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RE:         901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Draft EIR Hearing 
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An electronic copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 901 
16th Street and 1200 17th Street Project has been provided for the Historic 
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this project: 
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Chris Thomas 
Chris Thomas 
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DATE:   August 12, 2015 
 

TO:   Distribution List for the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Project Draft EIR 
 

FROM:   Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer 
 

SUBJECT: Request  for  the Final Environmental Impact Report  for  the 901 16th Street and 

1200 17th Street Project (Planning Department Case No. 2011.1300E) 
 
 

This  is  the  Draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  901 16th Street and 

1200 17th Street Project. A public hearing will be held on the adequacy and accuracy of this 

document. After  the  public  hearing,  our  office  will  prepare  and  publish  a  document 

titled “Responses to Comments,” which will contain a summary of all relevant comments 

on  this Draft EIR, and our  responses  to  those comments. It may also specify changes  to 

this  Draft  EIR. Those  who  testify  at  the  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  will  automatically 

receive  a  copy of  the Responses  to Comments document,  along with notice  of  the date 

reserved  for certification; others may receive a copy of  the Responses  to Comments and 

notice by  request, or by visiting our office. This Draft EIR,  together with  the Responses 

to Comments document, will be considered by the Planning Commission in an advertised 

public meeting, and will be certified as a Final EIR if deemed adequate. 
 

After  certification,  we  will  modify  the  Draft  EIR  as  specified  by  the  Responses  to 

Comments document, and print both documents  in a single publication called  the Final 

EIR. The Final EIR will add no new information to the combination of the two documents, 

except to reproduce the certification resolution; it will simply provide the information  in 

one  document,  rather  than  two. Therefore,  if  you  receive  a  copy  of  the Responses  to 

Comments document in addition to this copy of the Draft EIR, you will technically have a 

copy of the Final EIR. 
 

We are aware that many people who receive the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

have  no  interest  in  receiving  virtually  the  same  information  after  the  EIR  has  been 

certified. To avoid expending money and paper needlessly, we would like to send copies 

of  the Final EIR  [in Adobe Acrobat  format on a CD]  to private  individuals only  if  they 

request  them. Therefore,  if  you would  like  a  copy  of  the  Final EIR,  please  fill  out  and 

mail the postcard provided inside the back cover to the Environmental Planning Division 

of  the  San  Francisco  Planning Department within two  weeks  after  certification  of  the 

EIR. Any  private  party  not  requesting  a  Final  EIR  by  that  time will  not  be mailed  a 

copy. Public agencies on the distribution list will automatically receive a copy of the Final 

EIR. 
 

Thank you for your interest in this project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

www.sfplanning.org 
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SUMMARY 
 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 

This document is a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed 901 16th Street and 1200 17th 

Street Project (“proposed project”). This chapter of the EIR provides a summary of the project, a summary 

of anticipated environmental impacts of the project and identified mitigation measures; areas of 

controversy to be resolved; a summary of alternatives; and an identification of the environmentally 

superior alternative. The project sponsor, Potrero Partners, LLC, proposes to develop residential and 

ground‐floor commercial uses on an approximately 3.5‐acre project site located at 901 16th Street and 1200 

17th Street in the lower Potrero Hill area of San Francisco. 

PROJECT SUMMARY 

The project site consists of four adjacent lots in the lower Potrero Hill neighborhood (Assessor’s block/lot: 

3949/001, 001A, 002, and 3950/001). The approximately 3.5‐acre project site is bounded by 16th Street to the 

north, Mississippi Street to the east, 17th Street to the south, and residential and industrial buildings to the 

west. The project site currently contains two metal shed industrial warehouse buildings, a brick office 

building, a modular office structure, and surface parking lots.  

The proposed project would merge the four lots into two lots, demolish the two warehouses and the 

modular office structure, and preserve the brick office building. The project sponsor proposes to construct 

two new buildings on‐site. The “16th Street Buildingʺ at 901 16th Street would consist of a new six‐story, 

68‐foot tall (excluding rooftop projections of up to 82 feet), approximately 402,943 gross square foot (gsf) 

residential mixed use building with 260 dwelling units and 20,318 gsf of retail on the northern lot. The 

“17th Street Building” at 1200 17th Street would consist of a new four‐story 48‐foot tall (excluding rooftop 

projections of up to 52 feet), approximately 213,509 gsf residential mixed use building with 135 dwelling 

units and 4,650 gsf of retail on the southern lot. In addition, the proposed project would construct a new 

publicly accessible pedestrian alley along the entirety of its western property line. Combined, the two new 

buildings would contain a total of 395 dwelling units and 24,968 gsf of retail space, in addition to a total of 

388 vehicular parking spaces and 455 off‐street bicycle parking spaces. The proposed project would 

include 14,669 square feet of public open space, 33,149 square feet of common open space shared by project 

occupants, and 3,114 square feet of open space private to units.  

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

This EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of the proposed project, as identified in the Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) of an EIR, issued February 11, 2015 (Appendix A of this EIR). The Community Plan 

Exemption (CPE) Checklist attached to the NOP (also included in Appendix A) found that the proposed 

project could have potentially significant environmental effects in the areas of Transportation and 

Circulation and Historic Architectural Resources. Impacts in the following areas would be less‐than‐

significant (some with the mitigation measures identified in the CPE Checklist) and are not further 

evaluated in this EIR: land use and land use planning; aesthetics; population and housing; paleontological 

and archeological resources; noise; air quality; greenhouse gas emissions; wind and shadow; recreation; 

utilities and service systems; public services; biological resources; geology and soils; hydrology and water 
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quality; hazards and hazardous materials; mineral and energy resources; and agriculture and forest 

resources. 

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on January 1, 

2014 and added Section 21099 to the California Public Resources Code. Among other provisions, Public 

Resources Code Section 21099(d)(1) changed the typical analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for 

urban infill projects that meet certain criteria pursuant to CEQA. The proposed project meets the definition 

of a mixed‐use residential project on an infill site within a transit priority area as specified by Section 

21099(a).1 Accordingly, this EIR does not contain a separate discussion of impacts related to the topic of 

aesthetics, which does not need to be considered in determining the significance of the proposed project’s 

physical environmental effects under CEQA. The EIR nonetheless provides visual simulations for 

informational purposes and an overview of the change in visual conditions in and around the project site 

that would occur with implementation of the proposed project as part of Chapter II, Project Description. In 

addition, the Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public 

and the decision makers. Therefore, this DEIR presents parking demand analysis for informational 

purposes and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing 

by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right‐of‐way) as applicable in the 

transportation analysis in Chapter IV.A, Transportation and Circulation. This information, however, does 

not relate to impact significance determinations in the EIR. 

This summary provides an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting and 

Impacts. Impacts are categorized by type of impact as follows: 

 No Impact. No adverse changes (or impacts) to the environment are expected. 

 Less Than Significant. An impact that would not involve an adverse physical change to the 

environment, does not exceed the defined significance criteria, or would be eliminated or reduced 

to a less‐than‐significant level through compliance with existing local, State, and federal laws and 

regulations. 

 Less Than Significant with Mitigation. An impact that is reduced to a less‐than‐significant level 

though implementation of the identified mitigation measure. 

 Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation. An adverse physical environmental impact that exceeds 

the defined significance criteria and can be reduced through compliance with existing local, State, 

and federal laws and regulations and/or implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, but 

cannot be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level. 

 Significant and Unavoidable. An adverse physical environmental impact that exceeds the defined 

significance criteria and cannot be eliminated or reduced to a less‐than‐significant level through 

compliance with existing local, State, and federal laws and regulations and for which there are no 

feasible mitigation measures. 

                                                            

1  San Francisco Planning Department, Transit‐Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, 

February 5, 2014. This document and all subsequent documents referenced are available for review at the San Francisco Planning 

Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E. 
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As discussed in Chapter IV.A of this EIR, the proposed project would result in project‐specific significant 

and unavoidable impacts related to transportation and circulation. Under Existing Plus Project conditions, 

three study intersections – 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, and 

Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street – would operate at an unacceptable level (Level of Service F) during 

the PM peak hour. The proposed project’s contribution to unacceptable operating conditions at these 

intersections would be considerable (5% or more) and would therefore be a significant impact. The 

intersection of Mariposa Street and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp would be mitigated by measures 

implemented by another project prior to completion of the proposed project.2 For two intersections (17th 

Street and Mississippi Street and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street), while measures have been 

identified to reduce these impacts to a less‐than‐significant level and SFMTA supports the measures to 

reduce Level of Service impacts, full funding for the measures has not been identified, so their feasibility is 

uncertain, and these impacts are considered significant and unavoidable at this time. SFMTA has 

determined that it would not support measures to the intersection of Mariposa Street and Mississippi 

Street, because such measures could encourage diversion of traffic to residential streets. As such, the 

mitigation is infeasible and the impact is significant and unavoidable. 

In addition, the proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 

would result in a considerable contribution to significant cumulative traffic impacts at four of the study 

intersections – 7th Street/16th Street/Mississippi Street, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street 

and Pennsylvania Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street – each of which would operate at LOS 

E (the first listed only) or LOS F under the 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The proposed project’s 

contribution to unacceptable operating conditions at these intersections would be five percent or more and 

would therefore be a significant impact. The intersection of 7th Street/16th Street/Mississippi Street is 

already signalized and is being contemplated as a location for transit‐only lanes as part of Muni Forward. 

No mitigation compatible with SFMTA plans for the intersection have been identified and the impact 

would remain significant and unavoidable. The other three intersections are discussed in the preceding 

paragraph, as they are also impacted under existing conditions. While measures have been identified to 

reduce these impacts to a less‐than‐significant level, SFMTA either does not support the measure 

(Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street) or SFMTA supports the measures but full funding of the measures 

has not been identified, so their feasibility is uncertain, and these impacts are considered significant and 

unavoidable at this time (17th Street and Mississippi Street and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street).  

As discussed in Chapter IV.B of this EIR, one building has been determined to be a historic resource, the 

brick office building at 1200 17th Street. The metal shed warehouses and temporary office structure have 

been determined not to be historic resources. The project proposes to retain and rehabilitate the historic 

brick office structure. With proposed rehabilitation in accordance with applicable Secretary of the Interior’s 

Rehabilitation Standards, potential impacts to this historic architectural resource would be less‐than‐

significant. 

The proposed project would also contribute to a significant and unavoidable impact identified in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, as discussed in the CPE for this project (page 26). The Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR determined that adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would result in an unavoidable 

significant impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR (Production, Distribution, and Repair). 

                                                            

2   These improvements were identified in the Final Mission Bay Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. Planning Department 

File No. 96.771E, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919‐97, State Clearinghouse No. 97092068. Certified 

September 17, 1998. 



    S. Summary 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

S.4 

While land use controls in Western SoMa were identified as possible mitigation, this was determined not 

to be feasible and would not be applicable to the proposed project in any case, as the proposed project is 

not located in that area. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted by the City accepting this 

significant impact because retention of the PDR uses would conflict with planned growth of the area. The 

proposed loss of 109,500 square feet of existing PDR uses represents a considerable contribution to the loss 

of the PDR space analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, but would not result in significant impacts 

that were not identified or more severe impact than analyzed in the PEIR. 

Table S‐1 identifies the impacts and mitigation measures/improvement measures for the proposed project 

that are identified in this EIR. Table S‐2 identifies the impacts and mitigation measures for the proposed 

project that are identified in the CPE Checklist included as Appendix A. The information in the tables is 

organized to correspond with environmental issues discussed in Chapter IV and the CPE Checklist. The 

table is arranged in four columns: 1) impacts; 2) level of significance prior to mitigation measures (if 

applicable); 3) mitigation measures (if applicable); and 4) level of significance after mitigation (if 

applicable). For a complete description of potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures, please 

refer to the topical sections in Chapter IV and in the CPE Checklist (Appendix A).
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Table S‐1: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the EIR 

Environmental Impacts  Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation/Improvement Measure  Level of 

Significance 

With 

Mitigation 

Transportation and Circulation 

Impact TR‐1: The proposed project would not cause 

a substantial increase in traffic that would adversely 

affect traffic operations at 10 of the 14 study 

intersections or otherwise conflict with traffic 

circulation in the vicinity.  

LTS  None Required   

Impact TR‐2: The proposed project, combined with 

present traffic volumes, would contribute 

considerably to significant traffic impacts at three of 

the 14 study intersections: 17th Street and 

Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania 

Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street.  

S  Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2a: 17th Street and Mississippi Street 

Signalization. 

To mitigate poor operating conditions at the intersection of 17th Street 

and Mississippi Street, the project sponsor shall pay their fair share for 

the cost of design and of signalization or other similar mitigation to 

improve automobile delay at this intersection, as determined by the 

SFMTA. [Full funding of this measure has not been identified, so 

feasibility of implementation is not assured or assumed.] 

 

Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2b: Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania 

Street Signalization. 

To mitigate poor operating conditions at the intersection of Mariposa 

Street and Pennsylvania Street, the project sponsor shall pay their fair 

share for the cost of design and implementation of signalization or 

other similar mitigation to improve automobile delay at this 

intersection, as determined by the SFMTA. [Full funding of this 

measure has not been identified, so feasibility of implementation is not 

assured or assumed.] 

[SFMTA has determined no improvements would be feasible at the 

Mariposa and Mississippi Street intersection as all considered 

improvements would conflict with the desired operation of this 

intersection.] 

 

Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐3c: Implement a Transportation Demand 

Management Plan. 

The project applicant and subsequent property owners shall prepare 

SUM 

(TR‐2a and 

TR‐2b would 

reduce 

impacts at 

those 

intersections 

to LTS if full 

funding is 

identified and 

the measures 

implemented. 

M‐TR‐2c 

would not 

reduce 

volumes by 

the 50% 

required to 

reduce the 

impacts at 

those 

intersections 

to LTS) 
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Environmental Impacts  Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation/Improvement Measure  Level of 

Significance 

With 

Mitigation 

and implement a TDM Plan with a goal of reducing estimated one‐way 

vehicle trips by 10 (ten) percent compared to the projections within the 

project’s Transportation Impact Study. Prior to final certificate of 

occupancy for any new building associated with the project, the project 

applicant shall submit a TDM Plan to the Planning Department staff. 

The project applicant is responsible for identifying the components of 

the TDM Plan that could reasonably be expected to achieve the 

reduction goal for the project, and for making good faith efforts to 

implement them. Components of the TDM Plan beyond Planning Code 

requirements could include, but are not limited to, education and 

marketing of transportation options; on‐site safety strategies; subsidies 

for transportation options other than the single occupancy vehicle; 

providing additional car‐share or bicycle parking; reducing the amount 

or restricting access to vehicular parking; unbundling vehicular parking 

from commercial tenants occupancy; and increasing the cost of 

vehicular parking.  

The TDM Plan shall include monitoring of person and vehicle trips 

traveling to and from the project site to determine the TDM Plan’s 

effectiveness, as outlined below. The TDM Plan shall be adjusted based 

on the monitoring results if three consecutive monitoring results show 

that existing measures are not creating a trend toward meeting the 

reduction goal.  

TDM Plan Monitoring: The project sponsor shall collect data and make 

monitoring reports available for review and approval by the Planning 

Department staff. 

Timing: Monitoring data and reports shall be required to be submitted 

to Planning Department staff every two years for a period of eight years 

and every four years thereafter (referred to as reporting periods), until 

two consecutive reporting periods display the project has met the 

reduction goal. The first monitoring report is required one year after 

initial occupancy of either building. The timing may be modified by the 

Planning Department as needed to consolidate this requirement with 
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Environmental Impacts  Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation/Improvement Measure  Level of 

Significance 

With 

Mitigation 

other annual monitoring and/or reporting requirements for the project. 

Each trip count and survey (see below for definitions) shall be 

completed within 90 days following the end of the applicable reporting 

period. Each monitoring report shall be completed within 180 days 

following the applicable reporting period.  

Components: The monitoring report, including trip counts and surveys, 

shall include the following components OR comparable alternative 

methodology and components as approved or provided by Planning 

Department staff: 

 Trip Count and Intercept Survey: Trip count and intercept survey 

of persons and vehicles arriving and leaving the building for no 

less than two days of the reporting period between 6:00 a.m. and 

8:00 p.m. One day shall be a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday, 

and another day shall be a Saturday.  

 Property Manager/Coordinator Survey: The project sponsor shall 

request in writing from Planning Department Staff a survey (online 

or paper) that shall be completed by property manager/coordinator 

to document which TDM Plan was implemented during the 

reporting period and obtain basic building information (e.g., 

percent unit occupancy, off‐site parking utilization by occupants of 

the building, loading frequency, etc.). This survey shall be included 

in the monitoring report submitted to Planning Department staff.  

 Travel Demand Information: The above trip count and survey 

information shall be able to provide travel demand analysis 

characteristics as outlined in the SF Guidelines in effect at the time 

of the survey.  

 Assistance and Confidentiality: Planning Department staff will 

assist the TDM Coordinator on questions regarding the 

components of the monitoring report and shall ensure that the 

identity of individual survey responders is protected. 

[The project applicant cannot require participation in all proposed 

measures under its TDM Plan, and the trip reduction number is stated 

as a goal and not an absolute requirement. However, if such measures 
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Environmental Impacts  Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation/Improvement Measure  Level of 

Significance 

With 

Mitigation 

are implemented and meet the 10 percent reduction goal, this would 

not reduce volumes sufficiently to reduce the impacts at impacted 

intersections to less‐than‐significant levels if measures M‐TR‐3a and M‐

TR‐3b are not implemented. A higher reduction goal in the mitigation 

measure was determined speculative given the current limited amount 

of data in San Francisco regarding the effectiveness of Transportation 

Demand Management measures, the voluntary nature of compliance 

with TDM measures by users of the buildings, and the uncertain 

feasibility of achieving a greater reduction goal. Therefore, this impact 

would be considered significant and unavoidable.] 

Impact TR‐3: The proposed project would not result 

in a substantial increase in transit demand that could 

not be accommodated by Muni transit capacity; nor 

would it affect transit operating conditions within 

the project vicinity such that adverse impacts to 

Muni transit service could occur.  

LTS  None Required   

Impact TR‐4: The proposed project would not result 

in an increase in the amount of overcrowding on 

public sidewalks, interfere with pedestrian 

circulation and circulation to nearby areas and 

buildings, nor create potentially hazardous 

conditions for pedestrians.  

LTS  None Required   

Impact TR‐5: The proposed project would not result 

in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or 

otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle 

accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.  

LTS  Improvement Measure I‐TR‐5a: On‐site Bicycle Safety Strategies.  

To reduce potential conflicts with cyclists, the project sponsor should 

implement all of the following safety measures: 

• Restrict commercial loading at the off‐street loading dock to hours 

outside of the weekday AM and PM peak periods. 

• Provide on‐site signage (stop sign; sign indicating to drivers to be 

aware of pedestrians and bicyclists; and a no left turn sign, if 

warranted by SFMTA after further study as identified in 

Improvement I‐TR‐5b) at the exit point for the new parking 

garages and off‐street loading dock. Deploy staff at the loading 

dock while commercial vehicles are being received in order to 

minimize the disruption to other modes of transportation. 

 

LTS+IM 
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With 

Mitigation 

Improvement Measure I‐TR‐5b: On‐Street Bicycle Safety Strategies.

To reduce potential conflicts with cyclists and turning vehicles 

accessing and leaving the project site, the project sponsor should 

coordinate with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

(SFMTA) to determine whether the following would be appropriate: 

• Provide bicycle lane visibility improvements for drivers of vehicles 

exiting the new parking garages by designating the first 20 feet of 

curb space to the north of the off‐street loading curb cut for the 

16th Street Building as well as the first 20 feet of curb space to the 

north of the new parking garage curb cut for the 17th Street 

Building as red zones or for motorcycle parking or Class 2 bicycle 

space parking. 

• Provide bicycle lane visibility and transition improvements by 

providing colored pavement markings along Mississippi Street and 

dashed line markings at entrance points to the new parking 

garages, such as those described in the NACTO Urban Bikeway 

Design Guide. 

• If determined to be necessary by the SFMTA after a one‐year 

observation period following initial occupancy of the proposed 

project, restrict northbound and southbound traffic from turning 

left along Mississippi Street mid‐block between 16th and 17th 

Street by restriping it with double‐yellow lines. 

• If determined to be necessary by the SFMTA after a one‐year 

observation period following initial occupancy of the proposed 

project, restrict on‐street commercial loading during the weekday 

AM and PM peak periods. 

Impact TR‐6: The loading demand of the proposed 

project would be accommodated within the 

proposed off‐street loading facilities or within 

convenient on‐street loading zones, and would not 

create potentially hazardous conditions or significant 

delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists or pedestrians.  

LTS  Improvement Measure I‐TR‐6: Off‐street Loading Management.  

To minimize the potential for double parking due to potential shortage 

of available off‐street or on‐street commercial and passenger loading 

spaces, the project sponsor, property owner, or official designee of the 

development should implement all of the following measures: 

• Identify a Loading Coordinator(s) for each new building. The 

Loading Coordinator is responsible for the implementation and 

ongoing operation of all other loading measures identified below, 

as well as those identified in Improvement Measures I‐TR‐5a and I‐

LTS+IM 
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TR‐5b:  

o Require residential move‐in and move‐out activities to be 

scheduled and coordinated. 

o Require large vehicle commercial loading delivery (i.e., those 

lasting longer than 30 minutes and/or 45‐foot‐long vehicles) to 

be scheduled and coordinated. 

o Discourage commercial vehicles and large residential move‐in 

and move‐out vehicles from double parking by advising the 

operators to return at a time when the off‐street and on‐street 

spaces are available for use. 

Impact TR‐7: The proposed project would not result 

in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access.  

LTS  None Required    

Impact TR‐8: The proposed project would not result 

in construction‐related transportation impacts 

because of the temporary and limited duration of 

these activities.  

LTS  Improvement Measure I‐TR‐8: Construction Management. 

The project sponsor should develop and, upon review and approval by 

the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and San 

Francisco Public Works, implement a Construction Management Plan 

(CMP), addressing transportation‐related circulation, access, staging, 

and hours for deliveries.  

The CMP would disseminate appropriate information to contractors 

and affected agencies with respect to coordinating construction 

activities to minimize overall disruptions and ensure that overall 

circulation in the project area is maintained to the extent possible, with 

particular focus on ensuring transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 

connectivity. The CMP would supplement and expand, rather than 

modify or supersede, any manual, regulations, or provisions set forth 

by the SFMTA, Public Works, or other City departments and agencies, 

and the California Department of Transportation. The CMP should 

include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Management practices that include, but are not limited to, the 

following: 

o Identifying ways to reduce construction worker vehicle‐trips 

through transportation demand management programs and 

methods to manage construction worker parking demands 

(e.g., recommending that construction companies encourage 

their workers to walk, cycle, rideshare or take transit to and 

LTS+IM 
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from the construction site). 

o Identifying best practices for accommodating pedestrians, 

such as temporary pedestrian wayfinding signage or 

temporary walkways. 

o Identifying best practices for accommodating bicyclists and 

bicycle facilities such as bicycle wayfinding signage or 

temporary detours. 

o Identify a route for construction‐related trucks to utilize 

during construction. This route should follow 16th Street, 3rd 

Street, and Owens Street. 

o Minimizing deliveries and trucks trips to the project site 

during peak hours (generally 7 AM to 9 AM and 4 PM to 6 

PM, but may include other times during nearby event days) 

where feasible, and having the construction manager 

endeavor to efficiently schedule deliveries and truck trips to 

the project site when necessary during peak hours to minimize 

secondary effects to the surrounding transportation 

infrastructure. 

• Develop a public information plan to provide adjacent residents 

and businesses with regularly‐updated information regarding 

project construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities, 

(e.g. concrete pours), travel lane closures, and other lane closures. 

• As part of the CMP review, the project sponsor should consult with 

SFMTA to assist coordination of construction traffic management 

strategies as they relate to transit operations and the needs of other 

users adjacent to the project site. Construction traffic management 

strategies include having a construction management contact 

person, advertisement of the construction schedule to local 

businesses and schools, and encouragement of construction 

workers to carpool or use alternative modes of travel. 

Impact TR‐9: The proposed project would not result 

in parking‐related significant transportation impacts 

because of sufficient parking supply available in the 

vicinity of and provided within the project site.  

 

LTS  Improvement Measure I‐TR‐9: Queue Abatement.  

It should be the responsibility of the owner(s)/operator(s) of the 16th 

Street Building and the 17th Street Building off‐street parking facility to 

ensure that recurring vehicle queues do not occur on the Mississippi 

Street public right‐of‐way fronting the subject property. A vehicle 

LTS+IM 
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Parking demand is not considered a CEQA impact 

for projects of this type. 

queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the off‐street 

parking facility) blocking any portion of the Mississippi Street public 

right‐of‐way fronting the subject property for a consecutive period of 

three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility 

should employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. 

Appropriate abatement methods will vary depending on the 

characteristics and causes of the recurring queue, as well as the 

characteristics of the parking facility, the street(s) to which the facility 

connects, and the associated land uses (if applicable). 

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the 

following: redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or 

on‐site queue capacity; employment of parking attendants; installation 

of LOT FULL signs with active management by parking attendants; use 

of valet parking or other space‐efficient parking techniques; use of 

off‐site parking facilities or shared parking with nearby uses; use of 

parking occupancy sensors and signage directing drivers to available 

spaces; travel demand management strategies such as additional bicycle 

parking, customer shuttles, delivery services; and/or parking demand 

management strategies such as parking time limits, paid parking, 

time‐of‐day parking surcharge, or validated parking. 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring 

queue is present, the Department should notify the property owner in 

writing. Upon request, the owner/operator should hire a qualified 

transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no 

less than seven days. The consultant should prepare a monitoring 

report to be submitted to the Department for review. If the Department 

determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility 

owner/operator should have 90 days from the date of the written 

determination to abate the queue. 

Impact C‐TR‐1: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would not contribute considerably to 

significant cumulative traffic impacts at 10 of the 14 

study intersections.  

LTS  None Required   
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Impact C‐TR‐2: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would contribute considerably to significant 

cumulative traffic impacts at 4 of the 14 study 

intersections: Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street, 

Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, 17th Street 

and Mississippi Street, and 7th/16th/Mississippi 

Street.  

S  Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2a: 17th Street and Mississippi Street 

Signalization would also mitigate Impact C‐TR‐2. (See full measure 

under Impact TR‐2 above.) 

[Full funding of this measure has not been identified, so feasibility of 

implementation is not assured or assumed.] 

 

Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2b: Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania 

Street Signalization would also mitigate Impact C‐TR‐2. (See full 

measure under Impact TR‐2 above.) [Full funding of this measure has 

not been identified, so feasibility of implementation is not assured or 

assumed.] 

 

[SFMTA has determined no improvements would be feasible at the 

Mariposa and Mississippi Street intersection as all considered 

improvements would conflict with the desired operation of this 

intersection.] 

 

[SFMTA has determined no improvements would be feasible at the 

already signalized 7th/16th/Mississippi Street intersection as additional 

or reconfigured lanes would conflict with goals for pedestrian and 

transit usage of this intersection.] 

 

Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2c: Implement Transportation Demand 

Management Measures would not fully mitigate Impact C‐TR‐2. (See 

full measure under Impact TR‐2 above.) 

SUM (M‐TR‐

2a and M‐TR‐

2b would 

reduce 

impacts at 

those 

intersections 

to LTS if full 

funding is 

identified and 

the measures 

implemented. 

M‐TR‐2c 

would not 

reduce 

volumes by 

the 50% 

required to 

reduce the 

impacts at 

those 

intersections 

to LTS.) 

Impact C‐TR‐3: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would not contribute considerably to any 

significant cumulative transit impacts.  

LTS  None Required   

Impact C‐TR‐4: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would not contribute considerably to any 

significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.  

LTS  None Required   

Impact C‐TR‐5: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

LTS  None Required   
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projects, would not contribute considerably to any 

significant cumulative bicycle impacts.  

Impact C‐TR‐6: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would not contribute considerably to any 

significant cumulative construction‐related 

transportation impacts.  

LTS  None Required   

Historic Architectural Resources 

Impact CP‐1: The proposed rehabilitation of the 

existing historic brick office building at 1200 17th 

Street, when conducted in accordance with 

applicable Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation 

Standards as proposed, would not have a substantial 

adverse effect on an individual historic architectural 

resource. No other structures on site are eligible for 

listing as historic architectural resources or districts. 

LTS  None Required   

Impact C‐CP‐1: The proposed project, in 

combination with other past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 

vicinity, would not result in a significant cumulative 

impact on historic architectural resources.  

LTS  None Required   

Legend 

NI No impact 

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required 

LTS+IM Less than significant before mitigation, though improvement measures would also be implemented to further reduce the impact 

S Significant 

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation 

SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Measures Identified in the CPE Checklist 

Environmental Topic  Mitigation Measures 

Cultural Resources  Project Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1:  Archeological  Resources  Testing  (Implementing  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR Mitigation 
Measure J‐2) 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site, the following measures shall be 

undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. 

The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified Archaeological 

Consultants List  (QACL) maintained by  the Planning Department archaeologist. The project  sponsor  shall  contact  the Department 

archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological 

consultant  shall  undertake  an  archeological  testing  program  as  specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  shall  be  available  to 

conduct  an  archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this  measure.  The  archeological 

consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All 

plans  and  reports prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified herein  shall  be  submitted  first  and directly  to  the ERO  for  review  and 

comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or 

data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the 

direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible 

means to reduce to a less‐than‐significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines 

Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

 

  Consultation  with  Descendant  Communities:  On  discovery  of  an  archeological  site  associated  with  descendant  Native 

Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other descendant group an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the ERO shall 

be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of 

the  site and  to  consult with ERO  regarding appropriate archeological  treatment of  the  site, of  recovered data  from  the  site, and,  if 

applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall 

be provided to the representative of the descendant group. 

 

Archeological  Testing  Program.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval  an 

archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP 

shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed 

project, the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program 

will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether 

any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the 

ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be 

present, the ERO  in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine  if additional measures are warranted. Additional 

measures  that may  be undertaken  include  additional  archeological  testing,  archeological monitoring,  and/or  an  archeological data 

recovery  program. No  archeological  data  recovery  shall  be  undertaken without  the  prior  approval  of  the  ERO  or  the  Planning 
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Department archeologist.  If  the ERO determines  that a  significant archeological  resource  is present and  that  the  resource  could be 

adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

 

A)  The proposed project shall be re‐designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant archeological resource; or 

B)  A data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the ERO  determines  that  the  archeological  resource  is  of  greater 

interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

 

Archeological Monitoring  Program.  If  the ERO  in  consultation with  the  archeological  consultant determines  that  an  archeological 

monitoring program shall be implemented the archeological monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

 

•  The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any 

project‐related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine what 

project  activities  shall  be  archeologically monitored.  In most  cases,  any  soils‐ disturbing  activities,  such  as demolition,  foundation 

removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., 

shall  require  archeological monitoring  because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential  archaeological  resources  and  to  their 

depositional context;  

•  The archeological  consultant  shall advise all project  contractors  to be on  the alert  for  evidence of  the presence of  the  expected 

resource(s),  of  how  to  identify  the  evidence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate protocol  in  the  event  of  apparent 

discovery of an archeological resource; 

•  The  archeological monitor(s)  shall  be  present  on  the  project  site  according  to  a  schedule  agreed  upon  by  the  archeological 

consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant, determined that project construction 

activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

•  The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for 

analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils‐disturbing  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease.  The 

archeological  monitor  shall  be  empowered  to  temporarily  redirect  demolition/excavation/pile  driving/construction  activities  and 

equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has 

cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an 

appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made  in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall  immediately 

notify  the ERO of  the  encountered archeological deposit. The  archeological  consultant  shall make a  reasonable  effort  to  assess  the 

identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered,  the archeological consultant shall submit a written report of  the 

findings of the monitoring program to the ERO.  

 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted  in accord with an archeological 

data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP 
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prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how 

the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, 

the ADRP will  identify what  scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource, what data  classes  the 

resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in 

general,  should  be  limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project. 

Destructive  data  recovery methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the  archeological  resources  if  nondestructive methods  are 

practical. 

 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

•  Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and operations. 

•  Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 

•  Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post‐field discard and deaccession policies.  

•  Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on‐site/off‐site public interpretive program during the course of the archeological 

data recovery program. 

•  Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non‐

intentionally damaging activities. 

•  Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 

•  Curation. Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation  of  any  recovered  data  having  potential 

research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated 

funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include 

immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the 

human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who 

shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and 

MLD shall make all reasonable efforts  to develop an agreement  for  the  treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and 

associated or unassociated  funerary objects  (CEQA Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)). The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the 

appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis,  custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and 

associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) 

to  the ERO  that  evaluates  the historical  significance  of  any discovered  archeological  resource  and describes  the  archeological  and 

historical research methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that 

may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.  

 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest 

Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. 
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The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable 

PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for 

nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in 

or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that 

presented above. 

Noise  Project Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐1: Construction Noise, Pile‐Driving (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F‐1) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that piles be pre‐drilled wherever feasible to reduce construction‐related noise and vibration. No 

impact pile drivers shall be used unless absolutely necessary. Contractors shall be required to use pile‐driving equipment with state‐of‐

the‐art noise shielding and muffling devices. To reduce noise and vibration impacts, sonic or vibratory sheetpile drivers, rather than 

impact drivers, shall be used wherever sheetpiles are needed. The project sponsor shall also require that contractors schedule pile‐

driving activity during times of the day that would minimize disturbance to neighbors. 

 

Project Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐2: Construction Noise (Implementing Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F‐2) 
Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall submit a plan for noise attenuation measures to the Department of 

Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as 

many of the following control strategies as feasible: 

1.   Conduct noise monitoring at the beginning of major construction phases (e.g., demolition, excavation) to determine the need 

and the effectiveness of noise‐attenuation measures. 

2.   Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the construction site where the site adjoins noise‐sensitive receivers, 

including the existing residences at 999 16th Street and 49 Missouri Street and any other known adjacent noise‐sensitive receivers. 

3.   Utilize noise control blankets on the building structure adjacent to noise‐sensitive receivers as the building is erected to reduce 

noise emission from the site. 

4.   Post signs on‐site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours and complaint procedures and who to notify in the 

event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed. 

5.   Notify the Department of Building Inspection and neighbors in advance of the schedule for each major phase of construction 

(i.e., building demolition, site preparation, grading, excavation, and building construction) and expected loud activities. 

6.   Limit construction to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. per San Francisco Police Code Article 29. Construction outside of these 

hours may be approved through a development permit based on a site‐specific construction noise mitigation plan and a finding by the 

Director of Building Inspection that the construction noise mitigation plan is adequate to prevent noise disturbance of affected 

residential uses. 

7.   When feasible, select “quiet” construction methods and equipment (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of 

intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds) wherever feasible. 

8.   Locate noisy station equipment (e.g., generators and compressors) and material unloading and staging away from the most 

sensitive adjacent uses and to areas with the most ambient noise (e.g., the corner of 16th Street and Mississippi Street). 

9.   Require that all construction equipment be in good working order and that mufflers are inspected to be functioning properly. 

Avoid unnecessary idling of equipment and engines. 

The on‐site noise monitoring shall be conducted throughout the site and at nearby noise sensitive receivers at the beginning of major 
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construction phases (e.g., demolition, excavation). The purpose would be to help determine the loudest activities and what additional 

measures can be provided as needed to reduce the potential for noise impacts. Continuous noise monitoring shall occur for the first 

two weeks of each phase and a summary report shall be provided to the Planning Department at the conclusion of each major phase of 

construction documenting noise levels and additional measures to reduce project impacts as needed. 

 

Project Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐3: Siting of Noise‐Sensitive Uses (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F‐4)  
To reduce potential conflicts between existing noise‐generating uses and new sensitive receptors, for new development including 

noise‐sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to 

identify potential noise‐generating uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line‐of‐sight to, the project site, and including at least 

one 24‐hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken at least every 15 minutes), prior to the first project approval 

action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering and shall demonstrate with 

reasonable certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and that there are no particular circumstances about the 

proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise levels in the vicinity. Should such concerns be present, the 

Department may require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering 

prior to the first project approval action, in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in the Title 

24 standards can be attained. 

 

Project Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐4: Siting of Noise‐Generating Uses (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F‐5)  
To reduce potential conflicts between existing sensitive receptors and new noise‐generating uses, for new development including 

commercial, industrial or other uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of ambient noise, either short‐term, at 

nighttime, or as a 24‐hour average, in the proposed project site vicinity, the Planning Department shall require the preparation of an 

analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise‐sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct 

line‐of‐sight to, the project site, and including at least one 24‐hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken at 

least every 15 minutes), prior to the first project approval action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical 

analysis and/or engineering and shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty that the proposed use would comply with the use 

compatibility requirements in the General Plan and in Police Code Section 29091, would not adversely affect nearby noise‐sensitive 

uses, and that there are no particular circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about 

noise levels that would be generated by the proposed use. Should such concerns be present, the Department may require the 

completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project 

approval action. 

Air Quality  Project Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1: Construction Air Quality (Implementing Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G‐
1) 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with the following  

A.  Engine Requirements.  

1.  All off‐road equipment greater  than 25 hp and operating  for more  than 20  total hours over  the entire duration of 

construction  activities  shall  have  engines  that meet  or  exceed  either U.S.  Environmental  Protection Agency  (USEPA)  or 

California Air Resources Board  (ARB) Tier 3 off‐road emission  standards, and have been  retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 

Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy. Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final off‐road emission 
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standards automatically meet this requirement. 

2.  Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.  

3.  Diesel engines, whether for off‐road or on‐road equipment, shall not be left idling for more than two minutes, at any 

location,  except  as  provided  in  exceptions  to  the  applicable  state  regulations  regarding  idling  for  off‐road  and  on‐road 

equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, 

Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling 

limit. 

4.  The Contractor  shall  instruct  construction workers  and  equipment  operators  on  the maintenance  and  tuning  of 

construction equipment, and require that such workers and operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance 

with manufacturer specifications.  

B.  Waivers.  

1.  The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer or designee (ERO) may waive the alternative source of 

power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO 

grants the waiver, the Contractor must submit documentation that the equipment used for onsite power generation meets the 

requirements of Subsection (A)(1). 

2.  The ERO may waive  the equipment requirements of Subsection  (A)(1)  if: a particular piece of off‐road equipment 

with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to 

expected operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; 

or, there is a compelling emergency need to use off‐road equipment that is not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the 

ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off‐road equipment, according to Table below. 

 

Table – Off‐Road Equipment Compliance Step‐down Schedule 

  Compliance Alternative  Engine Emission Standard  Emissions Control 

  1  Tier 3  ARB Level 2 VDECS 

  2  Tier 3  ARB Level 1 VDECS 

  3  Tier 3  Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to 

meet Compliance Alternative 1.  If  the ERO determines  that  the Contractor  cannot  supply off‐road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off‐

road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 

* Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

 

C.  Construction  Emissions Minimization  Plan.  Before  starting  on‐site  construction  activities,  the  Contractor  shall  submit  a 

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for review and approval. The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how 

the Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A.  

1.  The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a description of each piece of off‐road equipment 

required for every construction phase. The description may include, but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, 
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equipment  identification  number,  engine  model  year,  engine  certification  (Tier  rating),  horsepower,  engine  serial  number,  and 

expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed, the description may include: technology type, serial number, make, 

model, manufacturer, ARB verification number  level, and  installation date and hour meter reading on  installation date. For off‐road 

equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 

2.  The ERO shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into the contract specifications. The 

Plan shall include a certification statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the Plan. 

3.  The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on‐site during working hours. The Contractor shall post 

at the construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the 

Plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan. The ERO shall review and 

approve The Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on each side of the construction site faceting a public 

right‐of‐way. 

D.  Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities,  the Contractor shall submit quarterly reports s  to  the ERO documenting 

compliance with the Plan. After completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project 

sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including the start and end dates and duration of 

each construction phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 

 

Project  Mitigation  Measure  M‐AQ‐2:  Best  Available  Control  Technology  for  Diesel  Generators  (Implementing  Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G‐4) 
The project sponsor shall ensure that the backup diesel generator meets or exceeds one of the following emission standards for 

particulate matter: Tier 4 certified engine (interim or final, whichever is in effect), or (2) use of a current EPA Tier 2 or Tier 3 certified 

engine that is equipped with a California Air Resources Board (ARB) Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS). A 

non‐verified diesel emission control strategy may be used if the filter is identical to the ARB verified model and if the Bay Area Air 

Quality Management District (BAAQMD) approves of its use. The project sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with the 

BAAQMD New Source Review permitting process (Regulation 2, Rule 2, and Regulation 2, Rule 5) and the emission standard 

requirement of this mitigation measure to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit for a backup 

diesel generator from any City agency. 

Hazardous Materials  Project Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1: Hazardous Building Materials (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure L‐1)  
The project sponsor shall ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and 

properly disposed of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of renovation, and that any fluorescent light 

tubes, which could contain mercury, are similarly removed and properly disposed of. Any other hazardous materials identified, either 

before or during work, shall be abated according to applicable federal, state, and local laws. 
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The three alternatives analyzed in Chapter VI of this EIR are the No Project Alternative, Reduced Density 

Alternative, and Metal Shed Reuse Alternative as shown in Table S‐3. These alternatives represent a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most 

of the basic objectives of the proposed project, and would avoid or substantially lessen the significant 

adverse environmental impacts to transportation and circulation. The selected alternatives were based on 

the applicable land use regulations pertaining to the site, including zoning and the Showplace 

Square/Potrero Area Plan, engineering standards, building code requirements and public comment. These 

alternatives are: 

• The No Project Alternative, under which the project site would not be redeveloped with the proposed 

project and the project site would remain generally in its existing condition. 

• The Reduced Density Alternative, under which the project site would be developed with fewer 

residential units and less commercial space at the same maximum allowable heights but with a smaller 

footprint to allow for more open space. This alternative would include 273 residential units, 16,880 

square feet of commercial space, 56,850 square feet of open space, 271 off‐street parking spaces within 

a partially below‐grade garage, and associated improvements. The total building area would be 

561,625 gsf and building heights would be 6 stories (68 feet) along 16th street and 4 stories (48 feet) 

along 17th Street. (Certain rooftop elements, such as mechanical equipment, open space features, and 

stair penthouses, would extend up to 10 feet above the maximum building height, and elevator shafts 

would extend up to 16 feet above the maximum building height, as permitted by Planning Code 

Section 260 (b).) 

• The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, under which all the warehouse buildings on the site (1210 17th 

Street/975 16th Street and 1200 17th Street) would be retained and reused. Along with a new building 

with underground parking in the northeast corner of the site, this alternative would host a mix of 

residential units, commercial space, and artist workspace and exhibition space including 177 

residential units, 20,200 square feet of commercial space, 55,323 square feet of artist workspace and 

exhibition space, 36,291 square feet of open space, 123 off‐street parking spaces within a below‐grade 

garage, and associated improvements. The total building area would be 369,907 gsf and building 

heights would be up to 5 stories (58 feet) along 16th street and 4 stories (48 feet) along 17th Street. 

(Certain rooftop elements, such as mechanical equipment, open space features, and stair penthouses, 

would extend up to 10 feet above the maximum building height, and elevator shafts would extend up 

to 16 feet above the maximum building height, as permitted by Planning Code Section 260 (b).) 

Although no significant and unavoidable impacts are identified related to the demolition of the 

existing warehouses, this alternative was analyzed in response to the public comments that requested 

analysis of a smaller‐scale alternative that retains the existing warehouses. 

A comparison of significant impacts of the proposed project to impacts of the alternatives is shown in 

Table S‐4. Other than the No Project Alternative, the Reduced Density Alternative is identified as the 

environmentally superior alternative because it would to some extent meet the project sponsor’s basic 

objectives, while avoiding all but one of the traffic‐related significant unavoidable impacts of the proposed 

project. This impact reduction would be achieved because this alternative would have fewer residential 

units and commercial space at the site compared to the proposed project, and therefore have associated 

reductions in vehicle traffic compared to the proposed project.  
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Table S-3: Summary of Project Alternatives and Proposed Project Development 

 

 

 

 

Use 

 

 

Proposed 

Project 

 

 

No Project 

Alternative 

 

 

Reduced 

Density 

Alternative 

 

Metal Shed 

Reuse 

Alternative 

Total Building Area (gsf)  616,452  109,500  561,625  369,907 

Residential Units         

Studio   53  ‐  0  18 

1 Bedroom  182  ‐  162  83 

2 Bedroom  146  ‐  82  68 

3 Bedroom  14  ‐  29  8 

Total Units  395  ‐  273  177 

Commercial/Public Use (gsf)         

Retail  17,818  ‐  15,180  10,100 

Restaurant  7,150  ‐  1,700  10,100 

Artist Workspace  ‐  ‐  ‐  46,957 

Public Exhibition Space  ‐  ‐  ‐  8,366 

Total Commercial/Public Space 

(gsf)  24,968 

‐   

16,880  75,523 

Open Space (gsf)  50,932  ‐  56,850  36,291 

Building Heights         

Along 16th Street in ft (stories)  68 (6)  39  68 (6)  58 (5) 

Along 17th Street in ft (stories)  48 (4)  34  48 (4)  48 (4) 

Parking         

Off‐Street Non‐Residential Spaces  45  ‐  36  0 

Off‐Street Residential Spaces  338  ‐  233  121 

Off‐Street Car Share Spaces  5  ‐  2  2 

Total Off‐Street Vehicle Spaces  388    271  123 

Class I Bicycle Spaces  455  ‐  218  184 

Class II Bicycle Spaces  52  ‐  21  20 

Off‐Street Loading Spaces  1  14  2  3 

On‐Street Loading Zones  2 passenger;  

2 commercial 

‐  0  0 

 Sources: DKS Associates, Inc., 901 16th Street/1200 17th Street Potrero Partners, LLC Mixed‐Use Project Transportation Impact 

Study, March 2015; Christiani Johnson Architects, Inc., Reduced Density Alternative and Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, March 

2015. 
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Table S-4: Comparison of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project to Impacts of Alternatives 

Description 

of Topic  Environmental Impacts 

No Project 

Alternative 

Reduced Density 

Alternative 

Metal Shed Reuse 

Alternative 

Ability to Meet Project Sponsor’s Objectives 

The proposed project would meet all of the project sponsor’s 

objectives. 

No objectives 

would be achieved 

except that the 

historic brick office 

building would be 

retained. 

Some of the project 

sponsor’s objectives 

would be achieved, 

though to a lesser extent 

than the proposed 

project. The objective for 

incorporation of open 

space would be met to 

an even greater degree 

than with the proposed 

project. Financial 

feasibility is unknown. 

Some of the project 

sponsor’s objectives would 

be achieved, though to a 

lesser extent than the 

proposed project. Financial 

feasibility is unknown.  

Land Use 

Cumulative 

Loss of PDR 

Uses 

The proposed project would contribute to a 

significant and unavoidable impact identified in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR due to the cumulative 

loss of PDR (Production, Distribution, and Repair), 

as discussed in the CPE for this project (page 26). A 

Statement of Overriding Considerations was 

adopted by the City accepting this significant 

impact because retention of the PDR uses would 

conflict with planned growth of the area. The 

proposed loss of 109,500 square feet of existing PDR 

uses represents a considerable contribution to the 

loss of the PDR space analyzed in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR, but would not result in 

significant impacts that were not identified or more 

severe impacts than were analyzed in the PEIR. (SU)

Not applicable  Same as the proposed 

project (SU) 

Less than the proposed 

project, but still a 

reduction in the amount of 

PDR space (SU) 
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Transportation and Circulation 

Vehicle 

Traffic at 

Intersections 

Impact TR‐1: The proposed project would not cause 

a substantial increase in traffic that would adversely 

affect traffic operations at 10 of the 14 study 

intersections or otherwise conflict with traffic 

circulation in the vicinity. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Impact TR‐2: The proposed project, combined with 

present traffic volumes, would contribute 

considerably to significant traffic impacts at one of 

the 14 study intersections: Mariposa Street and the 

I‐280 southbound on‐ramp, but changes already 

underway and expected to be in place prior to the 

proposed project becoming operational would fully 

mitigate this impact. (LTS with changes being 

implemented by others) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS with 

changes being 

implemented by others) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS with changes 

being implemented by 

others) 

Impact TR‐3: The proposed project, combined with 

present traffic volumes, would contribute 

considerably to significant traffic impacts at three of 

the 14 study intersections: 17th Street and 

Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and 

Pennsylvania Street, and Mariposa Street and 

Mississippi Street. (SUM) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project, though 

significant impacts 

would remain at one of 

the three intersections 

impacted by the project, 

Mariposa Street and 

Pennsylvania Avenue. 

(SUM) 

Same impacts as the 

proposed project though 

slightly lower traffic 

volumes (SUM) 

Transit 

Demand 

Impact TR‐4: The proposed project would not result 

in a substantial increase in transit demand that 

could not be accommodated by Muni transit 

capacity; nor would it affect transit operating 

conditions within the project vicinity such that 

adverse impacts to Muni transit service could occur. 

(LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Pedestrians 
Impact TR‐5: The proposed project would not result 

in an increase in the amount of overcrowding on 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 
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public sidewalks, interfere with pedestrian 

circulation and circulation to nearby areas and 

buildings, nor create potentially hazardous 

conditions for pedestrians. (LTS) 

Bicyclists 

Impact TR‐6: The proposed project would not result 

in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or 

otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle 

accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 

(LTS+IM)  

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS+IM) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS+IM) 

Loading 

Impact TR‐7: The loading demand of the proposed 

project would be accommodated within the 

proposed off‐street loading facilities or within 

convenient on‐street loading zones, and would not 

create potentially hazardous conditions or 

significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists or 

pedestrians. (LTS+IM) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS+IM) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS+IM) 

Emergency 

Vehicles 

Impact TR‐8: The proposed project would not result 

in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access. 

(LTS) 

Not applicable  Same as the proposed 

project (LTS)  

Same as the proposed 

project (LTS)  

Construction 

Traffic 

Impact TR‐9: The proposed project would not result 

in construction‐related transportation impacts 

because of the temporary and limited duration of 

these activities. (LTS+IM) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS+IM) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS+IM) 

Parking 

Impact TR‐10: The proposed project would not 

result in parking‐related significant transportation 

impacts because of sufficient parking supply 

available in the vicinity of and provided within the 

project site. (LTS+IM) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS+IM) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS+IM) 

Cumulative 

Vehicle 

Traffic at 

Intersections 

Impact C‐TR‐1: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects, would not contribute considerably 

to significant cumulative traffic impacts at 10 of the 

14 study intersections. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 



    S. Summary 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

S.27 

Impact C‐TR‐2: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects, would contribute considerably to 

significant cumulative traffic impacts at 4 of the 14 

study intersections: Mariposa Street and Mississippi 

Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, 

17th Street and Mississippi Street, and 

7th/16th/Mississippi Street. (SUM) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project, though 

significant impacts 

would remain at two of 

the four intersections 

impacted by the project, 

7th/16th/Mississippi 

Street and Mariposa 

Street and Pennsylvania 

Avenue. (SUM) 

Same impacts as the 

proposed project though 

slightly lower traffic 

volumes (SUM) 

Impact C‐TR‐3: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects, would not contribute considerably 

to any significant cumulative transit impacts. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Cumulative 

Pedestrians 

Impact C‐TR‐4: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects, would not contribute considerably 

to any significant cumulative pedestrian impacts. 

(LTS)  

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Cumulative 

Bicyclists 

Impact C‐TR‐5: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects, would not contribute considerably 

to any significant cumulative bicycle impacts. (LTS)  

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Cumulative 

Construction 

Traffic 

Impact C‐TR‐6: The proposed project, combined 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects, would not contribute considerably 

to any significant cumulative construction‐related 

transportation impacts. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Less than the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Historic Architectural Resources 

Historic 

Buildings 

Impact CP‐1: The proposed rehabilitation of the 

existing historic brick office building at 1200 17th 

Street, when conducted in accordance with 

applicable Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation 

Not applicable  Same as the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Same as the proposed 

project (LTS) 
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Legend 

NI No impact 

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required 

LTS+IM Less than significant impact, though improvement measures would also be implemented to further reduce the 

impact 

S Significant 

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation 

SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Standards as proposed, would not have a 

substantial adverse effect on an individual historic 

architectural resource. No other structures on site 

are eligible for listing as historic architectural 

resources or districts. (LTS)  

Cumulative 

Historic 

Buildings 

Impact C‐CP‐1: The proposed project, in 

combination with other past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 

vicinity, would not result in a significant cumulative 

impact on historic architectural resources. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Same as the proposed 

project (LTS) 

Same as the proposed 

project (LTS) 
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D. AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

The Planning Department prepared a CPE checklist and published a NOP of an EIR on February 11, 2015, 

announcing its intent to prepare and distribute a Focused EIR (the NOP and CPE checklist are presented as 

Appendix A to this EIR). Publication of the NOP and CPE checklist initiated a 30‐day public review and 

comment period that began on February 11, 2015, and ended on March 15, 2015. Individuals and agencies 

that received these notices included owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, and potentially 

interested parties, including regional and State agencies. 

During the review and comment period, a total of 86 comment sets, including letters, emails, and comment 

cards submitted to the Planning Department or provided orally at the public scoping session, were 

provided by interested parties. The comment letters, emails, and comment cards received in response to 

the NOP/CPE Checklist and a transcript of the oral comments received at the March 4, 2015, public scoping 

meeting are available for review as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E. The Planning Department has 

considered the comments made by the public in preparation of the Draft EIR for the proposed project.  

On the basis of public comments submitted after publication of the NOP, potential areas of controversy 

and unresolved issues for the proposed project include: 

 Parking: Some commenters noted concern that the proposed amount of parking was not enough. 

A ratio of at least one parking space per unit was frequently referenced as the amount of parking 

that should be provided. Some noted difficulty finding street parking in the area that has been and 

would be exacerbated by area development including the proposed project. Conversely, some 

commenters noted parking should be limited to encourage less car ownership/driving. 

 Traffic: Some commenters referenced concern over traffic in the area, including the existing 

congestion in the area and increased traffic from recent and upcoming development including the 

proposed project. Many specifically supported including an analysis of traffic and related issues in 

an EIR. Specifically referenced concerns included: 

o Congestion on Mississippi Street associated with the only parking access to the proposed 

project garages being located on that street. 

o Backups caused by rail crossing at 16th Street (Caltrain and possibly High Speed Rail).  

o Pedestrian and bicycle safety with increased congestion. 

o Other future changes that should be taken into account including the Golden State 

Warriors event center, high speed rail, and potential razing of I‐280 north of Mariposa 

Street. 

o Age of the data (2012) being stale.  

o Emergency response times from the bomb squad at 17th and DeHaro being delayed. 

o Caltrans and other commenters expressed a desire to assess the proposed project’s Vehicle 

Miles Traveled (VMT) in addition to or instead of LOS analysis. 
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 Density/Size: Some commenters stated their belief that the proposed project is too big for the site 

in relation to density of units and/or scale of the building. This was often related to land use and 

planning (statements that it is not consistent with plans), traffic, and/or neighborhood character.  

 Area Development/Unit Goals Exceeded: Some commenters stated that too much development 

has occurred in the area recently, sometimes specifically referencing unit count projections for the 

area and their belief that those projections are being exceeded by projects in the pipeline. This was 

often linked to lack of infrastructure improvements identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan 

related to area growth including road and transit improvements, parks, utilities and services. 

 Architecture/Design: Some commenters noted dissatisfaction with the look of the proposed 

building. Sometimes comments related to not liking the architecture or scale, though often 

comments also related to the commenters’ desire to retain more of an industrial feel. 

 Parks and Open Space: Some commenters noted a need for additional parks and open space in the 

area to accommodate existing and future residents including those from the proposed project. 

Some suggested new projects should not be approved until specific plans for additional 

parks/open spaces were identified and/or constructed. Some suggested the project site should be 

used entirely as a park for the area. 

 Historic Architectural Resources: Some commenters asserted that industrial buildings on the site 

are historic, some specifically referring to the metal shed warehouses and association with Pacific 

Rolling Mill Co. and more generally referring to reminders of the past industrial nature of the area. 

Some commenters specifically referenced support of a metal shed reuse alternative suggested by 

Save the Hill. 

 Eastern Neighborhood PEIR: Some commenters suggested the Eastern Neighborhood PEIR was 

too old to rely on for tiering or otherwise inaccurate for assessment of cumulative impacts. This 

was often tied to the issue of the extent of recent and proposed development in the area. 

Sometimes specific topics were identified under this issue such as traffic, hazardous materials and 

loss of historic buildings. 

 PDR Job/Use Loss: Some commenters noted concern over loss of PDR‐type jobs and spaces for 

such employment both specific to this site and cumulatively in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

 Toxics During Construction: Some commenters noted concern regarding contaminated soils and 

groundwater and the possibility of health impacts to neighbors and/or nearby school children. 

 Construction Impacts: Some commenters noted concerns over potential impacts during the 

construction period, specifically dust/emissions, noise and parking/access to businesses. 

 Emissions, Vehicle: Some commenters expressed concern over air quality in the area, specifically 

related to vehicles/traffic from existing as well as recent and upcoming development including the 

proposed project. 

 Views: Some commenters noted concern over loss of views from and to Potrero Hill.  



    S. Summary 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

S.31 

 Shadows: Some commenters noted the proposed project would cause shadows, often specifically 

related to the under‐construction Daggett Park. Planning Code Section 295 was sometimes 

specifically referenced. 

 Nightclub Noise: Some commenters expressed concern regarding the potential for conflict related 

to noise from the Bottom of the Hill nightclub and the proposed residential units along 17th Street 

that could negatively impact operation of the nightclub.  

 Geological Hazards: Some commenters noted concern regarding geological hazards on/near the 

site and questioned the appropriateness of the site for the proposed development. Specific 

concerns included character of the soil and site (liquefaction potential, fault line, water levels, etc.) 

as well as potential for construction‐period activities including vibration to damage nearby 

buildings and gas pipelines. 

 Beneficial Impacts: Some commenters in support noted their belief that development in the 

proposed location would be less impactful than suburban development.  

 Other Comments: Some comments were less common and did not fit under the above topics. 

These can be briefly summarized as pertaining to the commenters’ belief that not enough is being 

done to address affordable and family housing, area crime, access to area business during 

construction, water supply/drought, area school capacity, wind tunnels related to tall buildings, 

and that additional right‐of‐way for the sidewalk along 17th street should be taken from the 

project property and not existing right‐of‐way.  

The above issues are addressed and analyzed throughout this EIR and the CPE Checklist. Chapter V, Other 

CEQA Issues provides a summary of the comments received during the NOP scoping period and notes 

where each of these issues is specifically addressed in this document, or provides a response to the 

comment received. 

Comments expressing support for the proposed project or opposition to it will be considered 

independently of the environmental review process by City decision‐makers, as part of their decision to 

approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
PROJECT SUMMARY 

The project site consists of four adjacent lots in the lower Potrero Hill neighborhood (Assessor’s block/lot: 

3949/001, 001A, 002, and 3950/001). The approximately 3.5‐acre project site is bounded by 16th Street to the 

north, Mississippi Street to the east, 17th Street to the south, and residential and industrial buildings to the 

west. The project site currently contains two metal shed industrial warehouse buildings, a brick office 

building, a modular office structure, and surface parking lots.  

The proposed project would merge the four lots into two lots, demolish the two warehouses and the 

modular office structure, and preserve the brick office building. The project sponsor proposes to construct 

two new buildings on‐site. The 16th Street Building would consist of a new six‐story, 68‐foot tall 

(excluding rooftop projections of up to 82 feet), approximately 402,943 gross square foot (gsf) residential 

mixed use building with 260 dwelling units and 20,318 gsf of retail on the northern lot. The 17th Street 

Building would consist of a new four‐story 48‐foot tall (excluding rooftop projections of up to 52 feet), 

approximately 213,509 gsf residential mixed use building with 135 dwelling units and 4,650 gsf of retail on 

the southern lot. In addition, the proposed project would construct a new publicly accessible pedestrian 

alley along the entirety of its western property line. Combined, the two new buildings would contain a 

total of 395 dwelling units and 24,968 gsf of retail space, in addition to a total of 388 vehicular parking 

spaces and 455 off‐street bicycle parking spaces. The proposed project would include 14,669 square feet of 

public open space, 33,149 square feet of common open space shared by project occupants, and 3,114 square 

feet of open space private to units. A detailed description of the proposed project is provided in Chapter II, 

Project Description. 

PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

This EIR analyzes the physical environmental effects associated with implementation of the proposed 

project. This EIR has been prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department) in 

the City and County of San Francisco, the Lead Agency for the proposed project, in compliance with the 

provisions of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., 

and California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”), and Chapter 31 of 

the San Francisco Administrative Code. The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal 

responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. 

As described by CEQA and in the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty to avoid or 

substantially lessen significant environmental effects, where feasible. In undertaking this duty, a public 

agency has an obligation to balance a project’s significant effects on the environment with its benefits, 

including economic, social, technological, legal, and other non‐environmental characteristics. 

This EIR is intended as an informational document to: evaluate the proposed project and the potential for 

significant impacts on the environment; examine methods of reducing adverse environmental impacts; 

identify any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated; and identify reasonable 

and feasible alternatives to the proposed project that would eliminate any significant adverse 

environmental effects or reduce the impacts to a less‐than‐significant level. The Lead Agency is required to 

consider the information in the EIR, along with any other relevant information, in making its decisions on 

the proposed project. This analysis, in and of itself, does not determine whether a project will be approved, 

but aids the planning and decision‐making process by disclosing the potential for significant and adverse 

impacts. 
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In conformance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR provides objective information addressing 

the environmental consequences of the proposed project and identifies possible means of reducing or 

avoiding significant impacts, either through mitigation measures or feasible project alternatives. 

The City and County of San Francisco must certify the Final EIR prior to acting on the project approval 

application for the proposed project. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15161, this is a project‐level EIR. 

This most common type of EIR examines the environmental impacts of a project and focuses primarily on 

changes in the environment that would result from project development. This type of EIR examines all 

phases of a project including planning, construction, and operation. 

The CEQA Guidelines help define the role and standards of this EIR, as follows: 

 Informational Document. An EIR is an informational document which will inform public agency 

decision‐makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect(s) of a project, 

identify possible ways to minimize significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the 

project. The public agency shall consider the information in the EIR along with other information 

which may be presented to the agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a)). 

 Degree of Specificity. The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 

specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR. An EIR on a 

development project will necessarily be more detailed in its discussion of specific effects of the 

project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning 

ordinance because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15146(a)). 

 Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of 

analysis to provide decision‐makers with information which enables them to make a decision 

which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the 

environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is 

to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the 

experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good 

faith effort at full disclosure (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). 

Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or 

potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the 

project…” Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the proposed project, this EIR focuses on the 

substantial physical effects and mitigation measures to avoid, reduce, or otherwise alleviate those effects. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR 

This Draft EIR has been organized as follows: 

 Summary: This chapter summarizes the EIR by providing a concise overview of the proposed 

project; the environmental impacts that would result from the proposed project; mitigation 

measures identified to reduce or eliminate these impacts; and project alternatives. 

 Chapter I – Introduction: This chapter includes a summary of the proposed project, a discussion 

of the purpose of the EIR, a list of the EIR organization, and a discussion of the environmental 

review process, including a list of areas of controversy to be resolved. 
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 Chapter II – Project Description: This chapter discusses the background and objectives of the 

proposed project; provides background data on the project location; describes the operational and 

physical characteristics of the proposed project; and identifies project approvals. 

 Chapter III – Plans and Policies: This chapter provides a summary of the plans, policies, and 

regulations of the City and County of San Francisco that are applicable to the proposed project. 

 Chapter IV – Environmental Setting and Impacts: This chapter describes the proposed project’s 

existing setting, environmental impacts, cumulative impacts, and mitigation measures. Each 

environmental topic is discussed in a separate section within this chapter, as follows: 

A. Transportation and Circulation 

B. Historic Architectural Resources  

 Chapter V – Other CEQA Issues: This chapter describes growth inducement that would result 

from the proposed project; summarizes the significant environmental effects that cannot be 

mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level; describes significant irreversible changes that would 

result if the proposed project is implemented; and includes a summary of the comments received 

on the scope of the EIR and responses to those comments. 

 Chapter VI – Alternatives: This chapter presents alternatives to the proposed project, including 

the No Project Alternative; the Reduced Density Alternative; and the Metal Shed Reuse 

Alternative, as well as other alternatives considered but rejected as infeasible. In addition, the 

environmentally superior alternative is identified. 

 Chapter VII – Report Preparers: This chapter identifies preparers of the EIR. 

 Appendices: Appendices include the Notice of Preparation and CPE Checklist (Appendix A). 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The environmental review process for the proposed project is discussed below. As previously noted, the 

project site is located within the Showplace Square/Potrero Subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan. 

The environmental review process for a project occurring within this Plan area is described in this section, 

followed by the specific environmental review process for the proposed project. 

Background 

After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Rezoning and Area Plan (Eastern Neighborhoods Plan) was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan was an amendment to the San Francisco General Plan, adopted in part to support 

housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an 

adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment 

and business uses.  

During the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan adoption phase, the Planning Commission held public hearings to 

consider the various aspects of the proposed area plans, and Planning Code and Zoning Map 

amendments. On August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
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and Area Plan EIR (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR) by Motion 176593 and adopted the Preferred Project for 

final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.4  

In December 2008, after further public hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor signed 

the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and Planning Code amendments and new Area Plans for Central 

Waterfront, East SoMa, Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero. New zoning districts included districts 

that permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing residential and commercial 

uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential‐only districts. The districts replaced then existing 

industrial, commercial, residential single‐use, and mixed‐use districts.  

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was a comprehensive programmatic document that presented an analysis 

of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, as well as the potential 

impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR evaluated three 

rezoning alternatives, two community‐proposed alternatives which focused largely on the Mission District, 

and a “No Project” alternative.  

A major issue in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan rezoning process was the degree to which existing 

industrially‐zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed‐use districts, thus reducing 

the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other topics, the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the rezoning by 

analyzing its effects on the City’s ability to meet its future PDR space needs as well as its ability to meet its 

housing needs as expressed in the City’s General Plan. As part of the PEIR analysis, three rezoning options 

were developed for accommodating the projected population and job growth in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods. Based upon Department forecasts at the time of the PEIR, all three options would have 

resulted in a decline in PDR employment in the study area and an increase in population and non‐PDR 

related job growth. Of the three options, Option A would have retained the largest amount of land to 

accommodate existing (i.e., at the time of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR) PDR uses and the fewest amount 

of non‐PDR related jobs. Conversely, the loss of PDR jobs would have been greatest under Option C 

because the most land occupied by PDR uses at the time of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR would have 

been converted to residential and mixed uses. Option C was also projected to result in the greatest amount 

of population growth and job growth in non‐PDR related jobs. With respect to Option B, population, job 

growth, and PDR loss within the Eastern Neighborhoods would have fallen between Options A and C.  

After fully considering the environmental effects of and the various alternative scenarios discussed in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the alternative adopted by the Planning Commission was a combination of 

Options B and C. Under this combination known as the “Preferred Project”, the PEIR evaluated a total 

increase of 9,785 dwelling units in the Eastern Neighborhoods area, including 3,180 dwelling units within 

the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan. 

The project site is in the Showplace Square/Potrero Area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, which 

contains objectives and policies guiding development of the project site. The project site falls within the 

16th‐17th Street Corridor area plan designation (refer to Map 2 – Generalized Zoning Districts), which 

                                                            

3   San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR), Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified August 7, 2008. Available 

online at: http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893. 
4   San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. This document is available online at http://www.sf‐

planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1268. 
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encourages increased residential density mixed with existing PDR uses along 16th Street in 

acknowledgement of accessibility to nearby transit service. The plan also encourages limited‐scale, 

neighborhood serving retail uses. Pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans as 

approved on January 19, 2009, the project site was re‐zoned to Urban Mixed Use (UMU) and the 68‐X and 

48‐X height and bulk districts that allow maximum building heights of 68 feet along 16th Street and 48 feet 

on 17th Street.5, 6  

The UMU District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while maintaining the characteristics of this 

formerly industrially‐zoned area. It is also intended to serve as a buffer between residential districts and 

PDR districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods. The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply and 

cumulative land use effects is discussed in the CPE Checklist (page 26 in Appendix A).  

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 

Plans undergo project‐level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further impacts 

specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess whether 

additional environmental review is required.  

The proposed project has been determined to be consistent with the zoning controls and the provisions of 

the Planning Code applicable to the project site.7, 8 

PROJECT PROPOSAL 

The project sponsor, Potrero Partners, LLC, filed a revised application for the site on June 17, 2014 for the 

environmental evaluation of the proposed project (this replaced a former 2012 proposal on the site that 

included residential units and a medical office building). As previously discussed, the project site is located 

within the Showplace Square/Potrero Subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, for which a 

comprehensive program‐level EIR was prepared (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR). Individual projects that 

occur under the Plan are required to undergo project‐level environmental evaluation to determine if they 

would result in further impacts specific to the development proposal, the site and to assess whether 

additional environmental review is required. The San Francisco Planning Department, serving as Lead 

Agency responsible for administering the environmental review for the proposed project, prepared a 

Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist and found that preparation of an EIR was required. The CPE 

Checklist identified the environmental issues that would be addressed in the EIR and the environmental 

issues that could be excluded from further detailed analysis. 

CEQA requires that, before a decision can be made to approve a project that could result in adverse and 

unmitigable physical effects, an EIR must be prepared that fully describes the environmental effects of the 

project. The EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to 

                                                            

5   The following zoning and height district maps were included at the PEIR Certification hearing: http://www.sf‐

planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1260.  
6  On July 21, 2011 the Planning Commission took further action to amend the Zoning Map and make numerous technical 

corrections, including rezoning the 47 square foot parcel (Block 3949 Lot 001A) within the project site from MUR to UMU and 

increasing the height limit of that parcel from 40 feet to 68 feet, consistent with the zoning and height limit of surrounding 

properties. This document is available at: http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.0559TZ.pdf.  
7   Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and 

Policy Analysis, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, September 3, 2014.  
8   Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning 

Analysis, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, January 22, 2015.  
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identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of a project, to recommend mitigation measures to 

lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the project. The 

information contained in the EIR must be reviewed and considered by the Planning Commission and other 

approving bodies prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the project. 

CEQA requires that agencies shall neither approve nor implement a project unless the project’s significant 

environmental effects have been reduced to a less‐than‐significant level, essentially eliminating, avoiding, 

or substantially lessening the potentially significant impacts, except when certain findings are made. If an 

agency approves a project that would result in the occurrence of significant adverse impacts that cannot 

feasibly be mitigated to less‐than‐significant levels, the agency must state the reasons for its action in 

writing, demonstrate that mitigation is infeasible based on the EIR or other information in the record, and 

adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

The Planning Department prepared the CPE Checklist and published a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an 

EIR for the project on February 11, 2015, announcing its intent to prepare and distribute a focused EIR (the 

NOP and CPE Checklist is Appendix A to this EIR). The CPE Checklist found that the proposed project 

would be generally consistent with and was encompassed within the analysis in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR. The CPE Checklist also determined that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR adequately anticipated and 

described the majority of the impacts of the proposed project, and identified the mitigation measures from 

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR applicable to the proposed project. The proposed project is also generally 

consistent with the zoning controls and the provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project site 

and is in conformance with the height, use, and density for the site described in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR. 

