel: Atlas lronffhomeyoroft Bol!ermalsars: Union Iron Works: U,S. Shipbyildlng,; 
and Bethlehem Steel Com. There are no known surviving buildings, structures or objects from the U.S. Shipbuilding or Atlas 
lron/Thomeycron years of operation, although there may be archeological remains. Buildings conformed to the block pallern 
and were not built In the path of unopened streets. 

Union Iron Works Period, 1883 to 1902. From 1083 until the end of World War II, Union Iron Works remained the most 
Important Industry in the Central Waterfront area and the largest employer of local residents, employing anywhere between a 
quarter to half of local residents. 

First Bethlehem Steel Period. 1005-1940. The First Bethlehem Steel Period from 1905-1940 Is a continuation of the Union 
Iron Works period. After 1915, Bethlehem Steal doubled In size with the acquisition of Pacific Rolling Milts, Risdon Iron and 
U.S. Steel. · 

Bethlehem Stoe!/Wotld War II Period. 1940-194§. This period was one of cooperation between the federal government and 
Bethlehem Steel. The buildings were, In moat cases, designed, built and owned by the government on joint-Bethlehem Steel 
and government-owned land. In 1940, the City and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors vacated streets within 
Block 4052 with Resolution 111376, thereby allowing the construction of more buildings on vacant land for the Increased 
produollon of military vessels during World War II. or Pier 70's approximately 50 remaining historic resources, half date from 
the Bethlehem SteeVWWII period of slgnifloance, 1940·1945. 

TunnBis and Brldgas 

Tunnels and bridges resources within the Central Waterfront survey area the 22"' and 23"' street bridges and the Boyshore 
Cutoff Tunnels # 1 and ff2, all of which have been assigned National Register Status Codes of 3D. The Bayshore Cutoff was 
constructed from San Bruno to San Francisco on ten miles of lnflll from 19041hrough 1907 to divert the Increasingly longer 
trains from an original route over the San Bruno Mountains. Bayshore topography required the construction of live tunnels 
between Mariposa Street and the freight yards, which were built at Visitation Point. Four brick and concrete tunnels were 
constructed between 1904 and 1907, when the Southern Pacific rerouted Its coast division's Peninsula Railroad from the 
Ocean View tine -- to a cut-off along the eastern shore of San Francisco to Brisbane- where the line rejoined the railway. 
The Bayshore Cutoff tunnels and corresponding bridges represent Southern railroad's Influence on the development of San 
FrMclsco, the Central Waterfront and Mission Bay In particular. 

Irish Hill 

Irish Hill, historically a small residential enclave of eight blocks was located between Illinois, Maryland, 20'" and Humboldt 
Streets In the Central Waterfront. Over the past 100 years, the hill has bean reduced In size to the extent that only a ''T'' 
shaped portion rema.lns. Assigned a National Register Status Code of 30, Irish Hill represents two major significant themes. 
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First, It represents the extent to which Industry has made the land In the survey area conform to its needs through a system of 
qu_arrylng and filling In or the San Frahclsco Bay -- primarily at the Union Iron Works site located to the north. Second, Irish Hill 
represents the last testament of an entire residential neighborhood. Irish Hill was by all accounts a solid working-class district 
comprised mostly of single, Irish male Immigrants employed In the Central Waterfront. · 

Conclusion 

All of these .resources contribute to a potential National Register historic district as it relates to the development of the Central 
Waterfront as a mixed Industrial and residential district, 1854-1948. The distrlot Is significant at a local level under National 
Register Criterion A: Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of our history. The resources are also contributors to a locally designated historic district. 

*D7. References (Give full citations lnci~?lng the names and addresses of any Informants, where possible.): 

"D8. Evaluator: Tim Kelley, historian Date: July 20, 2001 
Affiliation and Address: Central Waterfront Survey Advisory Committee member, City and County of San Francisco 
Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 5"' floor, San Francisco, CA 94103-2414. 
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Letter from Port of San Francisco November 8, 2022
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Section 106 Area of Potential Effect
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Central Waterfront/Potrero Point Historic District Eligibility Assumption
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Noah M. Stewart, MCP
Branch Chief, Built Resources/Architectural History
Senior Environmental Planner
Office of Cultural Resource Studies
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Avenue, MS 8A
Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 286-5370
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SHPO Concurrence on Finding of Adverse Effect