The CPE Checklist found that the following potential individual and cumulative environmental effects of 

the proposed project, as fully analyzed in the CPE Checklist, were adequately covered in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR: land use and land use planning; aesthetics; population and housing; paleontological 

and archeological resources; noise; air quality; greenhouse gas emissions; wind and shadow; recreation; 

utilities and service systems; public services; biological resources; geology and soils; hydrology and water 

quality; hazards and hazardous materials; mineral and energy resources; and agriculture and forest 

resources. As such, these issue topics are not further addressed in this EIR. 

The CPE Checklist determined that the proposed project could result in potentially significant 

environmental impacts, and that an EIR is required under CEQA to analyze the following environmental 

topics: Transportation and Circulation and Historic Architectural Resources.  

As noted in Summary, the proposed project is subject to Section 21099 to the California Public Resources 

Code, which eliminates consideration of impacts related to the topics of aesthetics and parking in 

determining the significance of physical environmental effects under CEQA for projects meeting certain 

criteria. Accordingly, this EIR does not contain a separate discussion of impacts related to the topic of 

aesthetics. The EIR nonetheless provides an overview of the existing and proposed visual character of the 

site and surroundings for informational purposes as part of Chapter II, Project Description. Furthermore, 

this EIR discusses parking in Chapter IV.A, Transportation and Circulation, for informational purposes 

only. Overall, the information regarding aesthetics (visual character) and parking provided here does not 

relate to the impact significance determinations in the EIR. 



    I. Introduction 

 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

I.7 

AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

Publication of the NOP and CPE Checklist initiated a 30‐day public review and comment period that 

began on February 11, 2015 and ended on March 15, 2015. A public scoping meeting was also held on 

March 4, 2015. During the review and comment period, a total of 86 comment sets, including letters, 

emails, and comment cards submitted to the Planning Department or provided orally at the public scoping 

session were provided by interested parties. The comment letters, emails, and comment cards received in 

response to the NOP and CPE Checklist and a transcript of the oral comments received at the March 4, 

2015 public scoping meeting are available for review as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E. The Planning 

Department has considered the comments made by the public in preparation of the Draft EIR for the 

proposed project. Comments on the NOP and CPE Checklist that relate to environmental issues are 

addressed and analyzed throughout this EIR and the CPE Checklist. Chapter V, Other CEQA Issues 

provides a summary of the comments received during the NOP scoping period and notes where each of 

these issues is specifically addressed in this document, or provides a response to the comments received. 

Comments expressing support for or opposition to the proposed project will be considered independently 

of the environmental review process by City decision‐makers, as part of their decision to approve, modify, 

or disapprove the proposed project. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code encourage public 

participation in the planning and environmental review processes. The City will provide opportunities for 

the public to present comments and concerns regarding the CEQA and planning processes. These 

opportunities will occur during the Draft EIR public review and comment period and public hearings 

before the San Francisco Planning Commission. 

The Draft EIR is available for public review and comment on the Planning Department’s Negative 

Declarations and EIRs web page (http://tinyurl.com/sfceqadocs). CDs and paper copies are also available at 

the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco. 

Referenced materials are available in case File No. 2011.1300E for review by appointment at the Planning 

Department’s office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street (call (415) 575‐9028). 

There will be a public hearing before the Planning Commission during the 45‐day public review and 

comment period for this EIR to solicit public comment on the adequacy and accuracy of information 

presented in this Draft EIR. The public comment period for this EIR is from August 13, 2015 to September 

28, 2015. The public hearing on this Draft EIR has been scheduled before the Planning Commission for 

September 17, 2015 in Room 400, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, beginning at 12:00 p.m. or later. 

Please call (415) 558‐6422 the week of the hearing for a recorded message giving a more specific time. In 

addition, members of the public are invited to submit written comments on the adequacy of the document, 

that is, whether this Draft EIR identifies and analyzes the possible environmental impacts, identifies 

appropriate mitigation measures and provides a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project 

for consideration. Comments are most helpful when they suggest specific alternatives and/or additional 

measures that would better mitigate significant environmental effects. 
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Written comments should be submitted to: 

Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer Re: 901 16h Street and 1200 17th Street Project Draft EIR San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 

Comments may also be submitted by email to sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org. Comments must be received by 

5:00 p.m., September 28, 2015. 

Commenters are not required to provide personal identifying information. All written and oral 

communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public 

for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Planning Department’s website or in 

other public documents. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The project site consists of four adjacent lots in the lower Potrero Hill neighborhood. The approximately 

3.5‐acre project site is bounded by 16th Street to the north, Mississippi Street to the east, 17th Street to the 

south, and residential and industrial buildings to the west. The project site currently contains two metal 

shed industrial warehouse buildings, a brick office building, a modular office structure, and surface 

parking lots.  

The proposed project would merge the four lots into two lots, demolish the two warehouses and the 

modular office structure, preserve the brick office building, and retain some materials from one of the steel 

sheds for reuse within the proposed project. The project sponsor proposes to construct two new buildings 

on‐site. The 16th Street Building would consist of a new six‐story, 68‐foot tall (excluding rooftop 

projections of up to 82 feet), approximately 402,943 gross square foot (gsf) residential mixed use building 

with 260 dwelling units and 20,318 gsf of retail on the northern lot. The 17th Street Building would consist 

of a new four‐story 48‐foot tall (excluding rooftop projections of up to 52 feet), approximately 213,509 gsf 

residential mixed use building with 135 dwelling units and 4,650 gsf of retail on the southern lot. In 

addition the proposed project would construct a new publicly accessible pedestrian alley along the entirety 

of its western property line. Combined, the two new buildings would contain a total of 395 dwelling units 

and 24,968 gsf of retail space, in addition to a total of 388 vehicular parking spaces and 455 off‐street 

bicycle parking spaces. The proposed project would include 14,669 square feet of public open space, 33,149 

square feet of common open space shared by project occupants, and 3,114 square feet of open space private 

to units. Proposed project details are summarized in Table II‐1.  

PROJECT SPONSOR’S OBJECTIVES 

The proposed project’s key objectives are to: 

1. Redevelop a large underutilized site into a development with a mix of ground floor retail uses 

along 16th Street and 17th Street, residential dwelling units, and substantial open space amenities. 

2. Create a mixed‐use project consistent with the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) zoning and the 

Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan’s policies that encourage a mix of land uses by providing 

both residential uses and community‐serving retail uses on the site. 

3. Build a substantial number of residential dwelling units on the site to contribute to the City’s 

General Plan Housing Element goals and ABAG’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the City 

and County of San Francisco. 

4. Create a project that is consistent with the site’s 48‐X and 68‐X height and bulk districts and is 

compatible with existing and contemplated development in the immediate vicinity.  

5. Incorporate open space for the use of project residents in an amount equal to or greater than 

required by the UMU zoning. 

6. Preserve and integrate the historic brick office building into the development, while removing the 

obsolete metal shed warehouses. 

7. Develop a financially feasible project capable of providing a market‐based return on investment 

and sufficient to satisfy both equity capital investment and debt financing providers.  
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Table II-1: Proposed Project Details 

Description  16th Street 

Building 

17th Street 

Building 

Project Total 

Site Area  90,060 sf  61,940 sf  152,000 sf 

Total Building Area   402,943 gsf  213,509 gsf  616,452 gsf 

Commercial Use Area  20,318 gsf  4,650 gsf  24,968 gsf 

Open Space – Public*   9,966 sf  4,703 sf  14,669 sf  

Open Space – Common*   24,184 sf  8,965 sf  33,149 sf  

Open Space – Private*   1,390 sf  1,724 sf  3,114 sf  

Number of Dwelling Units   260 units  135 units  395 units (53 studios, 182 

one‐bedrooms, 146 two‐bedrooms, 

and 14 three‐bedrooms) 

Number of Parking Spaces   263  125  388 (336 residential, 47 commercial, 5 

car share) 

Number of Bicycle Parking 

Spaces  

264 Class 1, 40 

Class 2 

191 Class 1, 12 

Class 2 

455 Class 1 (secure indoor) and 52 

Class 2 (sidewalk bike racks) 

Number of Loading Spaces   1 off‐street, 1 

commercial on‐

street and 

1residential on‐

street  

1 commercial 

on‐street and 1 

residential on‐

street  

5 (1 off‐street, 2 commercial on‐street, 

and 2 residential on‐street) 

Number of Buildings   1  1  2 (16th Street Building and 17th Street 

Building) 

Height of Buildings   68 feet**  48 feet**  See building specific columns 

Number of Stories   1 sub‐surface, 6 

above grade 

1 sub‐surface, 4 

above grade 

See building specific columns 

Source: Proponent plans 

gsf = gross square feet 

* Public open space includes the publicly accessible pedestrian alley and plaza areas. Common open space 

includes the residential mews area, courtyards and roof decks that are not publicly accessible but shared by 

residents. Private open space includes private decks and patios. 

** Height measurement excludes elements exempt from height measurement pursuant to the Planning Code 

Section 260(b). 

EXISTING PROJECT SETTING 

The following includes a description of the project site characteristics as well as surrounding land uses. 

Project Site 

As shown on Figure II.1, the project site is located in the lower Potrero Hill neighborhood on a 3.5‐acre 

portion of the block bounded by 16th Street to the north, Mississippi Street to the east, 17th Street to the 

south and Missouri Street to the west. The westerly portion of the block is not part of the project site and 

contains existing residential (live/work), retail and industrial buildings. The project site (see Figure II.2) 

currently contains a total of four existing buildings: two metal shed warehouse buildings and a modern 

modular office structure occupied by Cor‐O‐Van Moving and Storage Company, and a vacant brick office 

building that fronts onto 17th Street. 
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The modern modular office structure is located at 901 16th Street, at the corner of 16th Street and 

Mississippi Street. The Cor‐O‐Van Moving and Storage Company occupies this modern modular office 

structure as part of its commercial moving and storage operations, employing approximately 50 people. 

The easterly warehouse building at 1200/1000 17th Street was originally constructed as two open air sheds 

but subsequently clad and enclosed with metal siding and connected internally. It is currently a one‐story 

steel and wood‐frame, multiple‐wing, industrial building clad in corrugated metal siding. The westerly 

warehouse building at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street was also originally constructed as an open air shed, 

and is also now a steel‐frame industrial stock shed building clad in corrugated metal siding. The westerly 

warehouse building is the tallest of the existing buildings on the project site, measuring 46‐feet, nine‐inches 

in height at its highest point. Both warehouse buildings are currently used by Cor‐O‐Van Moving and 

Storage Company and a portion of the westerly warehouse building is leased to the University of 

California, San Francisco for storage. 

The currently vacant brick office building that fronts onto 17th Street also has an address at 1200 17th 

Street. It was originally constructed by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. in 1926 to house the office functions of 

the company’s steel fabricating operation at the site.  

In total, the four existing buildings on the project site amount to approximately 109,500 gsf of building 

space. Surrounding the modular office structure is an open surface parking lot which is also used for 

access to the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) storage and for fleet storage of the Cor‐O‐Van 

trucks and moving vans. The Cor‐O‐Van and/or UCSF vehicles (employee vehicles and moving trucks) can 

access the project site from two curb cuts on 16th Street, three curb cuts on Mississippi Street, and three 

curb cuts on 17th Street, although some curb cuts are currently unused. 

Surrounding Land Uses 

The project site and vicinity are shown in Figure II.3. Present land uses in the project site vicinity are 

varied and include educational facilities, light industry, office space, life science laboratories, a public park, 

residences and live/work units, retail, a nightclub, storage, warehouses and wholesale interior‐design‐

related establishments. An elevated segment of Interstate 280 runs northeast of the project site. The 

Caltrain railroad tracks run parallel to and northeast of 7th Street and Pennsylvania Street beneath 

Interstate 280.  

Sharing the same block but to the west of the project site are two buildings consisting of live/work lofts 

(one at 999 16th Street and the other at 49 Missouri Street), and two vacant buildings formerly occupied by 

Arch Art Supplies at 99 Missouri Street (retail) and All Auto Collision Repair at 1240 17th Street (light 

industrial).9  

                                                            

9   Public comments have indicated that the 99 Missouri Street building has been leased to the ALT School for use as a school. To 

date, the City has not received an application to change the use of this building. 
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Immediately to the north and across 16th Street is the currently under‐construction EQR Potrero project, 

previously called Daggett Place, and also known as the 1000 16th Street project (Planning Department Case 

No. 2003.0527). As approved, the EQR Potrero project would include two six‐story, 68‐foot tall buildings 

consisting of 468 dwelling units, approximately 15,000 gsf of ground‐floor retail, approximately 7,000 gsf of 

PDR spaces, and 307 parking spaces. The existing Daggett Street right‐of‐way between the two buildings is 

planned for development of a publically‐accessible park (but not under the jurisdiction of the Recreation 

and Parks Department), to be known as Daggett Park.  

Uses to the west of the project site along 16th Street include Wo Chong Company, Inc. (light industrial 

food production), Bay Medical Center (medical offices), and Creativity Explored (non‐profit art studios 

open to the public). These structures are generally two‐to‐three stories tall. The three blocks west of 

Arkansas Street along 16th Street include restaurant, retail, light industrial, office and warehouse 

distribution uses. One former restaurant (Axis Café) was recently demolished and is the site of the 

approved but as yet un‐built 1150 16th Street project (also known as 1201 8th Street, Planning Department 

Case No. 2004.1004). As approved, the 1150 16th Street project would construct two mixed‐use buildings 

(one 58‐feet tall, one 68‐feet tall), consisting of 15 dwelling units, approximately 6,000 gsf of ground‐floor 

retail, and approximately 13,000 gsf of PDR space. The blocks south of the project site become 

progressively more residential, but areas south of 17th Street also include the two‐block Jackson 

Playground, Anchor Brewing (light industrial), fleet parking for Coach 21 buses (transportation storage), 

Rainbeau (fabrication/light industrial), San Francisco Fabrics and R&J Auto (medium industrial), and other 

retail and office uses. Further to the south along Mariposa Street, from Arkansas Street to Pennsylvania 

Street, land use is entirely residential with the exception of a design‐oriented office and Direct Mail Center 

(light industrial) on the two southern corners of the intersection of Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street.  

East of Interstate 280, on the opposite (northeast) side of the freeway from the project site is Mission Bay 

South, which includes the J. David Gladstone Institute, an under‐construction Kaiser Permanente Medical 

Office Building, the UCSF Mission Bay campus (including the recently‐completed UCSF Hospital), other 

biotechnology labs and offices, multi‐family residential buildings, parking structures, and the site of a new 

arena proposed by the Golden State Warriors basketball team. The Caltrain tracks operate east of the 

project site and include an at‐grade crossing of 16th Street slightly east of and coordinated with the 

7th/16th/Mississippi Street intersection.  

PROPOSED PROJECT 

The application for the proposed project has been submitted by Potrero Partners for development on two 

proposed lots, but each respective portion of the proposed project could be developed separately, as 

described further below. 

The project proposes to merge the four existing lots into two lots, demolish all existing on‐site buildings 

and surface pavement on the project site except for the existing brick office building (discussed under 

Ground Floor Retail below), and construct two mixed‐use buildings with associated infrastructure. The 

northern portion of the site along 16th Street is proposed to be developed as a mixed‐use building that 

would reach 68 feet at 6 stories. The southern portion of the site along 17th Street is proposed to be 

developed as a mixed‐use building that would reach 48 feet at 4 stories. (Building heights are measured 

pursuant to Planning Code Section 260(a).) 
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The two proposed buildings would be separated from each other by a 39‐foot‐wide “residential mews” 

common open space area, and separated from the existing development along the western edge of the 

block by a publicly accessible pedestrian alley that would connect 16th and 17th Streets. Figure II.4 shows 

the overall site plan. Figure II.5 through Figure II.7 show the building elevations. Figure II.8 through 

Figure II.11 show the plans by floor for the 16th Street Building including the roof plan as Figure II.12, and 

Figure II.13 through Figure II.15 show plans by floor for the 17th Street Building, including the roof plan 

as Figure II.16.  

As allowed by San Francisco Planning Code Section 260(b), parapets are allowed up to 4 feet above the 

maximum building height and certain rooftop elements, such as mechanical equipment, open space 

features, and stair penthouses, are allowed to extend up to 10 feet above the maximum building height. 

Elevator shafts are allowed to extend up to 16 feet above the maximum building height provided they do 

not together exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof above which they are situated.  

For the 16th Street Building, stair penthouses, elevator penthouses and mechanical equipment would cover 

approximately 12 percent of the horizontal area of the roof and would reach 78 feet (stair and mechanical 

penthouses) and 82 feet (elevator shafts), which are lower than the additional 16 feet that is permitted (up 

to 84 feet) by Planning Code Section 260(b).  

For the 17th Street Building, the stair and elevator penthouses together would cover approximately 3.8 

percent of the horizontal area of the roof and would reach 51 or 52 feet, which  are lower than the 

additional 10 feet and 16 feet that is permitted (up to 74 feet) by Planning Code Section 260(b).  

Heights and locations of rooftop elements are indicated on Figures II.4 through II.6, II.11, and II.15.  

Residential  

A total of 395 dwelling units are proposed as detailed in Table II‐2. Ground floor units with stoops are 

proposed along 17th Street, the publicly accessible pedestrian alley, and onto the residential mews. The 

remaining units are on upper floors. The proposed project complies with requirements for inclusion of 

units with two or more bedrooms (at least 40% per Planning Code Section 843.25).  

Table II-2: New Residential Dwelling Unit Mix 

Unit Type 

Unit Count by Building

Total 

Units 

Percent Total 

Units 

16th Street 

Building 

17th Street 

Building 

Studio  53  0  53  13% 

1 Bedroom  103  79  182  46% 

2 Bedroom  95  51  146  37% 

3 Bedroom  9  5  14  4% 

Total Units  260  135  395  100% 

Source: Proponent plans 
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Figure II.4: Site Plan
Source: PGA Design dated 11/14/2014
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Figure II.5: Building Elevations, 16th Street (North)
Source: BARarchitects, dated 12/17/2014
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Figure II.6: Building Elevations, Mississippi Street (East)
Source: BARarchitects, dated 12/17/2014
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Figure II.7: Building Elevations, 17th Street (South)
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, dated 12/17/2014
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Figure II.8: Floor Plan, 90116th Street, Basement
Source: BARarchitects, dated 6/19/2014
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Figure II.9: Floor Plan, 90116th Street, Ground Floor
Source: BARarchitects, dated 6/19/2014
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Figure II.10: Floor Plan, 901 16th Street, Podium Level (2nd Floor)
Source: BARarchitects, dated 6/19/2014
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Figure II.11: Floor Plan, 901 16th Street, Example Upper Floors (4, 5, and 6)
Source: BARarchitects, dated 1/7/2015
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Figure II.12: Roof Plan, 901 16th Street
Source: BARarchitects, dated 1/7/2015
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Figure II-13: Floor Plan, 1200 17th Street, Basement
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Figure II.14: Floor Plan, 1200 17th Street, Ground Floor
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, dated 6/19/2014
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Figure II.15: Floor Plan, 1200 17th Street, Example Upper Floors (2, 3, and 4)
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, dated 6/19/2014
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Figure II.16: Roof Plan, 1200 17th Street
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, dated 6/19/2014
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II.23 

Ground Floor Retail 

The proposed project contains approximately 24,968 gsf of ground floor retail uses along both 16th and 

17th Streets, to be divided into several individual retail stores. Specific retail tenants have not yet been 

identified. 

The majority of the retail space, 20,318 gsf, is proposed along the 16th Street frontage in the northern 

building, including an active frontage along the proposed publicly accessible pedestrian alley. While 

tenants have not yet been finalized, for purposes of this analysis, it is conservatively estimated this retail 

space would be split between the following uses: 15,218 gsf for a community market, 2,500 gsf of 

restaurant, and two general retail spaces of 1,763 and 837 gsf. 

The 17th Street Building includes a total of 4,650 gsf of retail/restaurant space. The existing brick office 

building at 17th Street and Texas Street would be preserved and adaptively repurposed as 1,550 gsf of 

retail/restaurant space, with a partial mezzanine replacing the existing second floor. The proposed 3,100 

gsf retail/restaurant space at the corner of 17th and Mississippi Street would include certain architectural 

elements either salvaged from or reminiscent of the metal shed warehouse in that location, such as heavy 

timber posts, timber trusses, and corrugated metal sheathing.  

 

Vehicle, Commercial, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access  

The proposed project includes approximately 388 vehicular parking spaces (336 residential, 47 commercial, 

and five car share), divided between a two‐level garage in the 16th Street Building and a one‐level garage 

in the 17th Street Building, both with access from Mississippi Street. One off‐street commercial loading 

space accessed from Mississippi Street and two on‐street loading spaces along Mississippi Street are 

proposed. A total of 455 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces are also proposed with access from the 

aforementioned garages, as well as internal lobbies within both proposed buildings. 52 Class 2 bicycle 

spaces (bike racks) would be provided at various sidewalk locations subject to approval by the San 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). 

Pedestrians would be able to access the buildings at various points. For the 16th Street Building, entrances 

for the residential uses are proposed along 16th and Mississippi streets (lobbies) and along the publicly 

accessible pedestrian alley and residential mews (individual unit stoops), with entrances for the retail uses 

proposed along 16th Street. For the 17th Street Building, entrances for the residential uses are proposed 

along 17th and Mississippi streets (lobbies), along 17th Street, and the publicly accessible pedestrian alley 

and residential mews (individual unit stoops), with entrances for the retail uses proposed along 17th Street. 

Open Space 

Along the westerly property line between 16th and 17th streets, the proposed project would include a 30‐ to 

40‐foot wide pedestrian alley totaling 13,194 square feet, which would be publicly accessible 24 hours a 

day. Additional publicly accessible open space would be provided as plaza areas at the corner of 16th and 

Mississippi streets (210 square feet) and where the residential mews area meets Mississippi Street (1,265 

square feet).  

In addition, approximately 36,263 square feet of common and private open space for use by residents 

would be provided in the residential mews, internal courtyards, roof decks, and private patios and decks. 
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II.24 

Work within the Public Right‐of‐Way  

The proposed project would include several changes around the perimeter of the project site and within 

the public right of way. All eight existing curb cuts at the site (two along 16th Street, three along 

Mississippi Street, and three on 17th Street) would be removed and filled with sidewalk and curb. Two 

new curb cuts would be provided on Mississippi Street for vehicle ingress and egress from the parking 

garages of the two proposed buildings, both 20 linear feet in width. 

An additional 12‐linear‐foot curb cut is proposed for one off‐street retail loading dock on Mississippi 

Street. Additionally, two 80’ on‐street loading zones are proposed along Mississippi Street, comprising two 

commercial and two residential 40’ loading zones.  

All sidewalks are located in the public right‐of‐way and do not cross the property line. To comply with the 

Better Streets Plan recommendations, the sidewalk along 16th Street would be widened to 15 feet (from 10 

feet existing) by extending the existing curb into the public right‐of‐way by approximately five feet. The 

sidewalk along Mississippi Street would also be widened to 15 feet (from 14 feet, 4 inches existing) by 

extending the curb 8 inches into the public right‐of‐way. The existing 10‐foot width of the sidewalk along 

17th Street would be widened to 12 feet by extending the existing curb into the public right‐of‐way by 

approximately two feet. All sidewalks adjacent to the project site would be freshly poured and include 

landscaping per City requirements. 

Pedestrian visibility improvements would be made to the intersection of 17th Street and Texas Street by 

providing continental crosswalk markings and non‐electronic pedestrian crossing signage along all 

approaches to the intersection, subject to approval by SFMTA. 

Construction  

On‐site construction work for the two lots is expected to occur concurrently and would span 

approximately two years, though construction plans have been designed such that they could be 

independently implemented. The first month would consist of building demolition followed by one month 

of site preparation. Grading and excavation for the underground garage would span approximately two 

months. The remainder of the two‐year period would consist of building construction. Preliminary 

estimates indicate that a total of 68,500 cubic yards of soil materials would be exported off the project site 

and 6,850 cubic yards would be imported to the project site. Garage and building construction would occur 

over the final 22 months.  

Excavation for the below‐grade parking would remove at least 12 feet of fill from the site (and up to 20 feet 

of excavation below ground surface (bgs) in certain locations). Excavation would require shoring to retain 

the sides of excavation and protect existing surrounding improvements. A soldier‐pile‐and‐lagging system 

including tiebacks extending laterally is proposed. During shoring and excavation, the groundwater 

would need to be lowered to a depth of at least three feet below the bottom of the planned excavation by 

an experienced dewatering contractor. To account for soils with inadequate support at that depth, deep 

foundation systems consisting of drilled piles that extend to bedrock (varying at depths between 1 foot and 

67 feet below the ground surface), are proposed. It is possible spread footings could be used in the 

southern portion of the site, where bedrock may be encountered at or near excavation depth. 



    II. Project Description 

 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

II.25 

Rehabilitation of Brick Office Building at 1200 17th Street 

As discussed, the historic brick office building would be rehabilitated for retail or restaurant use, which 

would generally involve retaining and rehabilitating the outer walls and features and renovating the 

interior non‐historic improvements. All rehabilitation work will be done according to the Secretary of the 

Interiorʹs Standards for Rehabilitation10 and are anticipated to follow the approach outlined below.  

During demolition, all adjoining structures would be demolished and all piping, conduit, and remnants of 

adjoining structures would be removed. During construction, the building would be protected in place. 

The brick walls would then be cleaned and restored, with any voids patched and/or repaired using brick 

and mortar that matches the original. The existing non‐historic paint on the exterior walls (north, east, and 

west) of the building would be carefully removed to expose the red brick. Only gentle methods that do not 

remove the exterior face of the brick would be used, including power washing, hand sanding, blasting 

with walnut shells, or citrus‐based strippers. The mortar would be cleaned and repointed wherever 

necessary. The existing deteriorated steel‐sash windows on the primary (south) façade would be replaced 

“in‐kind” with new steel windows that match the profiles, dimensions, operation and finish of the existing 

historic windows. The historic cast‐cement sign above the primary entrance would be retained and 

repaired. The two pedestrian entrances on the primary façade both presently contain incompatible, non‐

historic doors. They would be replaced with doors that resemble historic conditions, based on available 

documentary evidence of the original doors. The existing wooden flagpole mounted on the roof would be 

retained and restored. The existing skylights are of unknown origin and would be removed to build a new 

roof deck. The skylights are not visible from the public right‐of‐way. Planter containers that are no higher 

than the parapet would be located just behind the parapet and would be not less than 24ʺ wide. Vegetation 

and plantings inside the planter containers shall be low so as to be minimally visible from 17th Street. A 

guardrail would be located just behind the planter containers, at least 24” from the parapet, and the design 

of the said guardrail would be consistent with the objective of being minimally visible from 17th Street. A 

new roof deck would be located behind the guardrail. The brick office building’s non‐historic interior 

finishes and materials would be removed to expose the historic brick walls. A partial mezzanine level 

would be constructed within the rehabilitated structure, which would contain a total of 1,500 sf of retail or 

restaurant space. Any attachment of the mezzanine to the existing brick walls would be minimally 

destructive and, if necessary, would be patched to match the original materials.  

The new building adjoining the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is designed to respect and be 

compatible with the existing brick office building. The brick office building would anchor the southern end 

of a 61’‐4”‐wide break in the new building’s street wall. There would be a setback on the left (west) side of 

the brick building that would serve as the residential entrance to the new building. This setback measures 

11’‐9” wide and the area behind it would remain unbuilt. Additional setbacks would be located along the 

north and east walls of the brick office building. On the east side of the brick building there would be a 

notch‐out measuring 10’‐5” x 4’‐10”. The purpose of these setbacks and notch‐out is to allow the brick 

building to “read” as a freestanding structure that is functionally related to the new building but 

structurally independent from it. 

                                                            

10 Department of Interior Regulations, 36 CFR 67. 
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Visual Conditions and Views 

The project site is primarily characterized by one‐story industrial buildings and surface parking lots. Views 

of and across the site are available from surrounding streets and nearby Jackson Playground. 

Implementation of the proposed project would change the visual conditions and character of the project 

site by constructing four‐ and six‐story mixed‐use residential and commercial buildings and new open 

space areas. Views from surrounding public vantage points would be altered. Visual simulations were 

prepared by Environmental Vision to illustrate the design and massing of the proposed project from five 

viewpoints around the project site based upon photos taken on February 13, 2015 or July 13, 2015. A brief 

comparison of the existing and proposed visual conditions related to these vantage points is provided 

below. 

The EQR Potrero project is located immediately to the north and across 16th Street. This project is currently 

under construction with approved plans for two 68‐foot tall buildings. All floors of the buildings were 

fully framed out at the time photos were taken, though the total height would be slightly taller once 

completed due to parapets and roof‐top elements including mechanical equipment and stair/elevator 

penthouses. To provide a better comparison to the conditions once this project is completed, simulations 

with and without the EQR Potrero project have also been included where visible in the same views.  

• Viewpoint 1 – 17th Street at Arkansas Street (Corner of Jackson Playground). As shown in Figure II‐

17a, existing views from Jackson Playground looking east/northeast towards the project site include 

primarily one‐story structures along the north side of 17th Street with the raised Highway I‐280 in the 

background. The project site is only partially visible due to the distance and other buildings and street 

trees in between. As shown in Figure II‐17b, being a few blocks away, the proposed project would be 

visible but not prominent in views from the park, blocking only some long‐range views toward the 

raised Highway I‐280. 

• Viewpoint 2 – 16th Street near Missouri Street (site of future Daggett Park). As shown in Figure II‐18a, 

existing views from the north side of 16th Street at the future Daggett Park, looking southeast across 

16th Street, include the live/work lofts adjacent to the project site, the on‐site warehouse reaching 39 

feet, and beyond that, the raised Highway I‐280 with hints of buildings beyond. As shown in the visual 

simulation in Figure II‐18b, being across the street, the proposed project would be prominent in views 

from Daggett Park and taller than the adjacent live/work lofts. The proposed project would block view 

toward the raised portion of Highway I‐280.  

• Viewpoint 3 – Texas Street at Mariposa Street. As shown in Figure II‐19a, the brick office building is 

aligned with Texas Street, framing it in the view past rows on either side of perpendicular‐parked cars 

along the downward sloping Texas Street. The more industrial‐looking buildings and roofs on the site 

surround the brick building, with the newly‐constructed Owens Street Kaiser medical office building 

(with construction crane still evident above) beyond in the mid‐ground and downtown San Francisco 

in the background. The under‐construction EQR Potrero project is visible in this view immediately 

beyond the project site. As further shown in Figure II‐19b, the 68‐foot EQR Potrero buildings fill some 

of the mid‐ground views, blocking some views toward downtown from behind the existing buildings 

on the project site. As shown in Figure II‐19c, the brick building at the foot of Texas Street would be 

retained with the proposed project, with articulated new buildings of the 17th Street Building 

surrounding it and the 16th Street Building beyond. As with the EQR Potrero project, the 901 16th 

Street building is 68‐feet high along 16th Street. Discreet portions of the 17th Street Building roof (about 

three percent of its total horizontal area) would contain stair and elevator penthouses reaching 51 or 52 
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feet. Being closer to this viewpoint, the proposed project would almost entirely block the EQR Potrero 

project from view, along with additional slivers of the view toward downtown. Figure II‐19d shows 

the proposed project simulations on the existing photo from this viewpoint, without the completion of 

the EQR Potrero project added in. This is for comparison purposes only, as the EQR Potrero project is 

already under construction. 

• Viewpoint 4 – Texas Street at 18th Street. This is the same general view as viewpoint 3, only from one 

block farther south from the project site, which also adds elevation as the street progresses up Potrero 

Hill. As shown in Figure II‐20a, the brick office building and surrounding industrial‐looking buildings 

on the project site are visible at the foot of Texas Street, past rows on either side of perpendicular‐

parked cars and homes along the downward sloping Texas Street. From this vantage point, the curve 

of I‐280 is evident in the mid‐ground along with the newly‐constructed Owens Street Kaiser medical 

office building and other mid‐ground buildings, with views toward downtown in the background. 

The under‐construction EQR Potrero project is visible in this view immediately beyond the project site. 

As shown in Figure II‐20b, the 68‐foot EQR Potrero buildings fill some of the mid‐ground views, 

blocking other mid‐ground views including that of the curve of I‐280 from behind the existing 

buildings on the project site. As shown in Figure II‐20c, the brick building at the foot of Texas Street 

would be retained, with the proposed project with articulated new buildings of the 17th Street 

Building surrounding it and the 16th Street Building beyond. With the higher viewpoint, the very top 

of the EQR Potrero project would remain visible past the proposed project, with only limited 

additional blockage of mid‐ground views. The background views toward downtown would be 

unaffected by either EQR Potrero or the proposed project from this viewpoint. Figure II‐20d shows the 

proposed project simulations on the existing photo from this viewpoint, without the completion of the 

EQR Potrero project added in. This is for comparison purposes only, as the EQR Potrero project is 

already under construction. 

• Viewpoint 5 – Texas Street at 19th Street. This is the same general view as viewpoints 3 and 4, only from 

an additional block farther south from the project site, which also adds elevation as the street 

progresses up Potrero Hill. As shown in Figure II‐21a, the brick office building and surrounding 

industrial‐looking buildings on the project site, including expanses of roof‐tops, are visible at the foot 

of Texas Street, past rows on either side of perpendicular‐parked cars and homes along the downward 

sloping Texas Street. From this vantage point, the curve of I‐280 is prominent in the mid‐ground along 

with the newly‐constructed Owens Street Kaiser medical office building and other mid‐ground 

buildings, with views toward downtown in the background. The under‐construction EQR Potrero 

project is visible in this view immediately beyond the project site. As shown in Figure II‐21b, the 68‐

foot EQR Potrero buildings fill some of the mid‐ground views, blocking other mid‐ground views 

including predominantly that of the curve of I‐280. As shown in Figure II‐21c, the brick building at the 

foot of Texas Street would be retained with the proposed project, surrounded by the remainder of the 

proposed project, which would be visible in front of the EQR Potrero project. With the higher 

viewpoint, the EQR Potrero project would remain visible past the proposed project, and the proposed 

project would not block any additional mid‐ground views. The background views toward downtown 

would be unaffected by either EQR Potrero or the project from this viewpoint. Figure II‐21d shows the 

proposed project simulations on the existing photo from this viewpoint, without the completion of the 

EQR Potrero project added in. This is for comparison purposes only, as the EQR Potrero project is 

already under construction.
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Figure II.17a: Viewpoint 1 – 17th Street at Arkansas Street, Existing View
Source: Environmental Vision, photo taken 2/13/2015 

Figure II.17b: Viewpoint 1 – 17th Street at Arkansas Street, with Proposed Project
Source: Environmental Vision
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Figure II.18a: Viewpoint 2 – 16th Street near Missouri Street, Existing View
Source: Environmental Vision, photo taken 2/13/2015 

Figure II.18b: Viewpoint 2 – 16th Street near Missouri Street, with Proposed Project
Source: Environmental Vision
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Figure II.19a: Viewpoint 3 – Texas Street at Mariposa Street, Existing View
Source: Environmental Vision, photo taken 7/13/2015 

Figure II.19b: Viewpoint 3 – Texas Street at Mariposa Street, with Proposed Project
Source: Environmental Vision
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Figure II.19c: Viewpoint 3 – Texas Street at Mariposa Street, with EQR Potrero
Source: Environmental Vision 

Figure II.19d: Viewpoint 3 – Texas Street at Mariposa Street, with EQR Potrero and Proposed Project
Source: Environmental Vision
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Figure II.20a: Viewpoint 4 – Texas Street at 18th Street, Existing View
Source: Environmental Vision, photo taken 7/13/2015 

Figure II.20b: Viewpoint 4 – Texas Street at 18th Street, with Proposed Project
Source: Environmental Vision
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Figure II.20c: Viewpoint 4 – Texas Street at 18th Street, with EQR Potrero
Source: Environmental Vision 

Figure II.20d: Viewpoint 4 – Texas Street at 18th Street, with EQR Potrero and Proposed Project
Source: Environmental Vision
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Figure II.21a: Viewpoint 5 – Texas Street at 19th Street, Existing View
Source: Environmental Vision, photo taken 7/13/2015 

Figure II.21b: Viewpoint 5 – Texas Street at 19th Street, with Proposed Project
Source: Environmental Vision
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Figure II.21c: Viewpoint 5 – Texas Street at 19th Street, with EQR Potrero
Source: Environmental Vision 

Figure II.21d: Viewpoint 5 – Texas Street at 19th Street, with EQR Potrero and Proposed Project
Source: Environmental Vision
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REQUIRED APPROVALS 

At this time, it is anticipated that the proposed project would require the following City approvals and 

subsequent review processes: 

Actions by the Planning Commission or Department 

 Certification of the Final EIR and adoption of CEQA findings.  

 Large Project Authorization with exceptions to rear yard configuration (both buildings), off‐street 

loading  (both buildings), horizontal mass  reduction  (16th Street Building), off‐street parking  in 

excess  of  0.75  space  per  unit  (both  buildings),  parking/loading  entrance  width  (16th  Street 

Building), and projecting bay dimension (16th Street Building). The Large Project Authorization 

is identified as the Approval Action for the whole of the proposed project.  

 Conditional Use Approval to authorize a use size exceeding 3,999 square feet for one or more of 

the retail spaces within the 16th Street Building. 

 General Plan Referral for sidewalk changes. 

Actions by Other City Departments 

 Public  Works.  Lot  line  adjustment  merging  and  resubdividing  the  four  lots  to  create  two 

separate  legal  lots  for  the  two  new  buildings,  condominium  map  approvals,  and  sidewalk 

widening; 

 Department of Public Health (DPH). Approval of a Site Mitigation Plan pursuant to the Maher 

Ordinance (Article 22 of the Health Code), an Enhanced Ventilation Plan pursuant to Article 38 of 

the  Health  Code,  and  for  construction‐period  activities:  a  Soil  Management  Plan,  an  Air 

Monitoring Plan, and a Dust Control Plan;  

 Municipal Transportation Agency  (SFMTA). Approval  of  all proposed  changes  in  curb  cuts, 

parking  and  loading  zones,  and Class  2  bicycle  parking  pursuant  to  the  SFMTA Color Curb 

Program  and  crosswalk markings and pedestrian  signage at  the  intersection of  17th and Texas 

streets.  Coordination  with  the  SFMTA  Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and 

Transportation  to  coordinate  temporary  construction‐related  changes  to  the  transportation 

network, including potential traffic, street and parking changes and lane closures. As part of this 

process,  the  SFMTA  Transportation  Advisory  Committee  (TASC)  may  review  the  proposed 

project’s  construction  Transportation Management  Plan  (TMP)  to  resolve  internal  differences 

between different transportation modes;  

 San  Francisco  Public Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC). Approval  of  an  erosion  and  sediment 

control  plan  prior  to  commencing  construction,  and  compliance  with  post‐construction 

stormwater design guidelines, including a stormwater control plan; and 

 San  Francisco Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI). Grading,  demolition,  building  and 

occupancy permits.  

Actions by Other Agencies 

 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Issuance of permits for installation and 

operation of the emergency generator. 



    II. Project Description 

 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

II.38 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



  

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

III.1 

III. PLANS AND POLICIES 
This chapter provides a summary of the relevant plans and policies of the City and County of San 

Francisco (City) that are applicable to the proposed project and focuses in particular on the proposed 

project’s potential inconsistencies with applicable plans and policies that could result in environmental 

impacts. The determination of whether a project is consistent with a specific plan or policy can be 

subjective, and is best made with a broad understanding of the often‐competing policy objectives in a 

planning document. As a result, policy consistency determinations are ultimately made by the City’s local 

decision‐making body (i.e., Planning Commission and/or Board of Appeals). This consideration of policies 

would occur independently of the environmental review process, as part of the decision to approve or 

reject the proposed project. The analysis in this chapter is intended to provide decision‐makers with a 

discussion of planning considerations that are pertinent to the proposed project and associated 

development site, and a preliminary conclusion regarding whether the proposed project may be 

inconsistent with identified plans and policies. These preliminary conclusions are intended to supplement 

decision‐makers’ own understanding of the various and often‐competing policy considerations. 

Project‐related policy conflicts and inconsistencies do not constitute, in and of themselves, significant 

environmental impacts. Such conflicts or inconsistencies result in environmental impacts only when they 

would result in direct physical effects. With the exception of effects on transportation and circulation and 

historic architectural resources, all potential physical impacts of the proposed project are discussed in the 

Community Plan Checklist prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix A). Potential physical impacts 

on transportation and circulation and historic architectural resources are discussed in this Focused 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 

Measures. 

The main City and County of San Francisco documents that guide planning and land use within and 

around the project site that are discussed in this chapter are: 

•  San Francisco General Plan 

•  Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan (Eastern Neighborhoods Plan) 

○  Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan 

•  San Francisco Planning Code 

•  Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative 

•  Better Streets Plan 

•  Transit First Policy 

•  Bicycle Plan 

Environmental plans and policies are those, like the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan, which directly address 

environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be met in order to preserve or improve 

the characteristics of the City’s physical environment. The proposed project would not demonstrably or 

substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental plan or policy. Resource‐specific and regional 

plans and policies are discussed in specific topical sections of this EIR or in the CPE Checklist contained in 

Appendix A (e.g., Air Quality), as appropriate. 
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SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN 

The San Francisco General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions in the 

City, and embodies the City’s vision for the future physical development of San Francisco. The General 

Plan comprises ten elements (each of which pertains to a particular topic or resource area that is important 

throughout the City). The elements include: Air Quality; Arts; Commerce and Industry; Community 

Facilities; Community Safety; Environmental Protection; Housing; Recreation and Open Space; 

Transportation; and Urban Design. These elements provide a policy context for future development in the 

City. In addition, the General Plan includes area plans that outline goals and objectives for specific 

geographic and community planning areas (such as the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan, discussed in 

the following subsection). 

The Planning Department, Zoning Administrator, Planning Commission, and other City decision‐makers 

will evaluate the proposed project in the context of the General Plan, and as part of this review process will 

consider potential conflicts. This consideration of General Plan objectives and policies will occur 

independent of the environmental review process, as part of the decision to approve or reject the proposed 

project. Any potential conflict not identified in this EIR would be considered in that context and would not 

alter the analysis of physical environmental impacts found in this EIR. 

Two General Plan elements that are particularly applicable to planning considerations associated with the 

proposed project are the Urban Design and Housing Elements. The Urban Design Element of the General 

Plan focuses on the physical character and order of the City, and is concerned both with development and 

preservation. The Urban Design Element also seeks to protect public views of open space and water 

bodies, and protect and enhance the aesthetic character of San Francisco. Objective 3 of the Urban Design 

Element seeks to ensure that major new development complements existing land use patterns, protects 

important natural resources, and preserves neighborhood character. The proposed project is consistent 

with the type and intensity of development envisioned for the project site (refer to Eastern Neighborhoods 

Plan and Planning Code discussions below) and would not demonstrably conflict with any goals, 

objectives, or policies in the Urban Design Element. 

The key objective of the Housing Element is to promote the development of new housing in San Francisco 

and the retention of existing housing in a way that is protective of neighborhood identity, is sustainable, 

and is served by adequate community infrastructure. A particular focus of the Housing Element is on the 

creation and retention of affordable housing, which reflects intense demand for such housing, a growing 

economy (which itself puts increasing pressure on the existing housing stock), and a constrained supply of 

land (necessitating infill development and increased density). In general, the Housing Element supports 

projects that increase the City’s housing supply (both market‐rate and affordable housing), especially in 

areas that are close to the City’s job centers and are well‐served by transit. The proposed project, which is a 

mixed‐use project containing housing close to job centers, would not demonstrably conflict with any 

objectives or policies in the Housing Element. 

EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS PLAN 

After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan 

was adopted in December 2008. The goals of the Area Plan were to reflect local values, increase housing, 

maintain some industrial land supply, and improve the quality of all existing areas with future 

development. The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan was adopted in part to support housing development in 
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some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an adequate supply of space for 

existing and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment and businesses. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and Planning Code amendments included new zoning districts that 

permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing residential and commercial uses 

and residential and PDR uses; and new residential‐only districts. The districts replaced then existing 

industrial, commercial, residential single‐use, and mixed‐use districts. As a result of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan, the project site was rezoned to Urban Mixed Use (UMU) from Heavy Industrial (M‐

2) and the 50‐X and 40‐X height and bulk districts. The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan also included changes 

to existing height and bulk districts in some areas, including allowances for buildings up to 68 feet tall 

along 16th Street and 48 feet on 17th Street at the project site.10, 11 

In addition to the rezoning and Planning Code text amendments, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan added 

four new area plans to the General Plan, including the Mission Area Plan, the East South of Market Area 

Plan, the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan, and the Central Waterfront Area Plan. Each of these Area 

Plans articulate a holistic vision for a neighborhood, by promoting areas that are transit, bicycle and 

pedestrian friendly; strengthening and encouraging vibrant neighborhood‐serving commercial areas; 

providing and maintaining community facilities and open space to ensure neighborhood livability; and 

increasing both the supply and variety of housing for residents, with emphasis on affordable housing. As 

discussed below, the project site is located within the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan (Figure II‐1) 

and would not demonstrably conflict with any objectives or policies within this subarea of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan.12, 13  

During the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan adoption phase, the Planning Commission held public hearings to 

consider the various aspects of the proposed area plans, and Planning Code and Zoning Map 

amendments. On August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 

and Area Plan Final EIR (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR) by Motion 1765914 and adopted the Preferred Project 

for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.15 The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a comprehensive 

programmatic document that presents an analysis of the environmental effects of implementation of the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community‐proposed 

alternatives which focused largely on the Mission District, and a “No Project” alternative. The alternative 

selected, or the Preferred Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission 

                                                            

10  The following zoning and height district maps were included at the PEIR Certification hearing: http://www.sf‐

planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1260.  
11  On July 21, 2011 the Planning Commission took further action to amend the Zoning Map and make numerous technical 

corrections, including rezoning the 47 square foot parcel (Block 3949 Lot 001A) within the project site from MUR to UMU and 

increasing the height limit of that parcel from 40 feet to 68 feet, consistent with the zoning and height limit of surrounding 

properties. This document is available at: http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.0559TZ.pdf.  
12  Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and 

Policy Analysis, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, September 3, 2014.  
13  Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning 

Analysis, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, January 22, 2015.  
14  Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning Department, Case No. 

2004.0160E, certified August 7, 2008. The FEIR is on file for public review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street Suite 

400 as part of Case No. 2004.0160E, or at www.sfgov.org/site/planning_index.asp. 
15 San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. This document is available online at 

www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/planning/Citywide/Eastern_Neighborhoods/Draft_Resolution_Public%20Parcels_FINAL.pdf. 
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adopted the Preferred Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and 

the various scenarios discussed in the PEIR. 

Individual projects that could occur in the future within the Eastern Neighborhoods Area are required to 

undergo project‐level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further impacts 

specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess whether 

additional environmental review is required. Project‐level review of the proposed project is the subject of 

this EIR (also refer to the analysis provided in the CPE Checklist included in Appendix A).  

Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan 

The project site is in the area covered by the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan, which is also a subarea 

of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan (see discussion below). The Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan 

covers an area that is roughly bound by Bryant and 7th Streets to the north, 7th Street and the I‐280 

corridor to the east, portions of Cesar Chavez, 26th and 25th Streets to the south; and Potrero Avenue to 

the west (see Figure II‐1). The vision outlined in the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan for the pattern of 

development in this area is based on the need to increase opportunities for new housing development, 

particularly affordable housing; retain space for production, distribution and repair (PDR) activities; 

protect established affordable residential areas; maintain vibrant neighborhood commercial areas on 

Potrero Hill; maintain existing residential areas; and allow for new neighborhood‐serving retail and 

businesses at the base of Potrero Hill. 

Objectives of the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan that relate to the proposed project include:  

 Encourage transition of portions of Showplace/Potrero to a more mixed use and neighborhood‐

serving character, while protecting the core of design‐related PDR uses (Objective 1.1);  

 Maximize development potential in keeping with neighborhood character (Objective 1.2);  

 Retain the role of Showplace Square as an important location for Production, Distribution, and 

Repair (PDR) activities, focusing in particular on design related activities (Objective 1.7);  

 Ensure that a significant percentage of new housing created in the area is affordable to people with 

a wide range of incomes (Objective 2.1);  

 Require a significant number of units in new developments to have two or more bedrooms 

(Objective 2.3); 

 Promote an urban form and architectural character that supports walking and sustains a diverse, 

active and safe public realm (Objective 3.2);  

 Facilitate movement of automobiles by managing congestion and other negative impacts of vehicle 

traffic (Objective 4.9); and  

 Ensure that new development includes high quality private open space (Objective 5.2).  

The proposed project would develop a mixed‐use residential development on a site that contains existing 

warehouse, office, and associated surface parking uses and be subject to the Inclusionary Affordable 
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Housing Program at the enhanced affordability levels required in the UMU zoning district.16 The proposed 

project would provide a mix of residential units (approximately 41 percent of which would be two‐ and 

three‐bedroom units); increased access for pedestrian circulation; and on‐site open space. 

The proposed loss of 109,500 square feet of existing PDR uses represents a considerable contribution to the 

loss of the PDR space analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, but would not result in significant 

impacts that were not identified, or more severe impacts than were analyzed, in the PEIR. In addition, the 

proposed project would increase traffic congestion in the area, and this issue is addressed in Section IV.A, 

Transportation and Circulation. These impacts are mitigated to the extent feasible, but were found to be 

significant and unavoidable. However, the proposed project would not demonstrably conflict with any 

objectives or policies in the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan. 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE 

The San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code) incorporates the City’s Zoning Maps, implements the 

General Plan and governs permitted uses, densities, and configurations of buildings within the City. 

Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter and demolish existing buildings) may not be issued unless: 

1) the proposed project conforms to the Planning Code; or 2) allowable exceptions are granted pursuant to 

provisions of the Planning Code. 

The proposed project is generally consistent with the uses, density, unit mix, open space, and parking 

requirements of the Planning Code. The project sponsor is requesting six exceptions and waivers from the 

Planning Commission in its Large Project Authorization application for the proposed project: (1) 

exceptions to rear yard configuration (both buildings); (2) an exception for off‐street parking to exceed 0.75 

spaces per unit (both buildings); (3) an exception for use of two on‐street loading spaces in lieu of two of 

the required off‐street loading spaces (both buildings); (4) an exception for increased parking and loading 

street frontage (16th Street Building); (5) an exception to the horizontal mass reduction requirement (16th 

Street Building); and (6) an exception to the projecting bay dimension limitation (16th Street Building), as 

described in Chapter II, Project Description. 

The following section describes the proposed project’s consistency with its applicable land use district and 

the bulk, height, and other regulations associated with the project site.  

Use District 

As previously discussed, the project site is located within the UMU District. The UMU District is intended 

to promote a vibrant mix of uses while maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially‐zoned 

area. It is also intended to serve as a buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods. Within the UMU District, allowed uses include production, distribution, and repair uses 

such as light manufacturing, home, and business services; arts activities; warehouse; and wholesaling. 

Additional permitted uses include retail, educational facilities, and nighttime entertainment. Housing is 

also permitted, but is subject to higher affordability requirements than elsewhere in the City. In particular, 

family‐sized dwelling units are encouraged. 

                                                            

16 Per San Francisco Planning Code section 419, UMU conversion projects require 14.4 to 17.6 percent of on‐site units to be 

affordable, or 23 to 27 percent of units constructed as affordable units off site, or appropriate in‐lieu fee. Specifics of how the 

proposed project will satisfy affordability requirements have not yet been determined and will be considered prior to project 

approval.  
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Within the UMU District, there is no minimum or maximum density requirement for residential use 

(subject to height and bulk controls consistent with Section 843.24 of the Planning Code) although at least 

40 percent of all dwelling units must contain two or more bedrooms (Section 843.25). The proposed project 

includes 395 dwelling units (53 studios, 182 one‐bedrooms, 146 two‐bedrooms, and 14 three‐bedrooms) 

and would comply with this requirement. Retail sales and services are permitted for up to 25,000 square 

feet per lot and any single commercial use larger than 3,999 square feet requires conditional use 

authorization; the proposed project would provide up to 24,968 square feet of ground floor commercial 

uses on the total site, with up to two commercial spaces proposed to exceed 3,999 square feet. 

Projects proposing ten or more dwelling units are subject to enhanced Inclusionary Affordable Housing 

Program requirements applicable in the UMU district as outlined in Sections 415 and 419 of the Code. The 

project sponsor would comply with the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. 

The proposed project would redevelop the site with a mix of residential and ground floor commercial uses. 

With approval of the requested exceptions noted below, the proposed project would be consistent with the 

type and intensity of development envisioned for the site and would not demonstrably conflict with the 

zoning controls applicable to the project site.17,18 

Height and Bulk District 

The City’s height and bulk districts are intended to serve a variety of urban design purposes. Generally, 

these height and bulk districts seek to relate the scale of new development to existing development and 

prevent the new development from overwhelming or dominating the City’s skyline. The regulation of 

height and bulk is also intended to promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between 

new and existing development. The site is located in the 68‐X Height and Bulk District along 16th Street and 

the 48‐X Height and Bulk District along 17th Street. Per Article 2.5 of the Planning Code, these Height and 

Bulk Districts do not include bulk limits, but rather bulk limitation and special requirements in the form of 

rear yard setbacks, horizontal mass reduction and mid‐block alleys as discussed below. 

Building heights for both buildings were measured in accordance with San Francisco Planning Code 

Sections 102.12 and 260 at the maximum allowable heights of 68 feet along 16th Street and 48 feet along 17th 

Street.  

As allowed by San Francisco Planning Code Section 260(b), parapets are allowed up to 4 feet above the 

maximum building height and certain rooftop elements, such as mechanical equipment, open space 

features, and stair penthouses, are allowed to extend up to 10 feet above the maximum building height. 

Elevator shafts are allowed to extend up to 16 feet above the maximum building height provided they do 

not together exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof above which they are situated. For the 16th 

Street Building, stair penthouses, elevator penthouses and mechanical equipment would cover 

approximately 12 percent of the horizontal area of the roof and would reach 78 feet (stair and mechanical 

penthouses) and 82 feet (elevator shafts), heights which are below the additional 16 feet that is permitted 

(up to 84 feet).  

                                                            

17  Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and 

Policy Analysis, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, December 3, 2013.  
18  Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning 

Analysis, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, January 2, 2014.  
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For the 17th Street Building, the stair and elevator penthouses together would cover approximately 3.8 

percent of the horizontal area of the roof and would reach 51 or 52 feet, heights which are below the 

additional 10 feet and 16 feet that are permitted (up to 74 feet).  

Setbacks 

The minimum rear yard depth within the UMU District is required to be equal to 25 percent of the total 

depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but in no case less than 15 feet. As discussed in Chapter 

II, Project Description, rather than a single rear yard covering 25 percent of the site, the project proposes 

instead a series of shared private courtyards, residential mews area, and roof decks, and the 

publicly‐accessible mid‐block pedestrian passage, encompassing a total of 50,932 sf, which equates to 

approximately 33.5 percent of the site, exceeding the required area.  

Sections 134(f) and 329(d)(7) of the Planning Code authorize the Planning Commission to modify the rear 

yard configuration of large projects in the UMU zoning district, “provided that: 1) a comparable, but not 

necessarily equal amount of square footage as would be created in a code conforming rear yard is 

provided elsewhere within the development; 2) the proposed new or expanding structure will not 

significantly impede the access to light and air from adjacent properties or adversely affect the interior 

block open space formed by the rear yards of adjacent properties; and 3) The modification request is not 

combined with any other residential open space modification or exposure variance for the project, except 

exposure modifications in designated landmark buildings under Section 307(h)(1).” The project sponsor is 

seeking an exception to this requirement to allow for a mid‐block passage and appropriate light and air 

access to adjacent and proposed on‐site buildings, and to provide usable open space for residents in 

amounts that exceed what is required. 

Horizontal Building Mass 

Planning Code Section 270.1 requires buildings exceeding 200 feet in length in the UMU district to 

incorporate a mass reduction break in the building to reduce the horizontal scale of the building into 

discrete sections not more than 200 feet in length. The proposed project’s 16th and 17th Street frontages are 

379.5 feet in length, and the Mississippi Street frontage is 236.5 feet in length; therefore, these frontages are 

subject to Section 270.1. This section of the Planning Code requires the mass reduction breaks to be not less 

than 30 feet in width, 60 feet in depth, and extend up to the sky from a level not higher than 25 feet above 

grade or the third story, whichever is lower; and result in discrete building sections with a maximum plan 

length along the street frontage not greater than 200 feet. Pursuant to Section 270.1(d) and 329(d)(3), the 

Planning Commission may modify or waive this requirement for large projects in the UMU district, 

providing they meet certain criteria that: 1) no more than 50 percent of the required mass is reduced unless 

special circumstances are evident; 2) the depth of any mass reduction breaks provided is not less than 15 

feet from the front facade, unless special circumstances are evident; 3) the proposed building envelope can 

be demonstrated to achieve a distinctly superior effect of reducing the apparent horizontal dimension of 

the building; and 4) the proposed building achieves unique and superior architectural design.  

The project sponsor is requesting that the Planning Commission modify the horizontal mass reduction 

requirement along 16th Street because of the proposed residentially‐scaled articulation of the facades, the 

visual drama of the mural and glassed face of the mass reduction area, and the provision of a roof deck 

area with more access to light and air. The requested exception from the requirements is the depth of the 

mass reduction area, which is 57 feet and 9 inches wide and 27 feet and 6 inches deep compared to the 

Planning Code requirements of 30 feet wide and 60 feet deep.  
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Obstruction over Streets and Alleys 

Planning Code Section 136 (c)(2) constrains the length and depth of projecting bay windows. The bay 

window projection at the Southeast corner of the 16th Street Building (Mississippi Street and the Mews) at 

Levels 4 and 5 requires an exception due to the projection depth and length. The project sponsor describes 

the intent of the projection as an architectural bridge to transition between the differing design languages 

of the Mississippi and Mews elevations. In order to provide superior architectural design it is important 

that this element does not have the proportions of a standard bay outlined in Section 136. Rather it is an 

element with its own proportions different from that of a bay. Due to the projectionʹs height above grade, 

and its location at the buildings corner, the project sponsor believes the projection does not negatively 

impact the streetscape experience. 

Loading 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152.1, the proposed project requires one commercial (for active freight 

loading and unloading by commercial vehicles) and three residential (for passenger loading and 

unloading) off‐street loading spaces. One commercial off‐street loading space is proposed. The project 

sponsor is requesting that the Planning Commission grant an exception to the off‐street loading 

requirement to allow for two on‐street loading spaces to fulfill the requirement for residential off‐street 

loading spaces. The project sponsor’s justification for the request is that no curb cuts are permitted along 

16th Street. Thus, the 16th Street Building is limited to providing curb cuts along Mississippi Street because 

no other street frontages exist for that building. The 16th Street Building already proposes two curb cuts on 

Mississippi for garage entry and retail loading and the 17th Street Building proposes one curb cut for 

garage entry. Therefore, the project sponsor believes that the proposed project and streetscape along 

Mississippi Street would benefit by eliminating the additional curb‐cuts that additional off‐street loading 

spaces would require, allowing more of the building frontage to be dedicated to active retail, residential, 

and lobby uses. 

Street Frontage for Parking and Loading  

Related to the above, Planning Code Section 145.1 limits the parking and loading entrances to 20 feet per 

lot per frontage. Each of the 16th Street and “17th Street buildings” includes a 20‐foot parking entrance for 

their respective parking areas. The 16th Street building additionally includes a 12‐foot loading entrance for 

the commercial off‐street loading space, which requires an exception. Again, the project sponsor’s 

justification for the request is that no curb cuts are permitted along 16th Street Thus, the 16th Street 

Building is limited to providing curb cuts along Mississippi Street because no other street frontages exist 

for the 16th Street Building. 

Open Space 

Section 135 of the Planning Code specifies the amount of usable open space required to be supplied by new 

residential development in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Zoning Districts. “Private usable open 

space” is defined as areas private to and designed for use by only one dwelling unit; “common usable 

open space” is defined as an area or areas designed for joint use by two or more dwelling units. 

In Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Zoning Districts, 80 square feet of usable open space per dwelling 

unit is required if all open space is to be private or common. If publicly accessible open space is provided, 

54 square feet per dwelling unit is required. Open space requirements for non‐residential uses within the 
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Eastern Neighborhoods are governed by Planning Code Section 135.3 (Table 135.3). For retail space, one 

square foot of usable open space per 250 feet of occupied floor area associated with new square footage is 

required, for a requirement of 100 gsf of open space. Assuming provision of only common and private 

open space, the proposed project’s 395 units would require 31,600 gsf of open space pursuant to Planning 

Code Section 135. If only publically accessible open space were provided, the proposed project would 

require 21,330 gsf of open space. 

The proposed project would include 50,932 gsf of open space on the project site, an amount that would 

exceed the open space requirements of the Planning Code for both commercial and residential open space. 

14,669 gsf of the open space would consist of publicly accessible open space for use by project residents, 

employees, and the public. 33,149 gsf of the open space would be common open space shared by the 

residents of the project. The remaining 3,114 gsf would be private decks and balconies for use by residents 

of the adjacent units. The proposed project would also provide indoor recreational space, including 

residential fitness areas and lounge/club room areas. 

Vehicle and Bicycle Parking  

Per Section 151.1 of the Planning Code, there is no minimum parking requirement in this district for any 

use. Maximum parking allowances are as follows: 0.75 parking space per dwelling unit, except that units 

with two or more bedrooms and totaling over 1,000 gross square feet may be provided up to one parking 

space per unit with approval by the Planning Commission of a Large Project Authorization exception. The 

project proposes a residential parking ratio of 0.85 space per unit. For projects between 50 and 200 units, 

one car share parking is required; for projects over 200 units, two car share spaces, plus one for every 200 

dwelling units over 200 are required. Retail parking is allowed one car for every 500 sf floor area up to 

20,000 sf per lot. Additionally, when more than 10 non‐residential spaces are proposed, car share spaces 

are required at 5% of the total and do not count toward maximum allowances. The minimum required 

vehicle parking for the proposed project is zero spaces and the maximum allowed is 385, plus car share 

spaces. The project proposes 383 spaces (45 of which are non‐residential) plus five car share spaces, two 

spaces short of the maximum allowable vehicle parking spaces. 

Under Planning Code Section 155.2, one Class 1 bicycle parking space is required for every dwelling unit 

up to 100 units, plus one Class 1 bicycle parking space for every 4 units over 100. One Class 2 bicycle space 

is required per 20 residential units. For retail and commercial use, one Class 1 bicycle parking space is 

required for every 7,500 gsf of retail space, and one Class 2 bicycle parking space is required for every 2,500 

sf of retail space. These requirements are calculated separately for each building. The proposed project 

requires 251 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle spaces and proposes 455 and 52 spaces respectively, exceeding 

minimum bicycle parking requirements.  

ACCOUNTABLE PLANNING INITIATIVE 

In November 1986, the voter‐approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative, was included 

in the General Plan and added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code. The Accountable Planning Initiative 

established eight Priority Policies to guide certain land use decisions that generally relate to physical 

environmental issues. In regards to the proposed project, these issues are addressed in this EIR or in the 

CPE Checklist included in Appendix A. These policies, and the sections of this EIR or the CPE Checklist 

that address the environmental issues associated with the policies, are: 
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• That existing neighborhood‐serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities 

for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced (see pages 25 and 26 of the 

CPE Checklist); 

• That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the 

cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods (see pages 25 and 26 of the CPE Checklist); 

• That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced (see Chapter II, Project 

Description of the EIR and pages 26 and 27 of the CPE Checklist); 

• That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit services or overburden our streets or neighborhood 

parking (see Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation of the EIR); 

• That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 

displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 

employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced (see pages 25 and 26 of the CPE Checklist); 

• That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and the loss of life in 

an earthquake (see pages 52 to 54 of the CPE Checklist); 

• That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved (Section IV.B, Cultural Resources of the EIR); and 

• That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development 

(see pages 42 to 48 of the CPE Checklist). 

Prior to issuing a permit for any project which requires an EIR under CEQA, and prior to issuing a permit 

for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action which requires a finding of 

consistency with the General Plan, the City is required to find that the proposed project or legislation is 

consistent with the Priority Policies. As with policies in the General Plan, Priority Policies may conflict 

with one another, depending on the project; decision‐makers, in considering whether to approve the 

proposed project, would need to assess whether the proposed project, on balance, is consistent with the 

applicable Priority Policies when adopting the necessary findings. 

Potential conflicts of the proposed project in regard to transportation and circulation, and historic 

architectural resources associated with the Priority Policies are discussed in the relevant topical sections of 

this EIR. The project case reports and approval motions will contain the Planning Department’s 

comprehensive project analysis and findings regarding consistency of the proposed projects with the 

Priority Policies. 

BETTER STREETS PLAN 

The Better Streets Plan, adopted in 2010, describes a vision for the future of San Franciscoʹs pedestrian 

environment and included a set of City‐wide streetscape and pedestrian policies and guidelines to help 

accomplish this vision. The Planning Department, Department of Public Works, San Francisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency, and SFPUC were joint project sponsors of the Plan on behalf of the City and 

County of San Francisco. The Better Streets Plan seeks to balance the needs of all City street users. The Plan 

identifies goals, objectives, policies, and design guidelines, as well as future strategies to improve the 

pedestrian realm in San Francisco. Pedestrian areas mainly include sidewalks and crosswalks and, in some 

instances, portions of roadways. Major concepts covered in the Better Streets Plan range from increased 
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pedestrian safety and accessibility features to improved ecological performance of streets and streetscape 

greening. 

The proposed project would not physically alter the existing vehicular circulation pattern or remove 

travel‐ways on any major pedestrian or vehicle thoroughfares adjacent to the project site. The proposed 

project would provide a publicly‐accessible mid‐block pedestrian pathway to provide access between 16th 

and 17th Streets. In addition, widened sidewalks would be included with the project to enhance pedestrian 

mobility and comfort. Therefore, the proposed project would not demonstrably conflict with the Better 

Streets Plan. 

TRANSIT FIRST POLICY 

The City of San Francisco’s Transit First policy, adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1973 and contained 

within Section 8A.115 of the City Charter, was developed in response to the damaging impacts over 

previous decades of freeways on the City’s urban character. The policy is aimed at restoring balance to a 

transportation system long dominated by the automobile, and improving overall mobility for residents 

and visitors whose reliance chiefly on the automobile would result in severe transportation deficiencies. It 

encourages multi‐modalism, the use of transit, and other alternatives to the single‐occupant vehicle as 

modes of transportation, and gives priority to the maintenance and expansion of the local transit system 

and the improvement of regional transit coordination. The project site is located in close proximity to 

numerous transit routes and is easily accessible by bicycle and sidewalks. Additionally, bike storage and 

parking would be provided on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not demonstrably 

conflict with the Transit First Policy. 

SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN 

The City of San Francisco’s Bicycle Plan, approved in June 2009, describes the City’s program to provide 

the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The Bicycle 

Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class 

II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near‐term and far term improvements 

as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements and to facilitate bicycling in 

San Francisco. 

Near the project site, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan proposes minor changes to the existing facilities on 

Mariposa Street and Indiana Street. Minor improvements, including markings, signage, and facilities are 

considered treatments necessary to improve conditions for bicycle use, and are not specified in more detail 

by route in the Plan. No near or long‐term projects are proposed for the study area. 

While currently not a part of the bicycle plan, the City is proposing to relocate the existing Class II bicycle 

facility from 16th Street to 17th Street as anticipated in Muni Forward. The proposed project could 

accommodate future planned changes in the bicycle network and would not demonstrably conflict with 

the Bicycle Plan. 

SUMMARY 

In general, the proposed project is consistent with policies in the relevant planning documents described in 

this chapter related to the development of new housing, provision of active, pedestrian‐oriented 

neighborhoods, and the development of a mixture of compatible land uses. The proposed project would 

not demonstrably conflict with General Plan policies relating to urban design or housing. With approval of 
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the requested waivers, modifications, and exceptions, the proposed project would not demonstrably 

conflict with the Planning Code or other applicable planning documents. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS 
This chapter contains an analysis of each issue that was identified in the Community Plan Exemption 

(CPE) Checklist (included in Appendix A) as a topic for analysis in the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Project EIR. Sections A and B of this chapter describe the environmental setting of the project site related to 

each specific environmental issue evaluated in the EIR and the impacts which may result or which project 

implementation may potentially affect. Mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts are identified, 

where appropriate. 

The project sponsor, Potrero Partners, LLC, filed an application on June 17, 2014, for the environmental 

evaluation of the proposed project. Based on the CPE Checklist published on February 11, 2015, the San 

Francisco Planning Department determined that an EIR is required. The CPE Checklist concluded that 

many of the physical environmental effects of the proposed project would be less–than‐significant, or that 

mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, agreed to by the project sponsor and 

required as a condition of project approval, would reduce significant impacts to a less‐than‐significant 

level. CEQA does not require further assessment of the project’s less‐than‐significant impacts, which fall 

into the following topical areas: land use and land use planning; aesthetics; population and housing; 

paleontological and archeological resources; noise; air quality; greenhouse gas emissions; wind and 

shadow; recreation; utilities and service systems; public services; biological resources; geology and soils; 

hydrology and water quality; hazards and hazardous materials; mineral and energy resources; and 

agriculture and forest resources. However, the CPE Checklist found potentially significant project‐specific 

effects and/or cumulative impacts related to: Transportation and Circulation, and Historic Architectural 

Resources. Accordingly, these topics are evaluated in this EIR in separate topical sections.  

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21099 

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on January 1, 

2014. Among other provisions, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 

regarding the analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority 

areas,19 as discussed below. 

Aesthetics and Parking Analysis 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking 

impacts of a residential, mixed‐use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within 

a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, 

aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result 

in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria: 

1. The project is in a transit priority area; and 

                                                            

19  A “transit priority area” is defined in Section 21099 of the California Public Resources Code as an area within one‐half mile of an 

existing or planned major transit stop. A ʺmajor transit stopʺ is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code 

as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus 

routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map 

of San Francisco Transit Priority Areas can be found on‐line at: 

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf. 
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2. The project is on an infill site; and 

3. The project is residential, mixed‐use residential, or an employment center. 

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this EIR does not consider aesthetics 

and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.20 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(e) states that a Lead Agency maintains the authority to consider 

aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers and that 

aesthetic impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources. As such, there will be no 

change in the Planning Department’s methodology related to design and historic review. 

The Planning Department recognizes that the public and decision‐makers nonetheless may be interested in 

information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project and may desire that such information 

be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, some information that would have 

otherwise been provided in an aesthetics section of the EIR (i.e., “before” and “after” visual simulations) 

has been included in Chapter II, Project Description, of this EIR. However, this information is provided 

solely for informational purposes and will not be used to determine the significance of the environmental 

impacts of the proposed project, pursuant to CEQA. 

Similarly, the Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public 

and the decision‐makers. Therefore, this EIR presents parking demand analysis for informational purposes 

and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers 

waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right‐of‐way) as applicable in the 

transportation analysis in Chapter IV.A, Transportation and Circulation. 

Level of Service Analysis 

Public Resources Code Section 21099 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 

develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of 

transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote the “reduction of greenhouse 

gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” It 

also requires OPR to develop alternative metrics outside of transit priority areas. The statute provides that, 

upon certification and adoption of the revised CEQA Guidelines by the Secretary of the Natural Resources 

Agency, “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service (LOS) or similar measures of vehicular 

capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment.” In other 

words, LOS or any other automobile delay metric more generally shall not be used as a significance 

threshold under CEQA.  

OPR released a preliminary discussion draft of the new CEQA Guidelines (discussion draft) to implement 

Section 21099 in August 2014.21 Another draft is expected in 2015, at which point OPR will receive further 

public comment. After receiving feedback during that public comment period, OPR will submit suggested 

changes of the CEQA Guidelines to the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency for the formal 

                                                            

20  San Francisco Planning Department, Transit‐Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, 

November 10, 2015.  
21  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines, 8/6/2014, 

available at: http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of_Updates_Implementing_SB_743_080614.pdf.  
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rulemaking and adoption process. Once the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency adopts the CEQA 

Guidelines changes, they will be sent to the Office of Administrative Law for approval. When the Office of 

Administrative Law adopts the CEQA Guidelines changes, they will become effective immediately, which 

is anticipated sometime in late 2015 or early 2016. Therefore, the LOS‐related provisions of Public 

Resources Code Section 21099 are not yet applicable to the proposed project and this EIR analyzes the 

traffic‐related impacts of the proposed project as they pertain to LOS. However, in response to public 

comments concerning the forthcoming CEQA Guidelines changes, the following analysis is provided for 

informational purposes. 

As stated above, OPR is currently updating the discussion draft. The discussion draft may undergo 

revisions in response to public input. As of the time of publication of this EIR, the discussion draft states 

that transportation impacts can be best measured using an alternative metric known as vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT). VMT quantifies the total distance traveled by automobiles that are estimated to result 

from a project, accounting for the number of passengers, the distance they travel to get to destinations, and 

the probability that people choose to make trips in automobiles rather than by other modes. Typically, 

development at a greater distance from other uses, located in areas with poor access to non‐automobile 

modes of travel, would generate more driving than one that is located proximate to other complementary 

uses and/or where there are transportation options other than the automobile.  

For land use projects, OPR proposes that a project that results in VMT (per capita, per service population, 

or other appropriate measure) greater than the regional average for the land use type (e.g., residential, 

employment, commercial) may indicate a significant impact. For this proposed project, regional refers to 

the nine‐county Bay Area metropolitan region. As of 2012, the Bay Area regional VMT per person trip22 for 

residential uses and retail uses is approximately 4.6 and 3.5, respectively. Utilizing trip generation rates 

from the City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review and automobile 

modal split, trip length, and vehicle occupancy estimates for the project’s location from San Francisco 

Chained Activity Modeling Process (SF‐CHAMP), the proposed project’s residential and retail uses would 

result in a VMT per person trip of approximately 1.8 and 2.9, respectively. This is approximately 61 percent 

below the regional average for residential uses and 17 percent below the regional average for retail uses.  

OPR also proposed that development projects that are located within a transit priority area generally may 

be considered to have a less‐than‐significant transportation impact. As stated above, the proposed project 

is located in a transit priority area. 

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Under CEQA, a significant effect is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in 

the environment. The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific 

and factual data, including the entire record for the proposed project, and not on argument, speculation, or 

unsubstantiated evidence. Each impact and mitigation measure section of this chapter is prefaced by 

certain criteria, which have been developed by the San Francisco Planning Department for use in 

determining whether an impact is significant. 

                                                            

22 VMT per person trip: The vehicle‐miles traveled (accounting for vehicle occupancy, vehicle trip length, and auto mode share) for 

all automobile trips to or from the project site divided by the total number of trips by all modes to or from the project site. This 

measure excludes school trips, commercial vehicle trips, and visitor/tourist travel.  
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Impacts are categorized by type of impact as follows: 

• No Impact. No adverse changes (or impacts) to the environment are expected. 

• Less Than Significant. An impact that would not involve an adverse physical change to the 

environment, does not exceed the defined significance criteria, or would be eliminated or 

reduced to a less‐than‐significant level through compliance with existing local, State, and 

federal laws and regulations. 

• Less Than Significant with Mitigation. An impact that is reduced to a less‐than‐significant level 

though implementation of the identified mitigation measure. 

• Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation. An adverse physical environmental impact that 

exceeds the defined significance criteria and can be reduced through compliance with existing 

local, State, and federal laws and regulations and/or implementation of all feasible mitigation 

measures, but cannot be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level. 

• Significant and Unavoidable. An adverse physical environmental impact that exceeds the defined 

significance criteria and cannot be eliminated or reduced to a less‐than‐significant level 

through compliance with existing local, State, and federal laws and regulations and for which 

there are no feasible mitigation measures. 

FORMAT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Each environmental topic considered in this chapter comprises three primary sections: 1) environmental 

setting; 2) regulatory framework; and 3) impacts and mitigation measures. An overview of the general 

organization and the information provided in the three sections is provided as follows: 

• Setting. The setting section for each environmental topic provides a description of the baseline physical 

setting for the project site and its surroundings at the beginning of the environmental review process 

(e.g., existing land uses, noise environment, traffic conditions). 

• Regulatory Framework. The regulatory framework provides an overview of the federal, State, and 

local regulations (as applicable) that relate to each specific environmental topic. 

• Impacts and Mitigation Measures. The impacts and mitigation measures section for each 

environmental topic presents a discussion of the impacts (i.e., the changes to baseline physical 

environmental conditions) that could result from implementation of the proposed project. The section 

begins with the criteria of significance, which establish a way of determining whether an impact is 

significant. The latter part of this section presents the impacts from the proposed project and 

mitigation measures, if required. The impacts of the proposed project are organized into separate 

categories based on the criteria listed in each topical section. Project‐specific impacts are discussed 

first, followed by cumulative impacts. 

Impacts are numbered and shown in bold type, and the corresponding mitigation measures, where 

identified, are numbered and indented, and follow impact statements. Impacts and mitigation measures 

are numbered consecutively within each topic and begin with an abbreviated reference to the impact 

section. The following symbols are used for individual topics: 
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TR:  Transportation and Circulation 

CP:  Historic Architectural Resources 

APPROACH TO ANALYSIS 

The analysis of each issue topic includes an evaluation of the potential environmental impacts associated 

with implementation of the proposed project. As described in Chapter II, Project Description, the proposed 

project would result in the construction of new residential, commercial, open space, and associated 

infrastructure and parking. Project related construction and operation impacts are identified, where 

applicable in each subsection.  

In addition, at a programmatic level, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potential environmental 

impacts associated with implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, which encompasses the 

project site. Therefore, impacts and mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR are 

applicable to future development projects within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area boundaries, 

pending site‐specific, project‐level review of individual development proposals.  

APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects, which, when considered together, 

are considerable, or which can compound or increase other environmental impacts.” Section 15130 of the 

CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate potential environmental impacts that may be individually 

limited but cumulatively significant. These impacts could result from the proposed project alone, or 

together with other projects. The CEQA Guidelines state: “The cumulative impact from several projects is 

the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to 

other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.” Cumulative 

impacts could result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over time. 

For the evaluation of cumulative impacts, CEQA allows the use of either a list of past, present, or 

reasonably anticipated relevant projects, including projects outside the control of the lead agency, a 

summary of the projections in an adopted planning document, or a combined list‐based and growth 

projections approach. For the proposed project, the cumulative analysis primarily relies on the cumulative 

growth projections assumptions found in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, as described below. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan could result 

in a substantial amount of growth within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area, resulting in an increase of 

approximately 7,400 to 9,900 dwelling units and 3,200,000 to 6,600,000 square feet of non‐residential uses 

(excluding PDR loss) throughout the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025).23 The growth projected in the Eastern 

                                                            

23 Tables 12 through 16 of the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft EIR and Table C&R‐2 in the Comments and Responses show projected net 

growth based on proposed rezoning scenarios. A baseline for existing conditions in the year 2000 was included to provide 

context for the scenario figures for parcels affected by the rezoning, not projected growth totals from a baseline of the year 2000. 

Estimates of projected growth were based on parcels that were to be rezoned and did not include parcels that were recently 

developed (i.e., parcels with projects completed between 2000 and March 2006) or have proposed projects in the pipeline (i.e., 

projects under construction, projects approved or entitled by the Planning Department, or projects under review by the Planning 

Department or Department of Building Inspection). Development pipeline figures for each Plan Area were presented separately 

in Tables 5, 7, 9, and 11 in the Draft EIR. Environmental impact assessments for these pipeline projects were considered 

separately from the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning effort. 
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Neighborhoods PEIR was based on a soft site analysis (i.e., assumptions regarding the potential for a site to 

be developed through the year 2025) and not based upon the created capacity of the rezoning options (i.e., 

the total potential for development that would be created indefinitely).24 As of July 2015, projects 

containing 8,559 dwelling units and 2,231,595 square feet of non‐residential space (excluding PDR loss) 

have completed or are planned to complete environmental review25 within the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Plan area. These estimates include projects that have completed environmental review (4,885 dwelling 

units and 1,472,688 square feet of non‐residential space) and planned projects, including the proposed 

project (3,674 dwelling units and 758,907 square feet of non‐residential space). Planned projects are those 

projects that have submitted environmental evaluation applications with the San Francisco Planning 

Department.  

Within the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill subarea, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estimated that 

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan could result in an increase of approximately 2,300 to 

3,900 dwelling units and 1,500,000 to 1,700,000 square feet of non‐residential space (excluding PDR loss) 

through the year 2025.  As of July 2015, projects containing approximately 3,266 dwelling units and 865,849 

square feet of non‐residential space (excluding PDR loss) have completed or are planned to complete 

environmental review within the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill subarea. These estimates include projects 

that have completed environmental review (1,822 dwelling units and 621,768 square feet of non‐residential 

space) and planned projects, including the proposed project (1,444 additional dwelling units and 244,081 

square feet of non‐residential space).26  

Growth that has occurred within the Plan area since adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR has been 

planned for and the effects of that growth were anticipated and considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR. Although the reasonably foreseeable growth in the residential land use category is approaching the 

projections within the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the non‐residential reasonably foreseeable growth is 

between approximately 33 and 70 percent of the non‐residential projections in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR.  The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR utilized the growth projections for certain environmental impact 

topics (i.e., Land Use; Population, Housing, Business Activity, and Employment; Transportation; Noise; 

Air Quality; Parks, Recreation, and Open Space; Utilities/Public Services; and Water) to analyze the 

physical environmental impacts associated with that growth.  The analysis took into account the overall 

growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods and did not necessarily analyze in isolation the impacts of growth in 

one land use category, although each land use category may have differing severities of effects.  Therefore, 

given the growth from the reasonably foreseeable projects have not exceeded the overall growth that was 

projected in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, information that was not known at the time of the PEIR has 

                                                            

24 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods, Rezoning Options Workbook, Draft, 

February 2003. This document is available at: http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1678#background.   
25 For this section, environmental review is defined as projects that have or are relying on the growth projections and analysis in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for environmental review (i.e., Community Plan Exemptions or Focused Mitigated Negative 

Declarations and Focused Environmental Impact Reports with an attached Community Plan Exemption Checklist). 
26 The estimated number of dwelling units reported here is different than the estimated number of dwelling units identified in the 

San Francisco Planning Department’s Pipeline Report, 3rd Quarter 2014 for Showplace Square/Potrero Hill subarea. Reasons for 

the difference include inadvertent overestimates from the Pipeline Report in the amount of development at particular 

development sites (e.g., 1000 16th Street and 1 Henry Adams and 801 Brannan Street) and the inclusion of Potrero Hope SF 

Project. The Potrero Hope SF Project includes 1,094 net new dwelling units; however, this Project is the subject of a stand‐alone 

EIR that does not rely on the growth projections and impacts identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. This Project would 

establish a Special Use District, would be built in phases over at least a 10‐year period, and contains substantial infrastructure 

over and above considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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not resulted in new significant environmental impacts or substantially more severe adverse impacts than 

discussed in the PEIR, other than transportation and circulation, as discussed below in this EIR. 

In conclusion, the proposed project is consistent with and within the growth projections anticipated in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Therefore, the cumulative assumptions provided within the Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR are applicable to development of the project site. 

The specific approach to the cumulative analysis is discussed in each topical subsection of this chapter. The 

cumulative impact from several projects is evaluated as the change in the environment which results from 

the incremental impact of the proposed project when added to other closely related past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. This includes projects that have an application on file with 

the Planning Department (private projects) or have an identified funding source (for public projects). 
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IV.A.1 

A. Transportation and Circulation 
This section provides a discussion of the anticipated effects of the proposed 901 16th St and 1200 17th St 

project on the transportation and circulation system within the vicinity of the project site and is based on 

the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) prepared for the project.27 The transportation analysis summarized 

here and presented in the TIS is consistent with the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

and with the City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines). 

As discussed in the Transportation and Circulation section of the CPE Checklist (see page 41, Appendix A), 

the proposed project could result in significant impacts related to transportation and circulation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is located at 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street and is bordered by 16th Street to the north, 

Mississippi Street to the east, 17th Street to the south, and existing development to the west within the 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill neighborhood. From the project site, the transportation study extends 

approximately 11 blocks west to Potrero Avenue, two blocks south to 18th Street, four blocks east to 3rd 

Street, and three blocks north to Hooper Street. The transportation study area represents a conservative 

estimate of the geographic area within which the proposed project might reasonably be anticipated to have 

a potential effect upon transportation and circulation conditions given existing traffic volumes, transit 

capacities, and known conflict points, and anticipated travel patterns as a result of the proposed project. 

The site is completely developed with four existing structures, 14 loading berths, and a surface parking lot. 

The site is occupied by light industrial and storage uses. Pedestrian access to the site is provided by vehicle 

driveways located on Mississippi Street and 17th Street. Vehicular access to the off‐street parking spaces is 

provided by two access points located on 16th Street and Mississippi Street. 

This section provides a description of the existing transportation conditions in the vicinity of the project 

site. Included in this section are descriptions of existing roadway, circulation, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, 

loading, and parking conditions. 

Roadway Network 

The City and County of San Francisco identifies several types of roadway networks within its boundaries, 

including the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, the Metropolitan Transportation System 

(MTS) network, Transit Preferential Streets, and Citywide Pedestrian Network. A detailed description of 

these regional and local access roadway networks is included below. Figure IV.A‐1 presents the roadway 

network in the vicinity of the project site and also identifies the study intersections discussed later in this 

section. 

Regional Access 

Regional vehicular access to the project site is provided by Interstate (I‐280) to the east, Interstate 80 (I‐80) 

to the north and US Highway 101 (US‐101) to the west. Certain local streets in the vicinity of the site 

connect to I‐280 and U.S. 101.

                                                            

27  DKS Associates, 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street Transportation Impact Study, March 2015 and Errata, August 2015.  



Figure IV.A-1: Study Area
Source: DKS 2015
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• US‐101 is an eight‐lane freeway that runs north‐south approximately 0.5 miles west of the project site 

and provides access to and from the North Bay and South Bay. US‐101 is an elevated freeway until the 

junction with I‐80 and the elevated Central Freeway structure where it continues via surface streets 

running north along Van Ness Avenue. Access to the project site from northbound US‐101 is via the 

Mariposa Street/Vermont Street off‐ramp. 

• I‐280 is a six‐lane freeway that runs north‐south adjacent to the project site to the east. In the vicinity of 

the project site, I‐280 is the major roadway connector between downtown San Francisco and State 

Route 1 (SR 1) and San Jose. Access to the project site from northbound and southbound I‐280 is via the 

18th Street/Mariposa Street ramps. 

• I‐80 is an eight‐lane freeway that generally runs east‐west with the exception of a north‐south segment 

located approximately 0.5 miles northwest of the project site. In the vicinity of the project site, I‐80 is 

the major roadway connector between San Francisco and the East Bay via the Bay Bridge. Access to the 

project site from westbound I‐80 is via the Ninth Street/Civic Center off‐ramp and from eastbound I‐80 

is via the Seventh Street off‐ramp. Access from the project site to eastbound I‐80 is via the Bryant Street 

on‐ramp slightly west of Eighth Street while access to westbound I‐80 is via the Seventh Street 

on‐ramp south of Harrison Street. 

Local Access  

The following section describes the local roadway system in the vicinity of the project site. In discussing 

local access, vehicle and on‐street bicycle facilities and operations are described. Bikeways are classified as 

Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.28 Class I bicycle facilities provide a completely separated right of way 

for the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians with cross flow by motorists minimized. Class II bicycle 

facilities provide a striped lane on a street or highway. Class III bicycle facilities are signed bike routes that 

provide for shared use with motor vehicle traffic.29 Class III bicycle facilities are signed routes with no bike 

lane striping but may include other striping such as “sharrows” that allow bicyclists to share the roadway 

with vehicles. 

• 3rd Street – 3rd Street runs between Market Street and Bayshore Boulevard (near I‐280) north, east, and 

south of the project site. 3rd Street is a two‐way, generally four‐lane north‐south roadway in the 

vicinity of the project site and is parallel to Mississippi Street to the west. 3rd Street accommodates the 

T‐Third Street light rail line in the median of the roadway. On‐street parking is not permitted along 

3rd Street near the project site. No bikeways are located on 3rd Street in the study area.3rd Street is 

designated as a Major Arterial, Boulevard, Transit Preferential Street (transit important street), and 

Neighborhood Commercial Street in the San Francisco General Plan. In the San Francisco Better Streets 

Plan, 3rd Street is classified as a commercial throughway.  

• 4th Street – 4th Street runs between Market Street and 16th Street north and east of the project site. 4th 

Street is a two‐way, two‐lane north‐south roadway in the vicinity of the project site. On‐street two‐

hour parking is generally permitted on either side of 4th Street. No bike routes are located on 4th Street 

near the project site. 4th Street is designated as a mixed‐use street in the San Francisco Better Streets 

Plan. 

                                                            

28 Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code, Section 890.4. 
29 Caltrans Highway Design Manual – Chapter 1000 Bikeway Planning and Design, June 26, 2006. 
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• 7th Street – 7th Street runs between McAllister Street and 16th Street north of the project site. South of 

16th Street, 7th Street becomes Mississippi Street. 7th Street is a two‐way, two‐lane northwest‐

southeast roadway through the South of Market neighborhood. In the vicinity of the project site, 7th 

Street has two southeast lanes and one lane in the northwest direction. Bicycle Route 23 is located on 

7th Street in the vicinity of the project and is a five‐foot‐wide, Class II bicycle facility in both directions. 

In the San Francisco Better Streets Plan, 7th Street is designated as a mixed‐use and neighborhood 

residential street and in the San Francisco General Plan, it is a Secondary Arterial.  

• 16th Street – 16th Street is along the northern border of the project site. 16th Street runs between Flint 

Street to the west and Illinois Street to the east of the project site. 16th Street is an east‐west roadway 

parallel to 17th Street to the south. Between Potrero Avenue and Wisconsin Street, 16th Street has two 

mainline lanes for vehicles in the westbound direction and one mainline lane in the eastbound 

direction. Between Wisconsin Street and Missouri Street, 16th Street has one lane of travel in each 

direction and between Missouri Street and Mississippi Street, 16th Street had two lanes of travel in the 

eastbound direction and one lane of travel in the westbound direction. East of Mississippi Street, 16th 

Street has two lanes of travel in each direction. The Caltrain tracks operate an at‐grade crossing of 16th 

Street slightly east of and coordinated with the 7th/16th/Mississippi Street intersection including 

crossing gates, and audio and visual alerts. Non‐metered on‐street parking is generally permitted on 

either side of 16th Street. Between Missouri Street and Mississippi Street, 16th Street ranges between 

approximately 72 feet wide at Missouri Street and 80 feet wide at Mississippi Street, which includes 

sidewalks and parking and vehicle traveling lanes. Bicycle Route 40 is located on 16th Street between 

Kansas Street and Illinois Street and is a five foot wide Class II bicycle facility in both directions for 

much of this stretch. Between 3rd Street and Illinois Street, Bicycle Route 40 is classified as a Class III 

bicycle facility. In the San Francisco Better Streets Plan, 16th Street is designated as a mixed‐use street 

and a Secondary Arterial, a Transit Preferential Street (transit oriented), and a Neighborhood 

Commercial Street in the San Francisco General Plan.   

• 17th Street – 17th Street is along the southern border of the project site. 17th Street runs between 

Stanyan Street and Pennsylvania Street south of the project site. 17th Street is a two‐way, two‐lane 

east‐west roadway parallel to 16th Street to the north and Mariposa Street to the south. A two‐hour 

non‐permit parking limit is enforced on certain stretches of the street while there is unregulated 

parking in other areas. While sidewalks are generally present on either side of 17th Street, except 

between Mississippi Street and the terminus of 17th Street at Pennsylvania Street, where sidewalks are 

not present on either side of the street and vehicles park perpendicular to buildings along the street. 

Between Missouri Street and Mississippi Street, 17th Street is approximately 65 feet wide, which 

includes sidewalks and parking and vehicle traveling lanes. Bicycle Route 40 is located on 17th Street 

between Kansas Street and Douglass Street and is a five foot wide Class II bicycle facility in both 

directions for most of this stretch. Between Church Street and Castro Street, Bicycle Route 40 is 

classified as a Class III bicycle facility. 17th Street is designated as a mixed use street in the San 

Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• 18th Street – 18th Street runs between Market Street and Illinois Street with interruptions at Harrison 

Street and US 101. 18th Street is two blocks south of the project site and is a two‐way, two‐lane east‐

west roadway parallel to Mariposa Street to the north and 19th Street to the south. A two‐hour non‐

permit parking limit is enforced on certain stretches of the street while there is unregulated parking in 

other areas. No bikeways are located on 18th Street in the study area. 18th Street is generally 

designated as a neighborhood residential street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan, with 

exceptions between Arkansas Street and Texas Street and the I‐280 northbound off‐ramp and Illinois 
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Street, where it is respectively designated as a neighborhood commercial and mixed‐use street. 18th 

Street is designated as a Neighborhood Pedestrian Street (Neighborhood Commercial Street) between 

Texas Street and Arkansas Street. 

• Arkansas Street – Arkansas Street runs between 16th Street and 23rd Street three blocks west of the 

project site. Arkansas Street is a two‐way, two‐lane, north‐south roadway parallel to Wisconsin Street 

to the west and Connecticut Street to the east. A two‐hour non‐permit parking limit is enforced on 

certain stretches of the street while there is unregulated parking in other areas. No bikeways are 

located on Arkansas Street in the study area. It is designated as a mixed‐use street between 16th Street 

and 17th Street and a neighborhood residential street between 17th Street and 23rd Street in the San 

Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Brannan Street – Brannan Street runs between Potrero Avenue and The Embarcadero north of the 

project site. Brannan Street is a two‐way, four‐lane northeast‐southwest roadway parallel to Bryant 

Street to the north and Townsend Street to the south. A two‐hour non‐permit parking limit is enforced 

on either side of the street. No bikeways are located on Brannan Street in the study area. It is 

designated as a mixed‐use street for its entire length in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. Brannan 

Street is designated as a Major Arterial between Fifth Street and Sixth Street and between 9th Street 

and Potrero Avenue in the San Francisco General Plan. 

• Carolina Street – Carolina Street runs between Channel Street and 18th Street and between 19th Street 

and Wisconsin Street five blocks west of the project site. Carolina Street is a two‐way, two‐lane north‐

south roadway parallel to De Haro Street to the west and Wisconsin Street to the east. Non‐metered 

on‐street parking is generally permitted on either side of Carolina Street. No bikeways are located on 

Carolina Street in the study area. It is designated as a mixed‐use street between Channel Street and 

17th Street and a neighborhood residential street between 17th Street and 23rd Street in the San 

Francisco Better Streets Plan.  

• Connecticut Street – Connecticut Street runs between 16th Street and 22nd Street and between 

Wisconsin Street and Cesar Chavez Street two blocks west of the project site. Connecticut Street is a 

two‐way, two‐lane north‐south roadway parallel to Arkansas Street to the west and Missouri Street to 

the east. A 2‐hour non‐permit parking limit is enforced on certain stretches of the street while there is 

unregulated parking in other areas. No bikeways are located on Connecticut Street in the study area. It 

is designated as a mixed‐use street between 16th Street and 17th Street and a neighborhood residential 

street between 17th Street and Cesar Chavez Street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Hooper Street – Hooper Street runs from 7th Street and 8th Street, northwest of the project site. Hooper 

Street is a two‐way, two‐lane northeast‐southwest roadway parallel to Channel Street to the north and 

Irwin Street to the south. Non‐metered on‐street parking is generally permitted on either side of 

Hooper Street. No bikeways are located on Hooper Street in the study area. It is designated as a mixed‐

use street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Hubbell Street – Hubbell Street runs between 7th Street and 16th Street northwest of the project site. 

Hubbell Street is a two‐way, two‐lane northeast‐southwest roadway parallel to Irwin Street to the 

north. Non‐metered on‐street parking is generally permitted on either side of Hubbell Street. No 

bikeways are located on Hubbell Street in the study area. It is designated as a mixed‐use street in the 

San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Indiana Street – Indiana Street runs between Mariposa Street and Tulare Street two blocks east of the 

project site. Indiana Street is a two‐way, two‐lane north‐south roadway parallel to I‐280 to the west 
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and Minnesota Street to the east. Near the project site, non‐metered on‐street parking is generally 

permitted on either side of Indiana Street. Bicycle Route 7 is located on Indiana Street between Caesar 

Chavez Street and Mariposa Street as a Class III bicycle facility in both directions. The 907 Bicycle 

Route is located on Indiana Street between Caesar Chavez Street and Tulare Street and as a Class II 

bike facility in both directions. Indiana Street is designated as a mixed‐use street in the San Francisco 

Better Streets Plan. 

• Irwin Street – Irwin Street runs from 7th Street and 8th Street northwest of the project site. Irwin Street 

is a two‐way, two‐lane northeast‐southwest roadway parallel to Hooper Street to the north and 

Hubbell Street to the south. Non‐metered on‐street parking is generally permitted on either side of 

Irwin Street. No bikeways are located on Irwin Street in the study area. It is designated as a mixed‐use 

street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Mariposa Street – Mariposa Street runs between Harrison Street and Illinois Street one block south of 

the project site with an interruption for US‐101. Mariposa Street is a two‐way, two‐lane east‐west 

roadway parallel to 17th Street to the north and 18th Street to the south. A two‐hour non‐permit 

parking limit is enforced on certain stretches of Mariposa Street while there is unregulated parking in 

other areas. Bicycle Routes 7 and 23 run along Mariposa Street between Mississippi Street and Illinois 

Street and are designated as Class III bicycle facilities. Near the project site, Mariposa Street is 

designated as a neighborhood residential street between Carolina Street and Texas Street and between 

Pennsylvania Street and the I‐280 northbound off‐ramps, and a mixed use street between Texas Street 

and Pennsylvania Street and between the I‐280 northbound off‐ramps and Illinois Street in the San 

Francisco Better Streets Plan.  

• Minnesota Street – Minnesota Street runs between Mariposa Street and just south of 22nd Street and 

between 23rd Street and Cesar Chavez Street three blocks west of the project site. Minnesota Street is a 

two‐way, two‐lane north‐south roadway parallel to Indiana Street to the west and Missouri Street to 

the east. A two‐hour non‐permit parking limit is enforced on certain stretches of the street while there 

is unregulated parking in other areas. No bikeways are located on Minnesota Street in the study area. 

It is designated as a mixed‐use street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Missouri Street – Missouri Street runs between 16th Street and 23rd Street one block west of the project 

site. Missouri Street is a two‐way, two‐lane north‐south roadway parallel to Connecticut Street to the 

west and Texas Street to the east. A two‐hour non‐permit parking limit is enforced on certain stretches 

of the street while there is unregulated parking in other areas. No bikeways are located on Missouri 

Street in the study area. It is designated as a mixed‐use street between 16th Street and 17th Street and a 

neighborhood residential street between 17th Street and 23rd Street in the San Francisco Better Streets 

Plan. 

• Mississippi Street – Mississippi Street is along the eastern border of the project site. Mississippi Street 

runs between 16th Street and 22nd Street. Mississippi Street is a two‐way, two‐lane north‐south 

roadway parallel to Texas Street to the west and Pennsylvania Street to the east. A two‐hour non‐

permit parking limit is enforced on certain stretches of the street while there is unregulated parking in 

other areas. Between 16th and 17th Streets, Mississippi Street is approximately 80 feet wide, which 

includes sidewalks and parking and vehicle traveling lanes. Bike Route 23 is located on Mississippi 

Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street and is designated as a Class II bicycle facility. It is 

designated as a mixed‐use street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street and a neighborhood 

residential street between Mariposa Street and 22rd Street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.  
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• Owens Street – Owens Street runs between 16th Street and Channel Street east of the project site on the 

UCSF Mission Bay campus. Owens Street is a two‐way, two‐lane northwest‐southeast roadway. 

Parking is not allowed along Owens Street. No bikeways are located on Owens Street in the study 

area. It is designated as a mixed‐use street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Pennsylvania Street – Pennsylvania Street runs between 17th Street and Cesar Chavez Street one block 

east of the project site. Pennsylvania Street is a two‐way, two‐lane north‐south roadway parallel to 

Mississippi Street to the west and I‐280 to the east. Non‐metered on‐street parking is generally 

permitted on either side of Pennsylvania Street. Sidewalks are present on either side of Pennsylvania 

Street south of 18th Street, along the west side of Pennsylvania Street between 18th Street and 

Mariposa Street, and for a short segment north of 18th Street on the west side of Pennsylvania Street. 

No sidewalks are present along the east side of Pennsylvania Street from slightly north of 18th Street to 

17th Street. No curbs are present along Pennsylvania Street between Mariposa Street and 17th Street. 

Parking perpendicular on both sides of the street is present for the entire length of Pennsylvania Street. 

No bikeways are located on Pennsylvania Street in the study area. It is designated as a neighborhood 

residential street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Potrero Avenue – Potrero Avenue runs between Brannan Street and Cesar Chavez Street 0.7 mile west 

of the project site. Potrero Avenue is a two‐way, four‐lane north‐south roadway parallel to Utah Street 

to the east and Hampshire Street to the west. A two‐hour non‐permit parking limit is enforced on 

either side of the street. Bike Route 25 is located on Potrero Avenue between 17th Street and Cesar 

Chavez Street and is designated as a Class II bicycle facility between 17th Street and 25th Street and a 

Class III facility between 25th Street and Cesar Chavez Street. It is designated as a mixed‐use street 

between Brannan Street and 19th Street and a residential throughway between 19th Street and Cesar 

Chavez Street. It is a neighborhood commercial street between 24th Street and 25th Street and a Major 

Arterial for its entire length in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Rhode Island Street – Rhode Island Street runs between Division Street and 26th Street 0.4 miles west 

of the project site. Rhode Island Street is a two‐way, two‐lane north‐south roadway parallel to DeHaro 

Street to the east and Kansas Street to the west. A three‐hour non‐permit parking limit is enforced on 

certain stretches of the street while there is unregulated parking in other areas. No bikeways are 

located on Rhode Island Street in the study area. It is designated as a mixed‐use street between 

Division Street and Mariposa Street and a neighborhood residential street between Mariposa Street 

and 26th Street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Texas Street – Texas Street runs between 17th Street and 22nd Street and between 23rd Street and 25th 

Street south of the project site. Texas Street is a two‐way, two‐lane north‐south roadway parallel to 

Missouri Street to the west and Mississippi Street to the east. A two‐hour non‐permit parking limit is 

enforced on certain stretches of the street while there is unregulated parking in other areas. No 

bikeways are located on Texas Street in the study area. It is designated as a mixed‐use street between 

17th Street and Mariposa Street and a neighborhood residential street between Mariposa Street and 

22nd Street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

• Wisconsin Street – Wisconsin Street runs between 8th Street and 17th Street and between 19th Street 

and 26th Street four blocks west of the project site. Wisconsin Street is a two‐way, two‐lane north‐south 

roadway parallel to Carolina Street to the west and Arkansas Street to the east. Non‐metered on‐street 

parking is generally permitted on either side of Wisconsin Street. No bikeways are located on 

Wisconsin Street in the study area. The street is designated as a mixed‐use street between 8th Street 

and 26th Street in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 
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• Vermont Street – Vermont Street runs between Division Street and 22nd Street 0.5 miles west of the 

project site. Vermont Street is a two‐way, two‐lane roadway between Division Street and 16th Street, a 

one‐way, three‐lane northbound roadway between 16th Street and Mariposa Street, a two‐way, two‐

lane roadway between Mariposa Street and slightly south of 20th Street, and a one‐way, one‐lane 

southbound roadway between slightly south of 20th Street and 22nd Street. No bikeways are located 

on Vermont Street in the study area. It is designated as a mixed‐use street between Division Street and 

17th Street and a neighborhood residential street between 17th Street and 22nd Street in the San 

Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

Intersection Operating Conditions 

The following 14 intersections near the project site were evaluated for Level of Service (LOS). The 

intersections were chosen based upon where the proposed project might reasonably be anticipated to have 

a potential effect upon traffic conditions given existing traffic volumes and anticipated traffic patterns as a 

result of the proposed project. Figure IV.A‐1 illustrates the location of the analyzed intersections listed 

below:  

1.  7th Street and Brannan Street 

2.  16th Street and 3rd Street 

3.  7th/16th/Mississippi Street 

4.  16th Street and Missouri Street 

5.  16th Street and Rhode Island Street 

6.  16th Street and Vermont Street 

7.  16th Street and Potrero Avenue 

8.  17th Street and Mississippi Street 

9.  17th Street and Texas Street 

10.  17th Street and Missouri Street 

11.  Mariposa Street and I‐280 Northbound Off‐Ramp 

12.  Mariposa Street and I‐280 Southbound On‐Ramp 

13.  Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street 

14.  Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street 

Intersection vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian counts were conducted on July 18, 2012, and July 17, 2014. 

Intersections were evaluated during the weekday PM peak hour (generally between 5:00 and 6:00 PM) of 

the PM Peak Period (4:00 to 6:00 PM) consistent with the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 

operations methodology and the SF Guidelines. Lane geometries for each intersection are presented in 

Figure IV.A‐2 and the Existing Conditions traffic volumes are presented in Figure IV.A‐3. 

A LOS evaluation is a qualitative description of intersection performance based on the average delay 

per‐vehicle experienced during peak travel periods. LOS can range from “A” representing free‐flow 

conditions to “F” representing congested conditions with long delays. In San Francisco, operating 

conditions are considered excellent at LOS A, satisfactory at LOS D, undesirable at LOS E, and 

unacceptable at or above capacity at LOS F. LOS definitions, considering vehicle delay for signalized and 

unsignalized intersections, are shown in Table IV.A‐1.  



    

Figure IV.A.2: Existing Intersection Lane Geometry
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Figure IV.A.3: Existing Volumes
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Table IV.A-1 – LOS Thresholds and Definitions 

Level of 

Service 

Average Control Delay (seconds/vehicle)

Description Signalized 

Intersections 
Unsignalized Intersections 

A  ≤ 10  ≤ 10 
Free flow/ 

Insignificant Delay 

B  > 10 and ≤ 20  > 10 and ≤ 15 
Stable Operation/ 

Minimal Delay 

C  > 20 and ≤ 35  > 15 and ≤ 25 
Stable Operation/ 

Acceptable Delay 

D  > 35 and ≤ 55  > 25 and ≤ 35 
Approaching Unstable/ 

Tolerable Delay 

E  > 55 and ≤ 80  > 35 and ≤ 50 
Unstable Operation/ 

Significant Delay 

F  > 80  > 50 
Forced Flow/ 

Excessive Delay 

Source: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2010. 

Notes: Worst Approach Delay (in seconds per vehicle) for Unsignalized Intersections 

 

For signalized intersections, this methodology determines the capacity of each lane group approaching the 

intersection. The LOS is then based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the movements within the 

intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection.  

For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach 

(e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left‐turn), for those movements that are subject to 

delay. For the purpose of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized 

intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per 

vehicle). 

Based on the LOS analysis for Existing Conditions (see Table IV.A‐2; calculation sheets are included in the 

TIS), 11 of the 13 study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better during the PM peak hour. The 

following three intersections operate at LOS E or F during the PM peak hour: 

• Mariposa Street and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp 

• Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street 

• Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street 

The signalized intersection of 7th/16th/Mississippi Street has a Caltrain rail crossing across the westbound 

approach. There are a total of 17 scheduled northbound (7) and southbound (10) trains which cross this 

location during the PM peak period (4:00 to 6:00 PM) which results in temporarily blocked east‐west traffic 

along 16th Street. Based on observations during the PM peak hour the crossing arms block east‐west traffic 

(not northbound and southbound) along 16th Street for a maximum of 60 seconds and any additional 

queuing caused by the train crossing dissipates within one cycle length. LOS for a signalized intersection is 

calculated as the average delay experienced by vehicles on all approaches. The low frequency of crossings 

and lack of any persistent queue caused by the crossings would not change the LOS results for this 

intersection significantly. 
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Peak hour signal warrants are met for the unsignalized intersections of Mariposa Street and Mississippi 

Street and Mariposa Street and I‐280 southbound on‐ramp under Existing Conditions. The peak hour 

signal warrant is not met for the unsignalized intersection of Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street. 

 

Table IV.A-2 – Existing Conditions Intersection Level of Service 

No  Intersection Name  Control 

PM peak hour 

Average 

Delaya 
LOSb,c 

1  7th St and Brannan St  Signalized  17.7  B 

2  16th St and Third St  Signalized  22.9  C 

3  7th/16th/Mississippi St  Signalized  31.0  C 

4  16th St and Missouri St   Unsignalized  23.2  C (NB) 

5  16th St and Vermont St  Signalized  12.2  B 

6  16th St and Rhode Island St  Signalized  10.5  B 

7  16th St and Potrero Ave  Signalized  22.6  C 

8  17th St and Mississippi St   Unsignalized  17.1  C (NB) 

9  17th St and Texas St   Unsignalized  10.8  B (NB) 

10  17th St and Missouri St   Unsignalized  9.7  A (WB) 

11  Mariposa St and I‐280 NB Off‐Ramp  Signalized  28.6  C 

12  Mariposa St and I‐280 SB On‐Ramp   Unsignalized  >50  F (EB) 

13  Mariposa St and Pennsylvania St  Unsignalized  >50  F (SB) 

14  Mariposa St and Mississippi St   Unsignalized  >50  F (WB) 

Source: DKS Associates, 2015 

Notes: 

a. Delay is in seconds per vehicle and is based on average stopped delay. Where 
signalized intersection is LOS F, volume to capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported.  

b. LOS = Level of Service 

c. For unsignalized intersections, LOS is reported based on worst approach, which is 
indicated in parenthesis. 

BOLD indicates unacceptable LOS of E or F 

Transit Network 

The existing transit network in the vicinity of the site is discussed below. 

Local and Regional Transit Providers 

The project vicinity is served by public transit, with local transit service within walking distance and 

regional transit available 0.7 to 1.3 miles from the site. Local service is provided by San Francisco 

Municipal Railway (Muni) bus and light rail under the direction of the San Francisco Municipal Transit 

Agency (SFMTA). Regional service to the East Bay and south of San Francisco is provided by Bay Area 

Rapid Transit (BART). The project site is located approximately 1.3 miles to the east of the 16th Street 

Mission BART station with local Muni bus service connecting to this station. Service to and from the South 
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Bay/Peninsula is provided by the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board via Caltrain, with the nearest 

station at 22nd Street Station located approximately 0.7 miles south of the project site. In addition, the 

Alameda‐Contra Costa County Transit District (AC Transit) and the Golden Gate Bridge Highway and 

Transportation District (Golden Gate Transit) provide bus service to the East Bay and North Bay, 

respectively. These services are generally routed through the Transbay Temporary Terminal, located 

approximately 1.5 miles north of the site, with the nearest stops to the project site for Golden Gate Transit 

located about 1.3 miles north of the site at the intersection of Mission Street and 5th Street and for AC 

Transit located about 1.8 miles north of the site at the Transbay Temporary Terminal. The area bounded by 

Rhode Island Street, 18th Street, 3rd Street, and the north end of Owens Street represents a distance of 

approximately ¼ mile from the project site and has been considered for the transit analysis as it 

approximates the distance people are willing to walk to transit. Figure IV.A‐4 shows the area transit 

network. Transit services within the vicinity of the project site are further discussed below. 

Muni 

Muni provides transit service within the City and County of San Francisco. Service options include bus 

(both diesel motor coach and electric trolley), light rail (Muni Metro), cable car, and electric streetcar lines. 

Within the vicinity of the proposed project, Muni service includes the 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, 22 Fillmore, 

and 55 16th Street30 bus lines and the T Third Street light rail line. Ridership and capacity utilization for the 

PM peak hour is provided in Table IV.A‐3. 

  

Table IV.A-3 – Muni Service Summary 

Route1 
Outbound  Peak 

Hour 
Headway 

PM 
Ridership

PM 
Capacity 

% Capacity 
Utilization 

10 Townsend  171  189  90%  20 min 

19 Polk  124  252  49%  15 min 

22 Fillmore  308  473  65%  8 min 

T Third Street  550  714  77%  10 min 

Source: SF Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies Memo, SF 

Planning Department, 2013 
1The 55 16th Street route started service February 2015 and there has 

not been any known passenger count data created for this line 

                                                            

30 This route started service February 2015 and there has not been any known passenger count data created for this line that could be 

used for this study, and was thus not included in the existing and existing plus project capacity utilization described herein, 

resulting in a more conservative capacity utilization analysis. 



Figure IV.A-4: Area Transit Network
Source: DKS 2015
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• 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend bus operates from 5:00 AM to 12:00 midnight between the San 

Francisco General Hospital and Pacific Heights via Potrero Hill, Downtown, and Chinatown and runs 

along 17th Street, Connecticut Street, 18th Street, and 3rd Street in the vicinity of the project site. The 

AM and PM Peak Hour headway is 20 minutes, which is equivalent to a frequency of 3 buses per hour. 

The bus route is wheelchair accessible and bikes are permitted. The nearest inbound and outbound bus 

stops are located on Connecticut Street and 17th Street approximately 0.10 mile from the project site. 

At these stops, there is pavement striping locating the bus stop, which is shared with the 22 bus route. 

• 19 Polk – The 19 Polk bus operates from 5:21 AM to 1:35 AM between Fisherman’s Wharf and Hunters 

Point and runs along De Haro Street, 16th Street, and Rhode Island Street in the vicinity of the project 

site. The AM and PM Peak Hour headway is 15 minutes, which is equivalent to a frequency of 4 buses 

per hour. The route is wheelchair accessible and bikes are permitted. The nearest inbound bus stop is 

located at 16th Street and De Haro Street approximately 0.35 mile from the project site and the nearest 

outbound bus stop is located at 16th Street and Rhode Island Street approximately 0.4 mile from the 

project site. At these stops, there are pavement markings locating the bus stop and the stop is shared 

with the 10 bus route.  

• 22 Fillmore – The 22 Fillmore bus route operates continuously between Potrero Hill and the Marina 

and runs along 17th Street, Connecticut Street, and 18th Street in the vicinity of the project site. The 

AM and PM peak hour headway is 8 minutes, which is equivalent to a frequency of about 7 buses per 

hour. The nearest inbound and outbound bus stops are located on Connecticut Street at 17th Street 

approximately 0.10 mile from the project site. At these stops, there is pavement striping locating the 

bus stop and the stop is shared with the 10 Townsend bus route. 

• 55 16th Street—The 55 16th Street operates from 6:00 AM to 12:20 AM between the 16th Street Mission 

BART station and UCSF Medical Center.31 The AM and PM peak hour headway is 15 minutes, which is 

equivalent to a frequency of 4 buses per hour. The nearest inbound and outbound bus stops are 

located at the corner of 16th Street and Missouri Street, adjacent to the project site.  

• T Third Street – This line operates from 4:45 AM to 12:15 AM between the Castro and Sunnydale 

districts and has 10‐minute headways during the AM peak period and 9‐minute headways during the 

PM peak period, which is equivalent to a frequency of approximately 6 trains per hour. The nearest T 

Third Street station is located at 3rd Street and South Street approximately 0.5 mile north east of the 

project site. The station is wheelchair accessible, but bicycles are not permitted on the Muni Metro. 

BART 

BART operates a regional rail transit system between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, 

Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco and between San Mateo County and San Francisco 

with 5 lines and 43 stations located across San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Mateo Counties. 

The five lines provide regular service between 4:00 AM and midnight with trains for each line arriving 

every 15 to 20 minutes. During the weekday AM and PM peak period, headways are generally 5 to 15 

minutes for each line. The nearest station for BART service is the 16th Street Mission (SF) station 

approximately 1.3 miles west of the project site, accessible by Muni bus route 22 Fillmore and the 55 16th 

                                                            

31 This route started service February 2015 and there has not been any known passenger count data created for this line that could be 

used for this study, and was thus not included in the existing and existing plus project capacity utilization described herein, 

resulting in a more conservative capacity utilization analysis. 
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Street route. The Civic Center station is located along Market Street near 7th Street approximately 1.35 

miles northwest of the project site and is accessible by Muni bus route 19 Polk. Four lines run through 16th 

Street‐Mission (SF) station. 

Caltrain  

Caltrain provides passenger rail service on the Peninsula between Downtown San Francisco and 

Downtown San Jose with stops at several communities in San Mateo County and Santa Clara County. 

Limited service is available to communities south of San Jose. The Caltrain tracks operate east of the project 

site and include an at‐grade crossing of 16th Street slightly east of the 7th/16th/Mississippi Street 

intersection. The at‐grade Caltrain crossing of 16th Street includes crossing gates, audio and visual alerts, 

and is coordinated with the 7th/16th/Mississippi Street signalized intersection.  

Within San Francisco, the nearest Caltrain station to the project site is at the 22nd Street station in the 

Potrero Hill neighborhood, approximately 0.5 mile south of the project site. Caltrain terminates at the 

Fourth/King Station in the South of Market neighborhood, approximately 0.75 mile north of the project 

site. Caltrain service headways during the AM and PM peak periods are between 6 and 23 minutes, 

depending on the type of train (e.g., local, limited, or express “baby bullet”). From the project site, Caltrain 

riders could access the Fourth/King Street Station via the 10 Townsend bus route or the 22nd Street Station 

via the 10 Townsend and transferring to the 48 Quintara bus routes.  

AC Transit 

AC Transit operates bus service in western Alameda and Contra Costa counties, as well as routes to the 

City of San Francisco and San Mateo County. AC Transit operates 27 “Transbay” bus routes between the 

East Bay and the temporary Transbay Terminal at Howard Street and Main Street. The temporary 

Transbay Terminal accommodates all Transbay AC Transit buses that stop in San Francisco during the AM 

and PM commute periods and is 1.5 miles northeast of the project site. The temporary Transbay Terminal 

is near many major San Francisco Muni routes and can be accessed from the project site by either the T 

Third Street Muni metro or 10 Townsend Muni bus. Most AC Transit Transbay service is provided only 

during commute periods, with headways between buses of approximately 15 to 20 minutes. 

Golden Gate Transit 

Golden Gate Transit provides bus service between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma counties) and San 

Francisco. Golden Gate Transit operates 6 basic bus routes serving the temporary Transbay Terminal, one 

limited‐stop service route, 17 routes serving the Financial District, and three routes serving the Civic 

Center. Access between the project site and Golden Gate Transit at the temporary Transbay Terminal is via 

the T Third Street Muni metro or 10 Townsend Muni bus approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the project 

site. Access between the project site and Golden Gate Transit and the Civic Center area stops is via the 19 

Polk Muni bus. Basic bus routes operate at regular intervals of 15 to 90 minutes, depending on the time 

and day of the week. Golden Gate Transit also operates water transit service between Larkspur and 

Sausalito in the North Bay and the San Francisco Ferry Terminal during the morning and evening 

commute periods. 

Transit Capacity Utilization 

Consistent with the SF Guidelines, Muni’s available service capacity is analyzed by a series of four 

screenlines which divide the City of San Francisco (northeast, northwest, southeast, and southwest). The 
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screenlines are useful in determining the magnitude of transit‐related capacity and demand in the peak 

direction to or from downtown to other areas of the city. The San Francisco screenlines are schematically 

illustrated in Appendix I of the TIS. Muni screenline groupings are also listed in Appendix J of the TIS. 

Table IV.A‐4 details the ridership, capacity, and utilization for the screenlines. The SFMTA Board has 

adopted an “85 percent” standard for transit vehicle load – that is, all transit vehicles should operate at or 

below 85 percent capacity utilization. As shown in Table IV.A‐4, all corridors and screenlines operate 

below the SFMTA 85 percent standard for transit vehicle loads. 

 

Table IV.A-4 – Existing Conditions Muni Screenline Analysis - PM peak hour (Outbound)1 

Screenline  Transit Corridor2  Capacity  Ridership  Utilization 

Northeast             

   Kearny/Stockton  3,291  2,158  66% 

   All Other Lines3  1,078  570  53% 

   Subtotal  4,369  2,728  62% 

Northwest             

   Geary Corridor  2,528  1,814  72% 

   California  1,686  1,366  81% 

   Sutter/Clement  630  470  75% 

   Fulton/Hayes  1,176  965  82% 

   Balboa  929  637  69% 

   Subtotal  6,949  5,252  76% 

Southeast             

   Third Street  714  550  77% 

   Mission  2,789  1,529  55% 

   San Bruno/Bayshore  2,134  1,320  62% 

   Other Lines  1,712  1,034  60% 

   Subtotal  7,349  4,433  60% 

Southwest             

   Subway Lines  6,294  4,747  75% 

   Haight/Noriega  1,651  1,105  67% 

   All Other Lines  700  276  39% 

   Subtotal  8,645  6,128  71% 

Total      27,312  18,540  68% 

Source: SFMTA TEP Project, Case No. 2011.0558E, October 2012 

Notes:  

1. Muni bus data collected between August 2011 and October 2011 (except 1AX 

and 1BX which is January to March 2012). Muni rail data collected between 

September 2007 and February 2010. 

2. Refer to Appendix J for list of routes under each transit corridor. 
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Regional Screenline Analysis 

AC Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and BART as regional agencies provide transit 

service to the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay. As shown in Table IV.A‐5, BART, AC Transit, ferry, 

Golden Gate Transit Bus, Caltrain, and SamTrans service all currently operate under 100 percent capacity 

utilization, as opposed to Muni’s 85% capacity utilization standard. The highest utilization rate for these 

transit providers occurs for BART for the East Bay screenline which operates at 89 percent for the weekday 

PM peak hour. 

Overall, the regional screenline analysis shows that utilization is approximately 76 percent for the PM peak 

hour in the outbound direction. 

 

Table IV.A-5 – Existing Conditions Regional Screenline Analysis – Weekday PM Peak Hour 
(Outbound) 

Screenline  Transit Corridor  Capacity  Demand  Utilization 

East Bay             

   BART  22,050  19,716  89% 

   AC Transit  3,926  2,256  57% 

   Ferries  1,615  805  50% 

   Subtotal  27,591  22,777  83% 

North Bay             

   Golden Gate Transit Bus  2,817  1,384  49% 

   Ferries  1,959  968  49% 

   Subtotal  4,776  2,352  49% 

South Bay             

   BART  14,910  10,682  72% 

   Caltrain  3,100  2,377  77% 

   SamTrans  320  141  44% 

   Ferries  ‐  ‐  ‐ 

   Subtotal  18,330  13,200  72% 

Total      50,697  38,329  76% 

Source: SFMTA TEP Project, Case No. 2011.0558E, October 2012

Pedestrian Network 

A qualitative evaluation of pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site was conducted during 

the weekday midday (1:30 – 3:00 PM) and PM peak period (4:00 – 6:00 PM), as noted in the following 

sections.  
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Adjacent Sidewalk Conditions 

Adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, sidewalks are generally 8‐10 feet wide and are in good condition 

with a small amount of cracking and rutting. No tree pits or parking meters are present along 16th Street 

between Mississippi Street and Missouri Street. The west side of Mississippi Street between 16th Street and 

17th Street serves the east side of the project site. Sidewalks along this stretch of Mississippi Street are 

approximately 15 feet wide with no tree pits or parking meters adjacent to the project site. The sidewalks 

for this stretch of Mississippi Street are in good condition with a small amount of cracking and rutting. 

Adjacent to the project site on the north side of 17th Street, sidewalks are generally 10 feet wide in the 

public right‐of‐way and in good condition with a small amount of cracking and rutting. No tree pits or 

parking meters are present along this stretch of 17th Street.  

The existing project site operates as light industrial and storage with curb cuts on 16th Street, Mississippi 

Street, and 17th Street. Along the south side of 16th Street, the west side of Mississippi Street, and the north 

side of 17th Street, eight curb cuts are present totaling 238 feet in width. 

Two curb cuts are located along the southern side of 16th Street. The easternmost curb cut, 21.5 linear feet 

in width, is located along the eastern edge of the project site, approximately 235 feet west of Mississippi 

Street and is fenced‐off and locked when not in use. The second curb cut is located approximately 270 feet 

west of Mississippi Street and is 43 linear feet in width and serves two loading docks.  

Three curb cuts are located along the western side of Mississippi Street. The northern most curb cut is 

located approximately 88 feet south of the intersection of 7th/16th/Mississippi Street and is 30 linear feet in 

width. The second curb cut is approximately 235 feet south of the intersection of 7th/16th/Mississippi Street 

and has a width of 30 linear feet. The third curb cut is approximately 272 feet south of the intersection of 

7th/16th/Mississippi Street and is 53 linear feet in width. These curb cuts along the west side of Mississippi 

Street are in regular use.  

Three curb cuts are located along the north side of 17th Street adjacent to the project site. The first is located 

approximately 262 feet west of the intersection of 17th Street and Mississippi Street and is 21.5 linear feet in 

width while the second is located approximately 325.5 feet west of the intersection of 17th Street and 

Mississippi Street and is approximately 24.5 linear feet in width. All of the curb cuts along the north side of 

17th Street adjacent to the project site are in regular use. There is also a rollup door that is used regularly 

and is located approximately 87.5 feet west of the intersection of 17th Street and Mississippi Street, served 

by low pavement which functionally acts as a curb cut and is 14.5 linear feet in width. 

The majority of study intersections have striped pedestrian crossings. The 7th/16th/Mississippi Street 

intersection is signalized and has striped crosswalks across the north, south, and west sides of the 

intersection. The east side does not have striped pedestrian crosswalks because the Caltrain tracks run 

adjacent to that side. Pedestrian signals and call buttons exist for the north, south, and west sides. All of the 

sides at 7th Street and Brannan Street, 16th Street and 3rd Street, 16th Street and Rhode Island Street, 16th 

Street and Vermont Street, 16th Street and Potrero Avenue, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa 

Street and Mississippi Street, and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street have striped crosswalks. None 

of the approaches at 17th Street and Texas Street, 17th Street and Missouri Street, Mariposa Street and the 

I‐280 northbound off‐ramp, and Mariposa Street and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp have striped 

crosswalks.  
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Pedestrian Volumes 

Adjacent to the project site, pedestrian volumes were observed to be higher along 16th Street and 

Mississippi Street/7th Street because these corridors provide pedestrian connections to the Mission and 

South of Market neighborhoods. The pedestrian concentration for all study intersections was observed to 

be the highest at the intersection of 7th Street and Brannan Street. The intersections at Mariposa Street and 

the I‐280 northbound off‐ramp and Mariposa Street and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp were observed to 

have fewer pedestrians. It should be noted that pedestrian facilities at these two locations are limited with 

no ADA‐compliant ramps and no striped crosswalks for any of the approaches. Pedestrians were observed 

to be able to walk at normal speeds along 16th Street, Mississippi Street, and 17th Street adjacent to the 

project site. Some conflicts were observed between pedestrians and right‐turning vehicles, especially along 

16th Street, Mississippi Street, and Mariposa Street. Conflicts were also observed between vehicles turning 

into and out of the project site via the curb cuts along the west side of Mississippi Street and pedestrians. 

Additionally, at this location, occasional conflicts were observed between large trucks and pedestrians, as 

large trucks unload/load and block the sidewalk for periods sometimes lasting longer than 30 minutes. 

Pedestrian Relationship with Transit Services 

West and south of the project site, the 10 Townsend and 22 Fillmore bus routes operate along 17th Street 

and Connecticut Street while the T Third Street Muni metro line operates east of the project site along 3rd 

Street. To reach the nearest 10 Townsend and 22 Fillmore bus stop at 17th Street and Connecticut Street, 

pedestrians walk down 16th Street west to Connecticut Street or walk down 17th Street west to 

Connecticut Street. To reach the nearest 55 16th Street bus stop at 16th Street and Missouri Street, 

pedestrians would walk along 16th Street or Missouri Street, which is on the same block as the project site.32 

The nearest T Third Street Muni metro stops are located at 3rd Street at South Street to the northeast and at 

3rd Street and Mariposa Street to the southeast; both are approximately 0.5 mile from the project site. To 

reach the station at 3rd Street and South Street, pedestrians walk down 16th Street east to 3rd Street while 

the station at 3rd Street and Mariposa Street is accessible via Mississippi Street and Mariposa Street. 

Bicycle Conditions 

Figure IV.A‐5 presents the bicycle route network in the vicinity of the project site. As shown in Figure 

IV.A‐5, three bicycle routes are within the bicycle study area of Carolina Street to the west, 18th Street to 

the south, 4th Street to the east, and 8th Street, Hooper Street, and streets south of an “extension” of Nelson 

Rising Lane west of 4th Street. Segments of these three bicycle routes are designated as Class II or Class III 

bicycle facilities. In general, these nearest bikeways are a combination striped bike lanes and sharrows with 

directional signage (as part of the Bike Route system). 

• Bicycle Route 7 ‐ Bicycle Route 7 runs from the intersection of Keith Street & Carroll Avenue to the 

intersection of Mariposa Street & Illinois Street. It is a Class III bicycle facility for its entire length 

except for a short segment on Cesar Chavez Street, between 3rd Street and Indiana Street, where it is a 

Class II bicycle facility. Within the study area, Bicycle Route 7 is a Class III bicycle facility and travels 

east to west on Mariposa Street, west of Indiana Street, and north to south on Indiana Street, south of 

Mariposa Street. 

                                                            

32 This route started service February 2015, and was therefore not included in the existing and existing plus project capacity 

utilization described herein. 



Figure IV.A-5: Area Bicycle Routes
Source: DKS 2015
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• Bicycle Route 23 ‐ Bicycle Route 23 runs from the intersections of 7th and 8th Street at Market Street to 

the intersection of Mariposa Street & Illinois Street. Bicycle Route 23 is a Class II bicycle facility for its 

entire length except for a short segment on Mariposa Street, between Mississippi Street and Illinois 

Street, where is it a Class III bicycle facility. Within the study area, Bicycle Route 23 travels north of 

16th Street on 7th Street and on Mississippi Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street as a Class II 

bicycle facility. On Mariposa Street, between Mississippi Street and Illinois Street, Bicycle Route 23 is a 

Class III bicycle facility. 

• Bicycle Route 25 ‐ Bicycle Route 25 runs in the north‐south direction between the Bayshore Caltrain 

station and Market Street in the Civic Center neighborhood. Bicycle Route 25 alternates between a 

Class II and a Class III bicycle a facility along its length. Adjacent to the study area, Bicycle Route 25 

travels along Potrero Avenue as a Class II bicycle facility. 

• Bicycle Route 40 ‐ Bicycle Route 40 generally runs in the east‐west direction between the Cole Valley 

neighborhood and Mission Bay. Bicycle route 40 is a Class III bicycle facility for the entire route with 

exceptions on 16th Street between Kansas Street and 3rd Street and on 17th Street between Kansas 

Street and Treat Street where it is a Class II bicycle facility. Within the study area, Bicycle Route 40 

runs along 16th Street as a Class II bicycle facility with five foot wide bicycle lanes in both directions. 

Bicycle Observations 

Based on numerous field observations in the area by consultants and Planning Department staff between 

2012 and 2015, bicycles were in close proximity with vehicles along 16th Street, Mississippi Street, and 

Mariposa Street. In some instances, turning vehicles created conflicts with bicycles. Bicycles traveling on 

the Class III bicycle route along Mariposa Street at the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp were observed to conflict 

with vehicles turning from eastbound or westbound Mariposa Street to the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp. 

This intersection is stop‐controlled in the eastbound direction but free‐flow in the westbound direction.  

The Mariposa Street and I‐280 northbound off‐ramp is signalized but conflicts between vehicles turning 

east or west to Mariposa Street were observed. In general, vehicles traveling to and from the I‐280 ramps 

were seen traveling at rates of speed higher than those along Mariposa Street resulting in shorter reaction 

times for turning vehicles avoiding bicycles.  

Along Mississippi Street, bicycles traveling in the Class II bicycle facilities were seen to be in conflict with 

vehicles turning to access the project site via the three curb cuts on the west side of the street. Additionally, 

at this location, occasional conflicts were observed between large trucks and bicyclists, as large trucks 

unload/load and block the entirety of the Class II southbound bicycle lane for periods sometimes lasting 

longer than 30 minutes. At other locations in the study area, a small number of conflicts were observed 

between turning bicycles and pedestrians in crosswalks. No bicycle racks were observed near the project 

site. Bicycles were observed to be locked to utility poles and street sign poles in the absence of bicycle 

racks.  

For the PM Peak Hour at the intersection of 7th/16th/Mississippi Street, seven bicycles were counted using 

the northbound approach, 16 for the southbound approach, 14 for the eastbound approach, and 24 for the 

westbound approach. 
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Loading Conditions 

In terms of on‐street loading conditions, no loading zones or commercial parking spaces are located along 

16th Street, Mississippi Street, or 17th Street adjacent to the project site. Farther away from the project site, 

a yellow (commercial) loading zone is located along the west side of Missouri Street between 16th Street 

and 17th Street, the east side of Mississippi Street between 17th Street and Mariposa Street, and along the 

east side of Missouri Street between 17th Street and Mariposa Street. In terms of off‐street loading at the 

project site, a total of 14 active loading berths are accessed via three curb cuts along the west side of 

Mississippi Street. Nine loading berths are accessed through an off‐street parking lot via a 30‐linear‐foot 

curb cut on the west side of Mississippi Street approximately 87.5 feet south of 16th Street. Two berths are 

located via a 30‐linear‐foot curb cut approximately 153.5 feet north of 17th Street, while another three 

berths are located via a 53‐linear‐foot curb cut approximately 100 feet north of 17th Street. At the loading 

berths located on the west side of Mississippi Street, large trucks were observed having difficulties backing 

into the loading berths, blocking traffic in both directions on Mississippi Street for approximately 10 

minutes. Once parked, the large trucks were observed unloading/loading and blocking the Mississippi 

Street sidewalk and Class II bicycle lane for periods sometimes lasting longer than 30 minutes. 

A locked but regularly used access point with a curb cut 22 linear feet in width is located along the south 

side of 16th Street at the eastern edge of the project site. There are two loading docks along the south 16th 

Street accessible by a 43‐linear‐foot curb cut located approximately 270 feet west of Mississippi Street. 

There are three loading docks along the north side of 17th Street adjacent to the project site. The first 

loading dock is accessed via a 15‐linear‐foot low curb located approximately 75 feet west 17th Street. The 

second is accessed via a 20‐linear‐foot curb cut approximately 350 feet west of 17th Street. The third 

loading dock is accessed via a 15‐linear‐foot curb cut and is located approximately 410 feet west of 17th 

Street. 

Parking Conditions 

Existing on‐street and off‐street parking conditions were examined for the weekday Midday period (1:00 to 

3:30 PM) and Evening period (6:30 to 8:00 PM) during the week of June 24, 2013 and July 22, 2013. The 

resulting counts are provided in Appendix D of the TIS.  

On‐street midday and PM period parking supply and occupancy were surveyed in a study area bounded 

by Carolina Street to the west, 18th Street to the south, 4th Street to the east, and 8th Street, Hooper Street, 

and streets south of a westerly “extension” of Nelson Rising Lane west of 4th Street to the north, as shown 

in Figure IV.A‐6. On‐street parking within the study area primarily consists of time restricted and non‐

metered spaces. For a more conservative analysis, spaces were not considered if they were in a tow‐away 

zone, had no‐stopping restrictions, or did not allow parking during the Midday or Evening periods. 

As shown in Figure IV.A‐6 and detailed in Appendix D of the TIS, the parking study area provides a 

combined on‐street parking supply of approximately 2,203 vehicles. Adjacent to the project site, there are 

approximately 21 on‐street parking spaces along the south side of 16th Street between Missouri and 

Mississippi Streets, 14 on‐street parking spaces along the west side of Mississippi Street between 16th 

Street and Mariposa Street, and 18 on‐street parking spaces along the north side of 17th Street between 

Missouri and Mississippi Streets.  



Figure IV.A-6: Area Parking
Source: DKS 2015
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As shown in Table IV.A‐6, for the Midday period from 1:00 to 3:30 PM, approximately 1,899 on‐street 

spaces are occupied resulting in an 86 percent utilization rate. For the Evening period from 6:30 to 8:00 PM, 

1,141 on‐street parking spaces are occupied for a 52 percent utilization rate. 

 

Table IV.A-6 – Existing Conditions On-Street Parking Analysis 

On Street Parking Facility 
Metered 
Supply 

Non‐
Metered 

Supply 

Total 
Supply 

Occupied 
Spaces 

Utilization 

Study Area 

Midday (1‐3:30 PM)  0  2,203  2,203  1,899  86% 

Evening (6:30 – 8 PM)  0  2,203  2,203  1,141  52% 

Within two blocks of Project site 

Midday (1‐3:30 PM)  0  1,482  1,482  1,216  82% 

Evening (6:30 – 8 PM)  0  1,482  1,482  684  46% 

On Streets adjacent to Project Site 

Midday (1‐3:30 PM)  0  148  148  140  95% 

Evening (6:30 – 8 PM)  0  148  148  65  44% 

Source: DKS Associates, 2012. Street Parking Survey.

Within two blocks of the project site (bounded by Irwin Street to the north, 7th Street to the northeast, 

Owens Street and Pennsylvania Street to the east, 18th Street to the south, and Connecticut Street to the 

west), approximately 1,216 on‐street spaces are occupied during the Midday period resulting in a 82 

percent utilization rate, and approximately 684 on‐street spaces are occupied during the Evening period 

resulting in a 46 percent utilization rate. On the streets adjacent to the project site, approximately 140 on‐

street spaces are occupied during the Midday period resulting in a 95 percent utilization rate, and 

approximately 65 on‐street parking spaces are occupied during the Evening period resulting in a 44 

percent utilization rate. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Local regulations that apply to transportation and circulation at the project site are included in the San 

Francisco General Plan, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, San Francisco Better Streets Plan, and the City’s Transit 

First Policy. These are described below. No federal, State, or other regional regulations apply to the project 

site or vicinity. 

San Francisco General Plan 

The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that 

relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, 

Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods 

Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s “Transit First” Policy in its 

introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the 
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proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, 

encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as 

part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes 

alternative transportation through the positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the 

pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities. 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan 

The Bicycle Plan describes the City’s program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to 

promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, 

and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle 

Plan also identifies near‐term improvements as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these 

improvements. It also includes long‐term improvements, and minor improvements that would be 

implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco. 

San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

The Better Streets Plan focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as 

careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets 

Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where 

people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks and 

crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the 

roadway, particularly at intersections. 

Transit First Policy 

In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include 

a Transit‐First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 

1973. The Transit‐First Policy is a set of principles which underscore the City’s commitment that travel by 

transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. 

These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San 

Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement 

transit‐first principles in conducting City affairs. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

This section analyzes the impacts to the transportation system that could result from the proposed project. 

The section begins with the significance criteria, which establishes the thresholds for determining whether 

an impact is significant. The latter part of this section presents the impacts associated with the proposed 

project. 

Significance Criteria 

The following are the significance criteria regarding transportation used by the Planning Department for 

the determination of impacts associated with a proposed project: 

• The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project‐related traffic 

causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or F, or from LOS E 



    IV. Environmental Setting and Impacts 

 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

IV.A.27 

to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered significant if project‐

related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to 

LOS E or F and Caltrans signal warrants would be met, or would cause Caltrans signal warrants to be 

met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or F. The project may result in significant 

adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or F under existing conditions depending upon 

the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In 

addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or 

contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of 

service to unacceptable levels.  

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase 

in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in 

unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such 

that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional 

transit screenlines analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if 

project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the 

peak hour. 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial 

overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or 

otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous 

conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and 

adjoining areas. 

• A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand 

during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed off‐street 

loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and created potentially hazardous 

conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycle or pedestrians. 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate 

emergency vehicle access. 

• Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary 

and limited duration. 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a substantial 

parking deficit that could create hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, 

bicycles or pedestrians and where particular characteristics of the project or its site demonstrably 

render use of other modes infeasible. 

Approach to Analysis 

This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in 

developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on surrounding 

roadways were analyzed using the guidelines set forth in the SF Guidelines. The SF Guidelines provide 

direction for analyzing transportation conditions and identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed 

project in San Francisco. 
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The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing plus project and 2025 Cumulative 

Conditions. “Existing Plus Project” conditions assess the near‐term impacts of the proposed project, while 

“2025 Cumulative” conditions assess the long‐term impacts of the proposed project in combination with 

other reasonably foreseeable future development and transportation network changes. 

Impact Analysis Methodology 

The impact analysis methodology for traffic, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, loading, emergency access, and 

construction impacts is described below. Additional items specific to the 2025 Cumulative Conditions 

impact analysis methodology are described in the next section. 

Traffic Analysis 

The traffic analysis provided herein focuses on project‐specific impacts that could result with development 

of the proposed project. As with existing conditions, the analysis of the effect of the proposed project on 

the study intersections was based on the LOS methodology described in the Highway Capacity Manual 

(HCM) 2000. LOS is a qualitative description of an intersection’s performance based on the average delay 

per vehicle. Intersection levels of service range from LOS A, which indicates free flow or excellent vehicle 

flow conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates congested or overloaded vehicle flow 

conditions with extremely long delays. In San Francisco, LOS A through D are considered acceptable, and 

LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. 

Transit Analysis 

The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project was assessed for the local and 

regional transit screenlines, and the impact of the additional project‐generated vehicle trips on transit 

routes in the vicinity of the project site was also assessed. 

The availability of Muni service capacity was analyzed in terms of a series of screenlines. The concept of 

screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to 

compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be 

crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the 

region. Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on 

Muni service: northeast, northwest, southwest, and southeast, with sub‐corridors within each screenline. 

The bus and light rail lines used in this screenline analysis are considered the major commute routes from 

the downtown area. Other bus lines, such as lines with greater than 10‐minute headways, are not included 

due to their generally lower ridership. 

The screenline for each route reflects the maximum load point (MLP) for each Muni line that crosses one of 

the screenlines. The MLP for each individual line may occur at some point of either side of the schematic 

lines drawn for graphical representation. For the purpose of this analysis, Muni ridership measured at the 

four San Francisco screenlines and sub‐corridors represents the peak direction of travel and patronage 

loads for the Muni system, which corresponds with the evening commute in the outbound direction from 

the downtown area to other parts of San Francisco. As a means to determine the amount of available space 

within each screenline, capacity utilization is used, which relates the number of passengers per transit 

vehicle to the design capacity of the vehicle. The capacity per vehicle includes both seated and standing 

capacity, where standing capacity is somewhere between 30 to 80 percent of seated capacity (depending 

upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). For example the capacity of a light rail vehicle is 119 
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passengers, the capacity of a historic streetcar is 70 passengers, and the capacity of a standard bus is 63 

passengers. 

Muni’s established capacity utilization performance standard for peak period operations is 85 percent. It 

should be noted that the 85 percent utilization is of seated and standing loads, so at 85 percent all seats are 

taken and there are many standees. Muni screenlines and subcorridors at or near 85 percent capacity 

operate under noticeably crowded conditions with many standees. Because each screenline and most 

sub‐corridors include multiple lines, each with several vehicles during the peak hour, some individual 

vehicles may operate at or above 85 percent of capacity and are extremely crowded, while others operate 

under less crowded conditions. Moreover, the extent of crowding is exacerbated whenever target 

headways are not met through either missed runs and/or bunching in service. Thus, in common with other 

types of transportation operations such as roadways and parking facilities, transit operators may 

experience substantial problems in service delivery even when operating at less than 85 percent of 

capacity. 