 State of California • Natural Resources Agency Gavin Newsom, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100,  Sacramento,  CA  95816-7100 
Telephone:  (916) 445-7000             FAX:  (916) 445-7053 
calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov         www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 

Armando Quintero, Director 

 
November 7, 2024 
 
VIA EMAIL 
 In reply refer to: FHWA_2024_1018_001 
 
Mr. Jeff Carr, Acting Section 106 Coordinator 
Cultural Studies Office 
Division of Environmental Analysis 
PO Box 942873, MS-27 
Sacramento, CA 94273-0001  
 
Subject: Finding of Adverse Effect for the Proposed Islais Creek Bridge Replacement 
Project, City and County of San Francisco, California  
 
Dear Mr. Carr: 
 
Caltrans is initiating consultation regarding the above project in accordance with the 
2014 First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway 
Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the California Department of Transportation 
Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it 
Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (106 
PA). As part of your documentation, Caltrans submitted a Supplemental Historic 
Properties Survey Report, Supplemental Archaeological Survey Report, Finding of Effect 
Report for the above project. 
 
Caltrans proposes to replace the Islais Creek Bridge (34C0024) located on Third Street 
in San Francisco, a bridge previously determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). Ongoing inspections by San Francisco Public Works and 
Caltrans indicate that the existing bridge would require extensive structural, mechanical, 
and electrical repairs to bring it into compliance with current bridge standards and to 
allow it to continue as a main artery in San Francisco. 
 
As part of its identification efforts Caltrans identified the following three historic properties 
within the area of potential effect for the project: 
 
• Islais Creek Bridge (Bridge 34C0024) – Caltrans previously determined the Islais 

Creek Bridge (34C0024) eligible for listing in the NRHP through the Caltrans Historic 
Bridge Inventory update in December 2005. The project would demolish and replace 
the existing Islais Creek Bridge; therefore, Caltrans anticipates the Undertaking will 
adversely affect this historic property.  

http://www.ohp.parks.ca.gov/


Mr. Carr  FHWA_2024_0603_001 
October 17, 2024   
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
• San Francisco Fire Department Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) - In 2020, 

Caltrans determined the AWSS eligible for listing in the NRHP through Section 106 
compliance efforts for the Better Market Street Project (FHWA_2020_0312_001). The 
SHPO concurred with that determination of eligibility on April 23, 2020. No character-
defining features of this historic property are located within the APE of the current 
Undertaking, and Caltrans has concluded that the historic property would not be 
adversely affected.  

 
• Central Waterfront / Potrero Point Historic District – In accordance with Stipulation 

VIII.C.4 of the 106 PA, Caltrans is assuming the Central Waterfront / Potrero Point 
Historic District eligible for the NRHP for purposes of this Undertaking due to the 
large size of the resource. While partially located within the boundaries of the historic 
district, the Islais Creek Bridge is not a contributing resource to the historic district, 
and the project would not affect any contributing elements of the historic district. 
Moreover, because the majority of historic district contributors are not located in close 
proximity to the bridge, peripheral changes to the setting and viewshed would not 
adversely affect the historic district.  

 
Caltrans applied the criteria of adverse effect and found the project will have an adverse 
effect on the Islais Creek Bridge.  
 
Based on my review of the submitted documentation, I have no objections to Caltrans’ 
finding of adverse effect for this undertaking.  
 
If you have any questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist at 
natalie.lindquist@parks.ca.gov . 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Julianne Polanco 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

mailto:natalie.lindquist@parks.ca.gov
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Appendix B Title VI/Non-Discrimination Policy 
Statement 
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Appendix C Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Summary 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures 
AES-1: Construction Staging. All construction staging areas shall be sited and/or screened with 
temporary fencing in order to minimize public views to the maximum extent feasible. The fencing shall be 
comprised of opaque material to shield views from surrounding sensitive viewers. 

AQ-1: Control Measures for Construction Emissions of Fugitive Dust. Dust control measures would 
be implemented to minimize airborne dust and soil particles generated from graded areas. For disturbed 
soil areas, the use of an organic tackifier to control dust emissions would be included in the construction 
contract. Watering guidelines would be established by the contractor and approved by the Caltrans 
resident engineer. Any material stockpiles would be watered, sprayed with tackifier, or covered to 
minimize dust production and wind erosion. 

AQ-2: Air Pollution Control. Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 14-9.02, Air Pollution Control, 
requires contractors to follow all air pollution control rules, regulations, ordinances, and statutes. 

BIO-1: Permits. All relevant permits will be included in the construction bid package of the proposed 
project. 

BIO-2: Biological Monitor Approval. An approved biologist(s) will provide services for the project. If 
required by project permits, the names and qualifications of the biological monitor(s) will be submitted to 
the required agency approval prior to initiating construction activities for the proposed project. 

BIO-3: Preconstruction Surveys. Prior to project commencement, an approved biologist(s) will conduct 
preconstruction surveys in and adjacent to the project area. If listed species are identified, regulatory 
agencies will be notified. 

BIO-4: Biological Monitoring. If required by permits, an approved biologist(s) will be on-site during 
activities. The biologist(s) will keep copies of applicable permits in their possession when on-site. The 
approved biologist(s) will be given the authority to communicate either verbally or by telephone, email, or 
hard copy with all project personnel to ensure that permit requirements are fully implemented. The 
biologist(s) will have the authority to stop project activities to avoid take of listed species or if he/she 
determines that any permit requirements are not fully implemented. 

BIO-5: Worker Environmental Awareness Training. All construction personnel will attend a mandatory 
environmental education program delivered by an approved biologist prior to working on the project. At a 
minimum, the training will include a description of protected biological resources, including fish, marine 
mammals, bats, and migratory birds. The training will discuss the potential occurrence of these species in 
the project construction area; provide an explanation of the status of these species and their protection 
under the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and other laws; list the measures to be implemented 
to conserve listed species and their habitats as they relate to the work site; and describe the boundaries 
within which construction may occur. 

BIO-6: Pile-Driving Restrictions. All piles will be installed and removed using a crane-mounted vibratory 
driver, or by using CIDH methods. Vibratory pile driving is beneficial to use in the marine environment 
because the method is more efficient (reduces ground vibrations) than impact hammers into wet, 
particulate sediment; and because it creates a lower level of underwater noise (GDG 2014). If, during pile 
installation, an obstruction is encountered below the mudline, the pile will be vibrated out and placed in a 
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new location. If the pile cannot be relocated (especially during the replacement of the existing pile 
fenders), buried timber piles and other abandoned piles that may be encountered will be removed using a 
barge equipped with a crane-mounted vibratory hammer. This work may be supported by divers who 
would clear material at the bottom of the channel to the extent necessary to expose the top of abandoned 
or broken timber piles, allowing for their removal. 

BIO-7: Protection of Marine Mammals. SFPW will consult with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s (NOAA’s) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to determine the potential for 
project activities to impact marine mammals, including California sea lions, harbor seals, and harbor 
porpoise. Through the consultation process, AMMs specific to marine mammals will be identified. These 
may include measures such as limiting the number of piles installed or removed in a 24-hour period; and 
providing biological monitoring for marine mammals to enforce a marine mammal safety zone, where no 
pile driving can occur if a marine mammal is observed. 

BIO-8: Monitoring for Underwater Noise. Monitoring will be done during pile driving and extraction to 
ensure that underwater noise levels do not exceed predicted levels. 

BIO-9: Protection of Herring Spawn. SFPW will consult with the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) to determine the potential for project activities to impact Pacific herring. Through the 
consultation process, AMMs specific to Pacific herring will be identified. These may include measures 
such as providing biological monitoring to identify spawn events during the herring spawning season, 
from December 1 through February 28. If herring spawning is observed, in-water work will be suspended 
within 500 meters of spawning activity, and the work will not resume until spawning has ended and eggs 
have hatched (up to 21 days). 

BIO-10: Debris Containment. Debris containment systems will be implemented for work over water to 
prevent airborne or falling debris from entering the waters below. An encapsulation containment system 
will be used to contain debris for rust, lead paint, and asbestos. Additional containment systems will be 
constructed to hang off the deck for additional deck repair work and counterweight replacement. 

BIO-11: Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds and Roosting Bats. Preconstruction surveys for 
nesting birds and roosting bats will be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 72 hours prior to 
the start of construction for activities occurring during the breeding season (February 15 through 
August 31). 