A screenline analysis was also performed on the regional transit carriers (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, 

Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans), in order to determine the current service volumes and capacity. Three 

regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on 

the regional transit carriers. For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three 

screenlines represents the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which corresponds with the 

evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to 

determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. 

For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All 

of the regional transit operators have a 1‐hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate 

that all seats are full. 

Pedestrian Analysis 

Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively as they relate to the project site, including safety, 

capacity, and right‐of‐way issues, and conflicts with traffic.  

Bicycle Analysis 

Bicycle conditions were assessed qualitatively as they relate to the project site, including bicycle routes, 

safety and right‐of‐way issues, and conflicts with traffic. 

Loading Analysis 

Loading was analyzed by comparing the on‐site and on‐street loading spaces proposed as part of the 

project to the projected loading demand. If projected loading demand exceeds capacity of convenient 

loading spaces, potential hazards are identified and assessed. 

Emergency Vehicle Access 

Potential project‐related changes affecting emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. 

Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the proposed project elements would preclude adequate 

emergency vehicle access. 
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Construction Analysis 

Potential short‐term and temporary construction impacts related to transportation and parking were 

assessed qualitatively. The potential for overlapping construction of the project in combination with other 

cumulative projects was also assessed qualitatively. 

Parking Analysis 

Parking was analyzed by comparing the existing on‐street parking supply to the projected parking 

demand and any proposed changes to parking supply. The analysis assessed if the increased parking 

demand due to the project would overburden the existing supply. 

Project Travel Demand 

Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and other trips generated by the 

proposed project. This section provides an estimate of the travel demand that would be generated by the 

proposed project, including parking demand and loading demand. Further description of the trip 

generation and mode split is provided below. 

The proposed project would include retail and residential uses for the site. The trip generation for both 

uses is based on the SF Guidelines and the existing land use credits are based on peak hour observations of 

arriving and departing vehicles made at the existing project site on August 2, 2012.  

The person‐trip generation rates for the proposed two uses are detailed in Table IV.A‐7. The person trip 

generation represents employee, visitors, and residents, less existing credits to the project site. The 

proposed project is estimated to generate a net 12,361 daily person trips and 1,505 (834 inbound and 671 

outbound) net PM peak hour person trips. Person trips include trips by all modes of travel (vehicle, transit, 

walking, and other, which includes bicycling, taxi, and motorcycling). 

Mode Split and Average Vehicle Occupancy 

The project‐generated person trips were assigned to travel modes in order to determine the number of 

vehicle, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle trips. Table IV.A‐8 shows daily person trips, by mode based on 

land use. Further breakdown by point of origin/destination is included in Appendix L of the TIS. On a 

daily basis, the proposed project would generate 12,361 person trips which would include an estimated 

7,055 auto person trips (4,233 vehicle trips), 2,124 transit trips, 2,510 walk trips, and 671 “Other” person 

trips (which includes trips by bicycle, motorcycle and taxi). 

As shown in Table IV.A‐9, during the weekday PM peak hour, the proposed project would generate a net 

1,505 person trips which would include 809 automobile person trips with 513 vehicle trips (284 inbound 

and 229 outbound), 290 transit trips (170 inbound and 120 outbound), 302 walk trips (166 inbound and 136 

outbound), and 104 Other trips (66 inbound, 38 outbound). Trip credits are the number of observed trips to 

the existing site. 
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Table IV.A-7 – Person-Trip Rate and Generation 

Site Use 
Area (SF)/ 
Units 

Trip Rate  Trip Generation  Total 

Daily 
Rate 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Daily 
Person 

PM 
Peak 

Hour In 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 
Out 

PM Peak 
Hour 
Total 

1200 17th Street Retail                      

Restaurant (Composite)  4,650  0.600  13.5%  2,790  181  196  377 

901 16th Street Retail                      

General Retail  2,600  0.150  9.0%  390  17  18  35 

Community market  15,218  0.297  7.3%  4,520  158  172  330 

Restaurant (Composite)  2,500  0.600  13.5%  1,500  97  105  203 

Total Retail  24,968  0.368  10.3%  9,200  453  491  944 

Residential (Both Buildings)  

Residential (Studio)  53  7.5  17.3%  398  46  23  69 

Residential (1‐bedroom)  182  7.5  17.3%  1,365  157  79  236 

Residential (2‐bedroom)  146  10.0  17.3%  1,460  168  85  253 

Residential (3‐bedroom)  14  10.0  17.3%  140  16  8  24 

Total Residential  395  8.513  17.3%  3,363  387  195  582 

New Person Trips           12,563  840  686  1,526 

Existing Land Use Credit        10.4%  ‐202  ‐6  ‐15  ‐21 

Net New Person Trips           12,361  834  671  1,505 

Source: DKS Associates, 2014 

Notes: 

1. Trip  generation  rates,  PM  peak  hour  percentages,  and  inbound/outbound  splits  from  City’s  SF 
Guidelines Table C‐1 and C‐2. 
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Table IV.A-8 – Mode Split and Daily Trip Generation by Trip Type  

Land Use 

Daily Person Trips  Average 
Vehicle 

Occupancy 

Total 

Vehicle 
Trips1 

Auto  Transit  Walk  Other  Total  

Trips %  Trips  %  Trips  %  Trips  %  Trips 

Retail (Work)1  71  262  20  74  6  21  3  11  368  1.23  213 

Retail (Non‐Work)1  64  5,661  12  1,033  22  1,978  2  159  8,832  1.90  2,980 

Residential2  38  1,284  30  1,017  17  561  15  501  3,363  1.08  1,193 

Trip Credit  75  ‐152  0  0  25  ‐50  0  0  ‐202  1.00  ‐152 

Project Total  57  7,055  17  2,124  20  2,510  5  671  12,361  1.67  4,233 

Source: DKS Associates, 2015 

Notes: 

1 – Retail mode splits and AVO are based on SF Guidelines Appendix E; retail, community market, and restaurant 
uses combined. 

2 – Residential mode splits and AVO are based on an average of  the American Community Survey  for Census 
Tracts 607 and 227.04, Appendix J. 

 

Table IV.A-9 – PM Peak Hour Trip Generation by Trip Type and Mode 

Land Use 

PM Peak Hour Person Trips  Average 
Vehicle 

Occupancy 

Total 
Vehicle 
Trips1 

Auto  Transit  Walk  Other  Total  

Trips2 %  Trips  %  Trips  %  Trips  %  Trips 

Retail (Work)1  71  27  20  8  6  2  3  1  38  1.23  22 

Retail (Non‐Work)1  64  581  12  106  22  203  2  16  906  1.90  306 

Trip Credit  100  ‐21              ‐21  1.00  ‐21 

Residential2  38  222  30  176  17  97  15 87  582  1.08  206 

Project Total  54  809  19  290  20  302  7  104  1,505  1.58  513 

Source: DKS Associates, 2015 

Notes: 

1 – Retail mode splits and AVO are based on SF Guidelines Appendix E; retail, community market, and restaurant 
uses combined. 

2 – Residential mode splits and AVO are based on an average of  the American Community Survey  for Census 
Tracts 607 and 227.04, Appendix J. 

Trip Distribution 

The trip distribution in Table IV.A‐10 shows the trip distribution patterns assumed for the proposed 

project and would include origins or destinations within San Francisco, the East Bay, North Bay, South 

Bay, and beyond. San Francisco trips are separated into four “Superdistrict” areas of San Francisco as 

shown in Appendix M in the TIS as 1, 2, 3, and 4. Each Superdistrict corresponds to a quadrant of San 

Francisco. The project site is located in Superdistrict 3, but the proposed project would include trips to 

other Superdistricts as described further below.  
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Table IV.A-10 – Trip Distribution Patterns  

Origin/  

Destination 

Retail 
(Work) 

Retail 
 (Non‐Work) 

Residential
Aggregate 
PM peak 
hour 

Superdistrict 1  8% 6% 60% 27% 
Superdistrict 2  11% 9% 5% 8% 

Superdistrict 3   24% 61% 10% 40% 

Superdistrict 4  8% 5% 5% 5% 

East Bay  16% 6% 6% 6% 

North Bay  6% 2% 2% 2% 

South Bay  28% 11% 12% 12% 

Total  100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: DKS Associates, 2014; SF Guidelines, 2002. 

 

As shown in Table IV.A‐10, a majority of the non‐work, retail trips would travel within San Francisco with 

the largest percentage of those, 61 percent, traveling within Superdistrict 3, where the project is located. 

Outside San Francisco, most retail trips would travel to or from the South Bay area. The distribution of 

residential work and non‐work trips correspond to the general distribution of employment in San 

Francisco, with 60 percent of trips destined to greater downtown San Francisco (SD‐1) and the remaining 

40 percent split between outlying San Francisco neighborhoods and surrounding areas.  

These trip distribution patterns have been applied to the vehicle trip generation for the existing and 

proposed uses on the project site. This process produces a weighted or aggregate trip distribution pattern 

based on the total PM peak hour vehicle trips each land use would generate and are shown in Table IV.A‐

10.  

Freight and Service Loading Demand 

The longest truck expected to be accessing the project site would be 45 feet. Based on the service vehicle 

type distribution, loading demand for approximately 76 percent of the time would be in the form of 

shorter vehicles (cars, pickups, vans, and small delivery trucks), whose length would be 20 feet or less. 

As shown in Table IV.A‐11, it is estimated that less than one daily truck trip would be generated for the 

proposed general retail use, about 26 trips for the proposed restaurant use, 20 trips for the community 

market use, and 14 daily truck trips would be generated for the residential use, for a total of 59 daily truck 

trips. It is estimated that the proposed project’s loading demand would be approximately three loading 

trips during an average hour and approximately four loading trips during the peak hour. 
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Table IV.A-11 – Project Commercial Vehicle-Trips and Loading Space Demand 

Land Use  GSF 
Daily Truck 

Trip 
Generation 

Peak Hour 
Loading 
Spaces 

Average Hour 
Loading 
Spaces 

Residential  438,681  13.16  0.76  0.61 

General Retail (Composite)  2,600  0.57  0.03  0.03 

Restaurant  7,150  25.74  1.49  1.19 

Community market  15,218  19.38  1.79  1.18 

Total  58.9  4.07  3.01 

Source: DKS Associates & SF Guidelines, Appendix I, 2014. 

Parking Demand  

Project‐related parking demand consists of both long‐term and short‐term demands. Long‐term parking is 

typically related to employees and residents while short‐term parking is in reference to patrons and 

visitors and is typically less than four hours in length.  

As shown in Table IV.A‐12, on a daily basis, the proposed project would generate short term demand for 

273 spaces from the proposed restaurant, retail, and community market uses, and long term demand for 

544 spaces from the proposed residential, restaurant, general retail, and community market uses. 

 

Table IV.A-12 Project Parking Demand – Daily 

 

 

 

 

Analysis Approach Specific to 2025 Cumulative Conditions 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included an evaluation of potential traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, 

loading, and construction impacts that could occur with implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Plan. Parking demand and supply was also considered. 

Site Use  GSF/Units  Short Term1  Long 
Term1

Retail (Restaurant)  7,150  127  13 

Retail (Composite)  2,600  12  5 

Retail (Community Market)  15,218  134  26 

Residential (studio/1‐bedroom)  235  ‐  260 

Residential (two‐ and three‐bedroom)  160  ‐  240 

Total  273  544 

Source: DKS Associates, 2014. 

Notes: 1. Long term retail demand is based on work‐based retail trips whereas short term 
retail demand is based on non‐work retail trips. 
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The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) countywide travel demand forecasting 

model was used to develop the travel forecasts for development and growth through the year 2025 in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods study area. This approach resulted in an impact assessment for year 2025 

conditions that took into account both the future development expected in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

(e.g., development growth in Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan) and the expected growth in 

housing and employment for the remainder of San Francisco and the nine‐county Bay Area.  

The 2025 Cumulative Conditions traffic volumes have been developed from the existing and cumulative 

intersection turning movement volumes for the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. For intersections not included 

in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the annual percent growth rate for intersection turning movement 

volumes between the existing and Cumulative Conditions analysis years have been determined. This 

annual percent growth rate has been applied to the observed 2013 turning movement volumes to 

determine the 2025 Cumulative Conditions turning movement volumes. Pedestrian, bicycle, and 

construction impacts are also discussed. Due to cumulative growth in the area, demand for on‐street 

parking and loading conditions would likely increase. However, demand for parking and loading at the 

project site would be largely site specific and provision of off‐street parking or loading space would remain 

similar to Existing Plus Project conditions. As any changes to on‐street conditions would not be directly 

related to the proposed project under Cumulative Conditions, these topics are not discussed in the 

cumulative discussion. 

Transportation Network Changes 

A number of transportation network changes are proposed for the area surrounding the project site. Some 

of these improvements are funded, approved, and expected to be constructed and operational by the 2025 

analysis year, and thus are included in the 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Others are preliminary in nature, 

possibly without identified funding sources or lacking in project‐level detail, and thus are not included in 

the 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Projects not included in the 2025 Cumulative Conditions include the 

California High Speed Rail project, as the segment design through San Francisco is preliminary in nature, 

although this project is briefly described below for informational purposes. In addition, removal of the 

northern section of I‐280 is under consideration to reconnect the Mission Bay neighborhood to the rest of 

the city, increase park space and land available for development, as well as to facilitate construction of the 

California High Speed Rail project; however, as the rail project itself is preliminary and design alternatives 

are still under consideration, and further feasibility analyses would have to be conducted, it is currently 

unknown if or how this change to the circulation system would occur. It would be speculative to include 

this project in the cumulative analysis; therefore, removal of I‐280 is not considered.  

The following transportation improvements, which are part of the projects and plans described below, are 

a list of major projects included in the 2025 Cumulative analysis. These improvements are anticipated to be 

constructed and/or implemented by 2025 and would therefore affect the transportation network in the 

vicinity of the project site. 

Muni Forward (formerly Transit Effectiveness Project) 

The SFMTA, in partnership with the San Francisco Office of the Controller, will be implementing Muni 

Forward (formerly known as the Transit Effectiveness Project [TEP]), which represents the first holistic 

review of the Muni network and service delivery since the 1970s. Muni Forward objectives are to reduce 

transit travel time and improve transit customer experiences, service reliability, and transit service 

effectiveness and efficiency. The SFMTA has developed the Service Policy Framework, which sets forth 

transit service delivery objectives and actions to meet them and supports the SFMTA Strategic Plan goals. 
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Implementation of Muni Forward would be guided by the Service Policy Framework which would help 

determine how investments should be made to the system. Muni Forward includes Service Improvements, 

Service‐related Capital Improvements, and transit Travel Time Reduction Proposals. The Muni Forward 

Implementation Strategy was developed in 2011. In March 2013, the Muni Forward Final EIR was 

published, and Muni Forward was approved by the SFMTA Board of Directors in March 2014. All of the 

Muni transit routes near the project site and described previously herein are addressed in Muni Forward.  

On January 31, 2015, the 10 Townsend bus route added two additional service trips during the AM peak as 

part of Muni Forward. In the project area, under Muni Forward, the 10 Townsend bus route would be 

renamed the 10 Sansome and would be rerouted south of the Caltrain Depot Station to operate through the 

Mission Bay neighborhood rather than along Townsend Street, Rhode Island Street, and 17th Street near 

the project site. The route would eliminate service between 4th Street and Division Street along Townsend 

Street, between Division Street and 17th Street along Rhode Island Street, and between Rhode Island Street 

and Connecticut Street along 17th Street. Under Muni Forward, the route north of 17th Street would be 

located on Connecticut Street, 16th Street, 8th Street, Irwin Street, 7th Street, new street segments between 

7th Street and 4th Street, and 4th Street and King Street. Changes to service frequency would also occur.  

Also under Muni Forward improvements, the 19 Polk bus route would continue to operate between Van 

Ness Avenue and North Point Street but service would end at San Francisco General Hospital at 23rd 

Street and Potrero Avenue. South of 24th Street, service would be replaced with the rerouted 48 Quintara 

route. No changes in headway in the AM or PM are proposed. 

For the T Third route, an increase in frequency would occur. The one‐car K Ingleside line would continue 

to be through‐routed with the T Third route.  

On January 31, 2015, the new Muni route 55 began operating along 16th Street between Mission Bay and 

the 16th Street BART Station. The implementation of that triggered some of the Muni Forward changes on 

the 22 Fillmore and 33 Stanyan bus routes. 

Under Muni Forward improvements, the 22 Fillmore bus route continues along 16th Street to 3rd Street in 

the Mission Bay neighborhood. This route change adds transit to 16th Street between Kansas Street and 

3rd Street, Mission Bay Boulevard between 4th Street and 3rd Street, 4th Street between Gene Friend Way 

and Mission Bay Boulevard, and along Gene Friend Way. The 22 Fillmore existing segment along 

Connecticut and 18th Streets would be replaced by a revised 33 Stanyan route. Service on Kansas Street 

and 17th Street would be eliminated.  

Additionally as part of the Travel Time Reduction Project (TTRP.22_1, with Alternatives and Variants), the 

elimination of left turns and the installation of a center‐running, transit‐only lane are being evaluated 

under an Expanded Alternative. Along 16th Street, implementing this project would eliminate left turns in 

the westbound direction at Potrero Avenue, in both directions at Bryant Street, Utah Street, San Bruno 

Avenue, Kansas Street, Rhode Island Street, De Haro Street, Carolina Street, Wisconsin Street, Arkansas 

Street, Connecticut Street, and Missouri Street. As a result, cumulative volumes that would have turned 

left at these intersections were rerouted to turn left at nearby intersections. The intersection of 16th Street 

and Missouri Street, among others, would be signalized. At the 7th/16th/Mississippi Street intersection, the 

eastbound and westbound approaches would each be restriped to accommodate a left turn lane and a 

through‐right lane. At the intersection of 16th Street and 3rd Street, the lane configuration would be 

restriped to include one westbound mixed‐flow lane and one eastbound through‐left turn lane, one 

eastbound through lane, and one right‐turn lane pocket. A bus‐only lane, if implemented, would operate 

in each direction along 16th Street near the project site and the existing bike lane on 16th Street between 7th 

Street and Kansas Street (Bicycle Route 40) would be removed and relocated to 17th Street. 
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Expected traffic diversions due to the restriction of left turns along 16th Street are described in the TIS. 

In terms of streetscape improvements in the project vicinity, the Muni Forward Expanded Alternative, as 

described above, proposes transit‐only lanes going in both directions along 16th Street. At this time, the 

proposed cross‐section for the Expanded Alternative with center‐running transit‐only lanes along 16th 

Street near the 7th/16th/Mississippi Street intersection could include (from north to south) a 12‐foot wide 

sidewalk, and 10‐foot wide westbound traffic lane, a 12‐foot‐wide westbound bus lane, a 12‐foot‐wide 

eastbound transit‐only lane, a nine‐foot‐wide eastbound traffic left‐turn pocket, a 11‐foot‐wide eastbound 

through/right‐turn lane, and a 14‐foot‐wide sidewalk. The left‐turn pocket at the eastbound approach of 

the 7th/16th/Mississippi intersection could be 74‐feet long. West of the turn lane, the sidewalk on the south 

side of 16th Street could be 18‐feet‐wide for 135 feet in length.  

In addition, under Muni Forward, the existing bicycle lane along 16th Street would be removed and 

instead installed on both directions of 17th Street east of Kansas Street, as a continuation of the existing 

bicycle lane on 17th Street. If the 17th Street cross‐section were the same as the existing conditions west of 

Kansas Street, the cross‐section (from north to south) would be a 12‐foot‐wide sidewalk, a 6‐foot‐wide 

westbound bicycle lane with a 2‐foot buffer on one side, 10‐foot‐wide traffic lanes in both directions, a 5‐

foot‐wide eastbound bicycle lane, and a 9‐foot‐wide eastbound parking lane. The designs of this Expanded 

Alternative, if selected, could change and are subject to public outreach and SFMTA approval. 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan 

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan, approved in June 2009, proposes minor changes to the existing facilities on 

Mariposa Street and Indiana Street near the project site. Minor improvements, including markings, 

signage, and facilities are considered treatments necessary to improve conditions for bicycle use, and are 

not specified in more detail by route in the Plan. No near or long‐term projects are proposed for the study 

area. 

Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan/UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center 

The Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan covers approximately 303 acres of land between the San Francisco 

Bay and I‐280. The development program would include up to 6,000 housing units, 4.4 million square feet 

of office/life science/biotechnology commercial space, a new UCSF research campus, known as the USCF 

Mission Bay Medical Center, and hospital complex, 500,000 square feet of retail space, a 500‐room hotel, 41 

acres of open space, a new 500 student public school, and other public amenities. The Mission Bay 

Redevelopment Plan also proposes changes to the transportation network. Intersection improvements 

would include modifications to Owens Street, Mariposa Street at the I‐280 northbound off‐ramp, and 

Mariposa Street at the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp.  

With the implementation of the Owens Street extension, slated to open December 2015,33 it is expected that 

some traffic exiting northbound I‐280 at Mariposa Street would continue northbound along Owens Street 

instead of using Mississippi Street to head north. The proportion of trips expected to divert was taken from 

assumptions made in the Mission Bay Redevelopment EIR. Volumes at the southbound approach of the 

intersection of Mariposa Street and Owens Street were taken from the Mission Bay Redevelopment EIR. 

Based on assumptions made in the Mission Bay Redevelopment EIR, most vehicles at the westbound 

approach of the intersection of Mariposa Street and I‐280 southbound on‐ramp turned left to enter the 

                                                            

33 Email correspondence between Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco Planning Department, and Luke Stewart, 

Mission Bay Development Group, LLC, March 27, 2015. 
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freeway. For consistency with cumulative volumes stated in the Mission Bay Redevelopment EIR, the 

southbound, right‐turning vehicles at Owens Street were all routed to turn left at the intersection of 

Mariposa Street and I‐280 southbound on‐ramp. Calculations for the diversion patterns are provided in the 

TIS. 

1000 16th Street Project 

The approved mixed‐use project at 1000 16th Street would include a park and plaza area between 7th 

Street and 16th Street on the Daggett Street right‐of‐way and would be known as “Daggett Park”. Daggett 

Street is not currently constructed as an operating street but would be constructed as part of the 1000 16th 

Street project and will align with Missouri Street between 7th Street and 16th Street.  

Mission Bay Loop 

The approved Mission Bay loop will provide turn around capabilities for the T Third Street light rail 

vehicles via a connection of new trackway from Third Street to 18th, Illinois, and 19th streets. Given the 

distance of this approved project from the project site (greater than 0.33 mile), this approved project in 

combination with the proposed project is not anticipated to affect the operating conditions at any study 

intersections. 

Caltrain Electrification and High Speed Rail 

Caltrain has plans to implement a Modernization Program that would electrify the railway to provide 

upgraded performance and allow more efficient operations and a higher capacity. The Program is 

scheduled to be complete by 2020 or 2021. Currently Caltrain crosses 16th Street at grade at the 

7th/16th/Mississippi Street intersection. There are currently ten trains per hour during peak periods and 

the Modernization Program would allow the number of trains to increase to 12 trains per hour. 

Additionally, Caltrain is anticipating a “blended system” which would see California High Speed Rail 

trains running alongside Caltrain on the same tracks. The “blended system” may require a grade 

separation at 7th/16th/Mississippi Street, but at this time this is too speculative to include within 

Cumulative Conditions.   

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT‐LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION 

Impact  TR‐1:  The  proposed  project  would  not  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  traffic  that  would 

adversely affect traffic operations at 10 of the 14 study intersections or otherwise conflict with traffic 

circulation in the vicinity. (Less‐than‐significant)  

Level of service calculations were performed at the 14 study intersections for the weekday PM peak hour. 

The proposed project would generate a net 284 inbound and 229 outbound vehicle trips during the PM 

peak hour, for a total of 513 PM peak hour vehicle trips. The Project weekday PM peak hour vehicle trips 

were added to existing traffic volumes to obtain Existing Plus Project Conditions traffic volumes. Figure 

IV.A‐7 illustrates both project‐generated trips and Existing Plus Project traffic volumes for each study 

intersection.  

 

 

 



    

Figure IV.A-7: Existing Plus Project Volumes
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As shown in Table IV.A‐13, 10 of the 14 study intersections would operate at LOS D or better during the 

PM peak hour: 

• 7th Street and Brannan Street 

• 16th Street and 3rd Street 

• 7th/16th/Mississippi Street 

• 16th Street and Missouri Street 

• 16th Street and Rhode Island Street 

• 16th Street and Vermont Street 

• 16th Street and Potrero Avenue 

• 17th Street and Texas Street 

• 17th Street and Missouri Street 

• Mariposa Street and I‐280 Northbound 

Off‐Ramp 

Therefore, based on the level of service calculations, impacts to these 10 study intersections would be less‐

than‐significant under Existing Plus Project Conditions.  

 

Table IV.A-13 – Existing Plus Project Conditions Intersection Level of Service 

No  Intersection Name  Control 

Existing Conditions 
PM peak hour 

Existing Plus 
Project Conditions 
PM peak hour 

Average 
Delaya 

LOSb, c 
Average 
Delaya 

LOSb, c 

1  7th St and Brannan St  Signalized  17.7  B  19.1  B 

2  16th St and Third St  Signalized  22.9  C  22.7  C 

3  7th/16th/Mississippi St  Signalized  31.0  C  43.6  D 

4  16th St and Missouri St   Unsignalized  23.2  C (NB)  27.6  D (NB) 

5  16th St and Vermont St  Signalized  12.2  B  12.5  B 

6  16th St and Rhode Island St  Signalized  10.5  B  10.7  B 

7  16th St and Potrero Ave  Signalized  22.6  C  22.8  C 

8  17th St and Mississippi St   Unsignalized  15.7  C (NB)  >50  F (SB) 

9  17th St and Texas St   Unsignalized  10.8  B (NB)  11.7  B (NB) 

10  17th St and Missouri St   Unsignalized  9.7  A (WB)  11.0  B (WB) 

11  Mariposa St and I‐280 NB Off‐Ramp  Signalized  28.6  C  34.5  C 

12  Mariposa St and I‐280 SB On‐Ramp   Unsignalized  >50  F (EB)  >50  F (EB) 

13  Mariposa St and Pennsylvania St  Unsignalized  >50  F (SB)  >50  F (SB) 

14  Mariposa St and Mississippi St   Unsignalized  >50  F (WB)  >50  F (WB) 

Source: DKS Associates 

Notes: a. Delay is in seconds per vehicle and is based on average stopped delay. Where signalized intersection is 
LOS F, volume to capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. 

b. LOS = Level of Service 

c. For unsignalized intersections, LOS is reported based on worst approach (i.e., approach with greatest delay), 
which is indicated in parentheses. Worst approach can change with addition to project volumes, which are not 
distributed evenly across different approaches. 

BOLD indicates unacceptable LOS of E or F 
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As discussed on page IV.A.12, the signalized intersection of 7th/16th/Mississippi Street has a Caltrain rail 

crossing across the westbound approach. The low frequency of crossings and lack of any persistent queue 

caused by the crossings would not change the LOS results for this intersection significantly. 

Under Existing Conditions, the eastbound (worst) approach of the unsignalized intersection of Mariposa 

Street and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour, and Caltrans signal 

warrants would be met. Under Existing Plus Project conditions, the LOS of this intersection would remain 

at LOS F, and the Caltrans signal warrants would continue to be met. The proposed project would add 65 

vehicle trips to the worst (eastbound) approach during the PM peak hour, representing 8.7 percent of the 

total PM peak hour eastbound approach volume. The proposed project’s contribution to this approach 

would represent a substantial contribution, and therefore, the proposed project would be considered to 

have a significant impact to the unacceptable operating conditions at the intersection of Mariposa Street 

and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp. However, the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan Mitigation 

Measure E.17b would signalize this intersection as part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation 

Agreement.  These changes are certain, they are already under way, and are estimated to be completed by 

December 2015, prior to the proposed project’s operation.34 With the proposed improvements, the 

intersection would operate at LOS A during the Existing Plus Project weekday PM peak hour conditions. 

Therefore, because the implementation of the measures would occur prior to the proposed project 

becoming operational, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on the intersection 

of Mariposa Street and the I‐280 Southbound on‐ramp. 

Other Traffic Hazards 

In general, the proposed project would add vehicle trips to the surrounding roadways, however, the 

project’s increase in traffic would not create a major traffic hazard in the project area. The proposed project 

would remove all of the existing eight curb cuts on 16th Street, Mississippi Street, and 17th Street. The 

proposed project would include three new curb cuts on Mississippi Street. The new curb cuts would 

provide vehicular access into the proposed project’s at‐grade and underground parking garages and off‐

street loading dock. The gate to the parking garage of the 16th Street Building would be open during 

business hours (7:00 AM to 8:00 PM) for retail parking, while the gate to parking garage of the 17th Street 

Building, which would not contain short‐term retail customer parking, would remain closed to the general 

public at all times. The interior spaces of the new parking garages would be able to accommodate the 

anticipated number of vehicles entering the project site, including during the PM peak hour based upon 

the estimated vehicle trip generation and distribution. Therefore vehicles queuing on the vehicular traffic 

lanes to enter the parking garage should be limited. Given the lower traffic volumes along Mississippi 

Street, the ability of the garages to accommodate vehicle queues, and that the proposed project would not 

include the construction of structures that would cause traffic hazards, the proposed project would have a 

less‐than‐significant impact on traffic hazards. 

Impact TR‐2: The proposed project, combined with present traffic volumes, would contribute 

considerably to significant traffic impacts at three of the 14 study intersections: 17th Street and 

Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi 

Street. (Significant and Unavoidable) 

                                                            

34 Email correspondence between Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco Planning Department, and Luke Stewart, 

Mission Bay Development Group, LLC, March 27, 2015. 
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Under Existing Conditions, the unsignalized intersection of 17th Street and Mississippi Street operates at 

LOS C. The proposed project would add 146 vehicle trips to the worst (southbound) approach during the 

PM peak hour, representing 34.1 percent of the total PM peak hour southbound approach volume. The 

LOS at this intersection under Existing Plus Project conditions would degrade to LOS F, and the Caltrans 

signal warrants would be met. The proposed project’s contribution to this approach would represent a 

substantial contribution, and therefore, the proposed project would be considered to have a significant 

impact to the operating conditions at the intersection of 17th Street and Mississippi Street.  

To mitigate poor operating conditions at the 17th Street and Mississippi Street, various options to reduce 

automobile delay were considered by SFMTA staff35. One option considered was to install a 75‐foot 

southbound right‐turn pocket and 135‐foot northbound left‐turn pocket at the intersection. With this 

option, the intersection would then operate at LOS D during the Existing Plus Project weekday PM peak 

hour conditions. However, SFMTA staff determined restriping was not a preferable measure for mitigating 

this impact. Therefore, this option was rejected.  

Another option considered by SFMTA staff was the installation of a traffic signal. With signalization, the 

intersection would operate at LOS A during the Existing Plus Project weekday PM peak hour conditions. 

This would result in the project having a less‐than significant impact on operations at the intersection of 

17th Street and Mississippi Street. SFMTA believes that signalization is feasible and supports this measure 

to reduce Level of Service impacts.  However, SFMTA cannot commit that sufficient funding beyond the 

“fair share” amount provided by the project sponsor in Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2a below is available to 

ensure that this measure would be implemented. Therefore, the impact would be considered significant 

and unavoidable if sufficient funding is not identified. 36 

Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2a: 17th Street and Mississippi Street Signalization 

To mitigate poor operating conditions at the intersection of 17th Street and Mississippi Street, the 

project sponsor shall pay its fair share for the cost of design and of signalization or other similar 

mitigation to improve automobile delay at this intersection, as determined by the SFMTA.  

Under Existing Conditions, the southbound approach of the unsignalized intersection of Mariposa Street 

and Pennsylvania Street operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour and Caltrans signal warrants are not 

met. The proposed project would add 12 vehicle trips to worst approach (southbound) during the PM peak 

hour, representing 19.7 percent of the total PM peak hour southbound approach volume. Under Existing 

Plus Project conditions, the LOS would remain at F, and Caltrans signal warrants would be met. Therefore, 

the proposed project would be considered to have a significant impact to the operating conditions at the 

intersection of Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street. 

To mitigate poor operating conditions at Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street various options to 

reduce automobile delay were considered by SFMTA staff.37 Options considered included modification of 

                                                            

35  Findings of Feasibility of Traffic Mitigation Measures Proposed for 901 16th Street/1200 17th Street (Case No. 2011.1300E), June 4, 

2015 
36  Discussions are in progress for local development to make fair share contributions necessary to provide funding for a signal at 

the intersection of Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street. 
37  Ibid. 
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the intersection to be all‐way stop‐controlled (from two‐way stop‐controlled) or installation of turn 

pockets, but these options would not improve operating conditions to acceptable levels.  

Another option considered by SFMTA staff was the installation of a traffic signal. With signalization, the 

intersection would operate at LOS A during the Existing Plus Project weekday PM peak hour conditions. 

This would result in the project having a less‐than significant impact on operations at the intersection of 

Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street. SFMTA believes that signalization is feasible and supports this 

measure to reduce Level of Service impacts. However, SFMTA cannot commit that sufficient funding 

beyond the “fair share” amount provided by the project sponsor in Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2b below is 

available to ensure that this measure would be implemented. Therefore, the impact would be considered 

significant and unavoidable if sufficient funding is not identified.  

Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2b: Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street Signalization 

To mitigate poor operating conditions at the intersection of Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania 

Street, the project sponsor shall pay its fair share for the cost of design and implementation of 

signalization or other similar mitigation to improve automobile delay at this intersection, as 

determined by the SFMTA.  

Under Existing Conditions, the unsignalized intersection of Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street 

operates at LOS F at the worst approach (westbound) for the PM peak hour and Caltrans signal warrants 

are met. The proposed project would add 58 vehicle trips to the worst (westbound) approach during the 

PM peak hour, representing 10.2 percent of the total PM peak hour westbound approach volume. The LOS 

at this intersection under Existing Plus Project conditions would remain at LOS F, and the Caltrans signal 

warrants would continue to be met. The proposed project’s contribution to this approach would represent 

a substantial contribution, and therefore, the proposed project would be considered to have a significant 

impact to the operating conditions at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the Mississippi Street.  

To mitigate poor operating conditions at Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street various options to improve 

automobile delay were considered by SFMTA staff.38 An option considered included the installation of 

turn pockets, but it was rejected because it did not improve intersection LOS to an acceptable level.  

Another option considered by SFMTA staff was the installation of a traffic signal. With signalization, the 

intersection would operate at LOS C during the Existing Plus Project weekday PM peak hour conditions. 

After review of this potential mitigation, SFMTA concluded that the existing all‐way STOP sign‐controlled 

intersection of Mariposa and Mississippi streets is not a desirable candidate for traffic signalization because 

the traffic patterns at this particular intersection are more effectively served by an all‐way STOP control 

than by a traffic signal. The existing STOP sign on westbound Mariposa Street slows traffic on westbound 

Mariposa Street as it approaches Mississippi Street, where the land uses change from generally commercial 

to mostly residential. SFMTA does not want to encourage a substantial amount of through westbound 

movements on Mariposa Street west of Mississippi Street, which a traffic signal could encourage. Given 

that no feasible mitigation is identified, the proposed project’s impact on this intersection’s operations 

would be significant and unavoidable.  

                                                            

38 Ibid. 
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In addition to Mitigation Measures M‐TR‐2a and M‐TR‐2b, implementation of Transportation Demand 

Management measures could reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project. The 

Project Sponsor has agreed to the following mitigation measure: 

Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2c: Implement a Transportation Demand Management Plan. 

The project applicant and subsequent property owners shall prepare and implement a TDM Plan 

with  a  goal  of  reducing  estimated  one‐way  vehicle  trips  by  10  (ten) percent  compared  to  the 

projections  within  the  project’s  Transportation  Impact  Study.  Prior  to  final  certificate  of 

occupancy for any new building associated with the project, the project applicant shall submit a 

TDM Plan to the Planning Department staff. 

The project applicant  is responsible for  identifying the components of the TDM Plan that could 

reasonably be expected to achieve the reduction goal for each new building associated with the 

project,  and  for making  good  faith  efforts  to  implement  them. Components  of  the TDM Plan 

beyond  Planning  Code  requirements  could  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  education  and 

marketing of transportation options; on‐site safety strategies; subsidies for transportation options 

other  than  the  single  occupancy  vehicle;  providing  additional  car‐share  or  bicycle  parking; 

reducing  the  amount  or  restricting  access  to vehicular parking; unbundling vehicular parking 

from commercial tenants occupancy; and increasing the cost of vehicular parking. The TDM Plan 

shall  include monitoring  of  person  and  vehicle  trips  traveling  to  and  from  the  project  site  to 

determine  the  TDM  Plan’s  effectiveness,  as  outlined  below.  The  TDM  Plan  shall  be  adjusted 

based  on  the  monitoring  results  if  three  consecutive  monitoring  results  show  that  existing 

measures are not creating a trend toward meeting the reduction goal.  

TDM  Plan  Monitoring:  The  project  sponsor  shall  collect  data  and  make  monitoring  reports 

available for review and approval by the Planning Department staff. 

 Timing:  Monitoring  data  and  reports  shall  be  required  to  be  submitted  to  Planning 

Department staff every two years for a period of eight years and every four years thereafter 

(referred to as reporting periods), until two consecutive reporting periods display the project 

has met  the  reduction  goal.  The  first monitoring  report  is  required  one  year  after  initial 

occupancy of either building. The  timing may be modified by  the Planning Department as 

needed  to  consolidate  this  requirement  with  other  annual  monitoring  and/or  reporting 

requirements for the project. Each trip count and survey (see below for definitions) shall be 

completed  within  90  days  following  the  end  of  the  applicable  reporting  period.  Each 

monitoring  report  shall  be  completed within  180  days  following  the  applicable  reporting 

period.  

 Components:  The monitoring  report,  including  trip  counts  and  surveys,  shall  include  the 

following  components  OR  comparable  alternative  methodology  and  components  as 

approved or provided by Planning Department staff: 

o Trip Count and Intercept Survey: Trip count and intercept survey of persons and vehicles 

arriving  and  leaving  the  building  for  no  less  than  two  days  of  the  reporting  period 

between 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. One day shall be a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday, 

and another day shall be a Saturday.  
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o Property Manager/Coordinator Survey: The project sponsor shall request in writing from 

Planning Department Staff a survey (online or paper) that shall be completed by property 

manager/coordinator  to  document  which  TDM  Plan  were  implemented  during  the 

reporting  period  and  obtain  basic  building  information  (e.g.,  percent  unit  occupancy, 

off‐site parking utilization by occupants of  the building,  loading  frequency,  etc.). This 

survey  shall  be  included  in  the monitoring  report  submitted  to  Planning Department 

staff.  

o Travel Demand Information: The above trip count and survey information shall be able 

to  provide  travel  demand  analysis  characteristics  as  outlined  in  the  SF Guidelines  in 

effect at the time of the survey.  

o Assistance  and  Confidentiality:  Planning  Department  staff  will  assist  the  TDM 

Coordinator on questions regarding  the components of the monitoring report and shall 

ensure that the identity of individual survey responders is protected. 

The project applicant cannot require participation in all proposed measures under its TDM Plan, and the 

trip reduction number is stated as a goal and not an absolute requirement. However, if such measures are 

implemented and meet the 10 percent reduction goal, this would not reduce volumes sufficiently to reduce 

the impacts at impacted intersections to less‐than‐significant levels if measures M‐TR‐2a and M‐TR‐2b are 

not implemented. A higher reduction goal in the mitigation measure was determined speculative given the 

current limited amount of data in San Francisco regarding the effectiveness of Transportation Demand 

Management measures, the voluntary nature of compliance with TDM measures by users of the buildings, 

and the uncertain feasibility of achieving a greater reduction goal. Therefore, this impact would be 

considered significant and unavoidable. 

Impact TR‐3: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that 

could not be accommodated by Muni transit capacity; nor would it affect transit operating conditions 

within the project vicinity such that adverse impacts to Muni transit service could occur. (Less‐than‐

significant) 

As mentioned in Table IV.A‐9, the proposed project would generate approximately 290 transit trips 

during the PM peak hour. Transit riders to and from the project site would likely use the nearby Muni bus 

routes and rail lines for local transit trips39, and the regional transit lines (potentially with transfers to and 

from Muni) for trips outside San Francisco. The project site is approximately 0.10 mile (1 block) from the 10 

Townsend and 22 Fillmore Muni bus stops at the intersection of Connecticut Street and 17th Street. The 

project site is approximately 0.35 miles and 0.4 mile from the 19 Polk inbound and outbound Muni bus 

stops, respectively. These bus stops are located at the intersection of 16th Street and De Haro Street and 16th 

Street and Rhode Island Street, respectively. The project site is approximately 0.5 mile west of the nearest T 

Third Street Muni light rail line stop at South Street. The nearest regional transit facility is the 16th Street 

BART station which is approximately 1.2 miles west of the project site.  

                                                            

39 It should be noted that inbound and outbound transit trips generated by the project would not necessarily correspond with the 

inbound and outbound Muni screenlines. For instance, an inbound trip to the project site via the 19 Polk from the north half of 

Superdistrict 1 would correspond with an inbound trip on the Muni northeast screenline. However, the same trip would 

correspond to an outbound trip on the Muni southeast screenline. 
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During the PM peak hour, the proposed project would generate 170 inbound and 120 outbound transit 

trips to the project site. It is estimated that of these transit trips, approximately 93 trips would cross the PM 

peak hour Muni outbound screenlines and 26 would cross the regional outbound screenlines for BART, 

AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, Caltrain, and SamTrans as shown in Table IV.A‐14 and Table IV.A‐15. 

Of the 26 transit trips that would cross the regional screenlines, 18 transit trips would cross more than one 

screenline. 189 transit trips would not cross an outbound PM peak hour screenline (i.e., some trips would 

be headed in the inbound direction during the PM peak hour and other trips would not cross a screenline 

at all). Of the approximately 93 transit trips that would cross the PM peak hour Muni outbound 

screenlines, 23 trips would cross the Northeast screenline, 7 trips would cross the Northwest screenline, 62 

trips would cross the Southeast screenline and one trip would cross the Southwest screenline. 

Local Transit 

Table IV.A‐14 summarizes the ridership and capacity funder Existing Plus Project Conditions for Muni 

screenlines. As shown in Table IV.A‐14, under Existing Plus Project Conditions, all screenlines and 

corridors would continue to operate under the Muni 85 percent capacity utilization threshold. Therefore, 

the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on Muni ridership and capacity utilization. 

While the proposed project would add 93 outbound transit trips during the PM peak hour, which would 

be distributed among the Muni screenlines, as shown in Table IV.A‐14, the transit‐related trips generated 

by the proposed project would not, as discussed above, cause a substantial increase in transit demand that 

could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity. 

Of the transit routes serving the project site, only the 10 Townsend bus route is currently operating at or 

above 85 percent capacity utilization as shown in Table IV.A‐3. The proposed project would add 8 trips to 

the outbound 10 Townsend bus route, crossing the Northeast screenline, representing 4.1 percent of the 

ridership. This increase would not represent a substantial contribution and would therefore have a less‐

than‐significant impact. 

The proposed project would add vehicle trips to streets with Muni bus service, including 16th Street, 18th 

Street, Rhode Island Street, and De Haro Street. However, as the relevant intersections and approaches are 

continuing to operate at an acceptable LOS, it is expected that these project‐related vehicle trips would not 

affect transit operations and would generally not be in direct conflict with Muni buses and light rail 

vehicles. In addition, the proposed project would not be adding any new curb cuts which could create 

substantial delays from vehicle queuing on any of the roadways which Muni operates upon. Furthermore, 

no bus and light rail stop locations exist directly adjacent to the project site. The nearest bus stop is located 

at 16th Street and Missouri Street and the nearest light rail stop is located at 3rd Street and South Street. As 

such, the proposed project would not substantially affect Muni transit operations (i.e., delays or operating 

costs). Therefore, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on Muni transit 

operations. 

It should be noted that the proposed project’s retail uses would be subject to the Transit Impact 

Development Fee (TIDF). The TIDF attempts to recover the cost of carrying additional transit riders 

generated by new development by obtaining fees on a square footage basis. TIDF funds may be used to 

increase transit service.  It should also be noted that San Francisco is currently proposing to replace the 

Transit Impact Development Fee with one that covers more types of development. The new fee would be 

called the Transportation Sustainability Fee and would provide additional revenue to help fill the City’s 

transportation funding gap (Board of Supervisors File Number 150790). 
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Table IV.A-14 – Muni Screenline Analysis - PM peak hour (Outbound) 

Screenline  Transit Corridor3  Capacity 

Existing Conditions 
Existing Plus Project 

Conditions 

Maximum 
Load 

Utilization
Maximum 
Load1,2  

Utilization

Northeast                   

   Kearny/Stockton:  3,291  2,158  66%  2,158 (0)  66% 

   All Other Lines:  1,078  570  53%  593 (23)  55% 

   Subtotal  4,369  2,727  62%  2,751 (23)  63% 

Northwest                   

   Geary Corridor:  2,528  1,814  72%  1,816 (2)  72% 

   California:  1,686  1,366  81%  1,367 (1)  81% 

   Sutter/Clement:  630  470  75%  471 (1)  75% 

   Fulton/Hayes:  1,176  965  82%  966 (1)  82% 

   Balboa:  929  637  69%  639 (2)  69% 

   Subtotal  6,949  5,252  76%  5,259 (7)  76% 

Southeast                   

   3rd Street:  714  550  77%  568 (18)  74% 

   Mission:  2,789  1,529  55%  1,529 (0)  55% 

   San Bruno/Bayshore  2,134  1,320  62%  1,320 (0)  62% 

   Other Lines:  1,712  1,034  60%  1,078 (44)  63% 

   Subtotal  7,349  4,433  60%  4,495 (62)  61% 

Southwest                   

   Subway Lines:  6,294  4,747  75%  4,748 (1)  73% 

   Haight/Noriega:  1,651  1,105  67%  1,105 (0)  67% 

   All Other Lines:  700  276  39%  276 (0)  39% 

   Subtotal  8,645  6,128  71%  6,129 (1)  71% 

Total      27,312  18,541  68%  18,634 (93)  68% 

Source: SFMTA TEP Project, Case No. 2011.0558E, October 2012; DKS Associates, 2014 

Notes:  

1. Muni bus data collected between August 2011 and October 2011 (except 1AX and 
1BX which is January to March 2012). Muni rail data collected between September 
2007 and February 2010. 

2. proposed project trips are in parentheses (XX). 

3. Refer to Appendix J for routes listed under each corridor. 
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Table IV.A-15– Existing Plus Project Conditions Regional Screenline Analysis – Weekday PM 
peak hour (Outbound) 

Screenline  Transit Corridor  Capacity 

Existing Conditions 
Existing Plus Project 

Conditions 

Maximum 
Load 

Utilization 
Maximum 
Load1  Utilization 

East Bay                 

   BART  22,050  19,716  89%  19,724 (8)  89% 

   AC Transit  3,926  2,256  57%  2,256 (0)  57% 

   Ferries  1,615  805  50%  805 (0)  50% 

   Subtotal  27,591  22,777  83%  22,785 (8)  83% 

North Bay                   

   Golden Gate Transit Bus  2,817  1,384  49%  1,387 (3)  49% 

   Ferries  1,959  968  49%  968 (0)  49% 

   Subtotal  4,776  2,352  49%  2,355 (3)  49% 

South Bay                   

   BART  14,910  10,682  72%  10,694 (12)  72% 

   Caltrain  3,100  2,377  77%  2,380 (3)  77% 

   SamTrans  320  141  44%  141 (0)  44% 

   Ferries  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ 

   Subtotal  18,330  13,200  72%  13,215 (15)  72% 

Total      50,697  38,329  76%  38,355 (26)  76% 

Source: SFMTA TEP Project, Case No. 2011.0558E, October 2012, DKS, 2012  

Notes: 1 proposed project trips are in parentheses (XX). 

Regional Transit  

Similar to Muni, the analysis for regional transit screenlines assesses the effect of project‐generated transit 

trips in the outbound direction for regional transit operators during the weekday PM peak hour. Table 

IV.A‐15 summarizes the ridership and capacity for the regional screenlines under the Existing Plus Project 

Conditions. As shown in Table IV.A‐15, the proposed project would add approximately 26 new transit 

riders in the weekday PM peak hour to the three regional screenlines: eight transit trips to the East Bay, 

three transit trips to the North Bay, and 15 transit trips to the South Bay. The proposed project would not 

cause the regional transit services to exceed 100‐percent capacity utilization. As a result, the proposed 

project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on ridership and capacity utilization for the regional 

transit operators. 

No regional transit facilities exist adjacent to the project site, and therefore, similar to local transit, the 

proposed project trips would not alter any regional transit operations in the project area. As such, the 

proposed project would not adversely affect regional transit operations and would have a less‐than‐

significant impact on regional transit. 
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Impact TR‐4: The proposed project would not result in an increase in the amount of overcrowding on 

public sidewalks, interfere with pedestrian circulation and circulation to nearby areas and buildings, 

nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians. (Less‐than‐significant) 

Planning Code Compliance  

The Better Streets Plan, which is codified in Section 138.1 of the Planning Code, outlines required and 

recommended minimum sidewalk widths for various street types. The streets that border the project site, 

16th Street, 17th Street, and Mississippi Street, have all been classified as mixed‐use. According to the Better 

Streets Plan guidelines, the minimum sidewalk width is 12 feet and recommended sidewalk width is 15 feet 

for mixed‐use streets. 

Sidewalks exist along the perimeter of the project site. To comply with the Better Streets Plan 

recommendations, the proposed project would widen the existing 10‐foot sidewalk on the north side (16th 

Street) and the existing 14.3 foot sidewalk on the east side (Mississippi street) of the project site to 15 feet. 

To comply with the Better Streets Plan minimum width, the proposed project would widen the existing 10‐

foot sidewalk (measured from the property line to edge of curb) on the south side (17th Street) of the 

project site to 12 feet.  

In compliance with Section 270.2 of the Planning Code, the proposed project would include an 

approximately 30 to 40‐foot‐wide pedestrian alley along the west side of the development. This alley 

would provide a north‐south pedestrian connection between 16th Street and 17th Street that would be 

publicly accessible 24‐hours a day. As shown in Figure II.3, residential entry points would be accessed 

through a pedestrian mews with entrances at Mississippi Street and the pedestrian alley. The primary 

entry points for the residential uses would be lobbies located along 16th Street, Mississippi Street, and 17th 

Street. Retail access would be located along 16th Street and 17th Street and pedestrians walking from on‐

street parking to retail space may use the pedestrian alley and sidewalks surrounding the project site as 

shown in Figure II.3. 

In addition, pedestrian visibility improvements would be made to the intersection of 17th Street and Texas 

Street by providing continental crosswalk markings and non‐electronic pedestrian crossing signage along 

all approaches to the intersection, subject to approval by SFMTA. 

Pedestrian Trips and Relevant Vehicle and Loading Trips 

Although Table IV.A‐9 only reports the primary mode of transportation, most transportation journeys 

begin and end as pedestrian (walking) trips. Longer walking trips associated with other primary modes 

typically occur with transit trips to and from transit stops, while other transportation trips consist solely of 

walking. As stated in Table IV.A‐9, the proposed project would generate 302 walking trips as the primary 

mode and 290 transit trips during the PM peak hour with the majority (67 percent) of walking trips related 

to the retail use. The majority of transit trips (60 percent) are from residential use with the remaining (40 

percent) from retail use.  

New vehicle trips can cause conflicts with pedestrians. Therefore, the following provides the proposed 

project’s net new vehicle trips at the proposed buildings’ garage ingress/egress points. The proposed 

project would generate a total of 284 net new inbound vehicle trips and 229 net new outbound vehicle trips 

during the PM peak hour. The 16th Street Building would generate 182 net new inbound PM peak hour 

vehicle trips (90 residential, 92 retail, not including 3 vehicle‐trip credit) and 150 net new outbound PM 
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peak hour vehicle trips (45 residential, 105 retail, not including 8 vehicle‐trip credit). This would represent 

approximately three inbound and three outbound vehicle trips per average minute throughout the PM 

peak hour for the “16th Street building’s” parking garage ingress/egress.  

The 17th Street Building would generate 108 inbound PM peak hour vehicle trips (47 residential, 61 retail, 

not including 3 vehicle‐trips credit) and 94 outbound PM peak hour vehicle trips (24 residential, 70 retail, 

not including 7 vehicle‐trips credit). This would represent approximately two inbound and two outbound 

vehicle trips per average minute throughout the PM peak hour for the “17th Street building’s” parking 

garage ingress/egress.  

Similarly, new loading trips can cause conflicts with pedestrians. The proposed project would generate a 

peak demand of five loading trips during the peak hour of loading activities. 

Sidewalk Crowding 

Existing pedestrian volumes, as described in the Pedestrian Network Section, in the project site vicinity, 

including pathways to transit stops, were observed to be light. The proposed project‐related pedestrian 

traffic would be accommodated by existing pedestrian facilities and improved pedestrian facilities (i.e., 

widened sidewalks and pedestrian alley) in the project site vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would 

not result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and its impact on sidewalk overcrowding 

would be less‐than‐significant. 

Potentially Hazardous Conditions 

The proposed project would include three separate vehicle driveways along Mississippi Street. One new 

driveway would provide ingress/egress to the at‐grade off‐street loading space for the 16th Street Building. 

The new curb cut for this new driveway would be 12‐linear feet wide and approximately 100 to 112 feet 

from the 7th/16th/Mississippi Street intersection. Approximately 14 feet south of this new driveway, 

another new driveway would provide ingress/egress to a two‐level garage containing retail and residential 

parking in the 16th Street Building. The new curb cut for the new driveway would be 20‐linear feet wide. 

Approximately 135 feet south of the new parking garage driveway for the 16th Street Building, the third 

new driveway would provide ingress/egress to a one‐level garage containing residential and retail parking 

in the 17th Street Building. The new curb cut for the new driveway would be 20‐linear feet wide. The 

proposed project would generate more vehicular traffic at these three driveways than currently generated 

under existing conditions. Thus, the proposed project would have the potential to conflict with pedestrians 

along the western sidewalk of Mississippi Street, as described further below.  

The gate to the parking garage of the 16th Street Building would be open during business hours (7:00 am to 

8:00 pm) for retail parking, while the gate to parking garage of the 17th Street Building, which would not 

contain short‐term retail customer parking, would remain closed to the general public at all times. The 

interior space of the new parking garages would be able to accommodate the anticipated number of 

vehicles entering the project site, including during the PM peak hour. Therefore vehicles queuing on the 

sidewalk to enter the parking garage should be limited. The new off‐street loading dock would be 63 feet 

in length. This length would be able to accommodate the type of trucks (including occasional larger trucks) 
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anticipated to be generated by the proposed project. Given the relative infrequency of delivery vehicles40 

entering the off‐street loading dock and the ability of the off‐street loading dock to accommodate the type 

of delivery vehicles generated by the proposed project, potential hazards to pedestrians due to trucks 

blocking the sidewalk would be minimal.  

Four local transit stops are located near the project site. The project site is adjacent to the 55 16th Street bus 

stops at 16th Street and Missouri Street, approximately 0.10 mile (1 block) from the 10 Townsend and 22 

Fillmore bus stops at Connecticut Street and 17th Street, and approximately 0.35 mile and 0.4 mile from the 

19 Polk inbound (at De Haro Street and 17th Street) and outbound (at Rhode Island Street and 17th Street) 

bus stops, respectively. The project site is approximately 0.5 mile west of the nearest T Third Street light 

rail line stop at South Street. Those accessing the project site using Muni buses would walk along 17th 

Street after disembarking. Those using Muni light rail to access the project site would walk south along 3rd 

Street, and turn right onto 16th Street. Generally, the sidewalks leading to these transit stops are in good 

condition with minimal cracking and rutting and most intersections include designated crosswalks. For the 

above reasons, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians. 

Pedestrian Accessibility 

The proposed project would not include sidewalk narrowing, roadway widening, removal of center 

medians, or other conditions that would otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and 

adjoining areas.  

Conclusion 

The proposed project would not overall result in overcrowding on public sidewalks, interfere with 

pedestrian circulation and circulation to nearby areas and buildings, or create potentially hazardous 

conditions for pedestrians. The proposed project would also create additional corridors for pedestrian 

circulation and provide crosswalk visibility improvements at the intersection of 17th Street and Texas 

Street. As such, pedestrian impacts resulting from the proposed project would be less‐than‐significant.  

Impact TR‐5: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, 

or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. (Less‐than‐

significant) 

Planning Code Compliance 

Planning Code section 155.2 states that for buildings with over 100 dwelling units, the minimum number 

of Class 141 bicycle parking spaces required is 100 plus one for every four dwelling units over 100. It also 

states the minimum number of Class 2 bicycle parking spaces required is one for every 20 units. For retail 

uses, one Class 1 bicycle parking space is required for every 7,500 square feet of occupied floor area. In 

addition, for Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, a minimum of two spaces total or one space for every 2,500 

                                                            

40 Five loading trips are anticipated during the peak hour of loading activities. However, as described further in the loading impacts 

discussion below, not all of the loading trips are anticipated to occur in the off‐street loading dock. 
41 According to the Planning Code, Class I bicycle spaces are defined as ʺSpaces in secure, weather‐protected facilities intended for 

use as long‐term, overnight, and work‐day bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, non‐residential occupants, and 

Employees”. Class 2 spaces are “spaces located in a publicly‐accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short‐

term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.” 
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square feet of occupied floor area are required, whichever is larger. Bicycle space requirements for 

restaurant use are the same as retail, except that for Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for restaurant use, a 

minimum of two spaces total or one space for every 750 square feet of occupied floor area are required, 

whichever is larger.  

Under Planning Code Section 155.2, the residential portion of the new 16th Street Building (260 units) 

would be required to provide 140 Class 1 and 13 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The retail portion of this 

building would be required to provide two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 12 Class 2 bicycle parking 

spaces. Thus, the combined bicycle parking space requirement for both residential and commercial uses for 

the proposed 16th Street Building would be 142 Class 1 spaces and 23 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The 

16th Street Building would provide a total of 264 Class 1 spaces and 40 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, 

which would be more than what is required by the Planning Code.  

Under Planning Code Section 155.2, the residential portion of the new 17th Street Building (135 units) 

would be required to provide 109 Class 1 and 7 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The retail portion of this 

building would be required to provide two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The “17th Street” building 

would provide a total of 191 Class 1 spaces and 12 Class 2 spaces, which would be more than what is 

required by the Planning Code.  

In total, the proposed project would be required by the Planning Code to provide 251 Class 1 bicycle 

parking spaces and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces in sidewalk racks.42,43 The proposed project would 

exceed these requirements by providing a total of 455 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 52 Class 2 bicycle 

parking spaces. Under Planning Code Section 155.4, the residential portion of the proposed project would 

be exempt from providing bicycle‐use related shower facilities and clothes lockers, as would the retail 

portion because it would contain less than 25,000 gross square feet.  

Bicycle Trips and Relevant Vehicle and Loading Trips  

The proposed project would generate 671 daily “other” trips, a portion of which would be bicycle trips. 

Similar to pedestrians, new vehicle and loading trips can cause conflicts with bicyclists. Therefore, please 

refer to Impact TR‐4 above for more detailed estimates related to the proposed project’s vehicle and 

loading demand. 

Potentially Hazardous Conditions 

Three bicycle routes exist within the vicinity of the project site. Bicycle route 40 runs along 16th Street, 

bicycle route 23 runs along 7th Street, Mississippi Street, and Mariposa Street, and bicycle route 7 runs 

along Indiana Street and Mariposa Street. Based on existing observations, along Mississippi Street, bicycles 

traveling in the Class II bicycle facilities were seen to be in occasional conflict with the large vehicles 

turning to access the project site via the three existing curb cuts on the west side of the street. Additionally, 

at this location, occasional conflicts were observed between large trucks and bicyclists, as large trucks 

unload/load and block the entirety of the southbound Class II bicycle lane for periods sometimes lasting 

longer than 30 minutes.  

                                                            

42 The sidewalk racks would be subject to MTA and Public Works approval. 
43 Calculation based on gross square footage, whereas requirement is based on occupied square footage, so the requirement may be 

less. 
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At other locations in the study area, a small number of conflicts were observed between turning bicycles 

and pedestrians in crosswalks. The Mariposa Street and I‐280 northbound off‐ramp is signalized but 

conflicts between vehicles turning east or west to Mariposa Street were observed. In general, vehicles 

traveling to and from the I‐280 ramps were seen traveling at speeds higher than those along Mariposa 

Street, resulting in shorter reaction times for turning vehicles trying to avoid bicycles. None of the bicycle 

routes in the project vicinity are located on the “Bicycle High Injury Corridors” map as identified by 

SFMTA44. 

The proposed project would generate more vehicle trips to the area roadways that contain bicycle routes 

than the current use at the project site. In particular, the proposed project would generate more vehicle 

trips along bicycle route 23. Vehicles and delivery trucks would enter and exit the two new parking 

garages and off‐street loading dock from the southbound and northbound direction along Mississippi 

Street (bicycle route 23). As vehicles and delivery trucks approach and leave the new parking garages and 

off‐street loading dock, vehicles would cross the southbound Class II bicycle lane.  

The existing parking lane along the west curb and adjacent to the southbound Class II bicycle lane would 

serve as a de facto right turn lane as southbound vehicles enter the new parking garages. Given that on‐

street parking would remain to the north of both new parking garages on the project site, this right turn 

lane into the new parking garages would be short (approximately 25 feet for the 16th Street Building and 9 

feet for the 17th Street Building). A short right turn lane length should limit the speed of vehicles crossing 

the southbound Class II bicycle lane and entering the new parking garages because the vehicles would 

need to reduce speed to enter the curb lane first and then make the turning radii into the new parking 

garages.45 In addition, a short right turn lane limits the amount of time bicyclists are exposed to vehicular 

traffic on both sides. For northbound vehicles entering the new parking garages, vehicles would have to 

wait for a pause in vehicular and bicycle traffic before turning across the southbound travel and Class II 

bicycle lanes.  

The gate to the parking garage of the 16th Street Building would be open during business hours (7:00 am to 

8:00 pm) for retail parking, while the gate to parking garage of the 17th Street Building, which would not 

contain short‐term retail customer parking, would remain closed to the general public at all times. The 

interior space of the new parking garages would be able to accommodate the anticipated number of 

vehicles entering, including during the PM peak hour, therefore vehicles queuing on the Class II 

southbound bicycle lane to enter the new parking garages is not expected. The new off‐street loading dock 

would be 63 feet in length. As discussed in the Impact TR‐5, this length would be able to accommodate the 

type of trucks (including occasional large trucks) anticipated to be generated by the proposed project. 

Given the relative infrequency of delivery vehicles46 entering the off‐street loading dock, impacts to 

bicyclists due to trucks crossing the southbound Class II bicycle lane would be minimal.  

                                                            

44Vision Zero, DRAFT Capital Project Implementation in Support of Vision Zero, October 14, 2014, 

http://sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/2014/DRAFT%20Vision%20Zero%20Progress%20Report%20October%2014%202014.pdf 
45 The NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guides recommends right‐turn only lanes should be short as possible along Through Bike 

Lanes, such as that present on Mississippi Street. Refer to http://nacto.org/cities‐for‐cycling/design‐guide/intersection‐

treatments/through‐bike‐lanes/ 
46 Five loading trips are anticipated during the peak hour of loading activities. However, as described further in Impact TR‐6 

discussion, not all of the loading trips are anticipated to occur in the off‐street loading dock. 
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In addition, the proposed project would include two on‐street loading zones along Mississippi Street. 

These two on‐street loading zones would replace existing on‐street vehicular parking spaces in the eight‐

foot‐wide lane. The on‐street loading zones are anticipated to be used for commercial and passenger 

loading. The width of these loading vehicles is estimated to be 8 feet wide and could be accommodated in 

the proposed on‐street loading zones without blocking portions of the southbound Class II bicycle lane 

(refer to Impact TR‐6 discussion below for further information). Thus, the proposed project would decrease 

the existing conflicts at the project site between large vehicles blocking the entirety of the southbound 

Class II bicycle lane. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous 

conditions for bicyclists. 

Bicycle Accessibility 

The proposed project would not include roadway widening, removal of a bicycle facility, or other 

conditions that would otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 

Conclusion 

The proposed project would not interfere with bicyclist accessibility or create potentially hazardous 

conditions for bicyclists. As such, bicycle impacts resulting from the proposed project would be less‐than‐

significant. 

Although the proposed project would have less‐than‐significant impacts to bicyclists, the Project Sponsor 

has agreed to the following improvement measures, which could further reduce the proposed project’s 

less‐than‐significant bicycle impacts. 

Improvement Measure I‐TR‐5a: On‐site Bicycle Safety Strategies 

To  reduce  potential  conflicts  with  cyclists,  the  project  sponsor  should  implement  all  of  the 

following safety measures: 

• Restrict commercial  loading at  the off‐street  loading dock  to hours outside of  the weekday 

AM and PM peak periods. 

• Provide on‐site signage (stop sign; sign indicating to drivers to be aware of pedestrians and 

bicyclists; and a no left turn sign, if warranted by SFMTA after further study as identified in 

Improvement  I‐TR‐5b) at  the exit point  for  the new parking garages and off‐street  loading 

dock. Deploy staff at the loading dock while commercial vehicles are being received in order 

to minimize the disruption to other modes of transportation. 

Improvement Measure I‐TR‐5b: On‐Street Bicycle Safety Strategies 

To reduce potential conflicts with cyclists and turning vehicles accessing and leaving the project 

site,  the  project  sponsor  should  coordinate with  the  San  Francisco Municipal  Transportation 

Agency (SFMTA) to determine whether the following would be appropriate: 

• Provide bicycle lane visibility improvements for drivers of vehicles exiting the new parking 

garages by designating the first 20 feet of curb space to the north of the off‐street loading curb 

cut for the 16th Street Building as well as the first 20 feet of curb space to the north of the new 

parking garage curb cut for the 17th Street Building as red zones or for motorcycle parking or 

Class 2 bicycle space parking.  
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• Provide bicycle  lane visibility and transition  improvements by providing colored pavement 

markings along Mississippi Street and dashed  line markings at entrance points  to  the new 

parking garages, such as those described in the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 

• If determined  to be necessary by  the SFMTA after a one‐year observation period  following 

initial occupancy of  the proposed project,  restrict northbound and southbound  traffic  from 

turning left along Mississippi Street mid‐block between 16th and 17th Street by restriping it 

with double‐yellow lines. 

• If determined  to be necessary by  the SFMTA after a one‐year observation period  following 

initial occupancy of  the proposed project,  restrict on‐street  commercial  loading during  the 

weekday AM and PM peak periods. 

The bicycle lane visibility improvements as outlined in the first and second bullet points above 

should be completed prior to when the Final Certificate of Occupancy is received for either new 

building. If, after a one‐year observation period that commences after the initial occupancy of the 

proposed project, the SFMTA determines it is necessary that either restricting northbound and 

southbound traffic along Mississippi Street mid‐block between 16th and 17th Street (as detailed in 

the first bullet point above) and/or restricting on‐street commercial loading during the weekday 

AM and PM peak periods (as detailed in the second bullet point above), the project sponsor should 

pay for the cost to design and implement these improvements. 

Impact  TR‐6:  The  loading  demand  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  accommodated  within  the 

proposed  off‐street  loading  facilities  or within  convenient  on‐street  loading  zones,  and would  not 

create  potentially  hazardous  conditions  or  significant  delays  for  traffic,  transit,  bicyclists  or 

pedestrians. (Less‐than‐significant) 

Planning Code Compliance 

According to Table 152.1 in the Planning Code, the minimum number of required off‐street freight loading 

spaces in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use districts is one off‐street loading space for retail stores and 

restaurants with gross floor area totaling between 10,001 and 30,000 square feet. No off‐street loading 

spaces are required for retail stores and restaurants less than 10,000 square feet. For residential uses, one 

off‐street loading space is required for uses with gross floor area between 100,001 and 200,000 square feet 

and two off‐street loading spaces are required for uses with gross floor area between 200,001 and 500,000 

square feet. 

The 16th Street Building, which would contain 20,318 square feet of retail/restaurant space, would provide 

one retail off‐street loading space, thereby satisfying the Planning Code requirements. The 16th Street 

Building would contain 278,150 square feet of gross floor area for residential uses and would not provide 

any off‐street loading spaces. Therefore, the project sponsor is seeking an exception to the two off‐street 

loading space requirement associated with the proposed residential use for the 16th Street building. 

The 17th Street Building would contain 4,150 square feet of retail/restaurant space, which is less than 

10,000 square feet. Therefore it would be exempt from having to provide an off‐street retail loading space. 

The 17th Street Building would contain 160,531 square feet of gross floor area for residential uses and 

would not provide any off‐street loading spaces. Therefore, the project sponsor is seeking an exception to 

the one off‐street loading space requirement associated with the proposed residential use for the 17th 

Street building.  
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In total, the proposed project would be required by the Planning Code to provide four off‐street loading 

spaces (three residential, one commercial). The proposed project would provide one off‐street loading 

space (one commercial) and would not meet the Planning Code requirements. 

According to Section 154 of the Planning Code, every required off‐street loading space shall have a 

minimum length of 35 feet, a minimum width of 12 feet, and a minimum vertical clearance including entry 

and exit of 14 feet. The off‐street loading space provided in the 16th Street Building would be 63‐feet long, 

18‐feet wide, and have a vertical clearance of 14 feet, which complies with Planning Code requirements. 

Loading Demand and Vehicle Size 

It is estimated that 59 daily truck trips would be generated by the Project. Approximately four loading 

trips (one residential, three commercial) would be generated during the average hour, with a demand of 

five loading trips (one residential, four commercial) during the peak hour. Most of the demand (76 

percent47) would come from shorter vehicles (cars, pickup trucks, vans, and small delivery trucks) whose 

length is 20 feet or less. The standard width of a truck is 8 feet, based on American Association of State 

Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2004 

Edition). Residential moving activities would likely take place in the underground parking garage or in the 

designated on‐street loading zone. 

Loading Supply 

Inside the 16th Street Building, the off‐street loading dock would be able to accommodate one commercial 

vehicle. Along the curb on the west side of Mississippi Street and to the south of the new “16th Street 

building’s” parking garage, the proposed project would include one 40‐foot commercial loading zone 

(yellow curb) and one 40‐foot passenger loading zone (white curb). Similarly, along the curb on the west 

side of Mississippi Street and to the south of the new “17th Street building’s” parking garage, the proposed 

project would include one 40‐foot commercial loading zone (yellow curb) and one 40‐foot passenger 

loading zone (white curb). Conservatively assuming that the commercial vehicles during the peak hour of 

loading activities would be 30 feet in length or shorter (which would constitute approximately 95 percent 

of anticipated loading vehicles), and further assuming the average delivery/pickup takes 25 minutes, 

approximately six commercial vehicles could be serviced in one hour between the off‐street loading dock 

and two on‐street commercial loading zones.48 This is greater than the estimated commercial loading 

demand of four loading spaces during the peak hour. In addition, the two 40‐foot passenger loading zones 

could also accommodate the estimated residential demand of one loading space during the peak hour. 

Therefore, the loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could be accommodated within 

the proposed off‐street loading facilities or within the proposed nearby on‐street loading zones. As such, 

loading impacts resulting from the proposed project would be less‐than‐significant. 