BIO-12: Non-Disturbance Buffer for Nesting Birds and Roosting Bats. If work must occur within 
300 feet of active raptor nests or 50 feet of active passerine nests or roosting bats, a non-disturbance 
buffer will be established, with agency approval, at a distance sufficient to minimize disturbance based on 
the nest/roost location, topography, cover, the species’ sensitivity to disturbance, and the intensity/type of 
potential disturbance. 

BIO-13: Night Lighting. Artificial lighting of the proposed construction area during nighttime hours will be 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable. All lighting will be directed away from the marine 
environment and natural areas. 

BIO-14: Project Staging. Project vehicle, laydown, and equipment staging will be restricted to barges or 
the potential areas. Staging will not occur in vegetated areas. 

BIO-15: Trash Control. All food-related trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps will 
be disposed of in closed containers and removed at least once a day from the work area. 
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BIO-16: Firearms. No firearms will be allowed in the active construction area except for those carried by 
authorized security personnel, or local, state, or federal law enforcement officials. 

BIO-17: Pets. To prevent harassment, injury, or mortality of sensitive species, no pets of project 
personnel will be permitted on the project site. 

BIO-18: Caltrans Standard Best Management Practices (BMPs). The potential for adverse effects to 
water quality will be avoided by implementing the temporary and permanent BMPs outlined in 
Section 7-1.01G of the Caltrans Standard Specifications. The Caltrans Construction Site BMPs Manual 
includes many protective measures and guidance to prevent and minimize pollutant discharges, and can 
be found at the following website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/construc/stormwater/manuals.htm 

BIO-19: Concrete Waste and Stockpiles. All grindings and asphaltic-concrete waste will be stored in 
previously disturbed areas absent of habitat and at a minimum of 150 feet from any aquatic habitat, 
culvert, or drainage feature. 

BIO-20: Water Quality. Protection measures will be implemented to protect all waters of the U.S. The 
project has been designed to avoid increased turbidity by cutting existing fenders at the mudline. In-water 
work can be supported by divers to clear material at the bottom of the channel and gather abandoned or 
broken fender piles. Silt curtains and turbidity curtains may be used to minimize turbidity if necessary. 
Implementation of Caltrans standard BMPs (Measure #17) and proper storage of concrete waste and 
stockpiles (Measure #18) will further reduce impacts on water features. When piles or other debris from 
the existing fender system are removed from the channel, they will be promptly removed from the water 
and placed on a barge. The barge will be configured to contain all sediment that may be adhering so that 
it does not fall into the water. 

CULT-1: Stop Work Upon Discovery of Cultural Materials. If cultural materials are discovered during 
construction, all earth-moving activities within a sixty-foot radius would be halted until a Caltrans 
Professionally Qualified Staff (PQS) can assess the nature and significance of the find. An additional 
archaeological survey would be needed if the project limits are extended beyond the present survey 
limits. 

CULT-2: Additional Actions if Cultural Materials Contain Human Remains. If Caltrans PQS 
determines that cultural materials contain human remains, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
states that further disturbances and activities shall stop in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie 
remains. Caltrans’ OCRS would contact the San Francisco County Coroner. Pursuant to PRC 
Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought by the coroner to be Native American, the coroner would 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which would then notify the Most Likely Descendent. 
OCRS would work with the Most Likely Descendent on the respectful treatment and disposition of the 
remains. Further provisions of PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. 

CULT-3: Historic American Landscape Survey Documentation. Prior to the commencement of project 
construction, Public Works shall contact the regional Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) 
coordinator at the National Park Service (NPS) Interior Regions 8, 9, 10, and 12 Regional Office to 
request that NPS stipulate the level of and procedures for completing the documentation. Within 10 days 
of receiving the NPS stipulation letter, Public Works shall send a copy of the letter to the Project 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) Consulting Parties for their information. Public Works will ensure that all 
recordation and documentation activities are performed or directly supervised by architects, historians, 
photographers, and/or other professionals meeting the qualification standards in the Secretary of Interior's 
Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR 61, Appendix A). On receipt of the NPS written acceptance 
letter, Public Works will make archival, digital, and bound library-quality copies of the documentation and 
provide them to the History Room of the San Francisco Public Library, Northwest Information Center, 
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California Historical Society, Environmental Design Archives at the University of California, Berkeley, 
Architectural Archives at the University of Pennsylvania, and California State Library. 

The documentation will be completed prior to the expiration of the Project PA. Caltrans shall notify SHPO 
that the documentation is complete and all copies distributed as outlined in Stipulation II.C and include 
the completion of the documentation in the Project PA Annual Report. All field surveys shall be completed 
prior to the commencement of project construction. 

C-1: Public Outreach Campaign. The project team will conduct a robust public outreach campaign both 
prior to and during construction. Outreach should also include requests for the minority community to 
meaningfully provide input into project decisions such as recommendations for environmental mitigation, 
should they be required. 

HAZ-1: Soil Testing. Any soil designated for removal from the Project Site will be sampled and analyzed; 
and if the resulting lead concentrations exceed 320 mg/kg, and/or extractable lead is greater than 5 mg/L 
as determined by the CA-WET, then it is to be handled pursuant to the hazardous waste management 
standards of Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.5 (Section 25100, et. seq.), and regulations adopted 
thereunder. 

HAZ-2: Health and Safety Plan. All grading operations shall be conducted in accordance with applicable 
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA) requirements, including a project-
specific worker Health and Safety Plan developed using the following guidance to minimize worker 
exposure to VOC, semi-volatile organic compound, and lead-impacted air, dust, or soil: 

• Before the start of excavation activities, a "competent person" in accordance with 29 CFR 
Section 1926.650 (a person who has the knowledge and training to identify hazards and the 
authority to correct the hazards) will assess the toxicological (health) hazards associated with 
exposure to organic and inorganic chemicals and metals during the project. Chemicals that may 
be encountered are described in the sections above. 

• CCR, Title 8, Subchapter 7. General Industry Safety Orders, Group 16. Control of Hazardous 
Substances, Article 107. Dusts, Fumes, Mists, Vapors and Gases. 

• Cal-OSHA standards addressing this issue under General Industry (29 CFR 1910) (1910.1025 – 
Lead). 

• Caltrans requirements for a project-specific Lead Compliance Plan (CCR Title 8, Section 1532.1, 
the “Lead in Construction Standard”). 

NOI-1: Construction Equipment. Maintain construction equipment per manufacturers’ specifications and 
fitted with feasible noise suppression devices (e.g., mufflers, silencers, wraps). Shroud or shield all impact 
tools, and muffle or shield all intake and exhaust ports on power equipment. Use less-noisy equipment 
(e.g., replace gasoline- or diesel-powered equipment with electric-powered equipment or use newer or 
smaller equipment). Turn off construction equipment when not in use and do not idle for extended periods 
of time (more than 5 minutes) near noise-sensitive receptors. Use noise control blanket barriers to shield 
or surround the construction equipment. Locate fixed/stationary equipment (e.g., compressors, 
generators) as far as practicable from noise-sensitive receptors. 

NOI-2: Temporary Noise Barriers. Erect 12-foot-high (or as high as needed to block the equipment 
noise from direct line-of-sight to the sensitive receptor) plywood or similar material noise barrier with 
sound blankets or curtains between the construction area and the sensitive receptors. 
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NOI-3: Minimize Contruction-Generated Vibration.The lead agency and the general construction 
contractor would implement the following measures to reduce construction-generated vibration. 

• Place stationary construction equipment as far as possible from developed areas. 

• Use smaller construction equipment when practical, particularly smaller vibratory rollers that are as 
small as practicable, or have adjustable vibratory force features. 

• Locate loading areas, staging areas, vibration-generating equipment, etc., as far as feasible from 
sensitive receptors. 

• Prohibit the use of vibratory rollers close to structures, as practical. 

• If vibratory rollers are required to be used and need to be used within 110 feet of structures, the 
contractor must use a vibratory roller whose vibratory force can be turned down or turned off. 

• Prohibit using vibratory rollers during nighttime hours (7 p.m. to 7 a.m.) to avoid annoyance. 

• Designate a “noise disturbance coordinator” who will be responsible for responding to any local 
complaints about construction vibration. The disturbance coordinator will determine the cause of 
any vibration complaint (e.g., human annoyance and structural damage) and require that 
reasonable measures be implemented to correct the problem. Post the disturbance coordinator’s 
telephone number at the construction site. 

• Should the Partial Preservation Alternative be chosen, during final design further consideration and 
discussion will need to be held with SFPUC to determine the best way to conduct required 
foundation work for the control tower. This may also create additional water quality and biological 
impacts which may in turn need to be included in further consultation with National Marine Fisheries 
Service. 