Other Traffic Hazards – Loading  

According to the AASHTO Geometric Design of Highways and Streets manual, the minimum design 

turning radii for a 45‐linear‐foot, articulated trailer vehicle is 40 feet. At the intersection of 

7th/16th/Mississippi, this size vehicle would be able to turn into and off of Mississippi Street, as the 

                                                            

47 SF Guidelines, Appendix H, Table H‐2 
48 SF Guidelines, Appendix H. Assumes two commercial vehicles per hour at each proposed space. 
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intersection is large enough to accommodate wide turning movements. The intersection of 17th Street and 

Mississippi Street would also be able to accommodate the truck turning movements from this size vehicle, 

but the vehicle may cross the opposing travel lane while crossing the intersection. These size vehicles 

currently access the existing uses at the project site. A truck turning assessment indicates that an 

articulated trailer vehicle (45‐linear‐foot, WB‐40) would be able to reverse into the off‐street loading dock 

space. In order to access this off‐street loading dock space, the articulated trailer truck would have to travel 

southbound along Mississippi Street approximately 115 feet past the new off‐street loading dock, stop, and 

then reverse into the off‐street loading dock space. The reverse maneuver would also require the vehicle to 

swing into the northbound travel lane. These size (45‐foot‐long) vehicles are anticipated to total only one 

percent of the approximately 59 daily truck trips (i.e., one truck of this size approximately every two days). 

Given the infrequency of these size vehicles accessing the proposed uses and that these size vehicles access 

the existing uses, the proposed project’s loading would not cause major traffic hazards. 

Although the proposed project would have less‐than‐significant impacts to loading, the following 

improvement measures, in addition to those mentioned in Improvement Measures I‐TR‐5a and I‐TR‐5b 

related to bicyclists, could further reduce the proposed project’s less‐than‐significant loading impacts. The 

Project Sponsor has agreed to the following improvement measure: 

Improvement Measure I‐TR‐6: Off‐street Loading Management  

To minimize the potential for double parking due to potential shortage of available off‐street or 

on‐street  commercial  and  passenger  loading  spaces,  the  project  sponsor,  property  owner,  or 

official designee of the development should implement all of the following measures: 

• Identify  a  Loading  Coordinator(s)  for  each  new  building.  The  Loading  Coordinator  is 

responsible  for  the  implementation  and  ongoing  operation  of  all  other  loading measures 

identified below, as well as those identified in Improvement Measures I‐TR‐5a and I‐TR‐5b:  

o Require residential move‐in and move‐out activities to be scheduled and coordinated. 

o Require  large  vehicle  commercial  loading  delivery  (i.e.,  those  lasting  longer  than  30 

minutes and/or 45‐foot‐long vehicles) to be scheduled and coordinated. 

o Discourage  commercial  vehicles  and  large  residential move‐in  and move‐out  vehicles 

from double parking by advising the operators to return at a time when the off‐street and 

on‐street spaces are available for use. 

Impact TR‐7: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access. 

(Less‐than‐significant) 

Emergency vehicle access would be provided along Mississippi Street. The proposed loading zones along 

Mississippi Street would provide the most direct emergency access to the site because vehicles could be 

easily cleared in this area. These loading zones would be adjacent to the retail portion and the residential 

units on the eastern side of the proposed project. Emergency vehicles would also be able to access the 

commercial and residential buildings via the respective parking facilities and via the freight loading facility 

from Mississippi Street. The proposed project would not block travel lanes in the vicinity. Because 

emergency service providers would continue to have adequate emergency vehicle access, the proposed 

project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on emergency vehicle access. 
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Impact TR‐8: The proposed project would not result in construction‐related transportation impacts 

because of the temporary and limited duration of these activities. (Less‐than‐significant) 

Based on preliminary construction information provided by the project sponsor, construction is estimated 

to take approximately 24 months, staggered slightly between the two buildings. Typical hours of 

construction would occur on weekdays between 7:00 AM and 4:00 PM. The hours of construction would be 

consistent with the Department of Building Inspection requirements, and the contractor would need to 

comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.49 There may be some need for additional construction 

activity later during weekdays, on Saturdays, or on an as‐needed basis. This construction activity, if 

outside of regulated construction days/hours, would be subject to review by the San Francisco Public 

Works and Department of Building Inspection and would be required to comply with the Noise 

Ordinance.  

Construction staging and delivery activities would generally occur on‐site. Loading and unloading of 

materials could occur on 16th Street, 17th Street, and Mississippi Street. If any temporary traffic lane, 

parking lane, or sidewalk closures are necessary, closures would be required to be coordinated with City 

agencies to lessen the effects of the construction‐related activities. Any traffic lane closures and sidewalk 

closures are subject to review and approval by the City’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) 

which involves several departments including Public Works, SFMTA, San Francisco Police Department, 

and San Francisco Fire Department. In addition, the contractor would be required to follow “Regulations 

for Working in San Francisco Streets” (the Blue Book), which is available from SFMTA 

(www.sfmta.com/cms/vcons/bluebook.htm). Also, although conflicts with transit operations are not 

anticipated, the project sponsor/contractor would be required to coordinate with the Street Operations and 

Special Events Office at Muni to coordinate the schedule of construction activities and to decrease any 

potential conflicts construction activities may have on transit services or facilities. 

Construction impacts would be predominantly limited to the site and limited in duration; therefore, the 

proposed project impacts were determined to be less‐than‐significant.  

Although the proposed project would have less‐than‐significant construction impacts, the Project Sponsor 

has agreed to the following improvement measure, which could further reduce the proposed project’s less‐

than‐significant construction impacts.  

Improvement Measure I‐TR‐8: Construction Management. 

The  project  sponsor  should  develop  and,  upon  review  and  approval  by  the  San  Francisco 

Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (SFMTA)  and  San  Francisco  Public  Works,  implement  a 

Construction  Management  Plan  (CMP),  addressing  transportation‐related  circulation,  access, 

staging, and hours for deliveries.  

The CMP would disseminate appropriate  information to contractors and affected agencies with 

respect  to  coordinating  construction  activities  to minimize overall disruptions  and  ensure  that 

overall circulation in the project area is maintained to the extent possible, with particular focus on 

ensuring transit, pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity. The CMP would supplement and expand, 

                                                            

49 The San Francisco Noise Ordinance, Article 29 of the Police Code, permits construction activities seven days a week, between 7:00 

AM and 8:00 PM. 
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rather than modify or supersede, any manual, regulations, or provisions set forth by the SFMTA, 

Public  Works,  or  other  City  departments  and  agencies,  and  the  California  Department  of 

Transportation. The CMP should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Management practices include, but are not limited to the following: 

o Identifying  ways  to  reduce  construction  worker  vehicle‐trips  through  transportation 

demand management programs  and methods  to manage  construction worker parking 

demands  (e.g.,  recommending  that  construction  companies encourage  their workers  to 

walk, cycle, rideshare or take transit to and from the construction site). 

o Identifying best practices for accommodating pedestrians, such as temporary pedestrian 

wayfinding signage or temporary walkways. 

o Identifying  best  practices  for  accommodating  bicyclists  and  bicycle  facilities  such  as 

bicycle wayfinding signage or temporary detours. 

o Identify a route for construction‐related trucks to utilize during construction. This route 

should follow 16th Street, 3rd Street, and Owens Street. 

o Minimizing deliveries and trucks trips to the project site during peak hours (generally 7 

AM to 9 AM and 4 PM to 6 PM, but may include other times during Giants game days) 

where  feasible,  and  having  the  construction manager  endeavor  to  efficiently  schedule 

deliveries  and  trucks  trips  to  the  project  site  when  necessary  during  peak  hours  to 

minimize secondary effects to the surrounding transportation infrastructure. 

• Develop  a  public  information  plan  to  provide  adjacent  residents  and  businesses  with 

regularly‐updated  information  regarding  project  construction  activities,  peak  construction 

vehicle activities, (e.g. concrete pours), travel lane closures, and other lane closures. 

• As  part  of  the  CMP  review,  the  project  sponsor  should  consult  with  SFMTA  to  assist 

coordination of construction traffic management strategies as they relate to transit operations 

and  the needs of other users  adjacent  to  the project  site. Construction  traffic management 

strategies  include having a  construction management  contact person, advertisement of  the 

construction  schedule  to  local  businesses  and  schools,  and  encouragement  of  construction 

workers to carpool or use alternative modes of travel. 

Impact TR‐9: The proposed project would not result in parking‐related transportation impacts because 

of sufficient parking supply available in the vicinity of and provided within the project site. (Less‐than‐

significant) 

As discussed in Summary, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 

regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public 

Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, 

mixed‐use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area 

shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” As previously discussed, the proposed 

project is within a transit priority area. Thus, this EIR does not consider adequacy of parking in 

determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the Planning Department 

acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, 
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this section presents an analysis of parking supply and demand and the Planning Code requirements for 

informational purposes. 

Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from day to 

night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a 

permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change their modes and patterns of travel. 

While parking conditions change over time, a substantial unmet parking demand caused by a project that 

creates hazardous conditions or significant delays to traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians could adversely 

affect the physical environment. Whether the unmet parking demand creates such conditions would 

depend on the magnitude of the shortfall and the ability of drivers to change travel patterns or switch to 

other travel modes. If a substantial unmet parking demand caused by a project creates hazardous 

conditions or significant delays in travel, such a condition could also result in secondary physical 

environmental impacts (e.g., air quality or noise impacts cause by congestion), depending on the project 

and its setting.  

The absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., 

transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, 

induces many drivers to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or 

change their overall travel habits. Any such resulting shifts to transit service or other modes (walking and 

biking), would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy and numerous San Francisco General 

Plan Polices, including those in the Transportation Element of the General Plan. The City’s Transit First 

Policy, established in the City’s Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115, provides that “parking policies for 

areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and 

alternative transportation.”  

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking for a 

parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find 

parking at or near the project site and then seek parking farther away if convenient parking is unavailable. 

The secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due 

to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area, and thus choose to reach their 

destination by other modes (i.e. walking, biking, transit, taxi). If this occurs, any secondary environmental 

impacts that may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the proposed project would be minor, 

and the traffic assignments used in the transportation analysis, as well as in the associated air quality, noise 

and pedestrian safety analyses, would reasonably address potential secondary effects. 

Parking Demand 

As shown in Table IV.A‐12, on an average weekday, the proposed project’s short‐term parking demand 

would be 273 parking spaces, all from the commercial (customer) uses, and long‐term parking demand 

would be 544 parking spaces (500 residential uses; 44 commercial (employee) uses). Long‐term parking is 

typically related to employees and residents while short‐term parking is in reference to patrons and 

visitors and is typically less than four hours in length.  

• Mid‐Day (1:00 to 3:30 PM) – Conservatively assuming all of short‐term parking demand, all of the 

commercial long‐term parking demand, and 80 percent50 of the residential long‐term parking demand 

                                                            

50 SF Guidelines, Appendix G. 
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would be needed during the midday period, the proposed project would have a mid‐day parking 

demand of 717 parking spaces (400 residential uses; 317 commercial uses). 

• Evening (6:30 to 8:00 PM) ‐ Conservatively assuming all of short‐term and long‐term parking demand 

would be needed during the evening period, the proposed project would have an evening parking 

demand of 817 parking spaces (500 residential uses; 317 commercial uses). 

Parking Supply 

The proposed project would result in some on‐street parking loss. The proposed project would widen the 

sidewalk on the north side of the project site along 16th Street from 10 to 15 feet, eliminating parking along 

that section and resulting in the loss of 16 parking spaces. In addition, the Project would include two 

loading zones and three curb cuts on the east side of the project site along Mississippi Street, resulting in 

the loss of 8 parking spaces. Thus, the total loss of on‐street parking spaces would be 24 spaces. 

The proposed project would provide 383 off‐street parking spaces (336 residential use; 47 commercial use). 

In addition, the proposed project would include five car‐share spaces, which are not included in the 

calculation below. 

• Mid‐Day (1:00 to 3:30 PM) – Assuming the loss of the 24 on‐street spaces mentioned above and 

allocating that parking loss to commercial uses, the proposed project would have an unmet mid‐day 

parking demand of 358 parking spaces (64 residential use; 294 commercial use). 

• Evening (6:30 to 8:00 PM) ‐ Assuming the loss of the 24 on‐street spaces mentioned above and 

allocating that parking loss to commercial uses, the proposed project would have an unmet evening 

parking demand of 458 parking spaces (164 residential use; 294 commercial use). 

While the number of proposed off‐street parking spaces provided would be less than the demand, on‐

street parking and off‐street parking in nearby parking garages are available in the project site vicinity. 

Based on Table IV.A‐16, within the parking study area, 515 parking spaces are unoccupied during the 

midday period and 1,420 parking spaces are unoccupied during the evening period.51 Assuming the 

additional off‐street parking spaces provided and the on‐street parking spaces lost by the proposed project, 

the unmet parking demand could be accommodated within existing on‐ and off‐street parking spaces. 

Additionally, the project site is well served by public transit and bicycle facilities. Therefore, any unmet 

parking demand associated with the proposed project would not materially affect the overall parking 

conditions in the project vicinity such that a substantial parking deficit would occur and impacts are 

considered less‐than‐significant.  

 

                                                            

51,  These numbers take into account the estimated loss of 24 parking spaces from various proposed project components described 

above (i.e., sidewalk widening, curb cuts, and loading zones). 
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Table IV.A-15 – Existing Plus Project Conditions Parking Analysis 

Parking Facility  Capacity 

Midday (1:30 PM – 
3:00 PM) 

Evening (6:30 PM – 
8:00 PM) 

Demand  Utilization  Demand  Utilization

Existing On‐Street Parking  2,203  1,899  86%  1,141  52% 

Existing Off‐Street Parking  740  505  68%  358  48% 

Existing Total  2,943  2,404  82%  1,499  51% 

Project Contribution On‐Street  ‐24  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ 

Residential Contribution Off‐Street  336  400  100%  500  100% 

Commercial Contribution Off‐Street  47  317  100%  317  100% 

Existing Plus Project Total  3,302  3,121  95%  2,316  70% 

Source: DKS, On Street Parking Survey, 2012 

It should be noted that the proposed project’s parking spaces are not ‘bundled’ with the residential units. 

In other words, residents would have the option to rent or purchase a parking space, but one would not be 

automatically provided with the residential unit. It should also be noted that Planning Commission has the 

discretion to adjust the number of off‐street parking spaces included in the proposed project, typically at 

the time that the project entitlements are sought. In many cases the Planning Commission does not support 

the parking ratio proposed by the project sponsor and the ratio is substantially reduced. In some cases, 

particularly when the proposed project is in a transit rich area, the Planning Commission does not support 

the provision of any off‐street parking spaces. Planning Code section 151.1, however, permits up to 336 off‐

street parking spaces based on one space per two‐ and three‐bedroom unit and 0.75 spaces per remaining 

dwelling unit and up to 50 parking spaces for retail uses at this location. 

If the proposed project did not provide any off‐street parking spaces, the proposed project would have an 

unmet parking demand of 717 parking spaces in the midday period and 817 parking spaces in the evening 

period. As shown in Table IV.A‐16, within the parking study area, 515 parking spaces are unoccupied 

during the midday period and 1,420 parking spaces are unoccupied during the evening period.  Therefore, 

the unmet parking demand could be accommodated within existing on‐ and off‐street parking spaces 

during the evening period, but not during the mid‐day period (shortfall of 202 parking spaces). It is not 

anticipated that this would result in a substantial parking deficit given persons making the shift to other 

modes of transportation, and given that the project site is well served by public transit and bicycle 

facilities. Therefore, any unmet parking demand associated with the proposed project would not 

materially affect the overall parking conditions in the project vicinity such that hazardous conditions or 

significant delays are created for traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians and impacts are considered less‐

than‐significant.  

Although the proposed project would have less‐than‐significant impacts to parking, the Project Sponsor 

has agreed to the following improvement measure, which could further reduce the proposed project’s less‐

than‐significant parking impacts. 
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Improvement Measure I‐TR‐9: Queue Abatement.  

It should be the responsibility of the owner(s)/operator(s) of the 16th Street Building and the 17th 

Street Building off‐street parking facility to ensure that recurring vehicle queues do not occur on 

the Mississippi  Street  public  right‐of‐way  fronting  the  subject  property.  A  vehicle  queue  is 

defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the off‐street parking facility) blocking any portion 

of the Mississippi Street public right‐of‐way fronting subject property for a consecutive period of 

three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility should employ abatement 

methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate abatement methods will vary depending on 

the characteristics and causes of the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking 

facility, the street(s) to which the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if applicable). 

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following: redesign of facility to 

improve vehicle  circulation  and/or on‐site queue  capacity;  employment of parking  attendants; 

installation  of  LOT  FULL  signs with  active management  by  parking  attendants;  use  of  valet 

parking  or  other  space‐efficient parking  techniques; use  of  off‐site parking  facilities  or  shared 

parking with nearby uses; use  of parking  occupancy  sensors  and  signage directing drivers  to 

available  spaces;  travel  demand  management  strategies  such  as  additional  bicycle  parking, 

customer  shuttles,  delivery  services;  and/or  parking  demand management  strategies  such  as 

parking time limits, paid parking, time‐of‐day parking surcharge, or validated parking. 

If  the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects  that a  recurring queue  is present,  the 

Department should notify the property owner in writing. Upon request, the owner/operator shall 

hire a qualified  transportation consultant  to evaluate  the conditions at  the site  for no  less  than 

seven  days.  The  consultant  should  prepare  a  monitoring  report  to  be  submitted  to  the 

Department  for  review.  If  the Department  determines  that  a  recurring  queue  does  exist,  the 

facility owner/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written determination to abate the 

queue.  

2025 CUMULATIVE‐LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION 

Impact C‐TR‐1: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative traffic impacts at 10 of the 14 

study intersections. (Less‐than‐significant) 

Figure IV.A‐8 shows the 2025 Cumulative Conditions traffic volumes at the study intersections for the PM 

peak hour. Similar to the Existing Plus Project Condition, level of service calculations were performed at 

the 14 study intersections for the weekday PM peak hour. As described under Section 3 Travel Demand, 

the proposed project would generate a net 284 inbound and 229 outbound vehicle trips during the PM 

peak hour, for a total of 513 PM peak hour vehicle trips.  



    

Figure IV.A-8: Cumulative Volumes
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As shown in Table IV.A‐17, eight of the 14 study intersections would operate acceptably at LOS D or 

better during the PM peak hour under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, at which the proposed project would 

have a less‐than significant impact: 

• 16th Street and 3rd Street 

• 16th Street and Missouri Street 

• 16th Street and Vermont Street 

• 16th Street and Rhode Island Street 

• 17th Street and Texas Street 

• 17th Street and Missouri Street 

• Mariposa Street and I‐280 NB Off‐Ramp 

• Mariposa Street and I‐280 SB On‐Ramp 

 

Table IV.A-17 – 2025 Cumulative Conditions PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

No  Intersection Name  Control 

Existing  Cumulative 

Average 
Delaya 

LOSb,c 
Average 
Delaya 

LOSb,c 

1  7th St and Brannan St  Signalized  17.7  B  75.6  E 

2  16th St and Third St  Signalized  22.9  C  24.2  C 

3  7th/16th/Mississippi St  Signalized  31.0  C 
>80 

v/c = 1.61 
F 

4  16th St and Missouri St  Signalized  23.2  C (NB)  15.1  B 

5  16th St and Vermont St  Signalized  12.2  B  52.7  D 

6  16th St and Rhode Island St  Signalized  10.5  B  31.8  C 

7  16th St and Potrero Ave  Signalized  22.6  C 
>80 

v/c = 5.29 
F 

8  17th St and Mississippi St   Unsignalized  15.7  C (NB)  39.0  E (SB) 

9  17th St and Texas St   Unsignalized  10.8  B (NB)  12.4  B (NB) 

10  17th St and Missouri St   Unsignalized  9.7  A (WB)  12.8  B (WB) 

11  Mariposa St and I‐280 NB Off‐Ramp  Signalized  28.6  C  22.8  C 

12  Mariposa St and I‐280 SB On‐Ramp  Signalized  >50  F (EB)  32.5  C 

13  Mariposa St and Pennsylvania St  Unsignalized  >50  F (SB)  >50  F (SB) 

14  Mariposa St and Mississippi St   Unsignalized  >50  F (WB)  >50  F (SB) 

Source: DKS Associates, 2014 

Notes: 

a. Delay is in seconds per vehicle and is based on average stopped delay. Where signalized intersection 
is LOS F, volume to capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. 

b. LOS = Level of Service 

c. For unsignalized intersections, LOS is reported based on worst approach, which is indicated in 
parentheses. Worst approach can change with addition to project volumes, which are not distributed 
evenly across different approaches. 

BOLD indicates unacceptable LOS of E or F 
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The following two of 14 study intersections would operate unacceptably at LOS E or F under 2025 

Cumulative Conditions. However, because the proposed project does not significantly contribute to their 

unacceptable operation, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant impact: 

• 7th Street and Brannan Street 

• 16th Street and Potrero Avenue 

As shown in Table IV.A‐17, the signalized intersection of 7th Street and Brannan Street, during the PM 

peak hour the intersection would operate at LOS E under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The proposed 

project would add no vehicles to the critical52 eastbound left‐turn movement, which would operate below 

the standard at LOS F under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Because the proposed project does not 

contribute substantially to the critical movement and therefore does not contribute significantly to any 

increase in delay at this intersection, the proposed project would result in a less‐than‐significant impact to 

the unacceptable operations of the intersection of 7th Street and Brannan Street. At the signalized 

intersection of 16th Street and Potrero Avenue, during the PM peak hour the intersection would operate at 

LOS F under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The proposed project would add no vehicles to the critical 

northbound left‐turn movement, and 33 vehicles to the critical eastbound approach, both of which would 

operate at LOS F. This project‐related contribution to the eastbound approach would represent 4 percent of 

the total PM peak hour volume under Cumulative Conditions. The proposed project’s contributions to 

critical movements would not be substantial, and therefore, the proposed project would result in a less‐

than‐significant impact at the intersection of 16th Street and Potrero Avenue. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR evaluated potential impacts to 40 intersections within or in the vicinity of 

the Eastern Neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the rezoning that would 

occur within the Eastern Neighborhoods as a result of implementation of the proposed rezoning and area 

plans project would increase daily traffic and would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 10 of 

the 15 study intersections within or near the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill area.  

Of the 10 impacted intersections, 7th Street and Brannan Street, and 16th Street and Rhode Island Street are 

study area intersections. However, the proposed project does not contribute traffic volumes to the critical 

turn movement at either the 7th Street and Brannan Street or 16th Street and Rhode Island intersections. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially contribute to unacceptable intersection operations 

described in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Impact C‐TR‐2: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative traffic impacts at 4 of the 14 study 

intersections: Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, 17th 

Street and Mississippi Street, and 7th/16th/Mississippi Street. (Significant and Unavoidable) 

As shown in Table IV.A‐17, the following four study intersections would operate at LOS E or F during the 

PM peak hour under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, as follows: 

                                                            

52 Critical movement is defined as the movement or lane for each phase that requires the most green time. An increase in demand to 

a critical movement will increase delay for the intersection, whereas an increase in demand to a non‐critical movement will not 

increase delay. 
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• 7th/16th/Mississippi Street  

• 17th Street and Mississippi Street 

• Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street 

• Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street 

At the signalized intersection of 7th/16th/Mississippi Street, during the PM peak hour the intersection 

would operate at LOS F under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The proposed project would add no vehicles 

to the critical westbound through‐right movements, and 84 vehicles to the critical northbound approach, 

which would both operate at LOS F. This project‐related contribution to the critical northbound approach 

would represent 19.0 percent of the total PM peak hour volumes under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The 

proposed project’s contributions to the critical northbound movement would be considerable (greater than 

5 percent), and therefore, the proposed project would result in a significant cumulative impact at the 

intersection of 7th/16th/Mississippi Street.  

The intersection is already signalized, and providing additional new through or turn lanes would require 

substantial reduction in sidewalk widths, which would be inconsistent with the pedestrian environment 

encouraged by the City and County of San Francisco. Furthermore, providing additional new through or 

turn lanes would be in conflict with future modifications to lane geometry per those contemplated by 

Muni Forward, which would seek to convert existing lanes to transit‐only lanes along 16th Street. There 

were no feasible mitigations identified which would improve the poor operating conditions at this 

intersection to an acceptable level (LOS D or better). Therefore, the proposed project’s impact would 

remain significant and unavoidable.  

Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions with the proposed project, the southbound approach of the 

unsignalized intersection of 17th Street and Mississippi Street would, similar to Existing Plus Project 

conditions, continue to operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour and Caltrans signal warrants would 

continue to be met. The proposed project would have a significant Existing Plus Project impact on the 

operation of this intersection and thus the proposed project would similarly have a significant impact 

under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Signalization of this intersection and other measures to improve 

operations were considered, as described in the Existing Plus Project impact discussion. The 

implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2a, 17th Street and Mississippi Street Signalization, would 

improve cumulative intersection operations to LOS A. The SFMTA believes that signalization is feasible, 

but given that SFMTA cannot commit that sufficient funding beyond the “fair share” amount provided by 

the project sponsor is available to ensure that this measure would be implemented, the impact at the 

intersection, under Existing Plus Project Conditions, was considered significant and unavoidable if 

funding is not identified. Similarly, under Cumulative Conditions, the proposed project would have a 

significant and unavoidable impact due to the uncertainty of funding the improvement. 

Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions with the proposed project, the southbound approach of the 

unsignalized intersection of Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street would, similar to Existing Plus 

Project conditions, continue to operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour and Caltrans signal warrants 

would continue to be met. The proposed project would have a significant Existing Plus Project impact on 

the operation of this intersection and thus the proposed project would similarly have a significant impact 

under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Signalization of this intersection and other measures to improve 

operations were considered, as described in the Existing Plus Project impact discussion. The 
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implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2b, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street Signalization, 

would improve cumulative intersection operations to LOS B. SFMTA staff determined that signalization is 

feasible, but given that SFMTA cannot commit that sufficient funding beyond the “fair share” amount 

provided by the project sponsor is available to ensure that this measure would be implemented, under 

Existing Plus Project Conditions, the impact at the intersection was considered significant and unavoidable 

if available funding is not identified. Similarly, under Cumulative Conditions, the proposed project would 

have a significant and unavoidable impact if available funding is not identified. 

Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the westbound approach of the unsignalized intersection of Mariposa 

Street and Mississippi Street would operate at LOS E during the PM peak hour and Caltrans signal 

warrants would continue to be met. The proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable 

Existing Plus Project impact on the operation of this intersection and thus the proposed project would 

similarly have a significant impact under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Signalization of this intersection 

and other measures to improve operations were considered, as described in the Existing Plus Project 

impact discussion. However, none of the measures were determined to be feasible under Existing Plus 

Project Conditions and the impact at the intersection was considered significant and unavoidable. 

Similarly, under Cumulative Conditions, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable 

impact due to the uncertainty of implementing changes at the intersection. 

Impact C‐TR‐3: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would not contribute considerably to any significant cumulative transit impacts. (Less‐than‐

significant) 

As previously discussed, cumulative impacts were identified for up to seven Muni transit lines in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR (including the 9 San Bruno, 22 Fillmore, 26 Valencia, 27 Bryant, 33 Stanyan, 48 

Quintara, and 49 Van Ness/Mission lines). The 22 Fillmore is the only line out of the seven listed that runs 

in the vicinity of the project site. None of these lines would be substantially affected by the proposed 

project. Improvement of transportation demand management was proposed as mitigation in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR (Mitigation Measure E‐11: Transportation Demand Management), which is also 

included as a mitigation for the proposed project (Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2c). 

Local Transit 

Muni transit service under the 2025 Cumulative Conditions would include the service changes described 

in the impact analysis methodology section for SFMTA’s Muni Forward, including changes to the 22 

Fillmore, 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 33 Stanyan. These efforts in the Muni transit system would help to 

improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and reliability of public transit in San Francisco.  

The PM peak hour Muni outbound screenline analysis for the Existing and 2025 Cumulative Conditions is 

given in Table IV.A‐18.  
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Table IV.A-18 – 2025 Cumulative Conditions Muni Screenline Analysis - PM peak hour 
(Outbound)1 

Screenline  Transit Corridor 
Existing Conditions  2025 Cumulative Conditions 

Capacity  Demand  Utilization Capacity  Demand  Utilization

Northeast                      

   Kearny/Stockton:  3,291  2,158  66%  3,468  2,770 (0)  80% 

   All Other Lines:  1,078  570  53%  1,596  911 (23)  59% 

   Subtotal  4,369  2,727  62%  5,064  3,681 (23)  73% 

Northwest                      

   Geary Corridor:  2,528  1,814  72%  3,099  2,915 (2)  94% 

   All Other Lines:  4,421  3,438  78%  8,293  6,939 (5)  84% 

   Subtotal  6,949  5,252  76%  11,392  9,854 (7)  87% 

Southeast                      

   3rd Street:  714  550  77%  893  759 (18)  87% 

   Mission:  2,789  1,529  55%  1,685  1,497 (0)  89% 

   Other Lines:  3,846  2,354  61%  2,600  2,818 (44)  110% 

   Subtotal  7,349  4,433  60%  5,178  5,073 (62)  99% 

Southwest                      

   Subway Lines:  6,294  4,747  75%  6,188  5,927 (1)  96% 

   All Other Lines:  2,351  1,381  59%  1,837  1,587 (0)  86% 

   Subtotal  8,645  6,128  71%  8,025  7,514 (1)  94% 

Total      27,312  18,541  68%  29,659  26,123 (93)  88% 

Source: SF Guidelines, 2002; SF Planning Department and SFMTA, 2013 

 Notes:  

1. Muni bus data collected between August 2011 and October 2011 (except 1AX and 1BX which is 

January to March 2012). Muni rail data collected between September 2007 and February 2010. 

2. Proposed project trips are in parentheses (XX). 

 

Between the Existing and 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the capacity across the screenlines would increase 

from 27,312 to 29,659 while the demand would increase from 18,350 to 26,123. The proposed project would 

result in 93 new transit trips crossing the outbound PM peak hour Muni screenlines. All of the respective 

project contributions to the four screenlines would result in the screenlines operating at a capacity 

utilization of 99 percent or below, with all but one (northeast) screenline with a capacity utilization above 

the 85 percent standard. The proposed project would increase demand by 23 passenger trips to the 

northeast screenline, which would operate at 73 percent capacity utilization. The proposed project would 

increase demand by 7 trips to the northwest screenline, which would operate at 87 percent capacity 

utilization; however, the project‐related contribution would represent less than 1.0 percent of the total 

screenline demand. The proposed project would increase demand by 62 trips to the southeast screenline, 
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which would operate at 99 percent capacity utilization; however, the project‐related contribution would 

represent less than 1.0 percent of the total screenline demand. The proposed project would increase 

demand by one trip to the southwest screenline, which would operate at 94 percent capacity utilization; 

however the project‐related contribution would represent less than 1.0 percent of the total screenline 

demand. Because the proposed project does not contribute a considerable amount of transit demand to any 

of the screenlines operating over the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, the proposed project would 

result in a less‐than‐significant impact to Muni operations. 

Of the transit routes serving the project site, only the 10 Townsend bus route is currently operating at or 

above 85 percent capacity utilization as shown in Table IV.A‐18. The proposed project would add 8 trips 

to the outbound 10 Townsend bus route, crossing the Northeast screenline, representing 4.1 percent of the 

ridership. This increase would not represent a substantial contribution and would therefore have a less‐

than‐significant impact. 

The proposed project would add vehicle trips to streets with Muni bus service, including 16th Street. 

However, as this analysis assumes full implementation of transit‐only lanes along 16th Street, it is expected 

that these project‐related vehicle trips would not affect transit operations and would generally not be in 

direct conflict with Muni buses and light rail vehicles. The widened sidewalk along 16th Street is not 

anticipated to conflict with the planned 16th Street transit improvements under Muni Forward given the 

anticipated cross‐section for this segment of 16th Street. The proposed sidewalk widening along 16th Street 

would be subject to San Francisco Public Works approval, after consultation with the SFMTA to ensure no 

conflicts would occur with future planned transit network changes. Furthermore, no bus and light rail stop 

locations exist directly adjacent to the project site. The nearest bus stop is located at the intersection of 16th 

Street and Missouri Street and the nearest light rail stop at 3rd Street and South Street. As such, the 

proposed project would not substantially affect Muni transit operations (i.e., result in delays or operating 

costs). Therefore, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on Muni transit 

operations.  

Regional Transit 

No regional screenline analysis for future year 2025 conditions was performed. However, as presented in 

Table IV.A‐18, about 26 new transit trips associated with the proposed project would cross regional 

screenlines and no impacts were identified under Existing Plus Project conditions. Furthermore, the 

marginal increase in regional trips would mostly be “reverse commute” trips and would not substantially 

affect future ridership levels in the peak direction during the evening commute hours. Therefore, it is 

reasonable to assume that proposed project would not contribute considerably to transit overcrowding if it 

were to occur under Cumulative Conditions. Based on these findings, the proposed project would not 

result in substantial effects to future ridership levels along regional transit lines and impacts to regional 

transit would be less‐than‐significant. 

Impact C‐TR‐4: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would not contribute considerably  to any significant cumulative pedestrian  impacts.  (Less‐

than‐significant) 

Pedestrian circulation impacts by their nature are site‐specific and generally do not contribute to impacts 

from other development projects. Pedestrian trips throughout the city may increase under the cumulative 

scenario due to general background growth. Pedestrian trips generated by the proposed project in the 

project site vicinity would include walk trips to and from the project site, plus walk trips to and from 



    IV. Environmental Setting and Impacts 

 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

IV.A.71 

transit lines. However, as stated in Existing plus Project Conditions, the proposed project would not result 

in the overcrowding of sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise 

interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Considering the proposed project’s 

growth cumulatively with reasonably foreseeable future project and growth throughout the City, the 

cumulative effects of the proposed project would not be considerable. Furthermore, the Better Streets Plan 

recommends various pedestrian improvements in the project site vicinity that would further reduce the 

proposed project‐related pedestrian impacts in future Cumulative Conditions. Various pedestrian 

improvements for mixed‐use streets, like the streets fronting the project site include widening sidewalks to 

a minimum width of 12 feet and recommended width of 15 feet. For the above reasons, the proposed 

project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 

would result in less‐than‐significant cumulative pedestrian‐related transportation impacts. 

Impact C‐TR‐5: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would not contribute considerably to any significant cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less‐than‐

significant) 

Bicycle circulation impacts by their nature are site‐specific and generally do not contribute to impacts from 

other development projects. Bicycle trips throughout the City may increase under the 2025 Cumulative 

Conditions due to general background growth. Bicycle trips generated by the proposed project in the 

project site vicinity would include bicycle trips to and from the project site. However, as stated in Existing 

plus Project Conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for 

bicyclists or otherwise interfere with bicyclist accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Increases in the 

number of proposed project vehicle trips could increase some conflicts between bicyclists and the new 

vehicles (e.g., along Mississippi Street), however these conflicts would not be considered significant. 

Considering the proposed project’s growth with reasonably foreseeable future project and growth 

throughout the City, the cumulative effects of the proposed project on bicycle facilities would not be 

considerable.  

The proposed project would conform to future planned changes in the bicycle network. These include 

relocating the existing Class II bicycle facility from 16th Street to 17th Street as anticipated in Muni 

Forward and minor improvements detailed in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. The proposed project would 

not add a conflict (e.g., new curb cut or loading zone) along one of these planned bicycle network changes. 

The widened sidewalk along 17th Street (from 10 to 12 feet) is not anticipated to conflict with this planned 

17th Street bicycle facility given the anticipated cross‐section for this segment of 17th Street. The proposed 

sidewalk widening along 17th Street would be subject to San Francisco Public Works approval, after 

consultation with the SFMTA to ensure no conflicts would occur with future planned bicycle network 

changes. For the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 

foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less‐than‐significant cumulative bicycle‐related 

transportation impacts. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that new bicycle trips resulting from development subsequent 

to implementation of the proposed rezoning and area plans would use the existing and planned system of 

bicycle routes. Individual development projects would be required to comply with provisions of the 

Planning Code pertaining to bicycle parking spaces in off‐street parking facilities, and other support 

facilities, such as showers and lockers. Bicycle impacts were determined to be less‐than‐significant. 
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Impact C‐TR‐6: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects,  would  not  contribute  considerably  to  any  significant  cumulative  construction‐related 

transportation impacts. (Less‐than‐significant) 

Construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other projects within the project 

vicinity. Construction activities, as described under Section 4.2.7, could affect access, traffic, and 

pedestrians on streets used as access routes to and from study areas and the project site. Overall, localized 

cumulative construction‐related transportation impacts could occur as a result of cumulative projects that 

generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. The construction 

manager for the project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a 

detailed and coordinated Construction Management Plan (CMP) that would address construction vehicle 

routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of any 

overlap in construction activity. The cumulative impacts of multiple nearby construction projects would 

not be considerable, as the construction would be of temporary duration, and the Project Sponsor would 

coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and Public Works through the Transportation 

Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) to develop coordinated plans that would address construction‐related 

vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of 

construction overlap.  

Additionally, the proposed project’s construction timeline may overlap with other projects under 

construction or implemented at the same time. The Muni Forward Project may be implemented along 16th 

Street. While the proposed project’s construction may occur concurrently with other projects in the project 

vicinity, it is not expected that the construction schedule of the proposed project would be in conflict with 

other projects in the area. 

Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 

foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less‐than‐significant cumulative construction‐

related transportation impacts. 
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B. Historic Architectural Resources 
INTRODUCTION 

A “historical resource” is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) as one that is listed in, or 

determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). This subsection 

describes historic architectural resources at the project site; identifies potential historic architectural 

resources in the vicinity of the project site; and evaluates potential direct and indirect impacts to those 

resources that could result from the proposed project. 

For the purposes of this EIR, the term “historic architectural resource” is used to distinguish such resources 

from archaeological resources, which may also be considered historical resources under CEQA. 

The Notice of Preparation and Community Plan Exemption (included as Appendix A to this EIR) 

determined that the project would not cause significant adverse impacts to potential archeological and 

other cultural resources beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, with implementation of 

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1. Therefore, further discussion of archeological and other cultural resources is 

not required in this EIR. 

Project impacts on “historical resources,” as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, are analyzed in 

two steps. The first step determines whether a project may have an effect on a resource that falls within the 

definition of “historical resource(s)” under CEQA. If the project is found to potentially affect historical 

resources, the second step is to determine whether the effects of the project would result in a substantial 

adverse change to the affected resource(s). A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource is one that may have significant effects on the environment (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)). 

This chapter is based on information provided in the Historical Resource Evaluation (HRE) prepared by 

VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting53 (and associated appendices) for the proposed project and an 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) prepared by the Planning Department54 that includes a 

determination regarding the historical resource status of the buildings on the project site and the potential 

project impacts to historic resources.  

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is largely surrounded by industrial and commercial properties and sites that have been or 

are currently being redeveloped for residential uses. The project site is not located in or contributing to a 

historic district and no nearby properties have been designated as or found eligible for listing as historic 

resources with the exception of 1231 17th Street, the Bottom of the Hill entertainment venue, located 

approximately 100 feet southwest from the project site, across 17th Street. The structure at 1231 17th Street 

was assessed as part of the area‐wide Showplace Square Survey and described as a good and well 

preserved example of reconstruction period development when it was a speakeasy “soda fountain” and as 

                                                            

53  VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting, Historic Resource Evaluation 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street, November 25, 2014.  
54  Gretchen Hilyard (Preservation Planner), San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 1200 17th 

Street/901 16th Street, December 19, 2014.  
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a locally significant venue for live music since 1972. A status code of 5S3 was assigned under that survey, 

meaning that it appears individually eligible for local listing.   There is no record of any follow‐up study of 

this site. Additional information regarding surrounding development, including photographs, can be 

found in the HRE. 

Historical Context 

The project site is located on the northerly edge of San Francisco’s Potrero District, a formerly industrial 

and working‐class neighborhood that has been transformed over the last few decades into an increasingly 

residential area, with some residual industry remaining along its northern and eastern edges. The history 

of the site is summarized below. Additional information including photographs, historic maps, and tables 

charting ownership and changes can be found in the HRE.  

Historical Background of the Northern Potrero District 

The project site is located within the northern Potrero District. The northern Potrero, which began to 

develop as an industrial area in the early 1900s, thereafter became known as the New Wholesale District 

(the “New” to differentiate it from the “Old” Wholesale District on Mission Street, between 1st and 6th 

streets) circa 1905 and it remained one of San Francisco’s foremost industrial districts for most of the 

twentieth century. Although the industrialization of the northern Potrero District got underway before the 

1906 Earthquake, full‐scale development of the area (as well as the adjoining Mission Bay area) did not 

take off until after the 1906 Earthquake, when the Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe (Santa Fe) and the Southern 

Pacific railroads completed filling Mission Bay for new industrial sites. 

All sorts of industries relocated to the New Wholesale District after 1906, including hardware dealers, food 

processing and canning plants, cable and belt manufacturers, steel fabricators, bakeries, paint 

manufacturers, barrel makers, mattress factories, and many other types of industry. Construction of new 

industrial facilities and the expansion of existing industrial plants continued until World War II. After the 

war, many industrialists left San Francisco for Emeryville, South San Francisco, San Leandro, and other 

suburban industrial cities, where large tracts of land with freeway access were available and unions were 

less powerful. Though San Francisco’s industrial sector steadily declined during the 1950s and 1960s, many 

of the large warehouses and factories in the New Wholesale District found new life in the 1970s. During 

this time, wholesale design firms, many of which had been located in Jackson Square, looked to the 

disused warehouses of the New Wholesale District. These buildings were perfect for wholesale 

showrooms with their large floorplates, convenient freeway access, and ample parking. By the early 1980s, 

the proliferation of wholesale design‐related companies gave the area a new name, “Showplace Square.”  

Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 

The Pacific Rolling Mill Co., the developer of the project site, was founded in 1898 by Patrick Noble. The 

company was a reincarnation of the much older Pacific Rolling Mills Co., a well‐known steel manufacturer 

based at Potrero Point that went out of business in May 1898. (The newer company omitted the “s” from 

“Mills”of its predecessor’s name.) Pacific Rolling Mill Co. concentrated on the fabrication and assembly of 

structural steel for large buildings, rather than steel manufacturing. The company was originally 

headquartered at 519 Mission Street, where its headquarters remained until 1905. 

Meanwhile, as early as 1899, Noble had leased half of Block 3949 from the Real Estate and Development 

Co. and began building a fabrication plant. At this point the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. was confined to the 
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southern half of the site. None of the buildings on the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property at that time 

survives today. 

The Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility had prospered with all the work that accompanied the reconstruction 

of San Francisco after the 1906 Earthquake and been significantly enlarged by 1915. A new “structural 

shed” on the eastern edge the site (now the 1100 17th Street portion of the 1100/1200 17th Street warehouse), 

as well as a massive new “stock shed” on the west side of Texas Street (now the warehouse at 1210 17th 

Street/975 16th Street) had been added.  

Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Plant Expansion in 1926 

In 1920, Patrick Noble died. Pacific Rolling Mill Co. subsequently inaugurated an ambitious expansion 

program at its existing plant. In 1926, the company erected several new structures, including a new steel‐

frame shop building (now the 1200 17th Street portion of the 1200/100 17th Street warehouse) and a new 

two‐story brick office building (now the vacant office building at 1200 17th Street). The stock shed at 1210 

17th Street was also expanded at this time with at least one shed‐roofed addition on its east side.  

The block of Texas Street between 16th and 17th streets, which originally divided the project site into two 

sections, was formally closed in 1923. This allowed the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. to legally enlarge its stock 

shed at 1210 17th Street, which received additions on its east side between 1923 and 1926.  

Judson‐Pacific Purchases the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 

On August 2, 1928, the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. merged with Judson Manufacturing Co. of San Francisco, 

and on December 7, 1928, the newly organized Judson‐Pacific Co. purchased the property from the Real 

Estate and Development Co. Judson‐Pacific promptly moved its sales offices from 1200 17th Street to 604 

Mission Street, where Judson Manufacturing Co. had been headquartered prior to the merger. The 

company had three locations: the approximately 3‐acre facility at 17th and Mississippi streets in San 

Francisco, an 8‐acre facility in Emeryville, and a 25‐acre open‐hearth plant in Oakland. Together these 

plants fabricated 25,000 tons of structural steel per year, making it the largest steel fabricating company in 

the West.  

Aerial photographs taken of the site during the late 1930s indicates that all four pre‐1927 structures that 

stand today were there, including the brick office building at 1200 17th Street, the shops structure at 1200 

17th Street, and the open‐sided metal‐ clad sheds at 1100 and 1210 17th Street. Every square inch of the site 

was covered with buildings, although the buildings shown in the aerial photographs from the late 1930’s 

on the northeast portion of the site no longer exist. 

Judson Pacific‐Murphy Sells 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street 

In comparison with Judson‐Pacific’s much larger East Bay facilities, its Potrero plant was small and 

produced a relatively small portion of the company’s overall output. Hemmed in by other properties, 

expansion on the existing site was constrained. Judson‐Pacific, which thrived during the remaining years 

of the 1920s‐era building boom, barely survived the Depression and World War II. In 1945, it merged with 

the J. Philip Murphy Corporation, forming the Judson Pacific‐Murphy Corporation. The new company 

retained the Potrero plant for only one year. In 1946, Judson Pacific‐Murphy consolidated its 

manufacturing operations in the East Bay and idled its Potrero plant.  
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A photograph taken in 1945, shows the entire Judson Pacific‐Murphy plant shortly before it closed (Figure 

IV.B‐1). This image, which appears to have been taken from the roof of a nearby building, illustrates the 

complex before it was converted into a fully enclosed warehouse facility by Owens‐Illinois Glass Co. in 

1946‐7.  

 

Figure IV.B-1: Photograph of the project site taken in 1945, looking northwest 
Source: A Romance of Steel in California (1946), annotated by VerPlanck in the 2014 HRE. 

Judson Pacific‐Murphy Corporation was the last structural steel fabricator to occupy the site. On June 12, 

1946, the company sold the property (APNs 3949/002 and 3950/001) to Paul F. Gillespie, William S. 

Wetenhall, and Arthur E. and Mabel H. Wilkens, a consortium that was eventually expanded to more than 

20 investors. 

Owens‐Illinois Corporation Converts Open Sheds into Enclosed Warehouses 

The new ownership consortium leased the project site to the Owens‐Illinois Glass Co. in 1946. The Owens‐

Illinois Glass Co., a maker of glass bottles and other related products, began making plans and shortly 

thereafter converted the vacant structural steel fabrication plant into an enclosed warehouse facility for its 

products, including bottles, jars, food containers, molded plastic enclosures, and bottle caps. Owens‐

Illinois made several significant alterations to the structures, including the construction of new concrete 

foundations and floor slabs, rebuilding the interior framing and enclosing the formerly open walls of the 

sheds with new corrugated steel and/or asbestos‐coated steel panels, installing a fire suppression system, 

reconfiguring the east wall of 1100 17th Street with three large loading docks, reframing the northern half 

of 1100 17th Street, building six new loading docks and three canopies on the south side of the shops 

structure at 1200 17th Street, and enclosing the gaps between the brick office building and the surrounding 

metal‐clad structures. The conversion was designed by the San Francisco engineering firm of H.J. Brunnier.  

Subsequent Owners and Alterations: 1953‐2014 

In May 1953, the Fiberglas Engineering Supply Division, a subsidiary of the Owens‐Corning Corporation, 

took over the lease to the project site and performed interior alterations to the brick office building, 

including installing new partitions and new linoleum flooring in the offices.  
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Throughout the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, the same consortium of investors (known as Robert Baker et al) 

that bought the property in 1946 continued to own and manage it. Fiberglas Engineering Supply Co. 

remained in the building until 1966. In February 1967, City Transfer and Storage, a file storage company, 

leased the building and remodeled the office building into the company’s headquarters and the warehouse 

structures into a storage facility. The scope of work for the brick office building included the demolition of 

all non‐bearing partition walls, the installation of a pair of new wood‐panel doors in the main entrance, a 

new private office at the southwest corner of the second floor level, painting, new toilet rooms, electrical 

work, and various other cosmetic changes.  

In June 1984, Robert Baker et al sold the project site to Macor, Inc., a real estate investment company. 

Macor promptly leased it to Cor‐O‐Van, a file storage company based in Coronado, California. During the 

time that Macor owned the property, its tenants made dozens of alterations to the site. Macor, Inc. sold the 

project site to Cornerstone Properties and Walden Mission Bay I LLC in March 2006. In November 2011, 

the ownership structure changed to Potrero Partners LLC. Throughout the time that Walden 

Development/Potrero Partners has owned the property, it has continued to lease most of the site to Cor‐O‐

Van, including the warehouse structure at 1200/1100 17th Street and the southern half of the warehouse at 

1210 17th Street. The northern half of this warehouse (975 16th Street) is leased to the University of 

California, which uses it for storage. 

Building Description 

The project site contains four buildings, as described below, a modular office building surrounded by a 

surface parking lot, two metal shed warehouse structures, and a brick office building. (These buildings are 

shown on Figure II‐2.) Additional information about the building on the site, including additional 

photographs, can be found in the HRE. 

Description of Modular Office Building at 901 16th Street 

Located at the northeast corner of the project site is a one‐story, wood‐frame, portable modular office 

building housing the administrative offices of Cor‐O‐Van, the primary tenant of the property. The 

utilitarian structure, which was moved to the site in 1996, is clad in plywood. It has aluminum windows, a 

flat roof, and the primary entrance is accessed by a ramp running parallel to 16th Street. This building is 

not historic‐age and is not further discussed in this analysis. 

Description of Metal Shed Warehouse at 1200/1100 17th Street 

Originally constructed as two open‐sided sheds, these structures have subsequently been clad in 

corrugated metal siding and connected internally as one warehouse building.  

The portion occupying the Mississippi Street frontage at 1100 17th Street is a one‐story, wood and steel‐

frame, gable‐roofed warehouse constructed ca. 1910 (Shown in Figures IV.B‐1 and IV.B‐2). Originally 

framed with heavy wood timbers and sheltered beneath a hipped roof with open sides (i.e., no exterior 

walls), the structure was reconstructed by Owens‐Illinois Glass Co. in 1946‐7 as a general‐purpose 

warehouse including enclosing the formerly open sides with windowless corrugated metal panels. At the 

same time (1946‐7) the northern half of the structure was partially demolished and reframed in steel to 

allow the construction of three large loading docks along Mississippi Street, which currently have 

contemporary metal roll‐up doors. The gable roof, which runs parallel to Mississippi Street, is punctuated 

at its ridge by remnants of sheet metal ventilators. 
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Figure IV.B-2: Warehouse at 1200/1100 17th Street, looking southwest on Mississippi St., 
2014 
Source: HRE, VerPlanck, 2014 

 

Figure IV.B-3: South façade of warehouse at 1200/1100 17th Street, looking northeast on 
17th St., 2014 
Source: HRE, VerPlanck, 2014 
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Connected to the 1100 17th Street portion along the entire shared boundary, the much larger portion of the 

combined warehouse at 1200 17th Street was constructed in 1926 by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. as a shops 

complex. It is a one‐story, steel‐frame structure with a saw‐tooth roof. The exterior is clad in corrugated 

metal siding that was attached in 1946‐7, as described above.  

The south (primary) façade of the 1200 17th Street portion of the warehouse has a simple, functional design 

(Figure IV.B‐3). A large vehicular entrance with a steel roll‐up door was built in 1969 at the east end of the 

south façade and replaced a “barn” door that was removed from a different location in 1969. There is also a 

pedestrian entrance with a steel door on this façade. While the lower level is windowless, the upper level 

of the south façade is punctuated by an irregular pattern of steel industrial sash windows. Some of these 

windows have operable awning sashes. Others have been infilled or partially infilled. 

The north façade of the 1200 17th Street portion of the warehouse faces the parking lot and 16th Street 

(Figure IV.B‐4). Reconfigured in 1946‐7, this section of the north façade consists of six loading docks, three 

of which are sheltered beneath three large metal canopies that were constructed in 1947. The loading dock 

openings all contain contemporary steel roll‐up doors. Located along the north façade is a steel water tank 

mounted on a square platform. 

 

Figure IV.B-4: North façade of warehouse at 1200/1100 17th Street, looking southwest from 
parking lot, 2014 
Source: HRE, VerPlanck, 2014 

Description of Metal Shed Warehouse at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street 

Along the western portion of the project site is a one‐story, steel and wood‐frame warehouse with a 

compound gable and shed roof. The large building extends through the block from 16th Street to 17th 

Street. A portion of the west façade, which is mostly obscured by adjoining buildings, is visible from 

Missouri Street and a large section of the east façade is visible from 16th and Mississippi Streets. The 

structure, which was originally constructed as an open‐sided shed ca. 1908, is now entirely windowless 

and clad in corrugated metal applied in 1946‐7 when the structure was converted into an enclosed 
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warehouse by the Owens‐Illinois Glass Co. Large portions of the exterior cladding have been replaced in 

recent years. 

The primary (south) façade of the warehouse at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street faces 17th Street (Figure 

IV.B‐5). It is a windowless wall of painted corrugated metal panels. The south façade has three vehicular 

entrances with contemporary steel roll‐up doors and a pedestrian entrance with a steel door. The 

structure’s roofline, which consists of a shallow gable and two shed‐roofed sections, indicate the 

warehouse has been expanded and altered several times. 

 

Figure IV.B-5: South Façade of Warehouse at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street, looking 
northeast on 17th Street, 2014 
Source: HRE, VerPlanck, 2014 

The north façade of the warehouse at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street faces 16th Street (Figure IV.B‐6) and is 

essentially the mirror image of the south façade. It is a windowless wall of painted corrugated metal panels 

with two large vehicular openings punctuating the two newer shed‐roofed additions to the east. The 

vehicular entrances both contain contemporary steel roll‐up doors. The older gable‐roofed volume to the 

west has two pedestrian entrances containing contemporary steel doors.  

The visible portions of the east and west façades are windowless and clad in unpainted corrugated metal 

siding. Most of the metal cladding along the lower portion of the east façade has been replaced in recent 

years. 
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Figure IV.B-6: North Façade of Warehouse at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street, looking 
southeast on 16th Street, 2012 
Source: HRE, VerPlanck, 2014 

Description of Brick Office Building at 1200 17th Street  

The brick office building at 1200 17th Street is a two‐story, timber‐frame structure with a concrete slab 

foundation and a gently sloping roof concealed behind a flat, raised parapet. Aside from a pair of planter 

beds flanking the main entrance, there is no landscaping. The roughly rectangular building is enveloped 

within the adjoining metal shed warehouses, with only the south façade exposed as an exterior wall. Built 

of brick and ornamented with corbeled detailing, the former office building stands out from its utilitarian 

neighbors. This office building resembles several comparable industrial brick buildings located throughout 

the Showplace Square area. 

The south (primary) façade of the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is unpainted brick (Figure IV.B‐

7). Aside from the right bay, which supports a secondary entrance, the primary façade is symmetrical, 

featuring a recessed, arched entrance in the center bay of the first floor level that is now boarded up. The 

arched entrance is outlined by brick voussoirs and capped by a brick keystone at the top of the arch. The 

entrance is flanked to either side by rectangular window openings containing multi‐light steel industrial 

sash windows, with operable awning sashes. The second floor level of the south façade is articulated by a 

smaller multi‐light steel industrial window in the center bay. This window is flanked by rectangular steel 

industrial‐sash windows that are as wide, but somewhat shorter, than the corresponding windows on the 

first floor level. All window openings on the primary façade have molded brick lug sills but no other 

ornament. The windows on the first floor level are protected behind steel security bars added at an 

unknown time. A cast‐cement sign, presently obscured behind a vinyl banner, reads: “JUDSON‐MURPHY 

CORPORATION.” The primary façade is crowned by a corbeled brick cornice and stepped parapet. A 
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wooden flagpole is attached to the roof just behind the parapet. The lower portion of the façade is 

presently covered in painted‐out graffiti. 

 

Figure IV.B-7: South Façade of Brick Office Building at 1200 17th Street, looking north on 
17th Street, 2012 
Source: HRE, VerPlanck, 2014 

The interior of the brick office building has been altered several times since the Judson‐Murphy 

Corporation, the successor to the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., sold the site after World War II. According to 

building permit applications on file at the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, the interior 

was first remodeled in 1953 when the Fiberglass Engineering Co., a subsidiary of the Owens‐Illinois Glass 

Co., leased the property. The work included the installation of new wood partitions, toilet rooms, and 

linoleum flooring. The interior of the building was remodeled again in 1967, when City Transfer and 

Storage leased the building. As part of this alteration, all non‐load‐bearing partitions were demolished and 

reconstructed. Additional changes included new doors, a new private office at the southwest corner of the 

second floor level, a new women’s restroom, and several other cosmetic changes. Most of the interior 

appears to date to that era (Figure IV.B‐8). 
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Figure IV.B-8: Interior of Brick Office Building at 1200 17th Street, 2012 
Source: HRE, VerPlanck, 2014 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

This subsection describes the pertinent state and local laws and regulations that pertain to the 

identification and regulation of historic architectural resources. 

Federal 

U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

There are no federal laws or regulations that apply to this project site, because the project is not federally 

funded and does not require federal permitting. That being said, the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards for Rehabilitation (Rehabilitation Standards) have been adopted by local government bodies 

across the country, including the City and County of San Francisco, for reviewing work to historic 

properties under local preservation ordinances. Developed by the National Park Service for reviewing 

certified rehabilitation tax credit projects, the Rehabilitation Standards provide guidance for reviewing 

work to historic properties.  

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

impacts of changes to historic resources. Conformance with all ten Rehabilitation Standards does not 

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

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

presumption that they would have a less‐than‐ significant adverse impact on a historic resource. Projects 

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

in the significance of an historic resource and would require further analysis to determine whether the 

historic resource would be “materially impaired” by the project under CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b). 
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State 

California Office of Historic Preservation 

The State of California implements the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) through its statewide 

comprehensive cultural resource surveys and preservation programs. The California Office of Historic 

Preservation is an office of the California Department of Parks and Recreation, and implements the policies 

of the NHPA on a statewide level. The Office of Historic Preservation also maintains the California 

Historical Resources Inventory. The State Historic Preservation Officer is an appointed official who 

implements historic preservation programs in the state’s jurisdiction, and is housed at the California Office 

of Historic Preservation. 

California Environmental Quality Act 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a), in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, defines a “historical 

resource” as: 

(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the state Historical Resources Commission, for 

listing in the CRHR. 

(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 5020.1(k) of the 
Public Resources Code (PRC) or identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the 

requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally 

significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of 

evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. 

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

to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, 

agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may be considered 

to be a historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial 

evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to 

be “historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR. 

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

included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC), or 

identified in a historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC) does not 

preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be a historical resource as defined in 

PRC Sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

Therefore, under the CEQA Guidelines, even if a resource is not included on any local, state, or federal 

register, or identified in a qualifying historical resources survey, a lead agency may still determine that any 

resource is a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA if there is substantial evidence supporting such a 

determination. A lead agency must consider a resource to be historically significant if it finds that the 

resource meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR. 

California Register of Historical Resources 

The CRHR is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by state and local agencies, private groups, and 

citizens in identifying the existing historical resources of the state and to indicate which resources deserve 



    IV. Environmental Setting and Impacts 

 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

IV.B.13 

to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (PRC Section 

5024.1[a]). The criteria for eligibility to the CRHR are based on National Register criteria (PRC Section 

5024.1[b]). Certain resources are determined by the statute to be automatically included in the CRHR, 

including California properties formally determined eligible for or listed in the National Register (PRC 

Section 5024.1[d]). 

To be eligible for the CRHR as a historical resource, a prehistoric or historic‐period resource must be 

significant at the local or state level under one or more of the following criteria: 

• Criterion 1: Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage; 

• Criterion 2: Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

• Criterion 3: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic 

values; or 

• Criterion 4: Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 [a][3]). 

For a resource to be eligible for the CRHR, it must also retain enough integrity to be recognizable as a 

historical resource and to convey its significance.55 A resource that does not meet the National Register 

criteria may still be eligible for listing in the CRHR. 

Local 

San Francisco General Plan 

 The San Francisco General Plan Urban Design Element addresses historic preservation and includes the 

following policies: 

POLICY 2.4: Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and 

promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past 

development. 

Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan 

The Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan contains the following objective and supporting policies that 

address historic preservation: 

Objective 8.1: Identify and evaluate historic and cultural resources within the Showplace Square Area Plan. 

                                                            

55  Integrity is defined as “the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics 

that existed during the resource’s period of significance.” California Office of Historic Preservation, Technical Assistant Series 

No. 7, How to Nominate a Resource to the California Register of Historic Resources (Sacramento, CA: California Office of State 

Publishing, September 4, 2001). 
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POLICY 8.1.1: Conduct context‐based historic resource surveys within the Showplace Square Area 

Plan. 

POLICY 8.1.2: Pursue formal designation of the Showplace Square historic and cultural resources, as 

appropriate. 

POLICY 8.1.3: Recognize and evaluate historic and cultural resources that are less than fifty years 

old and may display exceptional significance to the recent past. 

Objective 8.2: Protect, preserve, and reuse historic resources within the Showplace Square Area Plan. 

POLICY 8.2.1: Protect individually significant historic and cultural resources and historic districts in 

the Showplace Square Area Plan from demolition or adverse alteration. 

POLICY 8.2.2: Apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties in conjunction with the Showplace Square Area Plan objectives and policies for all 

projects involving historic or cultural resources. 

POLICY 8.2.3: Promote and offer incentives for the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of historic 

buildings in the Showplace Square plan area. 

Objective 8.3: Ensure that historic preservation concerns continue to be an integral part of the ongoing 

planning processes for the Showplace Square plan area as they evolve over time. 

POLICY 8.3.1: Pursue and encourage opportunities, consistent with the objectives of historic 

preservation, to increase the supply of affordable housing within the Showplace Square plan area. 

POLICY 8.3.2: Ensure a more efficient and transparent evaluation of project proposals which involve 

historic resources and minimize impacts to historic resources per CEQA guidelines. 

POLICY 8.3.3: Prevent destruction of historic and cultural resources resulting from owner neglect or 

inappropriate actions. 

POLICY 8.3.4: Consider the Showplace Square Area Plan’s historic and cultural resources in 

emergency preparedness and response efforts. 

POLICY 8.3.5: Protect and retrofit local, state, or nationally designated UMB (Unreinforced Masonry 

Buildings) found in the Plan Area. 

POLICY 8.3.6: Adopt and revise land use, design and other relevant policies, guidelines, and 

standards, as needed to further preservation objectives. 

Objective 8.4: Promote the principles of sustainability for the built environment through the inherently 

“green” strategy of historic preservation. 

POLICY 8.4.1: Encourage the retention and rehabilitation of historic and cultural resources as an 

option for increased sustainability and consistency with the goals and objectives of the Sustainability 

Plan for the City and County of San Francisco. 
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Objective 8.5: Provide preservation incentives, guidance, and leadership within the Showplace Square 

Area Plan. 

POLICY 8.5.1: Disseminate information about the availability of financial incentives for qualifying 

historic preservation projects. 

POLICY 8.5.2: Encourage use of the California Historic Building Code for qualifying historic 

preservation projects. 

POLICY 8.5.3: Demonstrate preservation leadership and good stewardship of publicly owned 

historic and cultural resources. 

Objective 8.6: Foster public awareness and appreciation of historic and cultural resources within the 

Showplace Square Area Plan. 

POLICY 8.6.1: Encourage public participation in the identification of historic and cultural resources 

within the Showplace Square plan area. 

POLICY 8.6.2: Foster education and appreciation of historic and cultural resources within the 

Showplace Square plan area among business leaders, neighborhood groups, and the general public 

through outreach efforts. 

San Francisco Planning Code 

The City of San Francisco’s commitment to historic preservation is codified generally in Section 101.1 of the 

Planning Code, which includes preservation of landmarks and historic buildings as Priority Policy 7. 

San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission and Planning Code, Articles 10 and 11 

The San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) is a seven‐member body under the City 

Charter that makes recommendations to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors on landmark designations, 

historic district designations, and individual resource designations in historic districts. The HPC reviews 

and provides comments on environmental documents under CEQA for projects affecting historical 

resources; and the HPC reviews and comments on any agreements proposed under the NHPA where the 

City would be a signatory. The HPC also approves Certificates of Appropriateness for landmarks and 

properties in Article 10 Historic Districts, and Permits to Alter for historic buildings and districts under 

Article 11. The City and County of San Francisco reviews the historical resources designated under Articles 

10 and 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code when it evaluates project impacts on historical resources. 

Article 10 describes procedures regarding the preservation of sites and areas of special character or special 

historical, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value, such as officially designated city landmarks and 

buildings included in locally designated historic districts. Under Article 11 of the Planning Code there are 

six designated downtown conservation districts. 
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Planning Department CEQA Review Procedures for Historical Resources 

As a certified local government56 and the lead agency in CEQA determinations, the City and County of San 

Francisco has instituted guidelines for initiating CEQA review of historic resources. The Planning 

Department’s CEQA Review Procedures for Historical Resources57 incorporates the state’s CEQA 

Guidelines into the City’s existing regulatory framework. To facilitate the review process, the Planning 

Department has established the following categories to establish the baseline significance of historic 

properties based on their inclusion in cultural resource surveys and/or historic districts: 

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

• Category A.1 – Resources listed on or formally determined to be eligible for the CRHR. These 

properties will be evaluated as historical resources for purposes of CEQA. Only the removal of the 

property’s status as listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR by the California 

Historic Resources Commission will preclude evaluation of the property as a historical resource under 

CEQA. 

• Category A.2 – Adopted local registers, and properties that have been determined to appear or may 

become eligible, for the CRHR. These properties will be evaluated as historical resources for purposes 

of CEQA. Only a preponderance of the evidence demonstrating that the resource is not historically or 

culturally significant will preclude evaluation of the property as a historical resource. In the case of 

Category A.2 resources included in an adopted survey or local register, generally the “preponderance 

of the evidence” must consist of evidence that the appropriate decision‐maker has determined that the 

resource should no longer be included in the adopted survey or register. 

Where there is substantiated and uncontroverted evidence of an error in professional judgment, of a 

clear mistake or that the property has been destroyed, this may also be considered a “preponderance 

of the evidence that the property is not a historical resource.” 

• Category B – Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review. Properties that do not meet the 

criteria for listing in Categories A.1 or A.2, but for which the City has information indicating that 

further consultation and review will be required for evaluation whether a property is a historical 

resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

• Category C – Properties Determined Not to Be Historical Resources or Properties for which the City 

Has No Information indicating that the Property is a Historical Resource. Properties that have been 

affirmatively determined not to be historical resources, properties less than 50 years of age, and 

properties for which the City has no information. 

                                                            

56  ʺCertified local governmentʺ means a local government that has been certified by the National Park Service to carry out the 

purposes of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S. Code Section 470 et seq.) as amended, pursuant to Section 

101(c) of that act and the regulations adopted under the act which are set forth in Part 61 (commencing with Section 61.1) of Title 

36 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 
57  San Francisco Planning Department, 2008. San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16, City and County of San Francisco Planning 

Department CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources. March 31. This document is available online at www.sf‐

planning.org/index.aspx?page=1827, or at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400. 
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Previous Surveys and Official Registers  

The following records were searched to determine if any structures on the project site have been identified 

in any survey or official register of historical resources. The specific surveys and registers consulted are 

described below, in chronological order. 

Here Today Survey 

Published in 1968 by the San Francisco Junior League, Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage 

is San Francisco’s earliest comprehensive inventory of historical resources. Prepared by volunteers, the 

survey provides a photograph and concise historical data for approximately 2,500 properties. The survey 

was adopted in 1970 by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors under Resolution No. 268‐70. The survey 

files are archived at the Koshland History Center at the San Francisco Public Library. 

The project site is not included in Here Today, either in the published book or the survey files. 

Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey (AQS) 

Between 1974 and 1976, the San Francisco Planning Department completed an inventory of architecturally 

significant buildings throughout San Francisco. An advisory committee comprising several architects and 

architectural historians assisted in the final determination of ratings for the roughly 10,000 buildings 

surveyed. The Planning Department surveyed both contemporary and older buildings, but historical 

associations were not considered. Planning staff assigned each surveyed building a numerical rating 

ranging from “0” (contextual importance) to “5” (individual significance of the highest degree). The 

inventory assessed only architectural significance, which was defined as a combination of the following 

characteristics: design features, urban design context, and overall environmental significance. When 

completed, the Architectural Quality Survey (AQS) was believed to represent the top 10 percent of the 

city’s building stock. The survey was adopted in 1977 by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors under 

Resolution No. 7831. The Planning Department has been directed to use the survey, although the 

methodology is inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines PRC 5024.1(g). 

Only the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is identified in the AQS. It has a summary rating of 2, 

placing it within the top 5 percent of the city’s building stock. 

San Francisco Architectural Heritage Surveys 

San Francisco Heritage (Heritage) is the city’s oldest not‐for‐profit organization dedicated to the 

preservation of San Francisco’s unique architectural and cultural heritage. Heritage has completed several 

major historic resource inventories in San Francisco, including Downtown, the South of Market Area, the 

Richmond District, Chinatown, the Van Ness Corridor, the Northeast Waterfront, and Dogpatch. Heritage 

ratings range from “A” (highest importance) to “D” (minor or no importance) and are based on both 

architectural and historical significance. 

San Francisco Architectural Heritage has not surveyed Potrero Hill. Occasionally, Heritage will have files 

for properties located in unsurveyed areas. There is a file for the project site containing some photographs 

and other data, but the property is not rated. 

Designated San Francisco City Landmarks Adopted in 1967 as Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning 

Code, the San Francisco City Landmark program recognizes the significance of listed buildings and 
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protects them from inappropriate alterations and demolition through review by the San Francisco Historic 

Preservation Commission. As of 2014, there were 265 landmarked properties and 12 designated historic 

districts.. 

The project site is not a city landmark and it is not a contributor to any locally designated or “potential” 

historic districts. 

California Historical Resources Information System 

Properties listed in the California Historical Resources Information System’s (CHRIS) Historic Property 

Data File, or that are under review by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), are assigned 

status codes ranging from “1” to “7,” establishing a record of historical significance. Properties with the 

status code of “1” are listed in the California Register or the National Register. Properties with the status 

code of “2” have been formally determined eligible for listing in the California Register or the National 

Register. Properties with the status code of “3” or “4” appear eligible for listing in either register through 

survey evaluation. Properties with the status code of “5” are typically locally significant or of contextual 

importance. Status codes of “6” indicate that a property has been found ineligible for listing in any register 

and a status code of “7” indicates that a property has not been evaluated. 

According to the CHRIS Historic Property Data File for the City and County of San Francisco, the project 

site has a status code of “6Y,” meaning that it was determined ineligible for the National Register by 

consensus through the Section 106 process. This status code was assigned in 1996 as part of the project 

review for Caltrans’ repair of Interstate 280, which as a recipient of federal funds, was required to 

inventory and evaluate properties within the project’s “Area of Potential Effects.” According to the San 

Francisco Planning Department, though the site as a whole has the status code of 6Y, the brick office 

building has its own status code of “3CS,” meaning that it appears eligible for listing in the California 

Register through survey evaluation. The survey in question was the Planning Department’s own 

Showplace Square Survey, discussed below. 

Showplace Square Survey 

In 2008‐09, the San Francisco Planning Department hired Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources 

Consulting (Kelley & VerPlanck) to complete the Showplace Square Survey. The survey area, whose 

boundaries spanned parts of the northern Mission and Potrero districts, as well as the southwest corner of 

the South of Market Area, encompassed 736 acres and 550 individual properties. The survey area was 

traditionally industrial but during the last half of the twentieth century most of the local industries 

migrated to the suburbs or overseas. This industrial exodus left many of the warehouses and industrial 

plants vacant, though several dozen of the area’s brick industrial buildings attracted wholesale design 

firms in the 1970s, giving the area its present‐day nickname of Showplace Square. 