TRANS-1: Construction Detours. During project contruction, detour routes and a temporary bus bridge 
will be put in place. SFPW will work with the SFMTA to provide a temporary bus bridge service in place of 
the existing T Third LRT line between Marin Street Station and Sunnydale Station during the project 
construction. The buses will run along Illinois Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue instead of Third Street, 
and passengers will transfer between the T Third rail vehicle and a bus near the 23rd Street station or 
Marin Street station. Full details of the temporary bus service, including the last light rail station, 
passenger pick-up/drop-off locations, bus frequency, and passenger transfer route, will be developed by 
SFPW and SFMTA as the project’s design progresses. 

SFPW will also work with SFMTA to develop a detailed detour plan for the 15 Bayview-Hunters Point 
Express and 91 Third Street/19th Avenue Owl bus routes to minimize transit delays during construction. It 
is anticipated that these routes will be rerouted along Cesar Chavez Street, Illinois Street, and Cargo 
Way. 

Pedestrians approaching from either side of the bridge will be directed to use the Illinois Street Bridge via 
continuous sidewalks along Cargo Way, Rosa Parks Plaza, and Illinois Street. Bicyclists will be directed 
to detour to the Illinois Street Bridge via Cargo Way (Class 2 bike facility) or Cesar Chavez Street (with a 
Class 3 bike facility). Detour routes will direct pedestrians and bicyclists to existing facilities with safety 
features. Moreover, the construction logistics will include advance warning signs, detour signs, and 
variable message signs along Third Street and other detour routes. 
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Appendix D List of Technical Studies 
The following studies and/or technical analyses have been prepared and are 
incorporated by reference into this Environmental Assessment and can be located at: 
the “NEPA Environmental Documents” section on the Public Works project website: 
https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge. 
Community Impact Assessment, AECOM, April 2024  
Construction Noise/Vibration Technical Memorandum, AECOM, March 2023  
Finding of Adverse Effect, AECOM, September 2024  
Location Hydraulic Study, AECOM, April 28, 2023  
Natural Environment Study, AECOM, August 2023  
Transportation Impact Study, CHS, April 2023  
Updated Phase I Initial Site Assessment, AECOM, April 13, 2023  
Visual Impact Assessment, AECOM, March 28, 2023  
Supplemental Historic Properties Survey Report, AECOM, September 2024  

https://sfpublicworks.org/Islais-Creek-Bridge
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Appendix E SHPO Concurrence Letter 
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Appendix F U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Marine Fisheries Service Species 
Lists  
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building

2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

Phone: (916) 414-6600 Fax: (916) 414-6713

In Reply Refer To: 
Project Code: 2025-0054791 
Project Name: Islais Creek Bridge Rehabilitation Project
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
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(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/endangered-species-consultation- 
handbook.pdf

Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to 
protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity, intentional or unintentional, 
resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more 
information regarding these Acts, see https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit/what- 
we-do.

The MBTA has no provision for allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally 
killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to 
comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and eagles within 
applicable NEPA documents (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan 
(when there is no federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid 
or minimize the production of project-related stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and 
their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian stressors and 
recommended conservation measures, see https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/threats-birds.

In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies 
to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities 
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encourage conservation measures 
that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the protection of both 
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of 
Executive Order 13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/partner/council-conservation- 
migratory-birds.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Code in the header of 
this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project that you submit 
to our office.
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Note: IPaC has provided all available attachments because this project is in multiple field office 
jurisdictions.

Attachment(s):

Official Species List
USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
Bald & Golden Eagles
Migratory Birds
Wetlands

OFFICIAL SPECIES LIST
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
(916) 414-6600

This project's location is within the jurisdiction of multiple offices. However, only one species 
list document will be provided for all offices. The species and critical habitats in this document 
reflect the aggregation of those that fall in each of the affiliated office's jurisdiction. Other offices 
affiliated with the project:

San Francisco Bay-Delta Fish And Wildlife
650 Capitol Mall
Suite 8-300
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 930-5603
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PROJECT SUMMARY
Project Code: 2025-0054791
Project Name: Islais Creek Bridge Rehabilitation Project
Project Type: Bridge - Replacement
Project Description: The Islais Creek Bridge is a Double Leaf Bascule (Fixed Trunnion) along 

Third Street in San Francisco, California, crossing over the Islais Creek 
Channel. The purpose of the proposed project is to maintain the integrity 
of the bridge superstructure by replacing the highly outdated and corroded 
bridge leaves; replacing the counterweight, drive brakes, and span locks; 
upgrading the control tower; repairing and replacing machinery systems; 
installing a new electric submarine cable; replacing the fender pile 
system; installing traffic control devices; and improving railings and 
sidewalks that will bring the bridge into compliance with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act. The bridge would also be repainted and recoated. 
The project site would be restored after construction finished. Activities 
include work on the bridge superstructure, above ground from sidewalk/ 
roadway level, and in-water work.

Project Location:
The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@37.74811837926775,-122.38486289978026,14z

Counties: San Francisco County, California

https://www.google.com/maps/@37.74811837926775,-122.38486289978026,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@37.74811837926775,-122.38486289978026,14z
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1.

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SPECIES
There is a total of 22 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
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MAMMALS
NAME STATUS

Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse Reithrodontomys raviventris
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/613

Endangered

BIRDS
NAME STATUS

California Least Tern Sternula antillarum browni
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8104

Endangered

California Ridgway''s Rail Rallus obsoletus obsoletus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4240

Endangered

Marbled Murrelet Brachyramphus marmoratus
Population: U.S.A. (CA, OR, WA)
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4467

Threatened

Western Snowy Plover Charadrius nivosus nivosus
Population: Pacific Coast population DPS-U.S.A. (CA, OR, WA), Mexico (within 50 miles of 
Pacific coast)
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8035

Threatened

REPTILES
NAME STATUS

Green Sea Turtle Chelonia mydas
Population: East Pacific DPS
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6199

Threatened

Northwestern Pond Turtle Actinemys marmorata
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1111

Proposed 
Threatened

San Francisco Garter Snake Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5956

Endangered

AMPHIBIANS
NAME STATUS

California Red-legged Frog Rana draytonii
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.

Threatened

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/613
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8104
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4240
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4467
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8035
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6199
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1111
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5956
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NAME STATUS

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891

FISHES
NAME STATUS

Longfin Smelt Spirinchus thaleichthys
Population: San Francisco Bay-Delta DPS
There is proposed critical habitat for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9011

Endangered

Tidewater Goby Eucyclogobius newberryi
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/57

Endangered

INSECTS
NAME STATUS

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical 
habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Proposed 
Threatened

FLOWERING PLANTS
NAME STATUS

California Seablite Suaeda californica
Population:
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6310

Endangered

Franciscan Manzanita Arctostaphylos franciscana
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5350

Endangered

Marin Dwarf-flax Hesperolinon congestum
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5363

Threatened

Presidio Clarkia Clarkia franciscana
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3890

Endangered

Presidio Manzanita Arctostaphylos hookeri var. ravenii
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7216

Endangered

Robust Spineflower Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9287

Endangered

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9011
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/57
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6310
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5350
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5363
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3890
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7216
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9287
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1.
2.
3.

NAME STATUS

San Francisco Lessingia Lessingia germanorum (=L.g. var. germanorum)
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8174

Endangered

Showy Indian Clover Trifolium amoenum
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6459

Endangered

Sonoma Sunshine Blennosperma bakeri
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1260

Endangered

White-rayed Pentachaeta Pentachaeta bellidiflora
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7782

Endangered

CRITICAL HABITATS
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

YOU ARE STILL REQUIRED TO DETERMINE IF YOUR PROJECT(S) MAY HAVE EFFECTS ON ALL 
ABOVE LISTED SPECIES.

USFWS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE LANDS 
AND FISH HATCHERIES
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.

BALD & GOLDEN EAGLES
Bald and Golden Eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act  and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) . Any person or organization who plans or conducts 
activities that may result in impacts to Bald or Golden Eagles, or their habitats, should follow 
appropriate regulations and consider implementing appropriate avoidance and minimization 
measures, as described in the various links on this page.

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

2
1

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8174
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6459
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1260
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7782
http://www.fws.gov/refuges/
https://www.fws.gov/law/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act
https://www.fws.gov/law/migratory-bird-treaty-act-1918
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1.
2.
3.

▪
▪

▪

THERE ARE NO BALD AND GOLDEN EAGLES WITHIN THE VICINITY OF YOUR PROJECT AREA.