The Showplace Square Survey was completed as part of the Planning Department’s ongoing long‐range 

planning efforts in the Eastern Neighborhoods planning area to ensure that historically, culturally, and 

architecturally significant properties and districts were identified before changes to zoning and height and 

bulk limits were implemented.  

The project site, encompassing the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. complex, was surveyed but not 

evaluated in the Showplace Square Survey. The project site is not located in any of the potential historic 

districts identified in the survey and no individual determinations of eligibility were made. The only 
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conclusion of Kelley & VerPlanck regarding the property was that further research was needed prior to 

making a determination of eligibility. Nonetheless, following completion of the report in 2009, Planning 

Department staff determination assigned a proposed status code of 3CS to the entire site, indicating the 

entire site would be eligible for the California Register. 

Page & Turnbull Report 

Walden Development, the owner of the project site, appealed the Planning Department’s decision that the 

entire Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property was eligible for the California Register, arguing that the property 

was too extensively altered to qualify. In response, the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission 

requested additional information from the property owner. In November 2011, the property owner 

retained Page & Turnbull to evaluate the property to determine its significance and integrity. Page & 

Turnbull completed field work, researched the property’s history, and arrived at the following conclusion: 

The time during which the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. made its greatest contribution to 

the city was 1906‐1928, which covers the period from the Earthquake and Fire through the 

company’s merger with Judson Manufacturing Co. Although remnants from this period 

of significance (1906‐1928) are extant on the site, the corrugated metal buildings have been 

so dramatically altered since then that they no longer retain the integrity necessary to 

convey a significant association with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Of the three extant 

structures associated with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., only the brick office building 

retains sufficient integrity to be considered a historic resource. The brick office building 

was constructed by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. as part of a large building campaign at the 

subject property, and reflects the success of the business during the first decades of the 

twentieth century. It appears to be significant under Criterion 1 as the best remaining 

example of the company’s steel fabricating operation at 17th and Mississippi Streets.58 

San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission 

The Historic Preservation Commission, upon the recommendation of the Planning Department 

preservation staff, concurred with Page & Turnbull’s report in Motion No. 0134 (August 17, 2011), with the 

specific determination that, because of a lack of historic integrity, the majority of the site should retain its 

existing status code of 6Y, with only the brick office building acquiring the new status code of 3CS, 

indicating that only the brick office building would be eligible for the California Register and the rest of the 

site would not be eligible. 

Recent Assessments  

Historic assessments have been prepared either for or in response to the current development effort, 

including an Evaluation of Integrity report by Katherine Petrin (dated February 2014); as well as letters, 

historic photographs, and other information submitted by Joseph Butler on behalf of a neighborhood 

group. These were taken into consideration for the final VerPlanck HRE (November 2014) and Planning 

Department HRER, upon which this chapter is based. As noted previously, these documents are available 

for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1398E at the San Francisco Planning Department.  

                                                            

58 Page & Turnbull, 1200‐1210 17th Street Preliminary Assessment (San Francisco: November 2011) 
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The HRE and the HRER concur in the previous determinations by Page & Turnbull, the Planning 

Department and the Historic Preservation Commission that the site’s period of significance is 1906 to 1928, 

that the brick office building meets the criteria for designation as an historic resource because it retains 

integrity from the period of significance, and that the metal warehouses lack sufficient integrity from the 

period of significance to be historic resources, as detailed below.  

Determination of Eligibility 

To be eligible for the CRHR as a historical resource, a historic‐period resource must be significant at the 

local or state level under one or more of the four CRHR criteria and retain enough integrity to be 

recognizable as a historical resource and to convey its significance.  

The project property was evaluated for listing in the CRHR as follows: 

•  Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant 

contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the 

United States. 

If it retained integrity, the entire former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. site would appear eligible for listing in the 

California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association as an important structural steel fabrication 

company that made an outsized contribution toward the reconstruction of San Francisco after the 1906 

Earthquake. Among many others, the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. supplied structural steel for San Francisco 

General Hospital, the Standard Oil Building, the Balfour Building, the San Francisco Public Library, the 

YMCA on Golden Gate Avenue, the Financial Center Building in Oakland, the California‐Hawaii Sugar 

Refinery in Crockett, and several of the buildings for the 1915 Panama Pacific International Exposition. All 

three pre‐1927 structures on the property share this context, including the warehouses at 1200/1100 17th 

Street and 1210 17th Street/965 16th Street, and the brick office building, also at 1200 17th Street. But of 

these structures, only the brick office building retains integrity from the period of significance. In contrast, 

the two metal‐clad structures were all extensively altered in 1946‐7 when Owens‐Illinois Glass Co. 

converted the property into a general‐purpose warehouse facility. 

The period of significance under Criterion 1 is 1906 to 1928, the period in which the subject property was 

occupied by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and when the company made the bulk of its contributions toward 

the reconstruction of San Francisco after the 1906 Earthquake. Though other studies have argued that the 

period of significance ought to extend to 1946, when the last steel fabricator, Judson Pacific‐Murphy, 

vacated the site, the subsequent owners were all larger corporations whose manufacturing operations took 

place at multiple plants, diluting the association of the subject property with the fabrication of steel frames 

for specific projects. Even if the period of significance was moved to 1946, the metal‐clad warehouses do 

not retain sufficient integrity from the period prior to 1947 because of the extensive alterations made by 

Owens‐Illinois Glass Co. in 1947. 

•  Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important to local, 

California, or national history. 

The former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility does not appear eligible for listing under California Register 

Criterion 2 (Persons). Though the Pacific Mill Rolling Co. was founded by Patrick Noble – a notable San 

Francisco industrialist and public figure – he died in 1920, six years before the brick office building (the 

only intact structure on the site that retains integrity) was constructed. In order to be eligible under 
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Criterion 2, a property must also have a tangible association with an important person, meaning that the 

property must have been where that person made his or her most important contributions. For the entire 

time that Patrick Noble was owner of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. he maintained his headquarters in 

downtown San Francisco. It was only after his death that the company’s main office moved to 1200 17th 

Street. 

•  Criterion 3 (Design/Construction): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 

period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values. 

The brick office building of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. appears eligible for listing in the California 

Register under Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) as a good example of a brick industrial building 

constructed during the post‐1906 reconstruction period in San Francisco. After the 1906 Earthquake, “fire‐ 

proof” masonry construction became more popular than wood, mainly because it was required by revised 

building codes and/or because insurance companies would no longer insure non‐fireproof buildings. 

During the first two decades following the disaster, concrete and brick were both employed in San 

Francisco. Corrugated iron was also used but it was mostly employed for inexpensive and impermanent 

sheds or additions to existing structures. Until reinforced‐concrete construction was perfected in the 1920s 

brick construction remained the most popular fireproof building material, largely because contractors were 

more adept in brick construction. By the 1920s, concrete surged ahead of brick due to its falling cost, 

superior strength, better performance in earthquakes, and the ability to easily create ornamental details at 

low cost. As a result, the heyday of brick construction in post‐quake San Francisco lasted only about 20 

years, from 1906 until ca. 1925. Today brick industrial buildings are most numerous in a handful of areas, 

including the old Union Iron Works facility at Pier 70, the Northeast Waterfront Historic District, the South 

End Historic District, and Showplace Square. 

The brick office building of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. appears eligible under Criterion 3 as a 

structure that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, and method of construction – in 

this case a heavy timber‐frame brick building constructed in the mid‐1920s as the centerpiece of an 

industrial plant. The building features all of the typical hallmarks of the type, including its unreinforced 

brick walls laid in five‐course American bond, its simple corbeled detailing, its stepped parapet, and its 

regularly spaced window openings containing steel industrial sash windows. The office building was 

constructed of brick because it was the company’s headquarters and it was necessary for it to stand out 

from the utilitarian steel sheds surrounding it. The rest of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility was 

constructed of impermanent materials – mainly wood and corrugated metal – because the purpose of these 

structures was simply to shelter production work from the elements. Designed to be easily adapted to 

changes in use or production techniques, they did not need to be attractive works of architecture. 

The period of significance under Criterion 3 is 1926, the year that the brick office building was constructed. 

•  Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the potential to 

yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the nation. 

Criterion 4 mainly deals with archaeological resources and is not applicable to the current assessment. The 

Community Plan Exemption (included as Appendix A to this EIR) determined that the project would not 

cause significant adverse impacts to potential archeological resources with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure M‐CR‐1. 
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Integrity 

Overall, the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property retains a low degree of integrity. As described above, 

the majority of the site’s buildings were rebuilt in 1946‐7 as part of the Owens‐Illinois Co.’s conversion of 

the property to warehouse use. Two of the structures on the site (1100 and 1210 17th Street) were originally 

framed canopies without exterior walls. These sheds were mostly open along their sides (aside from 

wooden canopies and a security fence) to facilitate the movement of large subassemblies in and out of the 

structures. As described above, in 1946 Owens‐Illinois Glass Co. applied for a permit to perform over 

$115,000 of alterations to the metal‐clad structures, including pouring new concrete foundations and slabs 

and enclosing their open sides with corrugated metal panels. The conversion from manufacturing to 

warehouse use necessitated these changes to safeguard manufactured goods from theft and to facilitate the 

orderly storage and distribution of these goods to retailers. Shelving took the place of open work space and 

exterior walls went up to prevent unauthorized entry. The former shops structure, which was always an 

enclosed structure, was also heavily altered during its conversion to warehouse use. All of the fenestration 

along the lower part of the 17th Street façade was removed and the north façade facing 16th Street was 

rebuilt as a series of loading docks. Later changes include the removal of the large wood barn door from 

the south façade of the shops structure in 1969 and other incremental changes over time. As demonstrated 

by a comparison of existing conditions with historic photographs taken in 1945, the metal‐clad structures 

look completely different now than they did during the period of significance (see Figures IV.B‐1 through 

IV.B‐5. 

Of the three pre‐1927 structures on the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property, only the brick office 

building has avoided extensive exterior changes. The only notable alterations to its exterior include the 

replacement of the cast‐cement sign in 1945, the replacement of the original glazed single‐panel doors with 

solid‐core wood doors in 1967, and the installation of metal security bars in front of the windows at an 

unknown date. 

There are seven aspects used by the California Register to assess integrity – location, design, setting, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The following section analyzes the former Pacific Rolling 

Mill Co. facility and the former brick office building under each of the seven aspects. If the analysis applies 

to the entire site there is no separate discussion for the brick office building. Otherwise, the office building 

is called out separately.59  

•  Location: “Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the 

historic event occurred.” 

No part of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility has ever been moved. Therefore, it retains the aspect 

of location. 

                                                            

59  The discussion here is consistent with the HRE for the proposed project. As noted in the City’s HRER: “Subsequent reports were 

submitted to staff for review including: a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) by VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting 

(dated December 4, 2014); an Evaluation of Integrity report by Katherine Petrin (dated February 2014); as well as letters, historic 

photographs, and other information submitted by neighborhood groups. All of these documents were reviewed by Planning 

Preservation staff. Staff concurs with the VerPlanck HRE that the brick office building at 1200 171h Street is the only eligible 

historic resource on the site. The changes that occurred when the site was rebuilt in 1946‐47 as part of the Owens‐Illinois Co.’s 

conversion of the property to warehouse use altered the historic character of the site and its associated structures. The other 

reports submitted to dispute the findings of the HRE did not provide sufficient information to conclude that the other buildings 

on the site retain sufficient integrity to convey significance under the California Register criteria described below.” 
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•  Design: “Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and 

style of a property.” 

Entire Site: The original designs of the two metal‐clad structures have been changed drastically. Two of the 

structures (1100 and 1210 17th Street) were originally open‐sided sheds. In 1946‐7 they were enclosed to 

create secure warehouses. Similarly, the former shops structure at 1200 17th Street has undergone 

substantial changes to both its interior and to its exterior elevations. 

Brick Office Building: The design of the former brick office building has not changed since it was built in 

1926. Though the interior has been remodeled several times, the exterior is essentially intact. 

In conclusion, though the site as a whole does not retain integrity of design, the brick office building does 

retain this aspect. 

•  Setting: “Setting is the physical environment of a historic property.” 

Since the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility was completed in 1926, many changes have occurred on 

the site and in the surrounding neighborhood. In addition to the demolition of the adjoining Pacific 

Refining and Roofing Co. plant ca. 1947, several concrete industrial buildings were built on adjoining 

properties in the late 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s. In the late 1960s, the construction of the I‐280 viaduct 

separated the subject property from the Mission Bay area. In addition, most of the industrial facilities north 

of 16th Street were pulled down ca. 2000 for residential development which is now underway. Since the 

1960s, most of the train tracks and other rail facilities in the vicinity were removed or paved over. Finally, 

the erection of several residential loft buildings in the 1990s and 2000s on adjoining properties facing 

Missouri and 16th streets introduced high‐density residential uses to the formerly industrial block. 

Cumulatively these changes have converted what was originally a stand‐alone industrial plant in a 

sparsely populated industrial neighborhood into part of a thriving mixed‐use community containing a 

blend of industrial, office, and residential uses. 

In conclusion, due to the extensive changes that have occurred in the vicinity of the former Pacific Rolling 

Mill Co. property, the site as a whole does not retain integrity of setting. 

•  Materials: “Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a 

particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.” 

Entire Site: As mentioned above, all of the metal‐clad structures were clad in corrugated metal in 1946‐7 

when they were converted into enclosed warehouses. Additional sections of these structures have been re‐

clad in recent years. The northern half of the warehouse structure at 1100 17th Street was entirely rebuilt in 

1946‐7. Aside from portions of their structural framing, it is doubtful that any of these three structures 

retain any of their original materials. 

Brick Office Building: Though its interior has been remodeled several times, the exterior of the brick office 

building retains all of its original materials, including its brick walls, steel industrial sash windows, and 

wooden flagpole. 

In conclusion, though the site as a whole does not retain integrity of materials, the brick office building 

retains this aspect. 
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•  Workmanship: “Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or 

people during any given period in history or prehistory.” 

Entire Site: As a facility built of industrially produced materials handled in a conventional manner typical 

of its era, most of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility does not embody any notable examples of 

workmanship. 

Brick Office Building: The brick office building is the only part of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility 

to retain any evidence of traditional workmanship, especially the handcrafted brick corbelling at the 

cornice level and the brick voussoirs and keystone surrounding the arched entrance. 

In conclusion, though the site as a whole does not retain integrity of workmanship, the brick office 

building does retain this aspect. 

•  Feeling: “Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period 

of time.” 

Though research indicates that there have been major changes to the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 

complex, the changes that were made are generally compatible with industrial usage. For that, the former 

Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility retains integrity of feeling. 

•  Association: “Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a 

historic property.” 

Entire Site: Extensive alterations to the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility in 1946‐7 converted what 

were formerly open sheds into enclosed warehouses. These alterations, made by the Owens‐Illinois Glass 

Co., occurred well after the period of significance (1906‐1928). 

Brick Office Building: As described, the alterations to the brick office building are much less extensive than 

those made to the metal‐clad structures, with the result that the office building looks substantially similar 

to how it did during the period of significance. 

In conclusion, though as a whole the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility does not retain integrity of 

association, the brick office building does retain this aspect.  

Of the seven aspects of integrity, the entire site retains only the aspects of location and feeling. In contrast, 

the brick office building retains the aspects of location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 

association. It does not retain integrity of setting. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

This section analyzes the impacts to historic architectural resources that could result from the proposed 

project. The section begins with the significance criteria, which establishes the thresholds for determining 

whether an impact is significant. The latter part of this section presents the impacts associated with the 

proposed project. 
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Significance Criteria 

For the purpose of this analysis, the following applicable threshold was used to determine whether 

implementation of the project would result in a significant historic architectural resources impact, which is 

based upon Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Implementation of the proposed project would have a 

significant effect on historic architectural resources if the project would: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 

15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

Approach to Analysis 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[b] establishes the criteria for assessing a significant environmental 

impact on historical resources. It states, “[a] project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 

environment.” The CEQA Guidelines define “substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource” as a “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 

surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired” (Section 

15064.5[b][1]). The significance of a historic architectural resource is considered to be “materially impaired” 

when a project demolishes or materially alters the physical characteristics that justify the inclusion of the 

resource in the CRHR, or that justify the inclusion of the resource in a local register, or that justify its 

eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR as determined by the lead agency for the purposes of CEQA (Section 

15064.5[b][2]). 

As discussed above, an HRE was prepared for the proposed project (VerPlanck 2014). Planning 

Department staff reviewed the HRE and prepared a HRER that includes a determination regarding the 

historical resource status of the existing buildings and the potential impacts of the proposed project. The 

following conclusion is excerpted from the City’s HRER. (This excerpt references the criteria to be eligible 

for the CRHR as a historical resource, as detailed in the Regulatory Setting section above.) 

Staff concurs with the VerPlanck HRE that the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is the only 

eligible historic resource on the site. The changes that occurred when the site was rebuilt in 1946‐47 

as part of the Owens‐Illinois Co.’s conversion of the property to warehouse use altered the historic 

character of the site and its associated structures. The other reports submitted to dispute the 

findings of the HRE did not provide sufficient information to conclude that the other buildings on 

the site retain sufficient integrity to convey significance under the California Register criteria 

described below. 

The HRE details the significance of the historic resource as follows: The brick office building at 

1200 17th Street is eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) for its 

association with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. during the time it made its greatest contribution to San 

Francisco. The period of significance under Criterion 1 is 1906‐1928, the period in which the subject 

property was occupied by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and when the company made the bulk of its 

contribution towards the reconstruction of San Francisco after the 1906 Earthquake. The brick 

office building is also eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 

(Design/Construction) as a good example of a brick industrial building constructed during the 

post‐1906 reconstruction period in San Francisco, and as a structure that embodies the distinctive 
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characteristics of a type, period, and method of construction – a heavy timber‐frame brick building 

constructed in the mid‐1920s as the centerpiece of an industrial plant. 

The period of significance under Criterion 3 is 1926, the year the building was constructed. The 

subject property is part of a larger industrial complex formerly occupied by the Pacific Rolling Mill 

Co. at 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street. The entire site was found to have significant associations as 

an important structural steel fabrication company that made a contribution towards the rebuilding 

of San Francisco after the 1906 Earthquake. Only the brick office building at 1200 17th, Street 

(constructed in 1926) was found to retain sufficient integrity to convey this significance under 

California Register Criterion 1 and 3. The property is not located within the boundaries of any 

historic district. 

The building is considered a ʺCategory A.2ʺ property (Resources listed on adopted local registers, 

and properties that have been determined to appear or may become eligible, for the California 

Register) for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) review procedures. 

This section analyzes the proposed project’s impacts to historic architectural resources. As discussed 

above, on the project site only the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is a “known historical resource” 

(see Historic Architectural Resource Evaluation section above.)   

Existing Plus Project Impacts 

Impact CP‐1: The proposed  rehabilitation of  the  existing historic brick office building  at  1200  17th 

Street,  when  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Rehabilitation 

Standards  as  proposed,  would  not  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  an  individual  historic 

architectural  resource.  No  other  structures  on  site  are  eligible  for  listing  as  historic  architectural 

resources or districts. (Less‐than‐significant)  

As discussed above, the only structure on the site that is eligible for listing as an individual historical 

resource is the brick office building at 1200 17th Street. Due to loss of integrity, the other structures at the 

site are not considered historical resources. There is no historic district to which the structures at the project 

site contribute. 

The proposed changes to the brick office building and surrounding site were assessed in the HRE and 

HRER and found to be consistent with all Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation.   

The new use would continue the commercial use of the building and would allow for the preservation of 

the existing building in place. The project would retain the building’s character‐defining features, which 

are limited to the exterior. All four existing exterior walls would be preserved, as well as the building’s 

height, massing and fenestration pattern. The proposed project includes the preservation, repair and in‐

kind replacement of distinctive materials, features and finishes of the brick office building, including the 

brick façade materials, cast cement sign, and steel‐sash windows. No distinctive materials, features, 

finishes or construction techniques would be removed. 

Historically, the brick office building was constructed as a freestanding office building for the industrial 

facility and was designed and constructed of brick to differentiate it from the surrounding industrial 

buildings. The building would continue to function in this way in contrast to the new residential 

construction, which is contemporary in design. The overall spatial relationships of the site would be 
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maintained and the detailing (including materials) of the new buildings would reference the industrial 

character of the existing site. The brick office building would be surrounded by a landscaped buffer so that 

it stands apart from the nearby new construction. If the surrounding new construction were to be removed 

in the future, the building could be retained as a free‐standing structure. 

As a project that complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, the regulatory presumption is that 

it would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource and would 

therefore not have a significant effect on the environment. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact  C‐CP‐1:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably 

foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not result in a significant cumulative impact 

on historic architectural resources. (Less‐than‐significant) 

As discussed in the settings section of this chapter, the project site is not in or adjacent to any designated or 

potential historic district.  The only historic resource on the project site is the brick office building at 1200 

17th Street and the rehabilitation of this building would not result in a significant impact to this historic 

architectural resource (see Impact CP‐1 and related discussion above). The project site is across 17th Street 

and approximately 100 feet northeast of the Bottom of the Hill club, a local entertainment venue since 1972 

and a good and well preserved example of reconstruction period development, when it was a speakeasy 

“soda fountain”. The Bottom of the Hill was assigned a status code of 5S3 as part of the Showplace Square 

Survey, meaning that it appears individually eligible for local listing. The proposed project would not 

directly alter the character of the potential historic resource during construction or indirectly alter the 

character of the potential historic resource given the distance between the project site and the potential 

historic resource during operations. The proposed project would not materially impair the ability of the 

Bottom of the Hill to convey its significance as a potential historic resource.   Therefore, the proposed 

project would not contribute to cumulative impacts to historic architectural resources and the project 

would result in less‐than‐significant cumulative impacts. 
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V. OTHER CEQA ISSUES 
This chapter discusses the following topics in relation to the proposed project: growth inducement; 

significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented; significant 

irreversible environmental changes that would result if the proposed project is implemented; and areas of 

controversy and issues to be resolved. 

GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

A project is considered growth inducing if it would directly or indirectly foster substantial economic or 

population growth, or the construction of substantial amounts of additional housing. Examples of projects 

likely to result in significant adverse growth inducement include extensions or expansions of infrastructure 

systems beyond what is needed to serve project‐specific demand, and development of new residential 

subdivisions in areas that are sparsely developed or undeveloped. The proposed project would be located 

on an infill site, surrounded on all sides by urban uses, and would not result in the extension of 

infrastructure into undeveloped areas or the construction of a residential project in an area that is 

undeveloped or lightly developed. Population growth that would result from the proposed project would 

be limited to the project site itself and the proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce growth 

beyond the project site. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found that an increase of approximately 7,400 to 9,900 dwelling units 

throughout the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025) would be expected to occur as a secondary effect of 

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan. As of July 2015, 8,559 dwelling units have completed 

or are planned to complete environmental review, including the proposed project. In the Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR, approximately 2,300 to 3,900 of these dwelling units were anticipated within the 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill subarea, and as of July 2015, approximately 3,266 dwelling units have 

completed or are planned to complete environmental review within this subarea, including the proposed 

project. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also determined that the Plan would serve to advance some key 

City policy objectives including: provision of housing, especially permanently affordable housing; 

conversion of underutilized industrial lands to housing; and new opportunities for housing near 

downtown. In addition, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found that the Plan would not create a substantial 

demand for additional housing in San Francisco. However, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that 

the entire Eastern Neighborhoods Plan is itself potentially growth‐inducing, in that it would remove 

barriers to housing and population growth throughout wide areas of the study area and would result in 

secondary and cumulative effects due to that growth. These indirect and cumulative effects are fully 

analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The proposed project is within the development projected to 

occur under the Area Plan, and therefore there would be no additional impacts related to growth inducing 

effects beyond those analyzed in the PEIR. 

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

As discussed in Chapter IV of this EIR, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable 

impacts related to transportation and circulation. Under Existing Plus Project conditions, four study 

intersections – Mariposa Street and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, 

Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street – would operate at an 

unacceptable level (LOS F) during the PM peak hour. The proposed project’s contribution to unacceptable 

operating conditions at these intersections would be five percent or more and would therefore be a 

significant impact. The intersection of Mariposa Street and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp would be 



    V. Other CEQA Issues 

 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

V.2 

mitigated by measures implemented by another project prior to operations of the proposed project. For 

two intersections (17th Street and Mississippi Street and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street), while 

measures have been identified to reduce these impacts to a less‐than‐significant level and SFMTA supports 

the measures to reduce Level of Service impacts, full funding for the measures has not been identified, so 

their feasibility is uncertain, and these impacts are considered significant and unavoidable at this time. 

SFMTA has determined that it would not support measures to improve operations at the intersection of 

Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street, because such measures could encourage diversion of traffic to 

residential streets. As such, the mitigation is infeasible and the impact is significant and unavoidable.  

In addition, the proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 

would result in a considerable contribution to significant cumulative traffic impacts at four of the study 

intersections – 7th Street/16th Street/Mississippi Street, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street 

and Pennsylvania Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street – each of which would operate at LOS 

E (the first listed only) or LOS F under the 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The proposed project’s 

contribution to unacceptable operating conditions at these intersections would be five percent or more and 

would therefore be a significant impact. The intersection of 7th Street/16th Street/Mississippi Street is 

already signalized and is being contemplated as a location for transit‐only lanes as part of Muni Forward. 

No mitigation compatible with SFMTA plans for the intersection have been identified and the impact 

would remain significant and unavoidable. The other three intersections are discussed in the preceding 

paragraph, as they are also impacted under existing conditions. While measures have been identified to 

reduce these impacts to a less‐than‐significant level, SFMTA either does not support the measure 

(Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street) or SFMTA supports the measures but full funding of the measures 

has not been identified, so their feasibility is uncertain, and these impacts are considered significant and 

unavoidable at this time (17th Street and Mississippi Street and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street).  

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would 

result in an unavoidable significant impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR (Production, 

Distribution, and Repair). The proposed loss of 109,500 square feet of existing PDR uses represents a 

considerable contribution to the loss of the PDR space analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, but 

would not result in significant impacts that were not identified or more severe impact than analyzed in the 

PEIR. This impact was addressed in a Statement of Overriding Considerations with CEQA Findings and 

adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. 

While land use controls in Western SoMa were identified as possible mitigation, this was determined not 

to be feasible and would not be applicable to the proposed project in any case, as it is not located in that 

area.  

AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

The Planning Department prepared a CPE checklist and published a NOP of an EIR on February 11, 2015, 

announcing its intent to prepare and distribute a Focused EIR (the NOP and CPE checklist are presented as 

Appendix A to this EIR). Publication of the NOP and CPE checklist initiated a 30‐day public review and 

comment period that began on February 11, 2015, and ended on March 15, 2015. Individuals and agencies 

that received these notices included owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, and potentially 

interested parties, including regional and State agencies.  

During the review and comment period, a total of 86 comment sets, including letters, emails, and comment 

cards submitted to the Planning Department or provided orally at the public scoping session were 

provided by interested parties. The comment letters, emails, and comment cards received in response to 



    V. Other CEQA Issues 

 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

V.3 

the NOP/CPE Checklist and a transcript of the comments received at the March 4, 2015, public scoping 

meeting are available for review as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E. The Planning Department has 

considered the comments made by the public in preparation of the Draft EIR for the proposed project. 

Comments on the NOP/CPE Checklist that relate to environmental issues are summarized below and are 

addressed in the NOP/CPE Checklist or in this EIR, as noted. 

The following is a summary of the comments received during the NOP scoping period with either notes 

where each of these issues is addressed in this document, or a brief response to the comment received. 

Comments on the Notice of Preparation 

Parking  

Some commenters noted concern that the proposed amount of parking was not enough. A ratio of at least 

one parking space per unit was frequently referenced. Some noted difficulty finding street parking in the 

area that has been and would be exacerbated by area development including the proposed project. 

Conversely, some commenters noted parking should be limited to encourage less car ownership/driving. 

A complete Transportation Impact Study was prepared and is available for review at the Planning 

Department as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E. Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation presents the 

results of the traffic analysis. As noted in these documents, parking provisions are not considered a CEQA 

impact for projects such as that proposed, but analysis of parking demand and provisions has been 

included for informational purposes.  

Traffic 

Some commenters referenced concern over traffic in the area, including the existing congestion in the area 

and increased traffic from recent and upcoming development including the proposed project. Many 

specifically supported including an analysis of traffic and related issues in an EIR. Specifically referenced 

concerns included: 

Congestion on Mississippi Street associated with the only parking access to the proposed project 

garages being located on that street. 

Backups caused by rail crossing at 16th Street (Caltrain and possibly High Speed Rail).  

Pedestrian and bicycle safety with increased congestion. 

Other future changes that should be taken into account including the Golden State Warriors event 

center, high speed rail, and potential razing of I‐280 north of Mariposa Street. 

Age of the data (2012) being stale.  

Emergency response times from the bomb squad at 17th and DeHaro being delayed. 

Caltrans and other commenters expressed a desire to assess the proposed project’s Vehicle Miles 

Traveled (VMT) in addition to or instead of LOS analysis. 
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A complete Transportation Impact Study was prepared and is available for review at the Planning 

Department as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E. Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation presents the 

results of the traffic analysis. If not specified below, the above concerns were addressed in this analysis. 

Caltrain crossing: The intersection of 7th/16th/Mississippi Street has a Caltrain rail crossing across the 

westbound approach. There are 17 scheduled northbound or southbound trains which cross this location 

during the PM peak period (4:00 to 6:00 PM) which results in blocked east‐west traffic along 16th Street. 

Based on observations during the PM peak hour the crossing arms block east‐west traffic along 16th Street 

for a maximum of 60 seconds and any additional queuing caused by the train crossing dissipates within 

one cycle length. Therefore, the low frequency of crossings and lack of any persistent queue caused by the 

crossings would not change the LOS results for this intersection significantly. 

Golden State Warriors Event Center: Due to the relative timing of the proposals, the Warriors’ event center 

project was not included in the cumulative analysis of the proposed project. The Supplemental EIR for the 

Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 (the project that includes the 

“Warriors’ Event Center”) identifies three study intersections that overlap with this EIR: 

16th/7th/Mississippi Street, Mariposa/I‐280 SB on‐ramp, and Mariposa/I‐280 NB off‐ramp. Under 

Cumulative Conditions, significant traffic impacts were only identified at the intersection of 

16th/7th/Mississippi Street during the Weekday PM peak period. The cumulative condition volumes for 

this intersection are consistent with the volumes used for this study. As a result, the Event Center project 

would not cause any significant change to the results given in this report and may potentially reduce the 

percent contribution to the impacted intersection from the proposed project.  

VMT: Analysis of VMT is not yet required for traffic assessment under CEQA. The Planning Department is 

working to determine appropriate VMT rates for various uses in order to analyze VMT for future projects. 

Preliminary data results in the conclusion that the proposed project would have a below regional‐average 

VMT (fewer vehicle miles traveled) and as a project in a transit priority area, would generally be 

considered to have a less‐than‐significant transportation impact when assessed using VMT. (See more 

detailed discussion on pages IV.2 to IV.3 of this document.) 

Density/Size 

Some commenters stated that the proposed project is too big for the site in relation to density of units 

and/or scale of the building. This was often related to land use and planning (statements that it is not 

consistent with plans), traffic, and/or neighborhood character.  

The proposed project has been determined to be generally consistent with the General Plan and the uses, 

density, unit mix, open space, and parking requirements of the Planning Code and would require five 

modifications, waivers, and exceptions that are allowable under the Planning Code. There is no significant 

impact related to land use and planning (see pages 25 and 26 of the CPE Checklist in Appendix A) and as 

noted in this document, aesthetic issues are not considered a CEQA impact for projects of this type. As for 

the traffic generated by a project of the proposed size, a complete Transportation Impact Study was 

prepared and is available for review at the Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E. 

Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation presents the results of the traffic analysis. 
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Area Development/Unit Goals Exceeded 

Some commenters stated that too much development has occurred in the area recently, sometimes 

specifically referencing unit count projections for the area and their belief that those projections are being 

exceeded by projects in the pipeline. This was often linked to lack of infrastructure improvements 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhood Plan related to area growth including road and transit 

improvements, parks, utilities and services. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found that an increase of approximately 7,400 to 9,900 dwelling units 

throughout the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025) would be expected to occur as a secondary effect of 

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan. As of July 2015, 8,559 dwelling units have completed 

or are planned to complete environmental review, including the proposed project. In the Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR,  approximately 2,300 to 3,900 of these dwelling units were anticipated within the 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill subarea, and as of July 2015, approximately 3,266 dwelling units have 

completed or are planned to complete environmental review within this subarea, including the proposed 

project. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also determined that the Plan would serve to advance some key 

City policy objectives including: provision of housing, especially permanently affordable housing; 

conversion of underutilized industrial lands to housing; and new opportunities for housing near 

downtown. In addition, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found that the Plan would not create a substantial 

demand for additional housing in San Francisco. However, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that 

the entire Eastern Neighborhoods Plan is itself potentially growth‐inducing, in that it would remove 

barriers to housing and population growth throughout wide areas of the study area and would result in 

secondary and cumulative effects due to that growth. These indirect and cumulative effects are fully 

analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The proposed project is within the development projected to 

occur under the Area Plan, and therefore there would be no additional impacts related to growth inducing 

effects beyond those analyzed in the PEIR and discussed in this EIR related to transportation and 

circulation. (See more detailed discussion on pages IV.5 to IV.7 of this document.)  Additionally, the 

proposed project would not demonstrably conflict with any objectives or policies in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan (see pages III.2 to III.5 of this document for additional discussion). 

Architecture/Design 

Some commenters noted dissatisfaction with the look of the proposed building. Sometimes this was related 

to not liking the architecture or scale, though often comments also related to the commenter’s desire to 

retain more of an industrial feel. Conversely, some commenters expressed support for removing the 

existing warehouses, which they do not consider to be aesthetically pleasing. 

These comments are not directly related to the environmental analysis. As noted in this document, 

aesthetic issues are not considered a CEQA impact for projects of this type. Visual simulations have been 

included for informational purposes in Chapter II, Project Description.  

Parks and Open Space 

Some commenters noted a need for additional parks and open space in the area to accommodate existing 

and future residents including those from the proposed project. Some suggested new projects should not 

be approved until specific plans for additional parks/open space were identified and/or constructed. Some 

suggested the project site should be used entirely as a park for the area. 
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The proposed project is consistent with open space requirements of the Planning Code and includes more 

on‐site open space than is required, though much of this is common or private open space accessible only 

to the residents of the proposed project. There is no significant impact related to land use and planning (see 

pages 25 and 26 of the CPE Checklist in Appendix A) or recreation (see page 49 of the CPE Checklist in 

Appendix A). For informational purposes, two new publically‐accessible parks are under construction 

nearby, the 0.9‐acre Daggett Park across the street and the 2.03‐acre Mariposa Park 0.2 miles away at 

Mariposa and Owens Streets. The former of these parks is located in an area identified in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan Streets and Open Space Concept (Figure A3) as an area to acquire and develop sites 

for open space or neighborhood parks, and the latter was identified as planned open space. 

Historic Architectural Resources 

Some commenters asserted that industrial buildings on the site are historic, some specifically referring to 

the metal shed warehouses and association with Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and more generally referring to 

reminders of the past industrial nature of the area. Some commenters specifically referenced support of a 

metal shed reuse alternative suggested by Save the Hill. 

A complete Historic Resource Evaluation was prepared and is available for review at the Planning 

Department as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E. Section IV.B, Historic Architectural Resources presents the 

results of this evaluation. As noted in these documents, only the brick office building at 1200 17th Street was 

found to be historic. 

Regardless of the above, the suggested alternative options submitted by the Save the Hill group were 

considered by the City (components of which are represented as the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative), and 

considered in Chapter VI, Alternatives.  

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Some commenters suggested the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was too old to rely on for tiering or otherwise 

inaccurate for assessment of cumulative impacts. This was often tied to the issue of the extent of recent and 

proposed development in the area. Sometimes specific topics were identified under this issue such as 

traffic, hazardous materials, and loss of historic buildings. 

To assess the proposed project under current and currently foreseeable conditions, a complete 

Transportation Impact Study and Historic Resource Evaluation were prepared and are available for review 

at the Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E and as summarized in Chapter IV of this 

document. 

A discussion of completed, planned and projected dwelling units is included on pages IV.5 to IV.6 of this 

document, as summarized here. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found that an increase of approximately 

7,400 to 9,900 dwelling units throughout the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025) would be expected to occur as 

a secondary effect of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan. As of July 2015, 8,559 dwelling 

units have completed or are planned to complete environmental review, including the proposed project. In 

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, approximately 2,300 to 3,900 of these dwelling units were anticipated 

within the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill subarea, and as of July 2015, approximately 3,266 dwelling units 

have completed or are planned to complete environmental review within this subarea, including the 

proposed project.  (See more detailed discussion on pages IV.5 to IV.7 of this document.) 
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PDR Job/Use Loss 

Some commenters noted concern over loss of PDR‐type jobs and spaces for such employment both specific 

to this site and cumulatively in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

The proposed project is consistent with the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, which acknowledged loss of PDR 

jobs and spaces, and would contribute to the related Significant and Unavoidable cumulative impact 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The mitigation identified in the PEIR for the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan does not apply to the project site. (See page 26 of the CPE Checklist in Appendix A.) 

Toxics During Construction 

Some commenters noted concern regarding contaminated soils and groundwater and the possibility of 

health impacts to neighbors and/or nearby school children. 

Characterization of and identification of appropriate methods for handling hazardous materials at the site 

during construction were adequately addressed in the CPE Checklist (pages 57 to 60) and referenced 

Environmental Site Assessments, which are available for review at the City Planning Department as part of 

Case File No. 2011.1300E. The Department of Public Health will review and approve a Site Mitigation Plan, 

Soil Management Plan, Air Monitoring Plan, and Dust Control Plan as part of required project approvals. 

Construction Impacts 

Some commenters noted concerns over potential impacts during the construction period, specifically 

dust/emissions, noise and parking/access to businesses. 

Noise, air quality and hazardous materials impacts during construction were adequately addressed in the 

CPE Checklist (pages 31‐32, 35‐40 and 57‐60) and these comments raised no additional concerns. Measures 

to reduce noise and dust during construction are required by various City Codes, as discussed in the CPE 

Checklist. 

Emissions, Vehicle 

Some commenters expressed concern over air quality in the area, specifically related to vehicles/traffic 

from existing as well as recent and upcoming development including the proposed project. 

Air Quality was addressed in the CPE Checklist (pages 35 to 41) and these comments raised no additional 

concerns. 

Views 

Some commenters noted concern over loss of views from and to Potrero Hill.  

This is not directly related to the environmental analysis. As noted in this document, aesthetic issues are 

not considered a CEQA impact for projects of this type. Visual simulations and discussion have been 

included for informational purposes in Chapter II, Project Description.  
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Shadows 

Some commenters noted the proposed project would cause shadows, often specifically related to the 

under‐construction Daggett Park. Planning Code Section 295 was sometimes specifically referenced. 

Shadows were assessed in the CPE Checklist (pages 42 to 50) and these comments raised no additional 

concerns. As noted in that document, Daggett Park is not under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park 

Commission and is accordingly not subject to Section 295, although the proposed project’s net new shadow 

upon Daggett Park was evaluated in the CPE Checklist and found to have a less‐than‐significant impact. 

Nightclub Noise 

Some commenters expressed concern regarding the potential for conflict related to noise from the Bottom 

of the Hill nightclub and the proposed residential units along 17th Street that could negatively impact 

operation of the nightclub.  

Noise was addressed in the CPE Checklist (pages 31 to 35) and referenced a complete Environmental Noise 

Assessment, which is available for review at the Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.1300E. 

The Environmental Noise Assessment included long‐term continuous noise measurements spanning 

evenings in which concerts took place at the Bottom of the Hill nightclub. These comments raised no 

additional concerns.  

Additionally, as noted as a possibility in the CPE, the City has subsequently adopted Ordinance 070‐15 

related to noise regulations for residential uses near places of entertainment with an effective date of June 

19, 2015. The ordinance amended various City codes to require attenuation of exterior noise for new 

residential structures and to provide that existing places of entertainment not become nuisances on the 

basis of noise impacts on nearby residents. The proposed project would comply with these (previously 

proposed but now adopted) regulations and the proposed project and acoustical analysis will be reviewed 

by the Entertainment Commission as part of the approval process consistent with this new regulation.  

Geological Hazards 

Some commenters noted concern regarding geological hazards on/near the site and questioned the 

appropriateness of the site for the proposed development. Specific concerns included character of the soil 

and site (liquefaction potential, fault line, water levels, etc.) as well as potential for construction‐period 

activities including vibration to damage nearby buildings and gas pipelines. 

Geological hazards were addressed in the CPE Checklist (pages 52 to 54) and referenced geotechnical 

investigations, which are available for review at the Planning Department as part of Case File No. 

2011.1300E and these comments raised no additional concerns.  

Beneficial Impacts 

Some commenters in support noted their belief that development in the proposed location would be less 

impactful than suburban development.  

No response is necessary. 
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Other Comments 

Some comments were less common and did not fit under the above topics. These can be briefly 

summarized as pertaining to the commenter’s belief that not enough is being done to address affordable 

and family housing, area crime, access to area business during construction, water supply/drought, area 

school capacity, wind tunnels related to tall buildings, and that additional right‐of‐way for the sidewalk 

along 17th street should be taken from the project property and not existing right‐of‐way.  

Other comments were either not directly related to the environmental analysis or already adequately 

covered in the CPE Checklist. 

Summary 

The above issues are addressed and analyzed throughout this EIR and the CPE Checklist.  

This Draft EIR will be circulated for public review and comment. During this period, written comments 

concerning the accuracy and adequacy of the Draft EIR will be accepted and a public hearing will be held 

before the Planning Commission to receive oral comments. After the close of the public comment period, 

written responses will be prepared to address substantive comments received on the environmental 

analysis, and any revisions to the Draft EIR will be identified. 

Comments expressing support for the proposed project or opposition to it will be considered 

independently of the environmental review process by City decision‐makers, as part of their decision to 

approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project. 
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VI. ALTERNATIVES 
The CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the 

proposed project or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 

of the proposed project and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6). The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” 

that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit informed public participation 

and an informed and reasoned choice by the decision‐making body (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). 

CEQA generally defines “feasible” to mean the ability to be accomplished in a successful manner within a 

reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal 

factors. The following factors may also be taken into consideration when assessing the feasibility of 

alternatives: site suitability; economic viability; availability of infrastructure; General Plan consistency; 

other plans or regulatory limitations; jurisdictional boundaries; and the ability of the proponent to attain 

site control (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1)). 

CEQA also requires that a No Project Alternative be evaluated (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)); the 

analysis of the No Project Alternative is based on the assumption that the proposed project would not be 

approved. In addition, an environmentally superior alternative must be identified among the alternatives 

considered. The environmentally superior alternative is generally defined as the alternative that would 

result in the least adverse environmental impacts to the project sites and affected environment. If the No 

Project Alternative is found to be the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must identify an 

environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

CEQA Guidelines Section15126.6(c) also requires an EIR to identify and briefly discuss any alternatives 

that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process. In 

identifying alternatives, primary consideration was given to alternatives that would reduce significant 

impacts while still meeting most of the basic project objectives. Those alternatives that would have impacts 

identical to or more severe than the proposed project, or that would not meet most of the project objectives, 

were rejected from further consideration. 

This chapter identifies alternatives to the proposed project and discusses environmental impacts associated 

with each alternative. Alternatives were selected that would reduce identified impacts of the proposed 

project. The proposed project would result in significant unavoidable impacts related to land use and 

transportation and circulation.  

Land Use 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would 

result in an unavoidable significant impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR (Production, 

Distribution, and Repair). While land use controls in Western SoMa were identified as possible mitigation, 

this was determined not to be feasible and would not be applicable to the proposed project in any case, as 

the proposed project is not located in that area. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted by 

the City accepting this significant impact because retention of the PDR uses would conflict with planned 

growth of the area. The proposed loss of 109,500 square feet of existing PDR uses represents a considerable 

contribution to the loss of the PDR space analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, but would not result 

in significant impacts that were not identified or more severe impact than analyzed in the PEIR. 
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Transportation and Circulation 

Under Existing Plus Project conditions, four study intersections – Mariposa Street and the I‐280 

southbound on‐ramp, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, and 

Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street – would operate at an unacceptable levels (LOS F) during the PM 

peak hour. The proposed project’s contribution to unacceptable operating conditions at these intersections 

would be five percent or more and would therefore be a significant impact. The intersection of Mariposa 

Street and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp would be mitigated by measures implemented by another 

project prior to operations of the proposed project. For two intersections (17th Street and Mississippi Street 

and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street), while measures have been identified to reduce these 

impacts to a less‐than‐significant level and SFMTA supports the measures to reduce Level of Service 

impacts, full funding for the measures has not been identified, so their feasibility is uncertain, and these 

impacts are considered significant and unavoidable at this time. SFMTA has determined that it would not 

support measures to improve operations at the intersection of Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street, 

because such measures could encourage diversion of traffic to residential streets. As such, the mitigation is 

infeasible and the impact is significant and unavoidable.   

In addition, the proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 

would result in a considerable contribution to significant cumulative traffic impacts at four of the study 

intersections – 7th Street/16th Street/Mississippi Street, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street 

and Pennsylvania Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street – each of which would operate at LOS 

E (the first listed only) or LOS F under the 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The proposed project’s 

contribution to unacceptable operating conditions at these intersections would be five percent or more and 

would therefore be a significant impact. The intersection of 7th Street/16th Street/Mississippi Street is 

already signalized and is being contemplated as a location for transit‐only lanes as part of Muni Forward. 

No mitigation compatible with SFMTA plans for the intersection have been identified and the impact 

would remain significant and unavoidable. The other three intersections are discussed in the preceding 

paragraph, as they are also impacted under existing conditions. While measures have been identified to 

reduce these impacts to a less‐than‐significant level, SFMTA either does not support the measure 

(Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street) or SFMTA supports the measures but full funding of the measures 

has not been identified, so their feasibility is uncertain, and these impacts are considered significant and 

unavoidable at this time (17th Street and Mississippi Street and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street).  

In summary, mitigation is considered infeasible at two impacted intersections because SFMTA would not 

support identified measures due to conflicts with the desired operation of these intersections (7th Street/16th 

Street/Mississippi Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street). Two additional intersections (17th 

Street and Mississippi Street, and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street) have feasible mitigation 

identified that would reduce impacts to less‐than‐significant levels, but full funding of the improvements 

has not been identified, so implementation cannot be assumed at this time and the impacts are assumed to 

be significant and unavoidable.  

Impacts related to transportation and circulation are discussed in more detail than other topics due to the 

complex nature of the traffic, pedestrian, transit, bicycle, and loading issues surrounding the proposed 

project. The analysis included herein is based on an evaluation of the project alternatives conducted by 

DKS Associates.  
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

As discussed previously, the Save the Hill group submitted a package of alternative plans featuring 

retention and reuse of the warehouse buildings on the site. These suggested alternative options were 

considered by the City (components of which are represented as the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative 

discussed below), which takes into account application of Planning Code requirements for residential unit 

access to light and air. Other variations on an alternative featuring retention and reuse of the warehouse 

buildings were not further considered as additional similar alternatives would not be different enough to 

meaningfully contribute to a reasonable range of alternatives.  

The following alternatives were considered as part of this alternatives analysis, but ultimately rejected 

from detailed analysis: 

1.  Off‐site Alternative. This alternative was rejected because the project sponsor does not have 

control of another site that would be of sufficient size to develop a mixed‐use project with the intensities 

and mix of uses that would be necessary to achieve most of the basic project objectives. 

2.  Open Space Alternative. An alternative which considers the development of exclusive open space 

on the site was not considered for further analysis as it would not meet most of the basic project objectives, 

the proposed project exceeds the Planning Code open space requirements for the proposed development, 

the City does not own the project site, and acquisition of the site for City open space is not within the City’s 

open space acquisition priority list. 

3.  Medical Office and Residential Alternative. The project was originally proposed in 2011 with a 

medical office building along 16th Street and a mixed use residential building along 17th Street. The medical 

group has since moved forward with the medical office project at a different location and is no longer 

interested in this type of development at this site. An alternative with a medical office building would not 

substantially reduce project impacts so was rejected as an alternative.  

SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter compares three alternatives, as summarized below: 

• The No Project Alternative, under which the project site would not be redeveloped with the proposed 

project and the project site would remain generally in its existing condition. 

• The Reduced Density Alternative, under which the project site would be developed with fewer 

residential units and less commercial space at the same maximum allowable heights but with a smaller 

footprint to allow for more open space. This alternative would include 273 residential units, 16,880 

square feet of commercial space, 56,850 square feet of open space, 271 off‐street parking spaces within 

a partially below‐grade garage, and associated improvements. The total building area would be 

561,625 gsf and building heights would be 6 stories (68 feet) along 16th street and 4 stories (48 feet) 

along 17th Street. 

• The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, under which all the warehouse buildings on the site (1200/1100 17th 

Street, and 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street) would be retained and reused. Along with a new building 

with underground parking in the northeast corner of the site, this alternative would contain a mix of 

residential units, commercial space, and artist workspace and exhibition space including 177 

residential units, 20,200 square feet of commercial space, 55,323 square feet of artist workspace and 

exhibition space, 36,291 square feet of open space, 123 off‐street parking spaces within a below‐grade 
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garage, and associated improvements. The total building area would be 369,907 gsf and building 

heights would be up to 5 stories (58 feet) along 16th street and 4 stories (48 feet) along 17th Street. This 

alternative was analyzed solely in response to community requests for a smaller‐scale alternative that 

retained the existing warehouses and this alternative would not reduce effects related to historic 

architectural resources, as the warehouses at the site were determined not to be historic resources. 

Table VI‐1 compares key elements of the alternatives to the proposed project. 

 

Table VI-1: Summary of Project Alternatives and Proposed Project Development 

 

 

 

 

Use 

 

 

Proposed 

Project 

 

 

No Project 

Alternative 

 

Reduced 

Density 

Alternative 

 

Metal Shed 

Reuse 

Alternative 

Total Building Area (gsf)  616,452  109,500  561,625  369,907 

Residential Units         

Studio   53  ‐  0  18 

1 Bedroom  182  ‐  162  83 

2 Bedroom  146  ‐  82  68 

3 Bedroom  14  ‐  29  8 

Total Units  395  ‐  273  177 

Commercial/Public Use          

Retail  17,818  ‐  15,180  10,100 

Restaurant  7,150  ‐  1,700  10,100 

    ‐  ‐  ‐ 

Artist Workspace  ‐  ‐  ‐  46,957 

Public Exhibition Space  ‐  ‐  ‐  8,366 

Total Commercial/Public Space 

(gsf)  24,968 

‐   

16,880  75,523 

Open Space (gsf)  50,932  ‐  56,850  36,291 

Building Heights         

Along 16th Street in ft (stories)  68 (6)  39  68 (6)  58 (5) 

Along 17th Street in ft (stories)  48 (4)  34  48 (4)  48 (4) 

Parking         

Off‐Street Non‐Residential Spaces  45  ‐  36   

Off‐Street Residential Spaces  338  ‐  233  121 

Off‐Street Car Share Spaces  5  ‐  2  2 

Total Off‐Street Vehicle Spaces  388    271  123 

Class 1 Bicycle Spaces  455  ‐  218  184 

Class 2 Bicycle Spaces  52  ‐  21  20 

Off‐Street Loading Spaces  1  14  2  3 

On‐Street Loading Spaces  2  passenger; 

2 commercial 

‐  0  0 

 Sources: DKS Associates, Inc., 901 16th Street/1200 17th Street Potrero Partners, LLC Mixed‐Use Project Transportation Impact 

Study, March 2015; Christiani Johnson Architects, Inc., Reduced Density Alternative and Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, March 

2015. 
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NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Description 

Under the CEQA‐required No Project Alternative, the site would generally remain in its existing condition 

and would not be redeveloped with a mix of residential, commercial, and open space uses. No open space 

would be developed within the site and no changes to surrounding loading or curb space would occur. 

This alternative is intended to reduce or avoid impacts associated with building demolition, site 

preparation, construction activities, and effects associated with the operation of more intense uses on the 

site. The existing warehouse and office uses totaling approximately 109,500 square feet would continue 

operating at the site. 

Building heights on the site would not be increased and views of and past the site would remain 

unchanged. 

Objectives 

Because the physical environment of the site would be unchanged, the No Project Alternative would not 

achieve any of the project sponsor’s objectives for the proposed project. In particular, objectives regarding 

the redevelopment of a large underutilized site, creation of a mixed‐use project within the UMU District, 

contribution to regional housing needs, provision of open space, and development of a financially feasible 

project would not be achieved. The No Project Alternative would meet the objective to preserve the 

historic brick office building. 

Land Use Impacts 

The buildings on the site have recently been occupied by storage/moving and storage uses. It is possible 

the existing buildings on the project site could be utilized for PDR uses in the future if they were retained. 

While difficult to quantify due to the speculative nature of potential PDR use, it is possible the No Project 

Alternative would have a reduced contribution to cumulative loss of PDR uses identified in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR. The City previously adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations determining 

that cumulative impact related to PDR loss in the Eastern Neighborhoods would be accepted to 

accommodate planned growth of the area.  

Transportation and Circulation Impacts 

Existing circulation patterns within and in the vicinity of the site would continue under the No Project 

Alternative. Unlike the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative there would be no changes to 

traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency vehicle access, or parking conditions compared to 

existing conditions. Therefore, compared to the proposed project, which would have significant 

unavoidable project impacts at three study intersections, significant unavoidable cumulative impacts at 

four study intersections, and less‐than‐significant, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency vehicle 

access, parking and transportation‐related construction impacts, the No Project Alternative would not 

result in any impacts related to transportation and circulation. Parking conditions within and in the 

vicinity of the proposed project would also not change. The proposed alterations to the existing pedestrian 

circulation pattern, including the proposed mid‐block pedestrian alley along the west side of the 

development, would not occur under this alternative. 
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Historic Architectural Resources Impacts 

Under the No Project Alternative, the historic brick office building at 1200 17th Street would be retained, as 

it would under the proposed project, but would not be rehabilitated and opened to the public as a retail or 

restaurant space. There would be no plans to remove or change other buildings at the site either, though 

none of the other buildings are considered historic architectural resources under CEQA (See section IV.B).  

Impact Summary 

The No Project Alternative assumes retention of existing buildings that could be appropriate for PDR uses, 

thereby reducing cumulative impacts related to loss of PDR use in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area. 

The City previously adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations determining that cumulative 

impact related to PDR loss in the Eastern Neighborhoods would be accepted to accommodate planned 

growth of the area. 

The No Project Alternative assumes no changes to Transportation and Circulation and therefore no 

impacts. This would avoid significant and unavoidable impacts to all four intersections identified under 

the proposed project (two of these could be mitigated if full funding is identified).  

The No Project Alternative would not change impacts related to historic architecture. Both this alternative 

and the proposed project retain the historic brick office building at 1200 17th Street, although the brick 

office building would not be rehabilitated in the No Project Alternative. While the metal shed warehouses 

would also be retained under the No Project Alternative, these have been determined not to qualify as 

historic resources, so their loss or retention would not change impact conclusions.  

REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

Description 

Specifics of the Reduced Density Alternative are shown in Figures VI‐1 through VI‐6. Note that elevations 

are intended to be diagrammatic and do not reflect architectural design that would be completed for an 

actual project.  

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, all existing on‐site buildings and surface pavements on the project 

site would be demolished and the site would be redeveloped with a mix of residential and commercial 

uses within two buildings. This alternative is similar to the proposed project, including two buildings built 

to the maximum height allowances with partially underground parking, but includes a smaller footprint to 

allow for greater open space and resultant lower number of residential units and commercial space. 60 A 

total of 273 residential units and 16,880 square feet of commercial uses would be developed, for a total 

building area of 561,625 gsf. This alternative would include 122 fewer residential units and 7,588 fewer 

square feet of commercial space compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, this 

alternative would feature a public pedestrian alley along the west side of the development with residences 

opening onto a mews and residential courtyards. 

                                                            

60 The Reduced Density Alternative was specifically developed to reduce the project’s potential level of service impacts to certain 

study intersections to a less‐than‐significant level. The development assumptions for the Reduced Density Alternative reflect the 

maximum number of residential units and commercial square footage that could be developed at the site without resulting in 

existing plus project traffic‐related impacts. 



Figure VI-1: Reduced Density Alternative Elevations (16th Street and 17th Street)
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-2: Reduced Density Alternative Elevations (Mississippi Street)
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-3: Reduced Density Alternative Floor Plan, Basement
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-4: Reduced Density Alternative Floor Plan, Ground Floor
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-5: Reduced Density Alternative Floor Plan, Representative Upper Floor
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-6: Reduced Density Alternative Roof Plan
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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The reduced density alternative would include underground residential parking garages in both the 16th 

Street Building and 17th Street Building with access via two driveways with 20‐foot curb cuts from 

Mississippi Street. Class 1 bicycle parking would be included in the underground garages. Retail parking 

as well as additional bicycle parking would be provided at ground level in the 16th Street Building. Two 

off‐street loading spaces would be provided with one being adjacent to the retail parking area and the 

other off of 17th Street (a 12‐foot curb cut).  

Building Characteristics 

The configuration of the buildings would be similar to the configuration of the proposed project, although 

compared to the proposed project: 1) the courtyards would be expanded, reducing the footprint of the 

buildings; 2) there would be less commercial frontage, with locations toward the western end of the 

buildings, including the existing brick building, becoming residential amenities or lobby areas instead of 

commercial areas.  

The height of the buildings would be the same as under the proposed project. Views of and across the site 

would be similar to those under the proposed project. 

Open Space 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the type and location of open space areas would be similar to the 

proposed project, except there would be larger courtyard areas (private common open space) within the 

interiors of both buildings. A total of approximately 56,850 gsf of publicly accessible and private open 

space would be developed throughout the site. Similar to the proposed project, open space would include 

a publicly accessible mid‐block pedestrian pathway along the western boundary.  

Access and Parking 

Pedestrian access to and through the site under the Reduced Density Alternative would be the same as 

under the proposed project. Proposed sidewalk improvements included in the proposed project would 

also be included in this alternative. 

Parking access and provisions would be generally the same except that the amount of parking spaces 

would be reduced consistent with allowable maximum provisions under the Planning Code. Access points 

would be located on Mississippi Street only. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Density 

Alternative would modify the configuration of existing on‐street parking spaces adjacent to the site to 

including the removal of existing curb cuts and to allow for two new on‐street loading spaces. 

Loading 

The Reduced Density Alternative would provide two off‐street loading docks and no on‐street loading 

zones. 

Objectives 

The Reduced Density Alternative would achieve some of the project sponsor’s objectives for the project. 

Because this alternative would allow for redevelopment of the site with a mix of residential and 

commercial uses, but at a density less than the proposed project, objectives regarding the development of a 

mix of uses on an underutilized site, contribution to the City’s regional housing needs, and development of 

a financially feasible project would be achieved to a lesser extent than the proposed project. The Reduced 

Density Alternative would also comply with the UMU District zoning and the existing height and bulk 
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requirements for the site and preserve the historic brick office building. Because the intensity of proposed 

uses would be less than that of the project, most of the project sponsor’s objectives would be achieved to a 

lesser extent than the proposed project. The objective for incorporation of open space would be met to an 

even greater degree than with the proposed project. 

Land Use Impacts 

Existing buildings on the site that could potentially be appropriate for PDR uses would be demolished and 

replaced in the Reduced Density Alternative with residential and retail uses. The Reduced Density 

Alternative would have the same contribution as the proposed project to cumulative loss of PDR uses 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. However, the City previously adopted a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations determining that cumulative impact related to PDR loss would be accepted to 

accommodate planned growth of the area. 

Transportation and Circulation Impacts 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative there would be a reduction in the overall square footage of 

proposed uses as compared to the proposed project. Additionally the community market space land use 

was changed to general retail as was all restaurant spaces except for 1,700 square feet in the 16th Street 

Building. This alternative would include 122 fewer residential units and 7,588 fewer square feet of 

commercial space compared to the 395 residential units and 24,968 square feet of the proposed project. 

Travel demand for the Reduced Density Alternative was estimated consistent with the methodology 

presented in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation. Table VI‐2 summarizes the PM peak hour trips 

by mode for the Reduced Density Alternative as compared to the proposed project. Since the Reduced 

Density Alternative would represent a 31 percent decrease in both retail and residential land uses, the 

number of person‐ and vehicle‐trips in the PM peak hour is lower compared to the proposed project (724 

total trips with the Reduced Density Alternative versus 1,505 under the proposed project). 

The Reduced Density Alternative would reduce the demand for loading spaces by one space when 

compared to the proposed project. For the Reduced Density Alternative, the parking demand would be 

reduced from 817 spaces for the proposed project to 450 spaces. An analysis of the traffic (project and 

cumulative), transit, pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, loading, emergency access, and 

construction‐related impacts associated with the Reduced Density Alternative is provided below. Parking 

conditions are also discussed, for informational purposes. 

Table VI‐2: Trip Generation by Mode, Weekday PM Peak Hour – Proposed Project and 
Reduced Density Alternative 

 

 

Project/Alternative 

Person‐Trips   

Vehicle 
Trips 

 

Auto 

 

Transit 

 

Walk 

 

Othera 
 

Totalb 

Proposed Project  809  290  302  104  1,505  513 

Reduced Density Alternative  357  162  139  67  724  245 

a “Other” mode includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis. 
b Total trips include a credit for existing land uses, which accounts for a 21 trip reduction 

Sources: SF Guidelines; 2000 U.S. Census; DKS Associates, Inc.. 
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Traffic Impacts 

The proposed project, combined with present traffic volumes, would contribute considerably to significant 

traffic impacts at three of the 14 study intersections: 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and 

Pennsylvania Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street. The proposed project, combined with 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute considerably to significant 

cumulative traffic impacts at 4 of the 14 study intersections: Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street, 

Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, and 7th/16th/Mississippi 

Street.  

The Reduced Density Alternative was developed specifically to reduce the proposed project’s project‐

specific and cumulative level of service (LOS) impacts to the intersection of Mariposa Street and 

Mississippi Street to a less‐than‐significant level, given it was deemed infeasible to reduce the density of 

the proposed project enough to avoid the proposed project’s project‐specific and cumulative LOS 

significant impacts identified for all of the intersections. Under this alternative, only one intersection, 

Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, would remain significantly impacted under Existing Plus 

Project conditions. A second intersection, Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street, would remain at LOS F 

but the project would contribute less than five percent to the failing approach. Thus, the Reduced Density 

Alternative would have a less‐than‐significant impact on operations at the intersection of Mariposa Street 

and Mississippi Street. Under Cumulative Conditions the intersection of 7th/16th/Mississippi Street would 

remain significantly impacted in addition to the intersection of Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street. 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, the unsignalized intersection of 17th Street 

and Mississippi Street currently operates at LOS C during the PM peak hour at the worst (southbound) 

approach. While the proposed project would contribute 34.1 percent to the PM peak hour southbound 

approach volume and degrade operations to LOS F and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact 

related to the operations of the intersection, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in the 

intersection operating at LOS C, resulting in a less‐than significant impact. Similarly, under 2025 

Cumulative Conditions, the intersection operates at LOS E during the PM peak hour at the worst 

(westbound) approach. While the proposed project would degrade operations for the westbound approach 

to LOS E and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the operations of the 

intersection, the Reduced Density Alternative would contribute only 3.3 percent to the critical westbound 

approach volume (below the five percent significance threshold contribution) and have a less‐than‐

significant impact on the intersection. 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, the unsignalized intersection of Mariposa 

Street and Pennsylvania Street currently operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour at the worst 

(southbound) approach and Caltrans signal warrants are not met. The proposed project would contribute 

19.7 percent to the PM peak hour southbound approach volume and cause Caltrans Signal Warrants to be 

met and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the operations of the intersection. 

The Reduced Density Alternative would reduce the contribution to the critical southbound approach to 9.3 

percent (above the five percent significance criteria) and Caltrans signal warrants would still be met and 

thus still result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the operations of the intersection. 

Similarly, under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the intersection operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour 

at the worst (southbound) approach. As the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable 

Existing Plus Project impact on the intersection, it would similarly have a significant and unavoidable 

impact under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Because the Reduced Density Alternative would also have a 

significant and unavoidable Existing Plus Project impact on the intersection, it would similarly have a 
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significant and unavoidable impact under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, although the Reduced Density 

Alternative contribution would be reduced. 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, the unsignalized intersection of Mariposa 

Street and Mississippi Street currently operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour at the worst 

(westbound) approach and Caltrans signal warrants are met. While the proposed project would contribute 

10.2 percent to the PM peak hour westbound approach volume and thus result in a significant and 

unavoidable impact related to the operations of the intersection, the Reduced Density Alternative would 

only contribute 4.8 percent to the critical westbound approach volume (below the five percent significance 

threshold contribution), resulting in a less‐than significant impact. Similarly, under 2025 Cumulative 

Conditions, the intersection operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour at the worst (southbound) 

approach. While the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable Existing Plus Project 

impact on the intersection and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact under 2025 Cumulative 

Conditions, the Reduced Density Alternative would have a less‐than‐significant impact under 2025 

Cumulative Conditions. 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, the signalized intersection of 

7th/16th/Mississippi Street operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. 

The proposed project would contribute 19.0 percent to the PM peak hour critical northbound approach 

volume and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the operations of the intersection 

under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The Reduced Density Alternative would reduce the contribution to the 

critical northbound approach volume to 9.2 percent (above the five percent significance threshold 

contribution), and thus still result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the operations of the 

intersection under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. 

In summary, the Reduced Density Alternative would, under Existing Plus Project conditions, reduce the 

number of significantly‐impacted intersections from three to one (at Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania 

Street), and under Cumulative Conditions, reduce the number of significantly‐impacted intersections from 

four to two (7th/16th/Mississippi Street, and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street). 

Transit Impacts 

As shown in Table VI‐2, the number of transit trips generated by the Reduced Density would be less than 

that of the proposed project. As discussed in Section IV.C, the proposed project would result in a less‐than‐

significant impact on local and regional transit demand and operations in the area. Therefore, 

implementation of this alternative would also have a less‐than‐significant impact related to transit and this 

impact would be incrementally less than the proposed project. 

Pedestrian Impacts 

As shown in Table VI‐2, the Reduced Density Alternative would generate fewer pedestrian trips than the 

proposed project. The Reduced Density Alternative would feature a similar number of pedestrian access 

points as the proposed project. As discussed in Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation, the proposed 

project would not result in overcrowding on public sidewalks, interfere with pedestrian circulation and 

circulation to nearby areas and buildings, or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, and 

would create additional corridors for pedestrian circulation. Therefore, pedestrian circulation impacts 

associated with the proposed project would be less‐than‐significant. Because fewer pedestrian trips would 

be generated by the Reduced Density Alternative, this impact would also be less‐than‐significant under 

this alternative and would be incrementally less than the proposed project.  
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Bicycle Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Density Alternative would provide Class 1 and Class 2 

bicycle parking spaces to meet the San Francisco Planning Code requirements as shown in Table VI‐1. As 

shown in Table VI‐2, the Reduced Density Alternative would generate fewer bicycle trips than the 

proposed project and, similar to the proposed project, would not result in overcrowding on nearby bicycle 

routes, interfere with bicycle circulation, or create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles. In 

addition, the Reduced Density Alternative would remove the commercial and passenger loading zones 

along Mississippi Street and remove the curb cut for the loading dock on Mississippi Street so that it would 

share access with the residential parking, potentially reducing conflicts with bicycles traveling on Bicycle 

Route 23. An additional off‐street loading space would be added with access via a curb cut on 17th Street. 

Therefore, implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would result in a less‐than‐significant 

impact for Existing Plus Project conditions related to bicycle facilities and bicycle travel in the vicinity of 

the project site. Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, Bicycle Route 40 would be removed from 16th Street 

adjacent to the project and installed in both directions on 17th Street. This would result in potential 

conflicts between the off‐street loading space accessed from 17th Street and bicycles traveling on Bicycle 

Route 40 under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, however as this does not create a new source of conflicts as 

compared with the proposed project as it moves the location of the potential conflict from Mississippi 

Street to 17th Street, implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would result in a less‐than‐

significant impact for 2025 Cumulative Conditions related to bicycle facilities and bicycle travel in the 

vicinity of the project site. Improvement Measures I‐TR‐5a and 5b, On‐site Bicycle Safety Strategies would 

also be recommended for this alternative. 

Loading Impacts 

Loading demand, as compared to the proposed project, is presented in Table VI‐3. As shown in Table VI‐

1, one off‐street loading docks, two 40‐foot commercial loading zones (yellow curb) and two 40‐foot 

passenger loading zones (white curb) along the curb on the west side of Mississippi Street are provided as 

part of the proposed project, which were found sufficient to meet the anticipated loading demand. Because 

the Reduced Density Alternative would generate fewer truck trips, the peak hour demand for commercial 

loading spaces would be reduced to one space compared to the proposed project. The Reduced Density 

Alternative would provide two off‐street loading spaces and remove the commercial and passenger on‐

street loading zones on Mississippi Street, and would remain adequate to meet the projected demand for 

loading. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would also result in a less‐than‐significant impact 

related to loading.  Improvement Measure I‐TR‐6, Off‐street Loading Management, would also be 

recommended for this alternative. 

Table VI-3: Delivery/Service Vehicle‐Trips and Loading Space Demand – Proposed Project 
and Reduced Density Alternative 

 

Project/Alternative 

Daily Truck Trip 
Generation 

Peak Hour Loading 
Spaces 

Average Hour 
Loading Spaces 

Proposed Project  59  4  3 

Reduced Density Alternative  22  1  1 

Sources: SF Guidelines; DKS Associates, Inc. 
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Emergency Access Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, emergency vehicle access would be provided along Mississippi Street with 

the proposed loading zones providing the most direct emergency access. The Reduced Density Alternative 

would not block travel lanes in the vicinity of the project and emergency service providers would continue 

to have adequate access. Therefore, like the proposed project, the Reduced Density Alternative’s impact to 

emergency access would be less‐than‐significant. 

Construction Impacts 

Construction activities associated with the Reduced Density Alternative would be similar to those 

described for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the construction‐related transportation 

impacts of this alternative would be less‐than‐significant due to their temporary and limited duration. 

Improvement Measure I‐TR‐8, Construction Management, identified for the proposed project, would also 

be applicable to this alternative to further reduce its less‐than‐significant construction period 

transportation‐related effects. 

Parking 

Table VI‐4 compares the off‐street parking supply and maximum parking demand for the proposed 

project and the Reduced Density Alternative. Unoccupied parking in the area within a reasonable distance 

from the project site would be able to meet the unmet demand for the proposed project for both the 

midday and evening periods. Secondary effects (i.e., impacts related to air quality or increased traffic 

congestion due to motorists searching for available spaces) were determined to be less‐than‐significant for 

both periods for the proposed project as well. Since the unmet demand for the Reduced Density 

Alternative is less than that of the proposed project, parking impacts would remain less‐than‐significant. 

Table VI-4: Vehicle Parking Supply and Demand – Proposed Project and Reduced Density 
Alternative 

Project/Alternative  Supply  Demand  (Shortfall)/Surplus 

Proposed Project  383  817  (434) 

Reduced Density Alternative  233  450  (183) 

Notes: 

Source: SF Guidelines; DKS Associates, Inc. 

Historic Architectural Resources Impacts 

The Reduced Density Alternative would preserve the historic brick office building at 1200 17th Street, as 

would the proposed project. It is presumed any changes to this historic building would be completed to 

Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Standards, as also required under the proposed project.  

As under the proposed project, the Reduced Density Alternative proposes to remove all other existing 

buildings. None of the other buildings on the site are considered historic architectural resources under 

CEQA (See section IV.B).  