MIGRATORY BIRDS
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)  prohibits the take (including killing, capturing, selling, 
trading, and transport) of protected migratory bird species without prior authorization by the 
Department of Interior U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). The incidental take of migratory 
birds is the injury or death of birds that results from, but is not the purpose, of an activity. The 
Service interprets the MBTA to prohibit incidental take.

The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

THERE ARE NO FWS MIGRATORY BIRDS OF CONCERN WITHIN THE VICINITY OF YOUR PROJECT 
AREA.

WETLANDS
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to 
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine 
the actual extent of wetlands on site.

ESTUARINE AND MARINE WETLAND
E2EM1N
E2USN

ESTUARINE AND MARINE DEEPWATER
E1UBL

1

https://www.fws.gov/law/migratory-bird-treaty-act-1918
https://www.fws.gov/law/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION
Agency: San Francisco city
Name: David Pecora
Address: 300 Lakeside Drive, Suite 400
City: Oakland
State: CA
Zip: 94612
Email mkpdppecora@gmail.com
Phone: 5107546453

LEAD AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION
Lead Agency: California Department of Transportation District 4



1

Pecora, David

From: Pecora, David
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2025 7:37 PM
To: nmfs.wcrca.specieslist@noaa.gov
Subject: Islais Creek Bridge Replacement Project

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration – California Division
Federal Agency Address: 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100, Sacramento, CA 95814-4708
Non-Federal Agency Representative: California Department of Transportation
Non-Federal Agency Address: Caltrans District 04, 111 Grand Ave, Oakland, CA 94612
Non-federal agency conducting biological studies: AECOM, 300 Lakeside Drive, Suite 400, Oakland,
CA 94612, USA
Point of contact: David Pecora, Senior Biologist at AECOM, 973-525-9976,
David.pecora@aecom.com

Project Name: Islais Creek Bridge Replacement

Quad Name San Francisco South
Quad Number 37122-F4
ESA Anadromous Fish
SONCC Coho ESU (T) -
CCC Coho ESU (E) - X
CC Chinook Salmon ESU (T) -
CVSR Chinook Salmon ESU (T) -
SRWR Chinook Salmon ESU (E) -
NC Steelhead DPS (T) -
CCC Steelhead DPS (T) - X
SCCC Steelhead DPS (T) -
SC Steelhead DPS (E) -
CCV Steelhead DPS (T) -
Eulachon (T) -
sDPS Green Sturgeon (T) - X
ESA Anadromous Fish Critical Habitat
SONCC Coho Critical Habitat -
CCC Coho Critical Habitat - X
CC Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
CVSR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
SRWR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
NC Steelhead Critical Habitat -
CCC Steelhead Critical Habitat -
SCCC Steelhead Critical Habitat -
SC Steelhead Critical Habitat -
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CCV Steelhead Critical Habitat -
Eulachon Critical Habitat -
sDPS Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat - X
ESA Marine Invertebrates
Range Black Abalone (E) - X
Range White Abalone (E) -
ESA Marine Invertebrates Critical Habitat
Black Abalone Critical Habitat - X
ESA Sea Turtles
East Pacific Green Sea Turtle (T) - X
Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (T/E) - X
Leatherback Sea Turtle (E) - X
North Pacific Loggerhead Sea Turtle (E) - X
ESA Whales
Blue Whale (E) - X
Fin Whale (E) - X
Humpback Whale (E) - X
Southern Resident Killer Whale (E) - X
North Pacific Right Whale (E) - X
Sei Whale (E) - X
Sperm Whale (E) - X
ESA Pinnipeds
Guadalupe Fur Seal (T) - X

Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat -
Essential Fish Habitat
Coho EFH - X
Chinook Salmon EFH - X
Groundfish EFH - X
Coastal Pelagics EFH - X
Highly Migratory Species EFH -
MMPA Species (See list at left)
ESA and MMPA Cetaceans/Pinnipeds
See list at left and consult the NMFS Long Beach oƯice
562-980-4000
MMPA Cetaceans - X
MMPA Pinnipeds - X

David Pecora
he, him, his
Senior Biologist
973-525-9976
david.pecora@aecom.com

AECOM
300 Lakeside Drive, Suite 400
Oakland, CA 94612, U.S.
aecom.com
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