    VI. Alternatives 

 

Case No. 2011.1300E    901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 

Draft EIR    August 2015  

VI.19 

Impact Summary 

Both the proposed project and Reduced Density Alternative would remove all buildings on the site that 

could potentially be appropriate for PDR uses, thereby contributing to cumulative impacts related to loss 

of PDR use in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area. There would be no difference in loss of PDR between 

the proposed project and this alternative. However, the City previously adopted a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations determining that cumulative impact related to PDR loss would be accepted to 

accommodate planned growth of the area. 

The Reduced Density Alternative would, under Existing Plus Project conditions, reduce the number of 

significantly‐impacted intersections from three to one (at Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street), and 

under Cumulative Conditions, reduce the number of significantly‐impacted intersections from four to two 

(7th/16th/Mississippi Street, and Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street). 

The Reduced Density Alternative would not change impacts related to historic architecture. Both this 

alternative and the proposed project retain and rehabilitate the historic brick office building at 1200 17th 

Street. While the metal shed warehouses would be removed under both the proposed project and the 

Reduced Density Alternative, these warehouses have been determined not to qualify as historic resources, 

so their loss would not be a significant impact.  

METAL SHED REUSE ALTERNATIVE 

Description 

Specifics of the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative are shown in Figures VI‐7 to VI‐12. Note that elevations are 

intended to be diagrammatic and do not reflect architectural design that would be completed for an actual 

project.  

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would repurpose the existing warehouse buildings on the site and 

redevelop the existing parking lot and modular office building as follows. The existing metal shed 

warehouse building at 1200/1100 17th Street would be reused to include 46,957 square feet of artists’ 

workspaces on two floors, 13,200 square feet of restaurant and retail space, and 8,366 square feet of public 

arts activity space. The warehouse building at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street would also be retained but 

modified with windows and cutouts for light and air access and with new construction added above to 

four stories encompassing a total of 95 residential units and residential lobby and amenity areas. The Cor‐

O‐Van modular office building and parking lot at 901 16th Street (the northeast corner of the site) would be 

developed with underground parking and a new five story mixed‐use building and courtyard above 

encompassing 82 residential units and related lobby and amenity areas as well as 7,000 gsf of ground‐level 

commercial space along 16th Street.  

This alternative would include 36,291 square feet of open space. A publically‐accessible pedestrian alley 

would be provided cutting through the warehouse turned artist workshops at 1200 17th Street and 

continuing between the 975 16th Street warehouse turned residential building and the new mixed‐use 

building at 901 16th Street.  

Under this alternative, off‐street parking would be provided in a single basement‐level garage with 123 

residential parking spaces accessed via a driveway off of Mississippi Street. The size of the parking area 

would be limited by areas with existing structures to remain above. Three off‐street loading spaces would 
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be provided, including one adjacent to the basement garage ramp, utilizing the same curb cut. The other 

two loading spaces would be accessed via two 12‐foot curb cuts off of 17th Street.  

Building Characteristics 

The configuration of the buildings would be different than under the proposed project because of retention 

of the existing warehouses.  

The height of the buildings would be reduced from that under the proposed project. The 1200/1100 17th 

Street building would maintain its current height of about 34 to 40 feet. With the setback additional 

residential structure at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street, this building would reach 48 feet as measured from 

17th Street (55 feet as measured from 16th Street). The new building at 901 16th Street would have one less 

floor than proposed under the project and reach 58 feet. 

Views of and across the site would be similar to those under the proposed project. While the building 

would be at least one floor lower along 16th Street, the main change in views across the site would be to 

increase views of the under‐construction EQR Potrero project that would reach 68 feet along 16th Street 

across from the project site. Therefore, because the height under this alternative would be lower than 

nearby buildings under construction, longer‐range views toward downtown San Francisco would be 

largely unchanged by the reduced height of this alternative. 

Open Space 

Under the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, the type of open space areas would be similar to the proposed 

project, but reorganized around the retained warehouse buildings. This would amount to less total open 

space at approximately 36,291 gsf, organized into two courtyards in cutouts of the 1210 17th Street/975 16th 

Street building and one between the existing structures and the new 901 16th Street mixed‐use building.  

The required mid‐block cut through would be provided in part through the reused 1200/1100 17th Street 

warehouse instead of along the project boundary.  

Access and Parking 

Pedestrian access to and through the site under the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would be similar to the 

proposed project, although the pedestrian alley would be near the center of the site, rather than at the 

western edge of the site. Proposed sidewalk improvements included in the proposed project would also be 

included in this alternative. 

Parking access and provisions would be reduced from that proposed under the project because of 

confinement of underground parking areas to those areas not underneath buildings proposed to be 

retained. The 123 parking spaces proposed would result in lower provision of parking spaces than under 

the proposed project or the other alternatives. However, the Planning Code does not require any parking 

at this site, so, while under the maximum allowable, parking would still be above the minimum of zero 

and less than the maximum allowable amount. 

Loading 

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would provide three off‐street loading docks and no on‐street loading 

zones. 



Figure VI-7: Metal Shed Reuse Alternative Elevations (16th Street and 17th Street)
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-8: Metal Shed Reuse Alternative Elevations (Mississippi Street)
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-9: Metal Shed ReuseAlternative Floor Plan, Basement
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-10: Metal Shed ReuseAlternative Floor Plan, Ground Floor
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-11: Metal Shed ReuseAlternative Floor Plan, Representative Upper Floors
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Figure VI-12: Metal Shed ReuseAlternative Roof Plan
Source: Christiani Johnson Architects, 2015
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Objectives 

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would achieve some of the project sponsor’s objectives for the project. 

Because this alternative would allow for redevelopment of the site with a mix of residential and 

commercial uses including open spaces, but at a density that is substantially less than the proposed project, 

objectives regarding the development of a mix of uses on an underutilized site, and contribution to the 

City’s regional housing needs, would be achieved to a lesser extent than the proposed project. The Metal 

Shed Reuse Alternative would also comply with the UMU District zoning and the existing height and bulk 

requirements for the site and preserve the historic brick office building. The project sponsors contend that 

this alternative would fail to meet the objective to develop a financially feasible project. Because the 

intensity of proposed uses would be substantially less than that of the project, some of the project 

sponsor’s objectives would be achieved, though to a substantially lesser extent than the proposed project.  

Land Use Impacts 

Under the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, existing buildings on the site that could potentially be 

appropriate for PDR uses would be retained. While portions of these buildings would be renovated for 

other uses, approximately 55,000 square feet would be renovated as artist’s work and exhibit space, which 

would be considered a PDR use. 

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would have a reduced contribution to cumulative loss of PDR uses 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, resulting in a loss of approximately 54,000 square feet of PDR 

space.  

Transportation and Circulation Impacts 

Under the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative there would be a reduction in the overall square footage of 

proposed uses as compared to the proposed project. The existing metal shed building space would be 

repurposed to include 46,957 square feet of artists’ workspaces, 13,200 square feet of restaurant and retail 

space, and 8,366 square feet of public arts activity space. New construction would include 177 residential 

units (45 percent of the number in the proposed project) with 7,000 square feet of restaurant and retail 

space. This alternative would include 218 fewer residential units and an increase of 50,555 square feet of 

commercial and public use space compared to the 395 residential units and 24,968 square feet of the 

proposed project. 

Travel demand for the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative was estimated consistent with the methodology 

presented in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation. Table VI‐5 summarizes the PM peak hour trips 

by mode for the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative as compared to the proposed project. The number of 

residential units in the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would be 45 percent of those included in the 

proposed project while the retail and restaurant uses would be 83 percent of the area in the proposed 

project. However, this alternative would also include 46,957 square feet of artists’ workspace and 8,366 

square feet of public arts activity or exhibition space (for calculation of travel demand, the artists’ 

workspace was treated as PDR land use and the exhibition space was assumed to have no trip generation). 

Therefore, while the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative generates somewhat fewer trips than the proposed 

project, the reduction in travel demand is not as great as for the Reduced Density Alternative.  
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Table VI‐5: Trip Generation by Mode, Weekday PM Peak Hour – Proposed Project and Metal 
Shed Reuse Alternative 

 

 

Project/Alternative 

Person‐Trips   

Vehicle 
Trips 

 

Auto 

 

Transit 

 

Walk 

 

Othera 
 

Totalb 
 

Proposed Project  809  290  302  104  1,505  513 

Metal Shed Reuse Alternative  747  209  253  59  1,268  446 
a “Other” mode includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis. 
b Total trips include a credit for existing land uses, which accounts for a 21 trip reduction 

Sources: SF Guidelines; 2000 U.S. Census; DKS Associates, Inc. 

An analysis of the traffic (project and cumulative), transit, pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, 

loading, emergency access, and construction‐related impacts associated with the Metal Shed Reuse 

Alternative is provided below. Parking conditions are also discussed, for informational purposes. 

Traffic Impacts 

The proposed project, combined with present traffic volumes, would contribute considerably to significant 

traffic impacts at three of the 14 study intersections: 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and 

Pennsylvania Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street. The proposed project, combined with 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute considerably to significant 

cumulative traffic impacts at 4 of the 14 study intersections: Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street, 

Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, and 7th/16th/Mississippi 

Street.  

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative was developed to address requests to include an alternative that 

retained the warehouse structures on the site, and was not developed to reduce traffic impacts. Under this 

alternative, all three intersections: 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania 

Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street, would remain significantly impacted under Existing 

Plus Project conditions. Under Cumulative Conditions all four intersections: Mariposa Street and 

Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, and 

7th/16th/Mississippi Street, would remain as significantly unavoidable impacts. 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, the unsignalized intersection of 17th Street 

and Mississippi Street currently operates at LOS C during the PM peak hour at the worst (southbound) 

approach. The proposed project would contribute 34.1 percent to the PM peak hour southbound approach 

volume and degrade operations to LOS F and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to 

the operations of the intersection. The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would contribute 36.0 percent to the 

PM peak southbound approach volume and also degrade operations to LOS F, resulting in a significant 

and unavoidable impact. Similarly, under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the intersection operates at LOS E 

during the PM peak hour at the worst (westbound) approach. The proposed project would degrade 

operations for the westbound approach to LOS E and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact 

related to the operations of the intersection. The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would also degrade 
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operations for the westbound approach to LOS E and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact 

related to the operations of the intersection. 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, the unsignalized intersection of Mariposa 

Street and Pennsylvania Street currently operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour at the worst 

(southbound) approach and Caltrans signal warrants are not met. The proposed project would contribute 

19.7 percent to the PM peak hour southbound approach volume and cause Caltrans Signal Warrants to be 

met and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the operations of the intersection. 

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would contribute 23.0 percent (above the five percent significance 

criteria) to the critical southbound approach and Caltrans signal warrants would still be met and thus still 

result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the operations of the intersection. Similarly, under 

2025 Cumulative Conditions, the intersection operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour at the worst 

(southbound) approach. As the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable Existing Plus 

Project impact on the intersection, it would similarly have a significant and unavoidable impact under 2025 

Cumulative Conditions. As the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would also have a significant and 

unavoidable Existing Plus Project impact on the intersection, it would similarly have a significant and 

unavoidable impact under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, the unsignalized intersection of Mariposa 

Street and Mississippi Street currently operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour at the worst 

(westbound) approach and Caltrans signal warrants are met. While the proposed project would contribute 

10.2 percent to the PM peak hour westbound approach volume and thus result in a significant and 

unavoidable impact related to the operations of the intersection, the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would 

reduce the contribution to the critical westbound approach volume to 8.6 percent (above the five percent 

significance threshold contribution), also resulting in a significant and unavoidable Existing Plus Project 

impact on the intersection. Similarly, under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the intersection operates at LOS 

F during the PM peak hour at the worst (southbound) approach. The proposed project would have a 

significant and unavoidable Existing Plus Project impact on the intersection and thus result in a significant 

and unavoidable impact under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would also 

have a significant and unavoidable Existing Plus Project impact on the intersection and thus result in a 

significant and unavoidable impact under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, the signalized intersection of 

7th/16th/Mississippi Street operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. 

The proposed project would contribute 19.0 percent to the PM peak hour critical northbound approach 

volume and thus result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the operations of the intersection 

under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would reduce the contribution to 

16.0 percent of the critical northbound approach volume (above the five percent significance threshold 

contribution), and thus still result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the operations of the 

intersection under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. 

In summary, traffic‐related impacts would not differ between the proposed project and the Metal Shed 

Reuse Alternative. 

Transit Impacts 

As shown in Table VI‐5, the number of transit trips generated by the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would 

be less than that of the proposed project. As discussed in Section IV.C, the proposed project would result in 
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a less‐than‐significant impact on local and regional transit demand and operations in the area. Therefore, 

implementation of this alternative would also have an incrementally less‐than‐significant impact related to 

transit than the proposed project.  

Pedestrian Impacts 

As shown in Table VI‐5, the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would generate fewer pedestrian trips than the 

proposed project. This alternative would feature a similar number of pedestrian access points as the 

proposed project. As discussed in Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation, the proposed project 

would not result in overcrowding on public sidewalks, interfere with pedestrian circulation and circulation 

to nearby areas and buildings, or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, and would create 

additional corridors for pedestrian circulation. Therefore, pedestrian circulation impacts associated with 

the proposed project would be less‐than‐significant. Because fewer pedestrian trips would be generated by 

the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, pedestrian impacts would also be less‐than‐significant and would be 

incrementally less than those of the proposed project.  

Bicycle Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would provide Class 1 and Class 2 

bicycle parking spaces to meet the San Francisco Planning Code requirements as shown in Table VI‐1. As 

shown in Table VI‐5, the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would generate fewer bicycle trips than the 

proposed project and, similar to the proposed project, would not result in overcrowding on nearby bicycle 

routes, interfere with bicycle circulation, or create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles. In 

addition, the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would remove the commercial and passenger loading zones 

along Mississippi Street and remove the curb cut for the loading dock on Mississippi Street so that it would 

share access with the residential parking, potentially reducing conflicts with bicycles traveling on Bicycle 

Route 23 Two additional off‐street loading spaces would be added with access via a two curb cuts on 17th 

Street. Therefore, implementation of the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would result in a less‐than‐

significant impact for Existing Plus Project conditions related to bicycle facilities and bicycle travel in the 

vicinity of the project site. Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, Bicycle Route 40 would be removed from 

16th Street adjacent to the project and installed in both directions on 17th Street. This would result in 

increased potential conflicts between the off‐street loading spaces accessed from 17th Street and bicycles 

traveling on Bicycle Route 40 under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Nonetheless, given the removal of the 

commercial and passenger on‐street loading zones and a curb cut along Mississippi Street reducing conflict 

with bicycle traffic along Mississippi Street and the fact that fewer bicycle trips are generated than the 

proposed project, implementation of the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would result in a less‐than‐

significant impact related to bicycle facilities and bicycle travel in the vicinity of the project site. 

Improvement Measures TR‐5a and 5b, On‐site Bicycle Safety Strategies would apply to this alternative but 

would need to be modified to address issues on 17th Street. 

Loading Impacts 

Loading demand, as compared to the proposed project, is presented in Table VI‐6. As shown in Table VI‐

1, one off‐street loading dock, two 40‐foot commercial loading zones (yellow curb) and two 40‐foot 

passenger loading zones (white curb) along the curb on the west side of Mississippi Street are provided as 

part of the proposed project, which were found sufficient to meet the anticipated loading demand. For the 

Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, the truck trip generation factor for the artists’ workspaces was assumed 

equivalent to that of the general office use. Given this assumption, the loading space requirements for the 
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Metal Shed Reuse Alternative are similar to although slightly less than those of the proposed project. The 

Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would provide two off‐street loading spaces on 17th Street in addition to the 

off‐street loading dock, and remove the commercial and passenger on‐street loading zones on Mississippi 

Street, and would remain adequate to meet the projected demand for loading, and further reducing 

loading impacts. Therefore, the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would also result in a less‐than‐significant 

impact related to loading as it pertains to other components of the transportation system such vehicle 

queuing and pedestrian and bicyclist safety. Improvement Measure TR‐3, Off‐street Loading Management, 

would also be recommended for this alternative. 

Table VI-6: Delivery/Service Vehicle‐Trips and Loading Space Demand – Proposed Project 
and Metal Shed Reuse Alternative 

 

Project/Alternative 

Daily Truck Trip 
Generation 

Peak Hour Loading 
Spaces 

Average Hour Loading 
Spaces 

Proposed Project  58.9  4  3 

Metal Shed Reuse Alternative  58.0  3  3 

Sources: SF Guidelines; DKS Associates, Inc. 

Emergency Access Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, emergency vehicle access would be provided along Mississippi Street with 

the proposed loading zones providing the most direct emergency access. The Metal Shed Reuse 

Alternative would not block travel lanes in the vicinity of the project and emergency service providers 

would continue to have adequate access. Therefore, like the proposed project, the Metal Shed Reuse 

Alternative’s impact to emergency access would be less‐than‐significant. 

Construction Impacts 

Construction activities associated with the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would be similar to those 

described for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the construction‐related transportation 

impacts of this alternative would be less‐than‐significant due to their temporary and limited duration. 

Improvement Measure I‐TR‐8, Construction Management, identified for the proposed project, would also 

be applicable to this alternative to further reduce its less‐than‐significant construction period 

transportation‐related effects. 

Parking 

For informational purposes, Table VI‐7 compares the off‐street parking supply and maximum parking 

demand for the proposed project and the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative. Unoccupied parking in the area 

within a reasonable distance from the project site would be able to meet the unmet demand for the 

proposed project for both the midday and evening periods. Secondary effects (i.e., impacts related to air 

quality or increased traffic congestion due to motorists searching for available spaces) were determined to 

be less‐than‐significant for both periods for the proposed project as well.  

Although the unmet demand for Metal Shed Reuse Alternative is somewhat greater than that of the 

proposed project, unoccupied parking in the surrounding areas should still be able to accommodate it. 

Therefore, parking impacts would remain less‐than‐significant under this alternative. 
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Table VI-7 Vehicle Parking Supply and Demand – Proposed Project and Metal Shed Reuse 
Alternative 

Project/Alternative  Supply1  Demand2  (Shortfall)/Surplus 

Proposed Project  383  817  (434) 

Metal Shed Reuse Alternative  123  598  (475) 

Notes: 

1) Total residential and/or commercial off‐street parking spaces 
2) Conservative assumption off all short‐term and long‐term parking demand occurring during the evening time 
period. 
Sources: SF Guidelines; DKS Associates, Inc. 

Historic Architectural Resources Impacts 

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would preserve the historic brick office building at 1200 17th Street, 

which would also be preserved and rehabilitated under the proposed project. It is presumed any changes 

to this historic building would be completed to Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Standards, as also 

required under the proposed project to reduce potential impacts to this historic building to less‐than‐

significant levels.  

Unlike the proposed project, the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative proposes to retain all existing metal shed 

warehouse buildings. These buildings on the site are not considered historic architectural resources under 

CEQA (See section IV.B), so their retention would not change CEQA impacts or conclusions. This 

alternative is not required to reduce impacts, but was analyzed solely in response to requests by some 

members of the community for a smaller‐scale alternative that retained the existing metal shed 

warehouses. 

Impact Summary 

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would include artists’ work and exhibit space, which would be 

considered a PDR use, thereby reducing cumulative impacts related to loss of PDR use in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan area. However, the City previously adopted a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations determining that cumulative impact related to PDR loss would be accepted to 

accommodate planned growth of the area. 

Traffic‐related impacts would not differ between the proposed project and the Metal Shed Reuse 

Alternative. 

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative would not change impacts related to historic architecture. Both this 

alternative and the proposed project retain the historic brick office building at 1200 17th Street. While the 

metal shed warehouses would also be retained under the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, these have been 

determined not to qualify as historic resources, so their loss would not be a significant impact.  

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2), an EIR is required to identify the environmentally 

superior alternative from among the alternatives evaluated if the proposed project has significant impacts 

that cannot be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level. The environmentally superior alternative is the 
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alternative that best avoids or lessens any significant effects of the proposed project, even if the alternative 

would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives. A comparison of the development 

program and impacts identified for the proposed project and the project alternatives is provided below in 

Table VI.8. 

The proposed project would result in significant unavoidable effects related to the contribution to traffic at 

area intersections and would contribute to the cumulative loss of PDR uses (an impact identified in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for which a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted as PDR loss 

was linked to planned growth of the area). The No Project Alternative would eliminate the significant and 

unavoidable traffic impacts, and would have no other impacts related to transportation and circulation. 

With no specific plans for rehabilitation or reuse of buildings on the site, the No Project Alternative, would 

have no impacts or need for mitigation related to rehabilitation of the historic brick office building or loss 

of PDR.  

CEQA requires selection of the “environmentally superior alternative other than the no project alternative” 

from among the proposed project and the other alternatives evaluated. The Reduced Density Alternative is 

identified as the environmentally superior alternative because it would to some extent meet the project 

sponsor’s basic objectives, while avoiding traffic‐related significant unavoidable impacts of the proposed 

project at two of the four intersections (one of which could be mitigated through signalization under either 

this alternative or the proposed project if full funding is identified). This impact reduction would be 

achieved because this alternative would have fewer residential units and commercial space at the site 

compared to the proposed project, and therefore have associated reductions in vehicle traffic compared to 

the proposed project. There would be no difference between the proposed project and the Reduced 

Density Alternative with respect to loss of PDR as they both involve removal of all warehouses at the site. 

The Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, on the other hand, would not avoid any of the traffic‐related 

unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. While the metal shed warehouses at the site would be 

retained, these have been determined not to qualify as historic resources, and their loss or retention would 

not change the conclusion that there would be no significant impacts related to the metal shed warehouses. 

Similarly, while some space would be rehabilitated for PDR uses (about 55,000 square feet for artists’ work 

and exhibit space), the City has previously adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations accepting 

this impact to avoid conflict with plans for growth of the area. Finally, by producing a substantially smaller 

number of residential units and less retail space would achieve the project sponsor’s objectives to a lesser 

degree. For these reasons, the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative was not chosen as the Environmentally 

Superior Alternative.
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Table VI‐8:  Comparison of Proposed Project and Project Alternatives Impacts 

Environmental Impacts  No Project Alternative  Reduced Density Alternative  Metal Shed Reuse Alternative 

Ability to Meet Project Sponsor’s Objectives 

The proposed project would meet all of the project sponsor’s 

objectives. 

No objectives would be 

achieved except that the 

historic brick office 

building would be 

retained. 

Some of the project sponsor’s 

objectives would be achieved, 

thought to a lesser extent than 

the proposed project. The 

objective for incorporation of 

open space would be met to an 

even greater degree than with the 

proposed project. Financial 

feasibility is unknown. 

Some of the project sponsor’s 

objectives would be achieved, 

though to a lesser extent than 

the proposed project. Financial 

feasibility is unknown .  

Land Use 

The proposed project would contribute to a significant and 

unavoidable impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

due to the cumulative loss of PDR (Production, Distribution, and 

Repair), as discussed in the CPE for this project (page 26). A 

Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted by the City 

accepting this significant impact because retention of the PDR 

uses would conflict with planned growth of the area. The 

proposed loss of 109,500 square feet of existing PDR uses 

represents a considerable contribution to the loss of the PDR 

space analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, but would not 

result in significant impacts that were not identified or more 

severe impact than analyzed in the PEIR.  (SU) 

Not applicable  Same as the proposed project 

(SU) 

Less than the proposed project, 

but still a reduction in the 

amount of PDR space (SU) 

Transportation and Circulation 

Impact TR‐1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial 

increase in traffic that would adversely affect traffic operations at 

10 of the 14 study intersections or otherwise conflict with traffic 

circulation in the vicinity. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Impact TR‐2: The proposed project, combined with present 

traffic volumes, would contribute considerably to significant 

traffic impacts at one of the 14 study intersections: Mariposa 

Street and the I‐280 southbound on‐ramp, but changes already 

underway and expected to be in place prior to the proposed 

project becoming operational would fully mitigate this impact. 

(LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 
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Environmental Impacts  No Project Alternative  Reduced Density Alternative  Metal Shed Reuse Alternative 

Impact TR‐3: The proposed project, combined with present 

traffic volumes, would contribute considerably to significant 

traffic impacts at three of the 14 study intersections: 17th Street 

and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, 

and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street. (SUM) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project, 

though significant impacts would 

remain at one of the three 

intersections impacted by the 

project, Mariposa Street and 

Pennsylvania Avenue. (SUM) 

Same impacts as the proposed 

project though slightly lower 

traffic volumes (SUM) 

Impact TR‐4: The proposed project would not result in a 

substantial increase in transit demand that could not be 

accommodated by Muni transit capacity; nor would it affect 

transit operating conditions within the project vicinity such that 

adverse impacts to Muni transit service could occur. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Impact TR‐5: The proposed project would not result in an 

increase in the amount of overcrowding on public sidewalks, 

interfere with pedestrian circulation and circulation to nearby 

areas and buildings, nor create potentially hazardous conditions 

for pedestrians. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Impact TR‐6: The proposed project would not result in 

potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise 

substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and 

adjoining areas. (LTS+IM)  

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS+IM) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS+IM) 

Impact TR‐7: The loading demand of the proposed project would 

be accommodated within the proposed off‐street loading 

facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would 

not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays 

for traffic, transit, bicyclists or pedestrians. (LTS+IM) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS+IM) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS+IM) 

Impact TR‐8: The proposed project would not result in 

significant impacts on emergency vehicle access. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Same as the proposed project 

(LTS)  

Same as the proposed project 

(LTS)  

Impact TR‐9: The proposed project would not result in 

construction‐related transportation impacts because of the 

temporary and limited duration of these activities. (LTS+IM) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS+IM) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS+IM) 

Impact  TR‐10:  The  proposed  project  would  not  result  in 

parking‐related  significant  transportation  impacts  because  of 

sufficient  parking  supply  available  in  the  vicinity  of  and 

provided within the project site. (LTS+IM) 

Not applicable  Less  than  the  proposed  project 

(LTS+IM) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS+IM) 
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Environmental Impacts  No Project Alternative  Reduced Density Alternative  Metal Shed Reuse Alternative 

Impact C‐TR‐1: The proposed project, combined with past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not 

contribute considerably to significant cumulative traffic impacts 

at 10 of the 14 study intersections. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Impact C‐TR‐2: The proposed project, combined with past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would 

contribute considerably to significant cumulative traffic impacts 

at 4 of the 14 study intersections: Mariposa Street and Mississippi 

Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street, 17th Street and 

Mississippi Street, and 7th/16th/Mississippi Street. (SUM) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project, 

though significant impacts would 

remain at two of the four 

intersections impacted by the 

project, 7th/16th/Mississippi 

Street and Mariposa Street and 

Pennsylvania Avenue. (SUM) 

Same impacts as the proposed 

project though slightly lower 

traffic volumes (SUM) 

Impact  C‐TR‐3:  The  proposed  project,  combined  with  past, 

present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects, would  not 

contribute  considerably  to  any  significant  cumulative  transit 

impacts. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Impact  C‐TR‐4:  The  proposed  project,  combined  with  past, 

present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects, would  not 

contribute considerably to any significant cumulative pedestrian 

impacts. (LTS)  

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Impact  C‐TR‐5:  The  proposed  project,  combined  with  past, 

present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects, would  not 

contribute  considerably  to  any  significant  cumulative  bicycle 

impacts. (LTS)  

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Impact  C‐TR‐6:  The  proposed  project,  combined  with  past, 

present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects, would  not 

contribute  considerably  to  any  significant  cumulative 

construction‐related transportation impacts. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Less than the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Historic Architectural Resources 

Impact CP‐1: The proposed rehabilitation of the existing historic 

brick  office  building  at  1200  17th  Street,  when  conducted  in 

accordance  with  applicable  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s 

Rehabilitation  Standards  as  proposed  would  not  have  a 

substantial adverse effect on an  individual historic architectural 

resource. No  other  structures  on  site  are  eligible  for  listing  as 

historic architectural resources or districts. (LTS)  

Not applicable  Same as the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Same as the proposed project 

(LTS) 
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Environmental Impacts  No Project Alternative  Reduced Density Alternative  Metal Shed Reuse Alternative 

Impact C‐CP‐1: The proposed project, in combination with other 

past, present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future projects  in  the 

project  vicinity,  would  not  result  in  a  significant  cumulative 

impact on historic architectural resources. (LTS) 

Not applicable  Same as the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Same as the proposed project 

(LTS) 

Legend 

NI No impact 

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required 

LTS+IM Less than significant impact, though improvement measures would also be implemented to further reduce the impact 

S Significant 

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation 

SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Date December 19, 2014 

Case No.: 2011.1300E Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Project Address: 120017 1h  Street/901 16th  Street 

Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Fax: 

68-X Height and Bulk District 
415.558.6409 

Block/Lot: 3949/001, 001A, 002; 3950/001 Planning 

Staff Contact: Gretchen Hilyard (Preservation Planner) Information: 
415.558.6377 

(415) 575-9109 
gretchen.hilyard@sfgov.org  

PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION’ 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 

The subject property was surveyed as part of the Showplace Square Historic Resource Survey and further 

documented in a report by Page & Turnbull (dated July 8, 2011), which found the brick office building at 

1200 171h  Street to be the only eligible historic resource on the site. The building was given the status code 

of "3CS" (appears eligible for the California Register as an individual property through survey 

evaluation). 

Subsequent reports were submitted to staff for review including: a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) 

by VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting (dated December 4, 2014); an Evaluation of Integrity 

report by Katherine Petrin (dated February 2014); as well as letters, historic photographs, and other 
information submitted by neighborhood groups. All of these documents were reviewed by Planning 

Preservation staff. Staff concurs with the VerPlanck HRE that the brick office building at 1200 171h  Street is 

the only eligible historic resource on the site. The changes that occurred when the site was rebuilt in 1946-
47 as part of the Owens-Illinois Co.’s conversion of the property to warehouse use altered the historic 

character of the site and its associated structures. The other reports submitted to dispute the findings of 

the HRE did not provide sufficient information to conclude that the other buildings on the site retain 

sufficient integrity to convey significance under the California Register criteria described below. 

The HRE details the significance of the historic resource as follows: The brick office building at 1200 17th 
Street is eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with the 

Pacific Rolling Mill Co. during the time it made its greatest contribution to San Francisco. The period of 

1 For a more detailed description of the property background and proposed project, please consult the 
following Historic Resource Evaluation submitted by the Project Sponsor to assist in the evaluation of the 
proposed project: VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting, 1200 I7  Street: Historic Resource Evaluation 
Part II, December 4, 2014. 

www.sfplanning.org  
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significance under Criterion 1 is 1906-1928, the period in which the subject property was occupied by the 

Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and when the company made the bulk of its contribution towards the 

reconstruction of San Francisco after the 1906 Earthquake. The brick office building is also eligible for 
listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) as a good example of a brick 

industrial building constructed during the post-1906 reconstruction period in San Francisco, and as a 

structure that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, and method of construction - a 

heavy timber-frame brick building constructed in the mid-1920s as the centerpiece of an industrial plant. 
The period of significance under Criterion 3 is 1926, the year the building was constructed. 

The subject property is part of a larger industrial complex formerly occupied by the Pacific Rolling Mill 

Co. at 1200 171h1  Street/901 16th  Street. The entire site was found to have significant associations as an 

important structural steel fabrication company that made a contribution towards the rebuilding of San 

Francisco after the 1906 Earthquake. Only the brick office building at 1200 17 11,  Street (constructed in 1926) 

was found to retain sufficient integrity to convey this significance under California Register Criterion 1 
and 3. The property is not located within the boundaries of any historic district. 

The building is considered a "Category A.2" property (Resources listed on adopted local registers, and 
properties that have been determined to appear or may become eligible, for the California Register) for 

the purposes of the Planning Department’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review 

procedures. 

The character-defining features of the brick office building at 1200 17th  Street include: 

� Timber frame construction; 

� Red brick (American bond) cladding; 
� Flat concrete slab foundation; 

� Symmetrical composition of primary façade; 

� Three architectural bays; 
� Arched recessed entry in center bay; 

� Brick voussoirs capped by keystones in entry arch; 

� Multi-light steel sash industrial windows; 

� Corbeled brick cornice and stepped parapet; 

� Gently sloping roof; 
� Wood flagpole anchored to roof; 

� Pair of planter beds flanking front entrance; 

� Cast cement sign (currently obscured) reading: "JUDSON-MURPHY CORPORATION" 

Proposed Project 	 M Demolition 	M Alteration 	0 New Construction 

Per drawings dated: June 19, 2014 by BAR Architects (901 161h  Street building) and Christiani-Johnson 
Architects (1200 1711  Street building). 
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Project Description 

The proposed project entails the construction of two separate buildings containing a total of 395 

residential units, 24,968 sf of retail space, 388 vehicle parking spaces, 12,219 sf of publicly accessible open 
space, 27,219 sf of common open space for residents, and 4,950 sf of private open space. The two 
buildings will be separated by a 39’-wide midblock courtyard (called the "Mississippi Mews") which will 

connect Mississippi Street with a proposed public pedestrian promenade (called the "Pedestrian 

Promenade") that will link 16th and 17th streets along the western property line. Additional open spaces 
for residents will include a pair of courtyards (called the "East" and "West" Courtyards, respectively) in 

the center of both buildings. The existing brick office building will be rehabilitated for commercial use as 

part of the 1200 17th Street building. The brick office building will be surrounded by a landscaped buffer 

so that it stands apart from the nearby new construction. 

New Building at 901 16th Street 
The new building at 901 16th Street will occupy the northern half of the subject property. It will be a six-
story, mixed-use building measuring 68 feet high. The building will include 260 residential units, 20,318 

sf of retail space, subterranean tenant parking for 221 vehicles, and above-ground retail parking for 42 

vehicles. The building will have two residential courtyards and the proposed Mississippi Mews will be 

separate it from the building at 1200 17th Street. The proposed building is designed in a contemporary 
architectural vocabulary with each façade articulated differently to break its apparent massing down into 

several smaller, distinct sections. Exterior cladding materials include applied face brick, aluminum 
windows and storefront systems, metal paneling, aluminum screens, tempered glass, and architectural 
concrete. The 16th Street façade is the building’s primary public elevation, with the residential lobby 

aligning with the former Texas Street right-of-way. The upper floors above the lobby will be recessed 30 

feet back from 16th Street, helping to reduce the building’s apparent massing. Flanking the entrance lobby 
will be retail storefronts made of aluminum and glass. The five residential floors above will be clad in 

brick and the fenestration will be laid out in a traditional grid pattern recalling historic brick industrial 

buildings in the nearby Showplace Square neighborhood. A large mural will occupy the northeast corner 

of the building at 16th and Mississippi streets. The other three façades have a less traditional character 
with rectangular bay windows lining Mississippi Street, as well as the west (Pedestrian Promenade) and 

south (Mississippi Mews) sides of the building. The roof of the proposed building is flat with several stair 

and elevator penthouses rising another 10 feet above the roof. 

New Building at 1200 17th Street 
The new building 1200 17th Street will occupy the southern half of the subject property. It will be a four-

story, wood-frame building measuring 48 feet high. It will have 135 residential units, 4,650 sf of retail/ 

restaurant space, subterranean parking (115 residential stalls, retail parking for eight vehicles, and two 

car-share stalls). The building will have two residential courtyards and the proposed Mississippi Mews 

will form its northern boundary, creating a setback between it and the new building on 16th  Street. The 

publicly accessible Pedestrian Promenade linking 16th and 17th streets will form a landscaped buffer 

between the new building and the two existing live-work residential buildings that are located on the 

opposite side of the western property line. The proposed building is broken down into multiple volumes 
to reduce its apparent size. In regard to materials and detailing it is simpler than the 16th Street building, 

with an architectural vocabulary that takes its cue more explicitly from its industrial neighbors. In 

addition, a portion of the gable-roofed shed structure at 17th and Mississippi streets will be rebuilt in the 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 3 
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same configuration using corrugated metal cladding as a memento of the existing buildings on the site. 

Cladding materials on the rest of the building will be different from the 16th Street building, with simpler 

industrial-type materials, including corrugated metal, cast concrete, vertical ribbed metal siding, steel 

columns, and aluminum roll-up doors. The roofline of the new building will be broken up into a series of 

shed and gable-roofed volumes, echoing the existing metal-clad structures on the site. 

Rehabilitation of Brick Office Building at 1200 17th Street 
As discussed, the historic brick office building will be rehabilitated for retail or restaurant use. During 
demolition all adjoining structures will be demolished and all piping, conduit, and remnants of adjoining 

structures will be removed. During construction the building will be protected in place. The brick walls 

will then be cleaned and restored, with any voids patched and/or repaired using brick that matches the 

original. The paint on the exterior walls (north, east, and west) of the building will be carefully removed 

to expose the red brick. Only gentle methods that do not remove the exterior face of the brick will be 

used, including power washing, hand sanding, blasting with walnut shells, or citrus-based strippers. The 

mortar will be cleaned and repointed wherever necessary. The existing deteriorated steel-sash windows 

on the primary (south) façade will be replaced in kind with counterparts that match the existing. The 
historic cast-cement sign above the primary entrance will be retained and repaired. The two pedestrian 

entrances on the primary façade both presently contain incompatible, non-historic doors. They will be 
replaced with doors that resemble historic conditions. The existing wooden flagpole mounted on the roof 

will be retained and restored. The existing skylights are of unknown origin but because they are not 

visible from the street they will be removed to build a new roof deck. The roof deck will be set back from 

the parapet and it will have a guardrail that will be minimally visible from 17th Street. The brick office 

building’s non-historic interior finishes and materials will be removed to expose the historic brick walls. 
A partial mezzanine level will be constructed within the rehabilitated structure, which will contain a total 

of 1,500 sf of retail or restaurant space. 

The new building adjoining the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is designed to respect and be 

compatible with the historical resource. The brick office building will anchor the southern end of a 61’-

4"-wide break in the new building’s street wall. There will be a setback on the left (west) side of the brick 

building that will serve as the residential entrance to the new building. This setback measures 11’- 9" 

wide and the area behind it will remain unbuilt. Additional setbacks will be located along the north and 

east walls of the brick office building. On the east side of the brick building there will be a notch-out 

measuring 10’-5" x 4’-10". The purpose of these setbacks and notch-out is to allow the brick building to 
"read" as a freestanding structure that is functionally related to the new building but structurally 

independent from it. 

Reconstruction of Metal-clad Warehouse at 1100 17th Street 
The project sponsor will dismantle and reconstruct the southern half of the timber-frame, metal-clad 

warehouse at 1100 17th Street and use it for retail space. The proposed project will retain the gable-roofed 

volume of the existing structure to a point 60’-5" south of 17th Street. Elements of the existing structure, 
including portions of its timber posts, wood trusses, and corrugated metal siding may be reused in the 

new retail structure. It will be given new aluminum-frame storefronts along 17th Street and in the first 
bay along Mississippi Street. The repurposed structure will house 3,100 sf of retail or restaurant space. 

For further detail about the design of the two new buildings on the site, see the Project Description 

outlined in the environmental document. 
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Project Evaluation 

If the property has been determined to be a historic resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project 
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or 

avoid impacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

California Register-Eligible Historic District or Context: 

The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic 

district as proposed. 

III The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district 

as proposed. 

Based upon the analysis provided in the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by VerPlanck Historic 
Preservation Consulting (dated December 4, 2014), staff finds that the proposed project would not cause a 
significant adverse impact upon a historic resource such that the significance of the resource would be 
materially impaired. The subject property is not located within any historic district. 

The Department finds that the proposed project is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for 

Rehabilitation (Secretary’s Standards). The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the 

applicable Secretary’s Standards: 

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

The proposed project includes the conversion of the brick office building at 1200 171h  Street from office to 

retail/restaurant use. The new use will continue the commercial use of the building and will allow for the 

preservation of the existing building in place. The proposed project will remove non-historic interior 

materials and finishes and will convert the interior into a double-height space. The project will retain the 

building’s character-defining features, spaces, and spatial relationships. 

As proposed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 1. 

Standard 2: 
The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or 
alteration offeatures, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize the property will be avoided. 
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As proposed, the project will retain the historic character of the brick office building. The character-

defining features of the building are limited to the exterior, and all four existing exterior walls will be 
preserved, as well as the building’s height, massing and fenestration pattern. The building will be 

protected in place during construction and non-historic conduit, paint and other additive features will be 

removed to better articulate the original character of the building. The new construction will occur 

adjacent to the building and the materials, massing and setbacks of the new construction have been 

designed for compatibility with the existing two-story character of the brick office building. The brick 

office building will be surrounded by a landscaped buffer so that it stands apart from the nearby new 

construction. Although its overall context will change, the building will continue to communicate its 

significance and association with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 

As proposed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 2. 

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

The proposed project does not include architectural features that suggest a false sense of historical 

development, nor will it add conjectural historical features to the brick office building. The subject 
building will be rehabilitated in place and the new construction surrounding it will feature contemporary 

materials that will clearly indicate new construction that includes references to the industrial character of 

the site through its details in materials and massing. The building will be rehabilitated according to 

preservation best practices and this aspect of the project is described in detail on pages 3-4 above. 

Specifically, the existing steel-sash windows will be replaced in-kind; non-historic doors will be replaced 

with doors that resemble historic conditions; the building will be cleaned and repaired; and non-historic 

conduit, paint and other additive features will be removed to reveal the original character of the building. 

The new construction will be contemporary in nature and will provide industrial-type materials, 

including corrugated metal, cast concrete, vertical ribbed metal siding, steel columns, and aluminum roll-
up doors that will reference the industrial character of the exiting property. The new buildings will be 

clearly differentiated as new construction and will not create a false sense of historical development. 

As proposed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 3. 

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

The cast cement sign above the entry, which has undergone various copy changes throughout its history 

(most recently in 1945 when it was changed to read "Judson-Pacific Corporation"), is considered a 
character-defining feature of the building. A vinyl banner currently covering this sign will be removed 

and the sign will be repaired and rehabilitated. 

As proposed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 4. 

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

The proposed project includes the preservation, repair and in-kind replacement of distinctive materials, 

features and finishes of the brick office building, including the brick façade materials, cast cement sign, 

and steel-sash windows. No distinctive materials, features, finishes or construction techniques will be 

removed. 

As proposed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 5. 

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

The proposed project involves rehabilitation of the exterior of the brick office building and protection of 

the building in place during construction. Historic brick, mortar and cast cement materials will be 

retained, cleaned and repaired as needed. The deteriorated steel-sash windows will be replaced in-kind 
and the new windows will be compatible with the historic windows in size, profile, configuration, and 

overall design. Non-historic doors will be replaced with doors that resemble historic conditions. 

As proposed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 6. 

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

The proposed project will not use sandblasting or other harsh physical or chemical methods to remove 

accumulated grime and graffiti on the exterior façade. The brick walls will be cleaned and restored, with 
any voids patched and/or repaired using brick that matches the original. The paint on the exterior walls 

(north, east, and west) of the building will be carefully removed to expose the red brick. Only gentle 

methods that do not remove the exterior face of the brick will be used, including power washing, hand 

sanding, blasting with walnut shells, or citrus-based strippers. The mortar will be cleaned and repointed 

wherever necessary. 

As proposed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 7. 

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

An archeological survey is beyond the scope of this report. 

Standard 9. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and 
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic 
integrity of the property and its environment. 

The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing industrial buildings that surround the brick 

office building and the construction of two mixed-use buildings on the site. Historicalfy, the brick office 

building was constructed as a freestanding office building for the industrial facility and was designed 

and constructed of brick to differentiate it from the surrounding industrial buildings. The building will 
continue to function in this way in contrast to the new residential construction, which is contemporary in 

design. The overall spatial relationships of the site will be maintained and the detailing (including 

materials) of the new buildings will reference the industrial character of the existing site. The brick office 

building will be surrounded by a landscaped buffer so that it stands apart from the nearby new 

construction. 

Adjacent new construction will be detailed to be compatible with the subject building in size, scale, 

proportion, and massing. Specifically, the proposed new construction at 1200 17th  Street (directly adjacent 

to the brick office building) is broken down into multiple volumes to reduce the apparent size. Materials 

and detailing are simplified and reference the industrial character of the existing site through the use of 
corrugated metal, cast concrete, vertical ribbed metal siding, steel columns, and aluminum roll-up doors. 

The roofline of the new building will be broken up into a series of shed and gable-roofed volumes, 

echoing the existing metal-clad structures on the site. In addition, a portion of the gable-roofed shed 

structure at 17th and Mississippi streets will be rebuilt in the same configuration using corrugated metal 

cladding as a memento of the existing buildings on the site. 

Overall, the proposed project maintains the historic integrity of the subject property and introduces new 

construction which is compatible with the property’s overall historic materials, features and spatial 

relationships and clearly differentiated as new construction. 

As proposed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 9. 

Standard 10: 
New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if 
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would 
be unimpaired. 

The new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that the essential form of the property and its 

environmental would be unimpaired if removed in the future. The subject building will be rehabilitation 

and the location of the building within the larger site will be maintained. If the surrounding new 

construction were to be removed in the future, the building could be retained as a free-standing structure. 

As proposed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 10. 

Summary 
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The Department finds that the proposed project at 1200 17 11  Street/901 16th  Street meets the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Properties. As currently proposed, the project will not 

have a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource, as defined by CEQA. 

PART II: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Signature: 	 Date: 12123 /2cJ/ 

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: 	Virnaliza Byrd I Historic Resource Impact Review File 

Wade Wietgrefe, Environmental Planning 

Chris Townes, Current Planning 
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I. Introduction 

VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consult-
ing prepared this Historic Resource Evalu-
ation (HRE) for an industrial property lo-
cated at 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street 
in San Francisco’s Potrero District.1 The 
HRE describes the site’s existing condi-
tions and summarizes the history of the 
property, which was developed as a struc-
tural steel fabrication plant by the Pacific 
Rolling Mill Co. during the first quarter of 
the twentieth century. The property 
comprises approximately 3.5 acres and 
encompasses parts of two city blocks, in-
cluding the following parcels: Block 
3949/Lot 001, Block 3949/Lot 001A, Block 
3949/Lot 002, and Block 3950/Lot 001 
(Figure 1). What survives today of the 
former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. plant is an 
interconnected complex of four struc-
tures predating 1927, including three cor-
rugated metal-clad warehouses at 1100 
17th Street (built ca. 1910), 1200 17th 
Street (built 1926), and 1210 17th Street (built ca. 1908), as well as a brick office building at 1200 17th 
Street that was built in 1926. Though the entire property is historically significant for its association with 
the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., an important structural steel fabricator that built the steel frames for many 
of San Francisco’s most important buildings, today’s complex looks very different from how it did when 
it was used for steel fabrication. In 1946, the site was leased by Owens-Illinois Glass Co., which rebuilt 
and enclosed the formerly open-sided sheds as general-purpose warehouses, thereby significantly im-
pairing their integrity and disqualifying them for the California Register. This HRE concludes that only the 
brick office building at 1200 17th Street retains sufficient integrity to qualify for listing in the California 
Register.  
 
This HRE includes a description of Potrero Partners’ proposed project, which entails the demolition of all 
structures on the site except for the brick office building, which will be rehabilitated for retail or restau-
rant use, and the construction of two new mixed-use (residential and commercial) buildings on the bal-
ance of the site. These buildings, whose addresses will be 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, will con-
tain 395 residential units and approximately 25,000 square feet of retail space. This HRE concludes with 
the determination that the proposed project complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation. 
  

                                                 
1 1200 17th Street refers to both the corrugated steel-clad shop at 17th and Mississippi streets and the brick office building at 17th and Texas 
streets. Other commonly used addresses for the property include 901 16th Street and 1210 17th Street. 

Figure 1. Map showing project site and 1200 17
th

 Street (in solid blue) 
Source: Google Maps; annotated by Christopher VerPlanck 
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II. Methods 

In compliance with the San Francisco Planning Department’s CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Re-
sources, this HRE provides a description of the entire complex at 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street. This 
report summarizes the history of the site and evaluates the entire site for California Register eligibility. 
Christopher VerPlanck visited the subject property twice – once on May 14, 2012 and again on Septem-
ber 12, 2014 – to photograph and survey the complex, including exteriors and interiors of all four pre-
1927 structures. Research repositories consulted for this HRE include the Department of Building Inspec-
tion’s Records Management Division (building permit applications), the Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
(deeds and other property records), the San Francisco Public Library (Sanborn maps, Block Books, City 
Directories, Building & Engineering News, the San Francisco Chronicle, and the San Francisco Call), the 
Mechanics’ Institute Library (Architect & Engineer), and the California Historical Society and the Bancroft 
Library (historic photographs). 
 

III. Regulatory Framework 

VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting searched federal, state, and local records to determine if 
1200 17th Street/901 16th Street has been identified in any survey or official register of historical re-
sources. The specific surveys and registers consulted are described below.  
 
A. Here Today Survey 

Published in 1968 by the San Francisco Junior League, Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Herit-
age, is San Francisco’s earliest comprehensive inventory of historical resources. Prepared by volunteers, 
the survey provides a photograph and concise historical data for approximately 2,500 properties. The 
survey was adopted in 1970 by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors under Resolution No. 268-70. The 
survey files are archived at the Koshland History Center at the San Francisco Public Library.  
 
1200 17th Street/901 16th Street is not included in Here Today, either in the published book or the survey 
files. 
 
B. Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey (AQS) 

Between 1974 and 1976, the San Francisco Planning Department completed an inventory of architectur-
ally significant buildings throughout San Francisco. An advisory committee comprising several architects 
and architectural historians assisted in the final determination of ratings for the roughly 10,000 buildings 
surveyed. The Planning Department surveyed both contemporary and older buildings, but historical as-
sociations were not considered. Planning staff assigned each surveyed building a numerical rating rang-
ing from “0” (contextual importance) to “5” (individual significance of the highest degree). The inventory 
assessed only architectural significance, which was defined as a combination of the following character-
istics: design features, urban design context, and overall environmental significance. When completed, 
the Architectural Quality Survey (AQS) was believed to represent the top 10 percent of the city’s building 
stock.2 In the estimation of survey participants, buildings rated “3” or higher represent the top 2 percent 
of the city’s building stock. The survey was adopted in 1977 by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

                                                 
2 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 11 – Historic Resource Surveys (San Francisco: n.d.), 3. 
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under Resolution No. 7831. The Planning Department has been directed to use the survey, although the 
methodology is inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines PRC 5024.1(g). 
 
Only the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is identified in the AQS. It has a summary rating of 2, 
placing it within the top 5 percent of the city’s building stock.  
 
C. San Francisco Architectural Heritage Surveys 

San Francisco Heritage (Heritage) is the city’s oldest not-for-profit organization dedicated to the preser-
vation of San Francisco’s unique architectural and cultural heritage. Heritage has completed several ma-
jor historic resource inventories in San Francisco, including Downtown, the South of Market Area, the 
Richmond District, Chinatown, the Van Ness Corridor, the Northeast Waterfront, and Dogpatch. Herit-
age ratings range from “A” (highest importance) to “D” (minor or no importance) and are based on both 
architectural and historical significance.  
 
San Francisco Architectural Heritage has not surveyed Potrero Hill. Occasionally Heritage will have files 
for properties located in unsurveyed areas. There is a slim file for 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street con-
taining some photographs and other data but the property is not rated. 
 
D. Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code 
San Francisco City Landmarks are buildings, structures, sites, districts, and objects of “special character 
or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value and (that) are an important part of the 
City’s historical and architectural heritage.”3 Adopted in 1967 as Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning 
Code, the San Francisco City Landmark program recognizes the significance of listed buildings and pro-
tects them from inappropriate alterations and demolition through review by the San Francisco Historic 
Preservation Commission. As of 2014, there were 265 landmarked properties and 12 designated historic 
districts. The Article 10 designation process uses the National Register evaluation criteria.  
 
1200 17th Street/901 16th Street is not a city landmark and it is not a contributor to any locally designat-
ed or “potential” historic districts.4 
 
E. California Historical Resources Information System  

Properties listed in the California Historical Resources Information System’s (CHRIS) Historic Property 
Data File, or that are under review by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), are assigned 
status codes ranging from “1” to “7,” establishing a record of historical significance. Properties with the 
status code of “1” are listed in the California Register or the National Register. Properties with the status 
code of “2” have been formally determined eligible for listing in the California Register or the National 
Register. Properties with the status code of “3” or “4” appear eligible for listing in either register through 
survey evaluation. Properties with the status code of “5” are typically locally significant or of contextual 
importance. Status codes of “6” indicate that a property has been found ineligible for listing in any regis-
ter and a status code of “7” indicates that a property has not been evaluated.  
 

                                                 
3 San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Bulletin No. 9 – Landmarks (San Francisco: January 2003). 
4 The San Francisco Planning Department has identified a number of “potential historic districts” in various parts of the city. These shadow 
districts have boundaries and some have a list of contributors and non-contributors.  
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According to the CHRIS Historic Property Data File for the City and County of San Francisco, 1200 17th 
Street/901 16th Street has a status code of “6Y,” meaning that it was determined ineligible for the Na-
tional Register by consensus through the Section 106 process.5 This status code was assigned in 1996 as 
part of the project review for Caltrans’ repair of Interstate 280, which as a recipient of federal funds, 
was required to inventory and evaluate properties within the project’s “Area of Potential Effects.” Ac-
cording to the San Francisco Planning Department, though the site as a whole has the status code of 6Y, 
the brick office building has its own status code of “3CS,” meaning that it appears eligible for listing in 
the California Register through survey evaluation. The survey in question was the Planning Department’s 
own Showplace Square Survey. 
 
F. Showplace Square Survey 

In 2008-09, the San Francisco Planning Department hired Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Con-
sulting (Kelley & VerPlanck) to complete the Showplace Square Survey.6 The survey area, whose bound-
aries spanned parts of the northern Mission and Potrero districts, as well as the southwest corner of the 
South of Market Area, encompassed 736 acres and 550 individual properties. The survey area was tradi-
tionally industrial but during the last half of the twentieth century most of the local industries migrated 
to the suburbs or overseas. This industrial exodus left many of the warehouses and industrial plants va-
cant, though several dozen of the area’s brick industrial buildings attracted wholesale design firms in the 
1970s, giving the area its present-day nickname of Showplace Square.  
 
The Showplace Square Survey was completed as part of the Planning Department’s ongoing long-range 
planning efforts in the Eastern Neighborhoods planning area to ensure that historically, culturally, and 
architecturally significant properties and districts were identified before changes to zoning and height 
and bulk limits were implemented. Reports completed by Kelley & VerPlanck for the survey included the 
Showplace Square Historic Context Statement, Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 A (Prima-
ry) forms for every property in the survey area, DPR 523 B (Building, Structure, & Object) forms pre-
pared for 24 selected individual properties, and DPR 523 D (District) forms for three potential historic 
districts.7 
 
The former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. complex was surveyed but not evaluated in the Showplace Square 
Survey. Because the property encompasses multiple parcels with several addresses, Kelley & VerPlanck 
prepared two DPR 523 A forms – one for the corrugated steel warehouses and brick office building at 
1200-10 17th Street, and the other for the modular office building at 901 16th Street. Kelley & VerPlanck 
did not prepare DPR 523 B forms for either property, so no individual determinations of eligibility were 
made. Furthermore, the site is not located in any of the potential historic districts identified in the sur-
vey. The only conclusion of Kelley & VerPlanck regarding the property was that further research was 
needed prior to making a determination of eligibility.8 Nonetheless, Planning Department staff deter-
mined that the entire site was eligible for the California Register and assigned a proposed status code of 
3CS.9  
  

                                                 
5 California Office of Historic Preservation, “California Historical Resource Status Codes” (Sacramento: December 2003). 
6 Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting was co-owned and operated by the author of this HRE. 
7 Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting, Showplace Square Historic Context Statement (San Francisco: October 2009), 1-3. 
8 Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting, Showplace Square Historic Context Statement (San Francisco: October 2009), Table 5. 
9 California Office of Historic Preservation, “California Historical Resource Status Codes” (Sacramento: December 2003).  
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G. Page & Turnbull Report 

Walden Development, the owner of 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street, appealed the Planning Depart-
ment’s decision that the entire Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property was eligible for the California Register, 
arguing that the property was too extensively altered to qualify. In response, the San Francisco Historic 
Preservation Commission requested additional information from the property owner.10 In November 
2011, the property owner’s attorney, Farella Braun & Martel, hired Page & Turnbull to evaluate the 
property and reach conclusions regarding its significance and integrity. Page & Turnbull completed field 
work, researched the property’s history, and arrived at the following conclusion: 

The time during which the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. made its greatest contribution to 
the city was 1906-1928, which covers the period from the Earthquake and Fire through 
the company’s merger with Judson Manufacturing Co. Although remnants from this pe-
riod of significance (1906-1928) are extant on the site, the corrugated metal buildings 
have been so dramatically altered since then that they no longer retain the integrity 
necessary to convey a significant association with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Of the three 
extant structures11 associated with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., only the brick office build-
ing retains sufficient integrity to be considered a historic resource. The brick office build-
ing was constructed by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. as part of a large building campaign at 
the subject property, and reflects the success of the business during the first decades of 
the twentieth century. It appears to be significant under Criterion 1 as the best remain-
ing example of the company’s steel fabricating operation at 17th and Mississippi 
streets.12 

The Historic Preservation Commission concurred with Page & Turnbull’s report in Motion No. 0134 (Au-
gust 17, 2011), with the specific determination that the majority of the site should retain its existing sta-
tus code of 6Z, with only the brick office building acquiring the new status code of 3CS. 
 

IV. Property Description  

A. Context 

1200 17th Street/901 16th Street is located on the northerly edge of San Francisco’s Potrero District, a 
formerly industrial and working-class neighborhood that has been transformed over the last few dec-
ades into an increasingly residential area, with some residual industry remaining along its northern and 
eastern edges. The subject property, which is bounded by 16th Street to the north, Mississippi Street to 
the east, and 17th Street to the south, is also bounded by several residential and commercial properties 
to the west. Sixteenth Street marks the boundary between the Potrero District and Mission Bay, a for-
mer natural inlet of San Francisco Bay that was filled and converted into industrial sites during the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. On the north side of 16th Street, several former industrial 
properties are currently being developed as a residential project called the Daggett Place Apartments 
(Figure 2).13 Interstate 280, which in this area runs on an elevated concrete viaduct, separates the sub-

                                                 
10 Page & Turnbull, 1200-1210 17th Street Preliminary Assessment (San Francisco: November 2011), v. 
11 Various consultants have tallied the remaining Pacific Rolling Mill Co. structures differently. Whereas Page & Turnbull concluded that there 
were three structures, VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting counts four structures: the ca. 1910 warehouse at 1100 17th Street, the 1926 
shops structure at 1200 17th Street, the 1926 brick office building at 1200 17th Street, and the ca. 1908 warehouse at 1210 17th Street. 
12 Page & Turnbull, 1200-1210 17th Street Preliminary Assessment (San Francisco: November 2011), v. 
13 The boundaries of Mission Bay, the former body of water, differ from the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, which are Mariposa Street to the 
south, Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east, Townsend Street to the northwest, and 7th Street and I-280 to the west. 
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ject property from the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area to the northeast (Figure 3). The east side of 
Mississippi Street, opposite the subject property, is occupied by three industrial buildings, including a 
1943 warehouse at 1500 7th Street, a 1948 machine shop at 55 Mississippi Street (Figure 4), and a com-
bined machine shop and office building, built in 1949, at 99 Mississippi Street (Figure 5). Looming above 
and behind the three properties is a four-story condominium building at 1050 17th Street. This building 
was constructed atop a disused rail spur in 2002. None of these properties were found to be historical 
resources in the Showplace Square Survey. 
 

 

 
The south side of 17th Street, opposite the subject property, is lined by several industrial buildings, a va-
cant lot, and a pair of mixed-use buildings. Beginning at the southeast corner of 17th and Mississippi 
streets, is a two-story, timber-frame industrial building constructed in 1900, at 1045 17th Street (Figure 
6). Located across the street, at the southwest corner of this intersection, is a two-story, reinforced-
concrete industrial building constructed in 1948, at 1111 17th Street (Figure 7). Texas Street separates 
this property from a vacant lot at 100 Texas Street. To the west of the vacant lot is a two-story, wood-
frame, mixed-use building at 1231 17th Street. Built in 1911, this building houses the Bottom of the Hill, a 
notable live music venue (Figure 8). Located next-door, at the southwest corner of 17th and Missouri 
streets, is a heavily altered, mixed-use building at 1239 17th Street. Though its recorded date of con-
struction is 1922, this building appears to have been significantly altered and/or added onto in the 1980s 

Figure 2. Daggett Place site, looking northwest, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 3. Interstate 280 viaduct, looking northeast, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 4. 55 Mississippi Street, looking east, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 5. 99 Mississippi Street, looking northeast, 2012 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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(Figure 9). Of these four properties, the only one that has any historical significance is 1231 17th Street, 
the Bottom of the Hill, which has a status code of 5S3, meaning that it appears eligible for local listing 
through survey evaluation. This determination was made in the Showplace Square Survey. 
 

 

 
Adjoining the subject property to the west are four properties, including two older industrial buildings 
facing 17th Street and two contemporary residential buildings facing Missouri Street. Located next-door 
to the subject property, at 1240 17th Street, is a one-story, reinforced-concrete vacant building con-
structed in 1924. Abutting this property to the west, at 1250 17th Street, is a one-story, reinforced-
concrete industrial building constructed in 1927 (Figure 10). Until recently, this building housed Arch, an 
arts supply store. The two residential properties facing Missouri Street include a condominium building 
at 49 Missouri Street (built 1997), and a similar building at 999 16th Street (built 1998).  
  

Figure 6. 1045 17
th

 Street, looking southeast, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 7. 1111 17
th

 Street, looking southeast, 2012 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 8. 1231 17
th

 Street, looking southeast, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 9. 1239 17
th

 Street, looking southeast, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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B. General Site Description 

1200 17th Street/901 16th Street is a 3.5-acre site encompassing all of Block 3949 and approximately 70 
percent of Block 3950 (Figure 11). These two blocks include the former right-of-way of Texas Street be-
tween 16th and 17th streets, which was abandoned by the City in 1923. The property consists of four par-
cels: Block 0949/Lot 001, Block 0949/Lot 001A, Block 0949/Lot 002, and Block 0950/Lot 001. Block 
0949/Lot 001, which measures roughly 200’ x 240’, is presently devoted to surface parking, though it 
also contains a modular office building (901 16th Street) that was moved to the site in 1996. Block 
0949/Lot 001A is a tiny, irregularly shaped lot that was historically part of a Santa Fe railroad right-of-
way. It is now vacant. Block 0949/Lot 002 contains three structures, including a ca. 1910 metal-clad 
warehouse at 1100 17th Street, a 1926 metal-clad warehouse at 1200 17th Street, and a brick office build-
ing with the same address at 1200 17th Street. Block 3950/Lot 001 contains one structure, a ca. 1908 
metal-clad warehouse at 1210 17th Street. The colossal warehouse extends through the block to 16th 
Street; this part of the building has a separate address of 975 16th Street. In total, the five structures on 
the site (including the modular office building) contain approximately 109,500 square feet (sf) of space. 
All three of the metal-clad structures have been extensively altered and modified since manufacturing 
on the site ceased in 1946. The most substantial alterations occurred in 1946-7, when Owens-Illinois 
Glass Co. converted the open-sided sheds into fully enclosed warehouses. The exterior of the brick office 
building is the one component of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. complex that has not been exten-
sively altered.  
 
C. Description of Modular Office Building at 901 16th Street 

Located at the northeast corner of the subject property is a one-story, wood-frame, portable modular 
office building housing the administrative offices of Cor-O-Van, the primary tenant of the property. The 
utilitarian structure, which was moved to the site in 1996, is clad in plywood. It has aluminum windows, 
a flat roof, and the primary entrance is accessed by a ramp running parallel to 16th Street. 
  

Figure 10. 1250 17
th

 Street, looking northeast, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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D. Description of Metal-clad Warehouse at 1100 17th Street 

Exterior 
Occupying the southeastern portion of the subject property, and extending approximately half-way 
along Mississippi Street, is a one-story, wood and steel-frame, gable-roofed warehouse constructed ca. 
1910 (Figures 12 & 13). Originally framed with heavy wood timbers and sheltered beneath a hipped roof 
with open sides (i.e., no exterior walls), the structure was enclosed and reconstructed by Owens-Illinois 
Glass Co. in 1946-7 as a general-purpose warehouse. The structure was provided with a new concrete 
perimeter foundation and floor slab and the formerly open sides were enclosed by windowless corru-
gated metal panels. At the same time (1946-7) the northern half of the structure was partially demol-
ished and reframed in steel to allow the construction of three large loading docks along Mississippi 
Street. For an unknown reason the north wall was rebuilt at a slightly obtuse angle to the street, possi-
bly to improve vehicular access. Aside from the three loading docks on Mississippi Street, 1100 17th 
Street is fully enclosed and has no other openings. The three large loading dock entrances all contain 
contemporary metal roll-up doors. The exterior walls are clad entirely in corrugated metal that was in-
stalled by the Owens-Illinois Glass Co. in 1947. The gable roof, which runs parallel to Mississippi Street, is 
punctuated at its ridge by remnants of sheet metal ventilators.  

 

Figure 11. Ca. 1995 Sanborn map showing 1200 17
th

 Street/901 16
th

 Street 
Source: San Francisco Planning Department; annotated by Christopher VerPlanck 
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Interior  
The interior of the warehouse at 1100 17th Avenue is divided into two equal sections, with the northern 
half used for shipping and receiving and the southern half for storage (Figure 14). It is physically joined 
to the 1926 shops structure along its unenclosed west wall. As mentioned previously, the northern half 
of the warehouse features steel framing from 1946-7, whereas the southern half retains its original tim-

Figure 12. Warehouse at 1100 17
th

 Street, looking southwest, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 13. Warehouse at 1100 17
th

 Street, looking northwest, 2012 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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ber-framing. The roof structure is wood-framed and consists of common trusses supporting wood pur-
lins and sheathing. An examination of the remaining timber framing in the southern half of the building 
provides ample physical evidence that the structure was originally an open-air shed that was later en-
closed in 1946-7. This evidence consists of supplementary members “sistered” onto the outboard edges 
of the existing posts so that the metal siding could be attached to the exterior of the building along the 
property line.  

 
E. Description of Metal-clad Warehouse at 1200 17th Street 

Exterior 
Bordering 1100 17th Street to the west is a much larger metal-clad warehouse. Constructed in the sum-
mer of 1926 by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. as a shops complex, the structure measures approximately 
180’ x 125’ in plan. It is a one-story, steel-frame structure with a saw-tooth roof. The exterior is clad in 
corrugated metal siding that was attached in 1946-7. The structure has two exposed exterior elevations: 
the south façade, which faces 17th Street, and the north façade, which faces the parking lot between it 
and 16th Street.  
 
South Façade  
The south (primary) façade of the metal-clad warehouse at 1200 17th Street has a simple, functional de-
sign (Figure 15). The lower level, which was historically punctuated by multiple steel industrial windows, 
was reclad in corrugated metal and the windows removed in 1946-7. It has one pedestrian entrance at 
its west end, where the structure adjoins the brick office building. This opening contains a contemporary 
steel door. There is a large vehicular entrance at the east end of the south façade that was built in 1969. 
This entrance contains a steel roll-up door. Joints in the concrete foundation indicate the former loca-
tion of a large wood “barn” door that was removed in 1969. The upper level of the south façade is punc-
tuated by an irregular pattern of steel industrial sash windows. Some of these windows have operable 
awning sashes. Others have been infilled or partially infilled.  

Figure 14. Interior roof framing of warehouse at 1100 17
th

 Street, looking south, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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Figure 15. South façade of metal-clad warehouse at 1200 17
th

 Street, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 16. North façade of metal-clad warehouse at 1200 17
th

 Street, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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North Façade  
The north façade of the metal-clad warehouse at 1200 17th Street faces the parking lot and 16th Street 
(Figure 16). Reconfigured in 1946-7, this section of the north façade consists of six loading docks, three 
of which are sheltered beneath three large metal canopies that were constructed in 1947. The loading 
dock openings all contain contemporary steel roll-up doors. The foundation is concrete and the walls are 
clad in corrugated metal panels that were applied in 1947. Located along the north façade is a steel wa-
ter tank mounted on a square platform.  
 
Interior  
The interior of the metal-clad warehouse at 1200 17th Street is divided into four regular bays by a grid of 
steel columns resting on concrete footings (Figures 17 & 18). The bays extend across the structure from 
east to west. The columns support steel trusses that run in the same direction as the bays. These trusses 
in turn support the roof structure, which consists of wood rafters and sheathing. The roof is punctuated 
by three shed-roofed monitors, which collectively form the structure’s saw-tooth roof. 

 

  

Figure 17. Interior of warehouse at 1200 17
th

 Street, 
looking south, 2014 

Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 18. Interior of warehouse at 1200 17
th

 Street, 
looking west, 2014 

Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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F. Description of Metal-clad Warehouse at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street 

Anchoring the western portion of the subject property is a mammoth one-story, steel and wood-frame 
warehouse with a compound gable and shed roof. The huge building extends all the way through the 
block from 16th to 17th Street. A portion of the west façade, which is mostly obscured by adjoining build-
ings, is visible from Missouri Street and a large section of the east façade is visible from 16th and Missis-
sippi streets. The structure, which started out as an open-sided shed ca. 1908, is now entirely window-
less and clad in corrugated metal applied in 1946-7 when the structure was converted into an enclosed 
warehouse by the Owens-Illinois Glass Co. Large portions of the exterior cladding have been replaced in 
recent years.  
 
South Façade  
The primary façade of the warehouse at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street faces 17th Street (Figure 19). It 
is a windowless expanse of painted corrugated metal panels with no windows. The south façade has two 
large vehicular entrances, with a pedestrian entrance and a smaller vehicular entrance located between 
the two larger openings. The vehicular entrances all contain contemporary steel roll-up doors and the 
pedestrian entrance contains a steel door. The structure’s roofline, which consists of shallow gable and 
two shed-roofed sections, sheds light on the structure’s complicated construction chronology.  

 

North Façade  
The north façade of the metal-clad warehouse at 1210 17th Street faces 16th Street (Figure 20). This part 
of the structure has a separate address: 975 16th Street. The north façade is essentially the mirror image 
of the south façade and like its counterpart the north façade is a windowless expanse of painted corru-
gated metal panels. It has two large vehicular openings punctuating the two newer shed-roofed addi-
tions to the east. The vehicular entrances both contain contemporary steel roll-up doors. The older ga-
ble-roofed volume to the west has two pedestrian entrances containing contemporary steel doors.  

Figure 19. South façade of metal-clad warehouse at 1200 17
th

 Street, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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East Façade 
Approximately half of the east façade is visible from the intersection of 16th and Mississippi streets, as 
well as from the parking lot at the center of the property (Figure 21). Like the rest of the structure it is 
windowless, with only a single loading dock at the south end. Portions of the concrete perimeter foun-
dation are visible below the corrugated metal siding. Most of the metal cladding along the lower portion 
of the east façade has been replaced in recent years. The east façade terminates with paired wood raft-
er ends and a plain metal fascia.  
 
West Façade  
A small portion of the west façade is visible from Missouri Street. This section of the building is window-
less and clad in unpainted corrugated metal siding. It has one opening – a large vehicular entrance now 
blocked by a residential building on the adjoining lot (Figure 22). Located next to the entrance is an old 
railroad signal; it sits next to what was once a rail spur that bisected the subject property from east to 
west. 

  

Figure 20. North façade of metal-clad warehouse at 1200 17
th

 Street, 2012 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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Interior  
The interior of the metal-clad warehouse at 1210 17th Street is composed of three volumes that run par-
allel to Mississippi Street (Figure 23). The oldest section is the gable-roofed volume to the west. Built ca. 
1908, it is steel-framed with riveted truss columns supporting steel Howe trusses. The Howe trusses 
support wood common trusses, which in turn support the roof structure. The center and east bays are 
both shed-roofed additions constructed after 1923, when Texas Street was abandoned by the City. Both 
have shed roofs, though they are canted at opposing angles to allow for a monitor window between 
them. The center bay is steel framed with a wooden roof structure, whereas the east bay is entirely 
framed with heavy timbers. Similar to the warehouse at 1100 17th Street, the columns along the east 
wall of the structure are located several feet inboard of the perimeter walls. Wood members were sis-
tered onto them in 1946-7 to allow the corrugated siding to be attached flush with the eaves when the 
formerly open-air sheds were converted into enclosed warehouses (Figure 24).  

 

  

Figure 21. East façade of metal-clad warehouse at 1200 
17

th
 Street, 2014 

Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

 

Figure 22. West façade of metal-clad warehouse at 1200 
17

th
 Street, 2014 

Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

 

Figure 23. Interior of metal-clad warehouse at 1200 17
th

 Street, 2014 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

 

Figure 24. Sistered columns, 
2014 

Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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G. Description of Brick Office Building at 1200 17th Street 

The brick office building at 1200 17th Street is a two-story, timber-frame structure with a concrete slab 
foundation and a gently sloping roof concealed behind a flat, raised parapet. Aside from a pair of planter 
beds flanking the main entrance, there is no landscaping. The roughly rectangular building, which 
measures 49’-6 ½” along 17th Street and 26’-5 ½” from the sidewalk to the rear wall, is enveloped within 
the adjoining metal-clad warehouses, with only the south façade exposed as an exterior wall. Built of 
brick and ornamented with corbeled detailing, the former office building stands out from its utilitarian 
neighbors. In contrast to its lightweight and adaptable neighbors, the office building was built of mason-
ry to signal that it was a “permanent” structure housing the administration offices, as well as the prima-
ry access point to the property. In regard to its materials and its design, the office building resembles 
several comparable industrial brick buildings located throughout the Showplace Square area.  
 
South Façade  
The south (primary) façade of the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is unpainted brick, laid in five-
course American bond. It is three bays wide, although the right bay is slightly wider to accommodate a 
secondary pedestrian entrance (Figure 25). Aside from the right bay, the primary façade is symmetrical, 
featuring a recessed, arched entrance in the center bay of the first floor level. The entrance is now 
boarded up, but from the interior a pair of non-historic wood-panel doors – installed in 1967 – is visible 
at the rear wall of the vestibule. The arched entrance is outlined by brick voussoirs and capped by a 
brick keystone at the top of the arch (Figure 26). The entrance is flanked to either side by rectangular 
window openings containing multi-light steel industrial sash windows, with operable awning sashes. The 
second floor level of the south façade is articulated by a smaller multi-light steel industrial window in 
the center bay. This window is flanked by rectangular steel industrial-sash windows that are as wide, but 
somewhat shorter, than the corresponding windows on the first floor level. All window openings on the 
primary façade have molded brick lug sills but no other ornament. The windows on the first floor level 
are protected behind steel security bars added at an unknown time. A cast-cement sign, presently ob-
scured behind a vinyl banner, reads: “JUDSON-MURPHY CORPORATION.” The primary façade is crowned 
by a corbeled brick cornice and stepped parapet. A wooden flagpole is attached to the roof just behind 
the parapet. The lower portion of the façade is presently covered in painted-out graffiti. 
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Figure 25. South (primary) façade of 1200 17
th

 Street, 2012  
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

 

Figure 26. Detail of the south façade showing brick, keystone, and sign, 2012 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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East, West, and North Façades  
Portions of the east, west, and north façades of the brick office building are visible from inside the for-
mer Pacific Rolling Mill Co. complex (Figures 27 & 28). Entirely utilitarian in character, these façades are 
brick, laid in five-course American bond, and painted white, including most of the steel double-hung 
windows. Large sections of these three “interior” facades (none of which are visible from the street) are 
concealed behind stairs, sections of roofing, gutters, vent stacks, conduit, shelving, pipes, and I-beams. 
In addition, most of the doors have been boarded-up since the office building is now vacant. Spanning a 
gap that originally existed between the roof of the office building and the surrounding metal-clad shops 
building is an L-shaped pent roof. Wood-framed and clad in corrugated steel, these sections of roofing 
were added by the Owens-Illinois Glass Co. in 1946-7 to keep out rain and to secure the complex.  
 

 
 
Interior  
The interior of the brick office building has been altered several times since the Judson-Murphy Corpo-
ration, the successor to the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., abandoned the site after World War II. According to 
building permit applications on file at the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, the interior 
was first remodeled in 1953 when the Fiberglass Engineering Co., a subsidiary of the Owens-Illinois Glass 
Co., leased the property. The work included the installation of new wood partitions, toilet rooms, and 
linoleum flooring. The interior of the building was remodeled again in 1967, when City Transfer and 
Storage leased the building. As part of this alteration all non-load-bearing partitions were demolished 
and reconstructed. Additional changes included new doors, a new private office at the southwest corner 
of the second floor level, a new women’s restroom, and several other cosmetic changes. Most of the 
interior appears to date to that era. 
  

Figure 27. North façade of office building, 2012 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 

Figure 28. West façade of office building, 2012 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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The interior of the brick office building comprises two floors. The first floor level has an office pool area, 
a toilet room, a utility closet, and a wood stair leading up to the second floor level. Physical evidence, 
including remnants of stud-frame and gypsum board partition walls, indicates that there was an office 
located at the northeast corner of the first floor level; it was demolished after 1967 (Figure 29). These 
partition walls conceal several windows on the east façade of the building; these were boarded-up in 
1967. The first floor level is finished with fir flooring and stud-frame and gypsum board walls and ceil-
ings. The second floor level of the brick office building has only two rooms – a “private office” installed 
in the southwest corner in 1967 and a larger office pool area to the east. The office is finished in ply-
wood paneling over stud-frame and gypsum board partition walls. The floor is covered in linoleum and 
the office has a suspended T-bar ceiling fitted with asbestos acoustical tiles. The rest of the second floor 
level is finished in gypsum board, with wood baseboards and chair rails, and solid-core wood doors. The 
asbestos-tiled ceiling is punctuated by square skylights. Some of the timber framing is visible in the of-
fice pool area and mechanical, plumbing, and electrical networks are exposed throughout the entire in-
terior of the building (Figure 30).  

 

 
 

 

Figure 29. Interior of office building: first floor looking northeast, 2012 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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V. Historical Context 

A. Historical Background of the Northern Potrero District 

The former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property is located within the northern Potrero District. The history of 
the area was documented in the Showplace Square Historic Context Statement, prepared by Kelley & 
VerPlanck in 2009. The northern Potrero, which began to develop as an industrial area in the early 
1900s, thereafter became known as the New Wholesale District (the “New” to differentiate it from the 
“Old” Wholesale District on Mission Street, between 1st and 6th streets) ca. 1905 and it remained one of 
San Francisco’s foremost industrial districts for most of the twentieth century. Although the industriali-
zation of the northern Potrero District got underway before the 1906 Earthquake, full-scale develop-
ment of the area (as well as the adjoining Mission Bay area) did not take off until after the 1906 Earth-
quake, when the Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe (Santa Fe) and the Southern Pacific railroads completed 
filling Mission Bay for new industrial sites.  
 
The northern Potrero District was ideal for industrial development for a number of reasons. First, be-
cause most of it remained as tidal marshland during the nineteenth century it had not been developed 
before the 1906 Earthquake. After it was filled by the railroads and other large landowners, most of the 
blocks were not subdivided into small house lots, but instead sold or leased as undivided tracts of land 
encompassing entire blocks or substantial portions thereof – a condition ideal for large-footprint indus-
trial facilities. The area had good access to the waterfront and the huge rail yards operated by the Santa 
Fe, the Southern Pacific, and the Western Pacific railroads around Mission Bay. These railroads eventual-
ly constructed an elaborate network of rail spurs in the area, which made it easy for industrialists to 
transport goods between their plants and San Francisco’s port facilities.  

Figure 30. Interior of 1200 17
th

 Street: second floor looking northeast, 2012 
Source: Christopher VerPlanck 
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All sorts of industries relocated to the New Wholesale District after 1906, including hardware dealers, 
food processing and canning plants, cable and belt manufacturers, steel fabricators, bakeries, paint 
manufacturers, barrel makers, mattress factories, and many other types of industry. Construction of 
new industrial facilities and the expansion of existing industrial plants continued until World War II. Af-
ter the war, many industrialists left San Francisco for Emeryville, South San Francisco, San Leandro, and 
other suburban industrial cities, where large tracts of land with freeway access were available and un-
ions were less powerful. Though San Francisco’s industrial sector steadily declined during the 1950s and 
1960s, many of the large warehouses and factories in the New Wholesale District found new life in the 
1970s. During this time, wholesale design firms, many of which had been pushed out of Jackson Square, 
looked to the disused warehouses of the New Wholesale District. These buildings were perfect for 
wholesale showrooms with their large floorplates, convenient freeway access, and ample parking. By 
the early 1980s, the proliferation of wholesale design-related companies gave the area a new name, 
“Showplace Square.” These days the area is again being transformed as high-tech companies displace 
the design showrooms. 
 
B. Project Site History 

This section summarizes the history of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’s property, including the devel-
opment of its physical plant and a chronology of subsequent alterations by later owners and occupants, 
including Judson Manufacturing Company, Judson Pacific, Judson Pacific-Murphy, Owens-Illinois Glass 
Company, and several others. Though sections of the original Pacific Rolling Mill Co. plant survive, it will 
be demonstrated that the subject property has undergone considerable changes, especially following 
the demise of San Francisco’s structural steel fabrication sector after World War II and the site’s subse-
quent conversion into a fully enclosed, general-purpose warehouse facility. 
 
Pre-development History 
One of the earliest views of the subject property can be found on a realistically rendered aerial perspec-
tive of the Potrero District made in 1892 (Figure 31). This image indicates that the two blocks that com-
prise the future Pacific Rolling Mill Co. site did not have any buildings on them yet. In this view, a large 
lagoon (a remnant of Mission Bay) can be seen just northeast of the subject property. Sixth Street, which 
was built on a causeway, can be seen cutting across the lagoon. Though not highly detailed, the image 
suggests that the development of the New Wholesale District was still at least a decade or so in the fu-
ture. On the other hand, Potrero Point and the Central Waterfront area was already a hive of industrial 
activity. Meanwhile, the summit of Potrero Hill remained a semi-rural enclave of workers’ cottages and 
two-family flats interspersed among pasture and open space. 
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The earliest Sanborn Fire Insurance maps (Sanborn maps) to cover the northern Potrero District/Mission 
Bay area were published in 1899-1900 (Figure 32). The maps indicate that the subject property was 
largely vacant, with Block 3949 remaining free of buildings and Block 3950 containing only a one-story 
shack. According to contemporary block books, Blocks 3949 and 3950 both belonged to the rather pro-
saically named Real Estate and Development Co., a local real estate investment firm active in the area. 
Seventh Street, which passed just north and east of the subject property, carried a Southern Pacific 
track. Diagonal property lines shown on Block 3950 are boundaries of older agricultural properties that 
existed before the Potrero District was subdivided into a grid of blocks and lots in 1856. 
 
Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
The Pacific Rolling Mill Co., the developer of the subject property, was founded in 1898 by Patrick Noble. 
The company was a reincarnation of the much older Pacific Rolling Mills Co., a well-known steel manu-
facturer based at Potrero Point. This company went out of business in May 1898, a victim of internal 
embezzlement and unfair “dumping” of cheaper Eastern steel on the Pacific coast markets.14 After the 
company’s demise, its superintendent Patrick Noble was allowed to retain the machinery and the com-
pany’s name. Noble’s new business venture, which concentrated on the fabrication and assembly of 
structural steel for large buildings, first appeared in the 1898 San Francisco City Directory. The company 
was originally headquartered at 519 Mission Street, where its headquarters remained until 1905.15 
Meanwhile, as early as 1899, Noble had leased half of Block 3949 from the Real Estate and Development 
Co. and began building a fabrication plant. An article appearing in the December 23, 1899 San Francisco 
Call mentioned that Noble was building a new structure at 17th and Mississippi streets, which was de-

                                                 
14 “Rolling Mills to be Closed,” New York Times (May 18, 1898). 
15 San Francisco City Directories, 1898-1905. 

Figure 31. Aerial perspective of the Potrero District in 1892; subject property shown in red 
Source: Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley; annotated by Page & Turnbull 
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scribed as a “building of steel, wrought and cast iron work” costing $13,500.16 Noble called his new 
company the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., omitting the final “s” of its predecessor’s name.17  
 

 
 
1905 Sanborn Map 
The construction of the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. plant obviously came after the publication of the 
1899-1900 Sanborn maps, which show nothing on the site. The 1905 Sanborn maps, published approxi-
mately five years after the opening of the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. plant, show the site consisting of 
two buildings: a freestanding blacksmith’s shop and a larger multi-purpose building housing a foundry, a 
machine shop, and an oven shed (Figure 33). At this point the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. was confined to the 
southern half of Block 3949. The Pacific Refining and Roofing Co. occupied the northern half of the block 
and Texas Street was still a public street, though a Pacific Refining and Roofing Co. building already oc-
cupied a portion of the right-of-way. Except for the oven shed, which was a brick structure, the two 
buildings on the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property were both built of wood. Neither building survives to-
day.  
 

                                                 
16 Katherine Petrin, Pacific Rolling Mill Site, Evaluation of Integrity (San Francisco: February 2014), 3.  
17 Page & Turnbull, 1200-1210 17th Street Preliminary Assessment (San Francisco: November 2011), 5.  

Figure 32. 1900 Sanborn map showing the approximate boundaries of the subject property  
Source: San Francisco Public Library; annotated by Christopher VerPlanck 
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Figure 33. 1905 Sanborn map showing Block 3949 
Source: San Francisco Public Library 
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1914 Sanborn Map 
The 1914 Sanborn maps indicate that the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility had been significantly enlarged 
since 1905 (Figure 34). The company had prospered in recent years, especially with all the work that 
accompanied the reconstruction of San Francisco after the 1906 Earthquake. What was labeled on the 
1905 Sanborn maps as the blacksmith shop was identified on the 1914 map as a “punch shed.” Similarly 
the old machine shop/foundry building was labeled on the 1914 map as a “column shed.” These two 
structures had been joined by a new “structural shed” on the eastern edge the site (now the warehouse 
at 1100 17th Street), as well as a massive new “stock shed” on the west side of Texas Street (now the 
warehouse at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street). The maps indicate that Texas Street between 16th and 
17th streets was no longer in use because both the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and the adjoining Pacific Refin-
ing and Roofing Co. had been allowed to encroach on the right-of-way. The Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and 
the Pacific Refining and Roofing Co. complexes were both served by rail lines, including a Southern Pacif-
ic line running along 16th Street and a Santa Fe spur bisecting the site from east to west. In 1922, the 
Real Estate and Development Co. sold the northeastern corner of Block 3949 to the Santa Fe so that it 
could build another track along Mississippi Street, further improving rail access to the site.18  
 
Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Plant Expansion in 1926 
In 1920, Patrick Noble died. Five years later, in 1925, Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’s new management an-
nounced that it would purchase land at Marin and Kansas streets near Islais Creek to build a new plant.19 
It seems likely that this announcement was only a bargaining chip to obtain concessions from the Real 
Estate and Development Co., because soon after the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. dropped its plans to move 
after obtaining an option to purchase the property that it leased at 17th and Mississippi streets. Within a 
year, Pacific Rolling Mill Co. inaugurated an ambitious expansion program at its existing plant. In 1926, 
the company erected several new structures costing a total of $120,000, including a new steel-frame 
shops building costing $25,000 (now the warehouse at 1200 17th Street) and a new two-story brick office 
building (now the vacant office building at 1200 17th Street).20 The stock shed at 1210 17th Street was 
also expanded at this time with at least one shed-roofed addition on its east side. Neither an architect 
nor a builder was identified in the building announcement in Building & Engineering News, suggesting 
that the company designed the structures in-house and built them itself.21 Equipping the facility with 
new machinery added another $200,000 to the company’s investments in its Potrero plant.22  
 
The construction chronology of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. plant is complicated. To aid the re-
viewer in understanding changes that have occurred over time we have included a diagram in Appendix 
A that features overlays of existing conditions on top of historic Sanborn maps. 
 
  

                                                 
18 San Francisco Office of the Assessor-Recorder, “Sales Ledger for Blocks 3949 and 3950,” November 16, 1922. 
19 Page & Turnbull, 1200-1210 17th Street Preliminary Assessment (San Francisco: November 2011), 11.  
20 Building & Engineering News (May 8, 1926). 
21 VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting checked the building contracts column in every edition of Building & Engineering News between 
January 1925 and December 1929 and found several listings for the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property at 17th and Mississippi streets. None were 
for the brick office building. 
22 Ibid. 
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The block of Texas Street between 16th and 17th streets, which originally divided the subject property 
into two sections, was formally closed by order of the Board of Supervisors on January 23, 1923.23 This 
action joined Blocks 3949 and 3950 and allowed the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. to expand into the 80’-wide 
right-of-way. Though temporary structures had been in this area since at least 1905, the closure allowed 
the company to legally enlarge its stock shed at 1210 17th Street, which received an addition on its east 
side between 1923 and 1926, and another addition in 1926. The brick office building and a portion of 
the metal-clad shops structure built in 1926 also occupy a portion of the former Texas Street right-of-
way. 
 
The 1926 brick office building appears in the background of a photograph taken around the same time 
depicting the plant’s workforce (Figure 35). The sign above the entrance then read: PACIFIC ROLLING 
MILL CO. The photograph indicates that few changes have been made to the primary façade of the brick 
office building since it was taken.24 A later photograph taken in 1941, when the plant belonged to Jud-

                                                 
23 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 20739, January 23, 1923. 
24 This photograph was definitely taken between 1926 and 1928, when the name of the company changed from the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. to 
the Judson Manufacturing Co. of San Francisco. 

 

Figure 34. 1914 Sanborn map showing the approximate boundaries of the subject property  
Source: San Francisco Public Library; annotated by Christopher VerPlanck 
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son-Pacific Corporation, shows similar conditions to today (Figure 36). The photograph indicates that 
the main entrance originally contained a pair of single-panel, glazed wood doors.  
 

 

 
  

Figure 35. Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Office Building, ca. 1926 
Source: A Romance of Steel in California (1946) 

Figure 36. Judson Pacific Corporation Office Building, 1941 
Source: San Francisco Call Collection, Bancroft Library 
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Judson-Pacific Purchases the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
On August 2, 1928, the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. merged with Judson Manufacturing Co. of San Francisco, 
and on December 7, 1928, the newly organized Judson-Pacific Co. purchased the property from the Real 
Estate and Development Co.25 Judson-Pacific promptly moved its sales offices from 1200 17th Street to 
604 Mission Street, where Judson Manufacturing Co. had been headquartered prior to the merger. The 
company had three locations: the three-acre facility at 17th and Mississippi streets in San Francisco, an 
eight-acre facility in Emeryville, and a 25-acre open-hearth plant in Oakland.26 Together these plants fab-
ricated 25,000 tons of structural steel per year, making it the largest steel fabricating company in the 
West. All told, the combined Judson-Pacific Co. owned $2,000,000 worth of assets.27  
 
1938 Aerial Photograph 
Aerial photographs taken of the site during the late 1930s indicate that the Judson-Pacific plant had 
reached its largest extent (Figure 37). The northeastern corner of the subject property was still occupied 
by the Pacific Refining and Roofing Co. plant, which hampered expansion of the Judson-Pacific plant. The 
photograph indicates that all four pre-1927 structures that stand today were there, including the brick 
office building at 1200 17th Street, the shops structure at 1200 17th Street, and the open-sided metal-
clad sheds at 1100 and 1210 17th Street. Every square inch of the site was covered with buildings. 
 

 
                                                 
25 San Francisco Office of the Assessor-Recorder, “Sales Ledger Records for Blocks 3949 and 3950,” August 2 and December 7, 1928. 
26 Letter, Carlo J. Maas, President Judson Manufacturing Co. to the Oakland Chamber of Commerce, June 22, 1927. 
27 “Steel Companies are Active,” The Architect and Engineer (February 1928), 114. 

Figure 37. Aerial photograph from 1938 showing the subject property  
Source: Collection of David Rumsey; annotated by Christopher VerPlanck 
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Judson Pacific-Murphy Sells 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street 
In comparison with Judson-Pacific’s much larger East Bay facilities, its Potrero plant was small and pro-
duced a relatively small portion of the company’s overall output. Hemmed in by other properties, there 
was no way it could expand on the existing site. Judson-Pacific, which thrived during the remaining years 
of the 1920s-era building boom, barely survived the Depression and World War II. In 1945, it merged 
with the J. Philip Murphy Corporation, forming the Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation. The new compa-
ny retained the Potrero plant for only one year. In 1946, Judson Pacific-Murphy consolidated its manu-
facturing operations in the East Bay and idled its antiquated and cramped Potrero plant.28 A photograph 
taken not long before the plant closed shows the brick office building (Figure 38). The photograph indi-
cates that aside from its non-historic doors and the security bars, the façade has not changed much 
since 1945. 
 

 
Another photograph, also taken in 1945, shows the entire Judson Pacific-Murphy plant shortly before it 
closed (Figure 39). This image, which appears to have been taken from the roof of a nearby building, 
illustrates the complex before it was converted into a fully enclosed warehouse facility by Owens-Illinois 
Glass Co. in 1946-7. An enlarged and annotated version is attached as Appendix B of this HRE. At the far 
left side of the image one can see the warehouse at 1210 17th Street. Though its roofline resembles what 
exists today, the photograph indicates that it was just a shed without exterior walls. A canopy, which no 
longer exists, is shown to extend over a portion of 17th Street. It appears to shelter a loading dock. A 
wood fence can be seen wrapping around the shed at street level, presumably to provide security. Just 
to the right of the shed is the brick office building at 1200 17th Street. Tiny in comparison with the rest of 
the plant, it appears largely the same as it does today. To the right of the brick office building is the met-

                                                 
28 Page & Turnbull, 1200-1210 17th Street Preliminary Assessment (San Francisco: November 2011), 7. 

Figure 38. Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation Office Building, ca. 1945  
Source: A Romance of Steel in California (1946) 
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al-clad shops structure at 1200 17th Street. Emblazoned with the company’s name in large painted let-
ters, the structure differs from existing conditions. In the 1945 image it has horizontal bands of windows 
on the lower portion of the 17th Street façade. These windows were removed in 1946-7. Also visible in 
the image is a large, wood “barn” door. This feature was removed in 1969. At the right side of the image 
is the warehouse at 1100 17th Street. As the image plainly indicates, the structure was a shed with unen-
closed walls. In the 1945 image the structure encroaches upon both 17th and Mississippi streets, with a 
shed-roofed canopy projecting out above a portion of 17th Street and another shed-roofed canopy ex-
tending along a portion of Mississippi Street. A board fence encloses the perimeter of the shed along 
both streets, presumably to provide security. Several voids along the perimeter of the structure indicate 
that it was an open-air shed and that it had little or no corrugated metal siding. A large sign with the 
company’s name painted on it extends along the ridgeline of the structure. 
 

 
Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation was the last structural steel fabricator to occupy 1200 17th Street. On 
June 12, 1946, the company sold the property (APNs 3949/002 and 3950/001) to Paul F. Gillespie, Wil-
liam S. Wetenhall, and Arthur E. and Mabel H. Wilkens.29 This consortium, which was eventually ex-
panded to more than 20 investors, had recently acquired the adjoining Independent Paper Stock Co. 
(formerly the Pacific Refining and Roofing Co.) property at 16th and Mississippi streets (APN 3949/001), 
now part of the subject property. These two purchases assembled the existing property except for the 
Santa Fe right-of-way at the corner of 16th and Mississippi streets. 
 
Owens-Illinois Corporation Converts Open Sheds into Enclosed Warehouses 
The new ownership consortium leased the subject property to the Owens-Illinois Glass Co. in 1946. The 
Owens-Illinois Glass Co., a maker of glass bottles and other related products, began making plans to 
convert the vacant structural steel fabrication plant into an enclosed warehouse facility for its products, 
including bottles, jars, food containers, molded plastic enclosures, and bottle caps. A complete inventory 
of all the changes that Owens-Illinois made to the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. is beyond the scope of 
this report, but it is important to list the most notable alterations, including the construction of new 
concrete foundations and floor slabs, rebuilding the interior framing and enclosing the formerly open 

                                                 
29 San Francisco Office of the Assessor-Recorder, “Sales Ledger Records for Blocks 3949 and 3950,” June 12, 1946. 

Figure 39. Photograph of the subject property taken in 1945, looking northwest 
Source: A Romance of Steel in California (1946) 
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walls of the sheds at 1100 and 1210 17th Street with new corrugated steel and/or asbestos-coated steel 
panels, installing a fire suppression system, reconfiguring the east wall of 1100 17th Street with three 
large loading docks, reframing the northern half of 1100 17th Street, building six new loading docks and 
three canopies on the south side of the shops structure at 1200 17th Street, and enclosing the gaps be-
tween the brick office building and the surrounding metal-clad structures.30 The work cost $115,000, 
which is the equivalent of approximately $1.5 million in today’s dollars. The conversion was designed by 
the San Francisco engineering firm of H.J. Brunnier. Around the same time, Owens-Illinois demolished 
the former Independent Paper Stock Co. plant at 16th and Mississippi streets and built two new ware-
houses on that portion of the property. 
 
1950 Sanborn Map 
The 1950 Sanborn maps depict the subject property four years after Owens-Illinois Co. converted the 
site into a general-purpose warehouse facility (Figure 40). Notes on the maps indicate that the brick of-
fice building had been outfitted with automatic sprinklers and fire doors. Dashed lines shown on earlier 
Sanborn maps, which had indicated where no walls existed, were changed to solid lines, indicating 
where solid perimeter walls had been built to enclose the sheds at 1100 and 1210 17th Street.  
 
Subsequent Owners and Alterations: 1953-2014 
In May 1953, the Fiberglas Engineering Supply Division, a subsidiary of the Owens-Corning Corporation, 
took over the lease to the subject property. On May 7, 1953, it applied for a permit to perform $4,900 
worth of interior alterations to the brick office building, including installing new partitions and new lino-
leum flooring in the offices. Drawings accompanying the plans indicate that the first floor was reconfig-
ured with a waiting/product display area in the southwest corner, a women’s toilet room in the north-
west corner, a private office in the northeast corner, and a service office/secretary pool in the southeast 
corner. The second floor had a private office in the southwest corner and a large secretarial pool area 
east of it.31 Six years later, on November 13, 1959, Fiberglas Engineering Supply Co. applied for a permit 
to attach a new plastic sign above the entrance to the brick office building costing $200. The contractor 
was Cascade Neon of San Francisco.32 
 
Throughout the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, the same consortium of investors (known as Robert Baker et 
al) that bought the property in 1946 continued to own and manage it. Fiberglas Engineering Supply Co. 
remained in the building until 1966. In February 1967, City Transfer and Storage, a file storage company, 
leased the building. On February 1, 1967, City Transfer and Storage applied for a permit to remodel the 
office building into the company’s headquarters and the warehouse structures into a storage facility. 
The scope of work for the brick office building included the demolition of all non-bearing partition walls, 
the installation of a pair of new wood-panel doors in the main entrance, a new private office at the 
southwest corner of the second floor level, painting, new toilet rooms, electrical work, and various other 
cosmetic changes. The contractor was Spencer B. Bagge.33  
 

                                                 
30 San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, “Permits on file for 1200 17th Street, Permit No. 88534, December 3, 1947. 
31 San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, “Permits on file for 1200 17th Street, Permit No. 155388,” May 7, 1953. 
32 San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, “Permits on file for 1200 17th Street, Permit No. 229749,” November 13, 1959. 
33 San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, “Permits on file for 1200 17th Street, Permit No. 339088,” February 1, 1967. 
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In June 1984, Robert Baker et al sold the subject property to Macor, Inc., a real estate investment com-
pany.34 Macor promptly leased it to Cor-o-van, a file storage company based in Coronado, California. 
During the time that Macor owned the property, its tenants made dozens of alterations to the site. Ma-
cor, Inc. sold the subject property to Cornerstone Properties and Walden Mission Bay I LLC in March 
2006.35 Not long after, the new owner acquired the tiny Santa Fe property at the corner of 16th and Mis-
sissippi streets (3949/001A) so that all of Block 3949 and over half of Block 3950 (including the Texas 
Street right-of-way) – well over three acres – was under single ownership. In November 2011, the own-
ership structure changed to Potrero Partners LLC.36 Throughout the time that Walden Develop-
ment/Potrero Partners has owned the property it has continued to lease most of the site to Cor-o-van, 
including the warehouse structures at 1100 and 1200 17th Street and the southern half of the warehouse 
at 1210 17th Street. The northern half of this warehouse (975 16th Street) is leased to the University of 
California, which uses it for storage. 

                                                 
34 San Francisco Office of the Assessor-Recorder, “Sales Ledger Records for Blocks 3949 and 3950,” June 12, 1984.  
35 San Francisco Office of the Assessor-Recorder, “Sales Ledger Records for Blocks 3949 and 3950,” March 3, 2006. 
36 San Francisco Office of the Assessor-Recorder, “Sales Ledger Records for Blocks 3949 and 3950,” December 20, 2011.  

Figure 40. 1950 Sanborn map showing the approximate boundaries of the subject property  
Source: San Francisco Public Library; annotated by Christopher VerPlanck 
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C. Construction Chronology for 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street 

This section contains a concise chronological record of all known construction and alteration projects 
that have taken place at 1200 17th Street. The earliest building permit application for the property dates 
to 1946, long after all four of Pacific Rolling Mill Co. buildings were built. Several earlier sources from 
newspapers and building journals are included here as well. Where building permits or contracts do not 
exist we have provided an estimate for each major construction and/or alteration project. This list does 
not include plumbing, electrical, or other minor tenant improvement projects. Copies of these permit 
applications can be found in Appendix C of this HRE. 

Project Description and Source Date Applicant Architect/Engineer  
Cost of 
Project 

Construct blacksmiths’ shop and 
foundry/machine shop  
San Francisco Call (December 23, 1899) Ca. 1899 Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Unknown 

 
Unknown 

Construct structural shed (1100 17
th

 
Street) and stock shed (1210 17

th
 

Street)  
Sanborn maps Ca. 1910 Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Unknown Unknown 

Construct brick office building, metal-
clad shops building (1200 17

th
 Street), 

and addition to stock shed (1210 17
th

 
Street)  
Building & Engineering News (May 8, 
1926) 

May 
1926 Pacific Rolling Mill Co. None $25,000 

Construct new foundations, pave floors, 
enclose open sides in corrugated iron, 
rebuild north half and east wall of 1100 
17

th
 Street, rebuild north wall of 1200 

17
th

 Street, and install new fire sprinkler 
system 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Dec. 
1946 Owens-Illinois Glass Co. H.J. Brunnier, engineer  $115,000 

Repair damage to concrete foundation 
and corrugated metal siding caused by 
truck collision 

April 
1953 Owens-Illinois Glass Co. Ira W. Coburn, engineer $600 

Install new wood and glass partitions, 
linoleum flooring, and electrical fixtures 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

May 
1953 

Fiberglas Engineering 
Supply Co. 

Fiberglass Engineering 
Supply co. $4,900 

Install single-face plastic sign on face of 
office building (1200 17

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Nov. 
1959 

Fiberglas Engineering 
Supply Co. None $200 

Demolition of non-bearing partitions, 
new entrance doors, new private office 
at southwest corner of second floor, 
new men’s toilet room, new women’s 
toilet room, new lunch room, painting, 
and minor electrical work (1200 17

th
 

Street) 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Jan. 
1967 

City Transfer & Storage 
Co. None $12,500 
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Project Description and Source Date Applicant Architect/Engineer  
Cost of 
Project 

Construct spray booth and related 
rooms inside existing warehouse 
building (975 16

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Feb. 
1967 

City Transfer & Storage 
Co. None $16,680 

Install opening for new overhead door 
(1200 17

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

May 
1969 Potrero Investment None $2,000 

Repair failed roof joists x 12 (1200 17
th

 
Street) 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

March 
1978 

City Transfer & Storage 
Co. H.J. Brunnier, engineer $1,800 

Install new steel beam to replace failing 
wood truss (1200 17

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Oct. 
1984 Macor, Inc. Peter C. Tardos, engineer $12,320 

Construct transformer vault (1200 17
th

 
Street) 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Aug. 
1992 Norcal Waste Systems 

P. Goudin & Associates, 
engineer $10,928 

Reinforce parapet (1210 17
th

 Street) 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Dec. 
1993 Macor, Inc. Delta Design, engineer $5,500 

Remodel and enlarge existing toilet 
rooms, build new concrete ramp, steel 
stairs, handicapped parking, and new 
entrance door (1100 17

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau July 1995 Macor, Inc. Unknown $28,000 

Install new fire sprinkler system, fire 
alarm, and waterfowl switches (1200 
17

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Jan. 
1996 Raymond Garment, Inc. 

National Guardian 
Security Services $3,700 

Install new modular office building (901 
16

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Oct. 
1995 Macor, Inc. 

Kotas/Pantaleoni Inc., 
architect $150,000 

Relocate handicapped entrance, 
parking, and stair for easier access to 
modular office building (901 16

th
 

Street) 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

April 
1996 Macor, Inc. None $500 

Install new roofing materials (1200 17
th

 
Street) 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Sept. 
1997 Betty Levin None $9,480 
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Project Description and Source Date Applicant Architect/Engineer  
Cost of 
Project 

Install storage racks (1200 17
th

 Street) 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

June 
1998 

Cor-O-Van Moving & 
Storage None $80,000 

Install standard eight and nine beam 
level record storage rack system (1200 
17

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Feb. 
1999 

Cor-O-Van Moving & 
Storage None $50,000 

Install 178 bays of records storage racks 
with eight or nine beam levels (1200 
17

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau July 2000 

Cor-O-Van Moving & 
Storage 

Rack Design & 
Engineering $202,000 

Install awning above entrance (901 16
th

 
Street) 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Jan. 
2001 

Cor-O-Van Moving & 
Storage None $600 

Voluntary structural strengthening 
(1200 17

th
 Street) 

Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

May 
2007 

Walden Development 
Co. 

Louis Felthouse, 
architect $15,000 

Install tenant demising walls, new toilet 
room facilities, restripe parking lot, and 
build new operations offices (975 16

th
 

Street) 
Department of Public Works, Central 
Permit Bureau 

Jan. 
2011 

Walden Development 
Co. 

Louis Felthouse, 
architect $84,000 
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D. Chain of Title for 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street 

Document 
Reference Date Grantor Grantee 

1901 San Francisco Block 
Book Unknown Unknown Real Estate and Development Co.  

Grant Deed 
3949/001A 11.16.1922 Real Estate and Development Co. 

Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe 
Railroad 

Grant Deed 
3949/002 & 3950/001 12.07.1928 Real Estate and Development Co. Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 

Grant Deed 
3949/002 & 3950/001 08.02.1928 Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Judson-Pacific Co. 

Grant Deed 
3949/001  06.26.1934 Real Estate and Development Co. Charles Harley Co. 

Grant Deed 
3949/001 10.31.1936 Charles Harley Co. Independent Paper Stock Co. 

Grant Deed 
3949/002 & 3950/001 03.07.1945 Judson-Pacific Co. Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. 

Grant Deed 
3949/001 & 002 & 
3950/001 06.12.1946 Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. Robert Baker et al 

Grant Deed 
3949/001 & 002 & 
3950/001 06.12.1984 Robert Baker et al Macor, Inc. 

Grant Deed 
3949/001 & 002 & 
3950/001 03.03.2006 Macor, Inc. 

Walden Mission Bay I LLC & 
Cornerstone Properties 

Grant Deed 
3949/001, 001A, 002 & 
3950/001 12.20.2011 

Walden Mission Bay I LLC & 
Cornerstone Properties Potrero Partners, LLC 
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VI. Determination of Eligibility 

A. California Register of Historical Resources 

The California Register is an authoritative guide to significant architectural, archaeological, and historical 
resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register through a number 
of methods. State Historical Landmarks and National Register-eligible properties (both listed and formal 
determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed. Properties can also be nominated to the California 
Register by local governments, private organizations, or citizens. The California Register also includes 
properties identified in historical resource surveys with Status Codes of 1 to 5 and resources designated 
as local landmarks by city or county ordinances. The California Register eligibility criteria are closely 
based on National Register of Historic Places (National Register) criteria. To be eligible for the California 
Register a property must be significant under one or more of the following criteria: 

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have made a signifi-
cant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural herit-
age of California or the United States. 

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

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

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the po-
tential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, Cali-
fornia or the nation. 

In the following sections we have evaluated the potential eligibility of the former Pacific Rolling Mill 
property for listing in the California Register.  
 
Criterion 1 
If it retained integrity, the entire former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. site would appear eligible for listing in 
the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association as an important structural steel fab-
rication company that made an outsized contribution toward the reconstruction of San Francisco after 
the 1906 Earthquake. Among many others, the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. supplied structural steel for San 
Francisco General Hospital, the Standard Oil Building, the Balfour Building, the San Francisco Public Li-
brary, the YMCA on Golden Gate Avenue, the Financial Center Building in Oakland, the California-Hawaii 
Sugar Refinery in Crockett, and several of the buildings for the 1915 Panama Pacific International Exposi-
tion. All four pre-1927 structures on the property share this context, including the warehouses at 1100 
and 1210 17th Street, the former shops building at 1200 17th Street, and the brick office building, also at 
1200 17th Street. But of these structures, only the brick office building retains integrity from the period 
of significance. In contrast, the three metal-clad structures were all extensively altered in 1946-7 when 
Owens-Illinois Glass Co. converted the property into a general-purpose warehouse facility.  
 
The period of significance under Criterion 1 is 1906 to 1928, the period in which the subject property 
was occupied by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and when the company made the bulk of its contributions 
toward the reconstruction of San Francisco after the 1906 Earthquake. Though other studies have ar-
gued that the period of significance ought to extend to 1946, when the last steel fabricator, Judson Pa-
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cific-Murphy, vacated the site, the subsequent owners were all larger corporations whose manufactur-
ing operations took place at multiple plants, diluting the association of the subject property with the 
fabrication of steel frames for specific projects. Even if the period of significance was moved to 1946, 
the metal-clad warehouses do not retain sufficient integrity because of the extensive alterations made 
by Owens-Illinois Glass Co. in 1947. 
 
Criterion 2 
The former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility does not appear eligible for listing under California Register 
Criterion 2 (Persons). Though the Pacific Mill Rolling Co. was founded by Patrick Noble – a notable San 
Francisco industrialist and public figure – he died in 1920, six years before the brick office building (the 
only intact structure on the site) was constructed. In order to be eligible under Criterion 2 a property 
must also have a tangible association with an important person, meaning that the property must have 
been where that person made his or her most important contributions. For the entire time that Patrick 
Noble was owner of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. he maintained his headquarters in downtown San Fran-
cisco. It was only after his death that the company’s main office moved to 1200 17th Street. This also ap-
pears to be the same for his son, Edward Noble and his associates, H.F. Hedrick and Frank Lester, none 
of whom are well-known individuals in the annals of San Francisco history. 
 
Criterion 3 
The brick office building of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. appears eligible for listing in the California 
Register under Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) as a good example of a brick industrial building con-
structed during the post-1906 reconstruction period in San Francisco. After the 1906 Earthquake, “fire-
proof” masonry construction became more popular than wood, mainly because it was required by re-
vised building codes and/or because insurance companies would no longer insure non-fireproof build-
ings. During the first two decades following the disaster, concrete and brick were both employed in San 
Francisco. Corrugated iron was also used but it was mostly employed for inexpensive and impermanent 
sheds or additions to existing structures. Until reinforced-concrete construction was perfected in the 
1920s brick construction remained the most popular fireproof building material, largely because con-
tractors were more adept in brick construction. By the 1920s, concrete surged ahead of brick due to its 
falling cost, superior strength, better performance in earthquakes, and the ability to easily create orna-
mental details at low cost. As a result, the heyday of brick construction in post-quake San Francisco last-
ed only about 20 years, from 1906 until ca. 1925. Today brick industrial buildings are most numerous in 
a handful of areas, including the old Union Iron Works facility at Pier 70, the Northeast Waterfront His-
toric District, the South End Historic District, and Showplace Square, where Kelley & VerPlanck identified 
a noncontiguous historic district comprising three nodes of brick industrial buildings.  
 
The brick office building of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. appears eligible under Criterion 3 as a 
structure that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, and method of construction – in 
this case a heavy timber-frame brick building constructed in the mid-1920s as the centerpiece of an in-
dustrial plant. The building features all of the typical hallmarks of the type, including its unreinforced 
brick walls laid in five-course American bond, its simple corbeled detailing, its stepped parapet, and its 
regularly spaced window openings containing steel industrial sash windows. The office building was con-
structed of brick because it was the company’s headquarters and it was necessary for it to stand out 
from the utilitarian steel sheds surrounding it. The rest of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility was con-
structed of impermanent materials – mainly wood and corrugated metal – because the purpose of these 
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structures was simply to shelter production work from the elements. Designed to be easily adapted to 
changes in use or production techniques, they did not need to be attractive works of architecture.  
 
The period of significance under Criterion 3 is 1926, the year that the former brick office building was 
constructed. 
 
Criterion 4 
Analysis of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. site for eligibility under Criterion 4 (Information Potential) 
is beyond the scope of this report. Criterion 4 mainly deals with archaeological resources, which were 
not investigated by the author for this study. 
 
B. Integrity 

Overall, the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property retains a low degree of integrity. As described above, 
the majority of the site’s buildings were rebuilt in 1946-7 as part of the Owens-Illinois Co.’s conversion 
of the property to warehouse use. Two of the structures on the site (1100 and 1210 17th Street) were 
originally framed canopies without exterior walls. These sheds were mostly open along their sides (aside 
from wooden canopies and a security fence) to facilitate the movement of large subassemblies in and 
out of the structures. As described above, in 1946 Owens-Illinois Glass Co. applied for a permit to per-
form over $115,000 of alterations to the metal-clad structures, including pouring new concrete founda-
tions and slabs and enclosing their open sides with corrugated metal panels. The conversion from manu-
facturing to warehouse use necessitated these changes to safeguard manufactured goods from theft 
and to facilitate the orderly storage and distribution of these goods to retailers. Shelving took the place 
of open work space and exterior walls went up to prevent unauthorized entry. The former shops struc-
ture, which was always an enclosed structure, was also heavily altered during its conversion to ware-
house use. All of the fenestration along the lower part of the 17th Street façade was removed and the 
north façade facing 16th Street was rebuilt as a series of loading docks. Later changes include the remov-
al of the large wood barn door from the south façade of the shops structure in 1969 and dozens of other 
incremental changes too numerous to itemize here. As proven by a comparison of existing conditions 
with historic photographs taken in 1945, the metal-clad structures look completely different than they 
did during the period of significance. 
 
Of the four pre-1927 structures on the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. property, only the brick office 
building has avoided extensive exterior changes. The only notable alterations to its exterior include the 
replacement of the cast-cement sign in 1945, the replacement of the original glazed single-panel doors 
with solid-core wood doors in 1967, and the installation of metal security bars in front of the windows at 
an unknown date.  
 
There are seven aspects used by the California Register to assess integrity – location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The following section analyzes the former Pacific Roll-
ing Mill Co. facility and the former brick office building under each of the seven aspects. If the analysis 
applies to the entire site there is no separate discussion for the brick office building. Otherwise, the of-
fice building is called out separately. 
 

 Location: “Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where 
the historic event occurred.” 
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No part of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility has ever been moved. Therefore, it retains 
the aspect of location. 
 

 Design: “Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and 
style of a property.” 
 
Entire Site: The original designs of the three metal-clad structures (1100, 1200, and 1210 17th 
Street) have been changed drastically. Two of the structures (1100 and 1210 17th Street) were 
originally open-sided sheds. In 1946-7 they were enclosed to create secure warehouses. Similar-
ly, the former shops structure at 1200 17th Street has undergone substantial changes to both its 
interior and to its exterior elevations.  
 
Brick Office Building: The design of the former brick office building has not changed since it was 
built in 1926. Though the interior has been remodeled several times, the exterior is essentially 
intact. 
 
In conclusion, though the site as a whole does not retain integrity of design, the brick office 
building does retain this aspect. 
 

 Setting: “Setting is the physical environment of a historic property.” 
 
Since the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility was completed in 1926, many changes have oc-
curred on the site and in the surrounding neighborhood. In addition to the demolition of the ad-
joining Pacific Refining and Roofing Co. plant ca. 1947, several concrete industrial buildings were 
built on adjoining properties in the late 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s. In the late 1960s, the construc-
tion of the I-280 viaduct separated the subject property from the Mission Bay area. In addition, 
most of the industrial facilities north of 16th Street were pulled down ca. 2000 for residential de-
velopment which is now underway. Since the 1960s, most of the train tracks and other rail facili-
ties in the vicinity were removed or paved over. Finally, the erection of several residential loft 
buildings in the 1990s and 2000s on adjoining properties facing Missouri and 16th streets intro-
duced high-density residential uses to the formerly industrial block. Cumulatively these changes 
have converted what was originally a stand-alone industrial plant in a sparsely populated indus-
trial neighborhood into a thriving mixed-use community containing a blend of industrial, office, 
and residential uses. 
 
In conclusion, due to the extensive changes that have occurred in the vicinity of the former Pa-
cific Rolling Mill Co. property, the site as a whole does not retain integrity of setting. 
 

 Materials: “Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a par-
ticular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.” 
 
Entire Site: As mentioned above, all of the metal-clad structures were clad in corrugated metal 
in 1946-7 when they were converted into enclosed warehouses. Additional sections of these 
structures have been re-clad in recent years. The northern half of the warehouse structure at 
1100 17th Street was entirely rebuilt in 1946-7. Aside from portions of their structural framing, it 
is doubtful that any of these three structures retain any of their original materials. 
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Brick Office Building: Though its interior has been remodeled several times, the exterior of the 
brick office building retains all of its original materials, including its brick walls, steel industrial 
sash windows, and wooden flagpole. 
 
In conclusion, though the site as a whole does not retain integrity of materials, the brick office 
building retains this aspect. 
 

 Workmanship: “Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or 
people during any given period in history or prehistory.” 
 
Entire Site: As a facility built of industrially produced materials handled in a conventional man-
ner typical of its era, most of the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility does not embody any no-
table examples of workmanship.  
 
Brick Office Building: The brick office building is the only part of the former Pacific Rolling Mill 
Co. facility to retain any evidence of traditional workmanship, especially the handcrafted brick 
corbelling at the cornice level and the brick voussoirs and keystone surrounding the arched en-
trance. 
 
In conclusion, though the site as a whole does not retain integrity of workmanship, the brick of-
fice building does retain this aspect. 
 

 Feeling: “Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular peri-
od of time.” 
 
Though research indicates that there have been major changes to the former Pacific Rolling Mill 
Co. complex, the changes that were made are generally compatible with industrial usage. 
 
In conclusion, the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility retains integrity of feeling. 
 

 Association: “Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a 
historic property.” 
 
Entire Site: Extensive alterations to the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility in 1946-7 convert-
ed what were formerly open sheds into enclosed warehouses. These alterations, made by the 
Owens-Illinois Glass Co., occurred well after the period of significance (1906-1928). 
 
Brick Office Building: As described, the alterations to the brick office building are much less ex-
tensive than those made to the metal-clad structures, with the result that the office building 
looks substantially similar to how it did during the period of significance. 
 
In conclusion, though as a whole the former Pacific Rolling Mill Co. facility does not retain integ-
rity of association, the brick office building does retain this aspect. 
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Of the seven aspects of integrity, the entire site retains only the aspects of location and feeling. In con-
trast, the brick office building retains the aspects of location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, 
and association. It does not retain integrity of setting. 
 

VII. Evaluation of Project-specific Impacts 

This section analyzes the historic status of the subject property and the impacts of the proposed project 
on the environment as required by the CEQA review procedures of the San Francisco Planning Depart-
ment.  
 
A. Project Description 

The following project description of the 1200 17th/901 16th Street Project is derived from drawings dated 
June 19, 2014. The project sponsor is Potrero Partners, LLC. The architect of the 901 16th Street building 
is BAR Architects of San Francisco. The 1200 17th Street building is designed by Christiani-Johnson Archi-
tects of San Francisco. The landscape architect is PGA Design of Oakland and the civil engineer is BKF 
Engineers of Pleasanton, California.  
 
Existing Site Conditions 
The existing four parcels that comprise the subject property will be merged into two lots with addresses 
of 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street. With the exception of the two-story, brick office building at 1200 
17th Street, the site will be cleared of all existing structures and developed with two new buildings and 
associated improvements.  
 
General Project Description 
The proposed project entails the construction of two separate buildings containing a total of 395 resi-
dential units, 24,968 sf of retail space, 388 vehicle parking spaces, 12,219 sf of publicly accessible open 
space, 27,219 sf of common open space for residents, and 4,950 sf of private open space. The two build-
ings will be separated by a 39’-wide midblock courtyard (called the “Mississippi Mews”) which will con-
nect Mississippi Street with a proposed public pedestrian promenade (called the “Pedestrian Prome-
nade”) that will link 16th and 17th streets along the western property line. Additional open spaces for res-
idents will include a pair of courtyards (called the “East” and “West” Courtyards, respectively) in the 
center of both buildings. The existing brick office building will be rehabilitated for commercial use as 
part of the 1200 17th Street building. The brick office building will be surrounded by a landscaped buffer 
so that it stands apart from the nearby new construction. 
 
New Building at 901 16th Street 
The new building at 901 16th Street will occupy the northern half of the subject property. It will be a six-
story, mixed-use building measuring 68 feet high. The building will include 260 residential units, 20,318 
sf of retail space, subterranean tenant parking for 221 vehicles, and above-ground retail parking for 42 
vehicles. The building will have two residential courtyards and the proposed Mississippi Mews will be 
separate it from the building at 1200 17th Street. The proposed building is designed in a contemporary 
architectural vocabulary with each façade articulated differently to break its apparent massing down 
into several smaller, distinct sections. Exterior cladding materials include applied face brick, aluminum 
windows and storefront systems, metal paneling, aluminum screens, tempered glass, and architectural 
concrete. The 16th Street façade is the building’s primary public elevation, with the residential lobby 
aligning with the former Texas Street right-of-way. The upper floors above the lobby will be recessed 30 
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feet back from 16th Street, helping to reduce the building’s apparent massing. Flanking the entrance lob-
by will be retail storefronts made of aluminum and glass. The five residential floors above will be clad in 
brick and the fenestration will be laid out in a traditional grid pattern recalling historic brick industrial 
buildings in the nearby Showplace Square neighborhood. A large mural will occupy the northeast corner 
of the building at 16th and Mississippi streets. The other three façades have a less traditional character 
with rectangular bay windows lining Mississippi Street, as well as the west (Pedestrian Promenade) and 
south (Mississippi Mews) sides of the building. The roof of the proposed building is flat with several stair 
and elevator penthouses rising another 10 feet above the roof.  
 
New Building at 1200 17th Street 
The new building 1200 17th Street will occupy the southern half of the subject property. It will be a four-
story, wood-frame building measuring 48 feet high. It will have 135 residential units, 4,650 sf of re-
tail/restaurant space, subterranean parking (115 residential stalls, retail parking for eight vehicles, and 
two car-share stalls). The building will have two residential courtyards and the proposed Mississippi 
Mews will form its northern boundary, creating a setback between it and the new building on 16th 
Street. The publicly accessible Pedestrian Promenade linking 16th and 17th streets will form a landscaped 
buffer between the new building and the two existing live-work residential buildings that are located on 
the opposite side of the western property line. The proposed building is broken down into multiple vol-
umes to reduce its apparent size. In regard to materials and detailing it is simpler than the 16th Street 
building, with an architectural vocabulary that takes its cue more explicitly from its industrial neighbors. 
In addition, a portion of the gable-roofed shed structure at 17th and Mississippi streets will be rebuilt in 
the same configuration using corrugated metal cladding as a memento of the existing buildings on the 
site. Cladding materials on the rest of the building will be different from the 16th Street building, with 
simpler industrial-type materials, including corrugated metal, cast concrete, vertical ribbed metal siding, 
steel columns, and aluminum roll-up doors. The roofline of the new building will be broken up into a 
series of shed and gable-roofed volumes, echoing the existing metal-clad structures on the site. 
 
Rehabilitation of Brick Office Building at 1200 17th Street 
As discussed, the historic brick office building will be rehabilitated for retail or restaurant use. During 
demolition all adjoining structures will be demolished and all piping, conduit, and remnants of adjoining 
structures will be removed. During construction the building will be protected in place. The brick walls 
will then be cleaned and restored, with any voids patched and/or repaired using brick that matches the 
original. The paint on the exterior walls (north, east, and west) of the building will be carefully removed 
to expose the red brick. Only gentle methods that do not remove the exterior face of the brick will be 
used, including power washing, hand sanding, blasting with walnut shells, or citrus-based strippers. The 
mortar will be cleaned and repointed wherever necessary. The existing deteriorated steel-sash windows 
on the primary (south) façade will be replaced in kind with counterparts that match the existing. The 
historic cast-cement sign above the primary entrance will be retained and repaired. The two pedestrian 
entrances on the primary façade both presently contain incompatible, non-historic doors. They will be 
replaced with doors that resemble historic conditions. The existing wooden flagpole mounted on the 
roof will be retained and restored. The existing skylights are of unknown origin but because they are not 
visible from the street they will be removed to build a new roof deck. The roof deck will be set back from 
the parapet and it will have a guardrail that will be minimally visible from 17th Street. The brick office 
building’s non-historic interior finishes and materials will be removed to expose the historic brick walls. 
A partial mezzanine level will be constructed within the rehabilitated structure, which will contain a total 
of 1,500 sf of retail or restaurant space. 
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The new building adjoining the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is designed to respect and be 
compatible with the historical resource. The brick office building will anchor the southern end of a 61’-
4”-wide break in the new building’s street wall. There will be a setback on the left (west) side of the 
brick building that will serve as the residential entrance to the new building. This setback measures 11’-
9” wide and the area behind it will remain unbuilt. Additional setbacks will be located along the north 
and east walls of the brick office building. On the east side of the brick building there will be a notch-out 
measuring 10’-5” x 4’-10”. The purpose of these setbacks and notch-out is to allow the brick building to 
“read” as a freestanding structure that is functionally related to the new building but structurally inde-
pendent from it. 
 
Reconstruction of Metal-clad Warehouse at 1100 17th Street 
The project sponsor will dismantle and reconstruct the southern half of the timber-frame, metal-clad 
warehouse at 1100 17th Street and use it for retail space. The proposed project will retain the gable-
roofed volume of the existing structure to a point 60’-5” south of 17th Street. Elements of the existing 
structure, including portions of its timber posts, wood trusses, and corrugated metal siding may be re-
used in the new retail structure. It will be given new aluminum-frame storefronts along 17th Street and 
in the first bay along Mississippi Street. The repurposed structure will house 3,100 sf of retail or restau-
rant space. 
 
B. Status of Existing Property as a Historical Resource 

According to Section 15064.5 (a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a “historical re-
source” is defined as belonging to at least one of the following three categories: 

 A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code 
SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.); 

 A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical re-
source survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1 (g) of the Public Resources 
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must 
treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demon-
strates that it is not historically or culturally significant; 

 Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engi-
neering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cul-
tural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the 
lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole 
record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically 
significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of His-
torical Resources (Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852). 

Of the five structures on the subject property only the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is a 
“known historical resource.” It has a Status Code of 3CS, meaning that it appears individually eligible for 
listing in the California Register. As such, the brick office building appears to be a “historical resource” 
under Section 15064.5 (a) of CEQA. In contrast, the other four structures on the site, including the mod-
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ular office building at 901 16th Street and the metal-clad warehouses at 1100 17th Street, 1200 17th 
Street, and 1210 17th Street are not historical resources due to loss of integrity.  
 
C. Analysis of the Project for Compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards   

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings (the Rehabilitation Standards and the Guidelines, respectively) provide guidance for 
reviewing work to historic properties.37 Developed by the National Park Service for reviewing certified 
rehabilitation tax credit projects, the Standards have been adopted by local government bodies across 
the country for reviewing work to historic properties under local preservation ordinances. The Rehabili-
tation Standards are a useful analytic tool for understanding and describing the potential impacts of 
changes to historic resources.  
 
Conformance with all ten Rehabilitation Standards does not determine whether a project would cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource under CEQA. Rather, projects that 
comply with the Standards benefit from a regulatory presumption that they would have a less-than-
significant adverse impact on a historic resource.38 Projects that do not comply with the Rehabilitation 
Standards may or may not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource 
and would require further analysis to determine whether the historic resource would be “materially im-
paired” by the project under CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b).  
 
Rehabilitation is the only one of the four treatments in the Standards (the others are Preservation, Res-
toration, and Reconstruction) that allows for the construction of an addition or other alteration to ac-
commodate a change in use or program.39  
 
The first step in analyzing a project’s compliance with the Rehabilitation Standards is to identify the 
property’s character-defining features, including characteristics such as design, materials, detailing, and 
spatial relationships. Once the property’s character-defining features have been identified, it is essential 
to devise a project approach that protects and maintains these important materials and features, mean-
ing that the work involves the “least degree of intervention” and that important features and materials 
are safeguarded throughout the duration of the project.40 It is critical to ensure that new work does not 
result in the permanent removal, destruction, or radical alteration of any significant character-defining 
features. The character-defining features of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’s brick office building include the 
following: 
 

 height and massing, including the primary façade’s stepped parapet;  

 four brick exterior walls, including the decorative brickwork around the primary entrance 
and the corbelling at the cornice level of the primary façade;  

                                                 
37 U.S. Department of Interior National Park Service Cultural Resources, Preservation Assistance Division, Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation and Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, 1992. The Standards, revised in 1992, were codified as 36 CFR 
Part 68.3 in the July 12, 1995 Federal Register (Vol. 60, No. 133). The revision replaces the 1978 and 1983 versions of 36 CFR 68 entitled The 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Historic Preservation Projects. The 36 CFR 68.3 Standards are applied to all grant-in-aid development 
projects assisted through the National Historic Preservation Fund. Another set of Standards, 36 CFR 67.7, focuses on “certified historic struc-
tures” as defined by the IRS Code of 1986. The Standards in 36 CFR 67.7 are used primarily when property owners are seeking certification for 
federal tax benefits. The two sets of Standards vary slightly, but the differences are primarily technical and non-substantive in nature. The 
Guidelines, however, are not codified in the Federal Register. 
38 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b) (3). 
39 Ibid., 63. 
40 Ibid.  
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 the primary façade’s semi-regular pattern of punched window openings outfitted with 
multi-light, steel industrial sashes with operable awning sashes;  

 the primary façade’s recessed entry vestibule;  

 the primary façade’s cement plaster sign reading: “Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corporation”;  

 roof-mounted wooden flagpole 
 
The interior of the brick office building does not contain any significant character-defining features. Oth-
er features that are not historic and may be replaced include the following: 
 

 existing wood doors in the primary entrance 

 steel security bars in front of the windows on the primary façade 

 Mechanical equipment and other structural materials attached to the exterior of the brick build-
ing 
 

Because the brick office building is the only historical resource on the property the analysis for compli-
ance with the ten Rehabilitation Standards applies only to it and not to any of the other structures on 
the site.  
 
Rehabilitation Standard 1: A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that re-
quires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships. 
 
Discussion: The proposed project will change the brick office building’s use from office to retail or res-
taurant use. However, the building will remain in commercial use and will be accessible to the public. 
Non-historic interior materials and finishes will be removed and the interior converted into a double-
height retail space.  
 
In conclusion, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 1. 
 
Rehabilitation Standard 2: The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The re-
moval of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize 
the property will be avoided. 
 
Discussion: The proposed project will retain and preserve all four exterior walls of the brick office build-
ing, as well as the building’s height and massing and fenestration pattern. The heavily altered interior 
finishes of the building will be removed, exposing the brick walls within what will become a double-
height space.  
 
In conclusion, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 2. 
 
Rehabilitation Standard 3: Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and 
use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or 
elements from other historic properties, will not be undertaken. 
 
Discussion: The proposed project will rehabilitate the brick office building for retail or restaurant use. As 
discussed above, the scope of work includes restoration of the primary façade to its appearance during 
the period of significance (1906-1928). The restoration will be guided by historic photographs which 
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provide information on missing features, signage, and finishes. Furthermore, no conjectural features or 
elements from other properties will be used. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 3. 
 
Rehabilitation Standard 4: Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own 
right will be retained and preserved. 
 
Discussion: The historic sign above the main entrance has been changed several times, including most 
recently in 1945 to reflect changes in the property’s corporate ownership. Originally reading “Pacific 
Rolling Mill Co., it now reads “Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corporation.” After the last structural steel fabrica-
tion business left the building in 1946, the sign was covered up by a wood and later a backlit plastic sign. 
The current vinyl banner will be removed and cracks and holes in the cast cement sign filled and the sign 
cleaned and repaired. The steel security bars that were added after the period of significance will be 
removed from the first-floor windows. Finally, the wood-frame, galvanized metal sections of roof con-
necting the brick office building to the adjoining metal-clad warehouses will be removed. All of these 
elements were constructed well after the end of the period of significance and none have gained signifi-
cance in their own right. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 4. 
 
Rehabilitation Standard 5: Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or ex-
amples of craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. 
 
Discussion: The proposed project will restore the historic brick and mortar materials of the exterior of 
the brick office building. The paint along portions of the north, east, and west façades will be carefully 
removed using the gentlest effective means possible, including power washing, hand sanding, walnut 
shell blasting, or citrus-based strippers. Once the adjoining structures are demolished and utilities re-
moved, there will be several holes requiring patching and consolidation. Wherever brickwork is patched 
the brick used to fill the voids will match the original in terms of color and texture. Wherever the historic 
mortar is failing it will be repointed using a mortar compound matching the original in regard to color 
and texture. The mortar joints will be tooled to match the original as well. Portland cement-based mor-
tars will not be used. The cast cement sign above the entrance is cracked and spalling. It will be repaired 
using cement that matches the original in terms of color and texture. Finally, the wooden flagpole on 
the roof of the building will be retained and preserved in place. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 5. 
 
Rehabilitation Standard 6: Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where 
the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match 
the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will be 
substantiated by documentary and physical evidence. 
 
Discussion: As discussed above, the historic brick and mortar of the office building, as well as its sign, will 
be retained and preserved. The existing steel industrial sash windows are too deteriorated to be re-
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tained and/or reused. The proposed project will replace the deteriorated windows with metal counter-
parts that replicate what exists now in regard to light pattern, muntin and rail profiles, and glazing type.  
 
In conclusion, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 6. 
 
Rehabilitation Standard 7: Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the 
gentlest means possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used. 
 
Discussion: The proposed project will not use sandblasting or other harsh physical or chemical methods 
to remove accumulated grime and graffiti on the exterior façades. Instead, the gentlest effective means 
will be used, including pressure-washing the exterior with trisodium phosphate and hot water. If that 
fails to remove the paint, other non-destructive methods may be used, including citrus-based strippers. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 7. 
 
Rehabilitation Standard 8: Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such re-
sources must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken. 
 
Discussion: Archaeological review is beyond the scope of this study.  
 
Rehabilitation Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not de-
stroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work 
shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, 
scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 
 
Discussion: Constructed in 1926 as an office building for the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., the brick office build-
ing’s construction materials and detailing differentiate it from the rest of the site. As mentioned previ-
ously, the use of brick for the office building indicated that it housed the administrative functions of the 
company. As originally designed, the brick office building was joined at one small section to the metal-
clad shops structure to the east, which was built at the same time, but otherwise it was entirely free-
standing. In 1946-7, Owens Illinois Glass Co. constructed wood-frame roof sections clad in corrugated 
metal to enclose the gaps between the office building and the surrounding metal-clad warehouses. The 
proposed project will remove these connections and restore the brick office building’s appearance as a 
freestanding structure.  
 
The new residential building at 1200 17th Street would not be an addition to the brick office building but 
rather adjacent new construction. A gap measuring 11’-9” wide will be provided on the west side of the 
office building, recognizing similar conditions that existed before the metal-clad structure at 1210 17th 
Street was enclosed in 1946-7. Though the new residential building will adjoin the brick office building 
along a small portion of its east wall, this condition resembles what has existed since the office building 
was constructed in 1926. However, a small notch-out measuring 10’-5” x 4’-10” will provide some sepa-
ration between the two structures and allow a portion of the east wall of the office building to be 
viewed. Finally, a substantial open space will occupy the area behind the brick office building. This 
courtyard, which measures 51’-11” wide by 79’-7” deep, creates a significant amount of “breathing 
room” behind the building so that it truly reads as a freestanding building.  
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The proposed new building will be clad in a variety of traditional industrial materials. The section adjoin-
ing the office building to the east will be clad in cast concrete at the first and second floor levels and cor-
rugated metal above, on the third and fourth floor levels. The first two floor levels of the section to the 
west will be made of cast concrete and the upper two floors will be set back and clad in ribbed metal 
siding. No part of the new building will exceed 48’ in height. Though approximately 20’ higher than the 
brick office building, the tallest portions of the complex will be set back from the brick office building 
along the west and north sides. Furthermore, the first and second floor levels of the new building will be 
articulated as freestanding, two-story commercial pavilions, which will be about the same height as the 
brick office building. The upper floors will be set back several feet from these lower pavilions and clad in 
different materials, making them visually recede into the background. The windows of the lower pavil-
ions will be metal with multi-light metal windows that will be similar to the brick office building. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 9. 
 
Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken 
in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property 
and its environment would be unimpaired. 
 
It would be possible to demolish the vast majority of the proposed new building at 1200 17th Street and 
leave the brick office building intact. The only section that could not be feasibly removed would be the 
section of basement beneath the office building, which would not be visible from the street. In conclu-
sion, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 10. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed project appears to comply with all of the relevant Rehabilitation Standards. 
As a project that complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards it benefits from a regulatory 
presumption that it would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical re-
source and would therefore not have a significant effect on the environment.41 
 

VIII. Conclusion 

1200 17th Street/901 16th Street is a former industrial complex in the northern part of San Francisco’s 
Potrero District. Developed incrementally during the first quarter of the twentieth century by the Pacific 
Rolling Mill Company, the existing facility partially dates to 1926, with portions of two older warehouses 
dating back as far as ca. 1910. Three of the four structures are utilitarian warehouse structures clad in 
corrugated metal. Originally built as open-sided sheds, they were all heavily altered/rebuilt in 1946-7 by 
Owens-Illinois Glass Co., after the last steel fabrication business abandoned the site and the former in-
dustrial plant was converted into a general-purpose warehouse complex. The only historical resource on 
the site today is a two-story brick office building at 1200 17th Street. Originally built in 1926 by the Pacif-
ic Rolling Mill Co. to house the company’s on-site administrative functions, the building has undergone 
very few changes to its exterior since then. This HRE determined that although the entire property has 
historical significance as the home of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., only the 1926 brick office building re-
tains sufficient integrity to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. The 
proposed project, which would demolish the heavily altered metal-clad structures and construct two 
new mixed use buildings at 1200 17th Street and 901 16th Street, complies with the Secretary of the Inte-

                                                 
41 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b). 
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rior’s Standards for Rehabilitation in regard to its treatment of the brick office building, which will be 
rehabilitated for continued commercial use.  
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X. Appendix 

A. Diagrams Illustrating the Physical Evolution of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Property 
B. Enlarged and Annotated 1945 Photograph of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Property 
C. Building Permit Applications for 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street 
 
 















1210 17th Street Shed 

Note unenclosed sides facing 17th Street and brick office building at 1200 17th Street. Also note projecting canopy and wood board fence along 

17th Street. 

1200 17th Street Office Building 

Note how brick office building is not connected to adjoining metal-clad shed at 1210 17th Street. 

1200 17th Street Shops 

Note no longer-extant lower band of fenestration along 17th Street. Also note no longer-extant “barn door” near  shed at 1100 17th Street. 

1100 17th Street Shed 

Note unenclosed sides along 17th and Mississippi streets. Also note wooden fence and canopies over both streets and no longer-extant sign on 

ridge of structure. 

Photograph of the subject property taken in 1945, looking northwest 

Source: A Romance of Steel in California (1946) 
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CITY AND COUNTY O!' SAN FRANCUiCO
orII'AeTIIIENT
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orr ?uBLlc lvoRxs CETTNTAL TTSIIIIT BI'BEAU

.ATPLICAAION fON BUILDINC TERI'Ff

ADDITIOHS, ALTERATIO\S O& EEPAIRS

AoDlicalion 16 t erebv made Lo the DeDartment of Ptrbllc Works of San Franclsco tor pormlssion to
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and for the Durbos€ hereina(ter set forth:
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t**i?;- 
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an:, lfi.d contairlhg moreihah 150 volls. Sea sac. 365, CsluorhltPsnst cod€.
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(21) Ar{httect' .. .:;r'i.. ...!.. f 1. <..... :..

s . } t
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CITY AND
ABIMENT OF' PUBLIC WOEXS l$5i -N0V -9 fH 31 OlcrNmer, rpnmr rugr-{u

EUrLDri,\r titsPEcil0
A,PPIICAfION FOB PEEDIIT

SIONS_AII;L BOABDS

BIJDG. FORM

ELECTR1C siGN F NON.ELESTRIC SIGN tr BII,L BOARD t]

(r ) r,ocation -.... l.ld o....... i ?.'.TJt.......57
(z) Total ca6i 5......2AA3'.^..--.. .-.....,-.----------.-triwi-terir etoriee in tuitdiug-"'-?""."" -"'--

Application is hereby rnede to tbe DePartmetrLof Public-works-.of lhe CiW. eril Coulti of SaD I'ran-

"i""" 
i|i *r-iiiii,ri ii friita ;n r"co.aa"ciwitli tl'e ptans and speci{icotions submitted hetewith abd ac-

cording tb the desciption and for the purpose berdnafter set forth:

( 7 '

d

(8)

(9) used durilg constructioE, to be closer thaD 6'0"
a, 385. Cslif. Penal Code.

""**n.*_7.t".81F-s_..*-::j;1il.*.,{rb;282...:...--.---State ot CaUtornia City and County of Sarl Fhabcisco

Adtudss ----....-.....-..,4.?--......(e-&-..?.{*..... . ..?..A*'e e --.-
( 11) I he,reby certify and &gree tbat if e pertnit js is$ied for the corstruetion de3criM i! tbis apP-lics-
'--' 

rjon. sri the Dr;vieioriof the permii ana 
"n 

tu" t"*s srd ordiEsnces appucable tlercto wiLl t€

;;lrl;;;6;. ii;;Aii ,tdJt".dv" sa" Fb"'"isco abd its ofJicials end- b1trploJ-ee' .!er .loles'g
i;tr-;U ;;; t"a a-*6 wrucb may sccrue froDd u,e or occupaDcy of the sidewaB' street

ii"ia"*-ifi!i"* 
""troa"anytuing 

ase-il conaecUon with-i}re work included in the pe!'!dit- The

ii'i$rlit"l:,ii'lJii"-ritiiit'dt'?G; ;f";; oi;id propeltv, the 'pptlcolt; tleb hei*,
successors eud assrSle€.

(For contsct bY BuEau)

(4) Present use of buildi!lg.--.-g,Z A.R-F-......... -.------..--.'(5) TlTe of building """"-.- '"i;.-' -'-"^---1 . 2 . 3 . , c s

(6) If SiC! give: Style

r'hi^r,i6a. 10( 
( 

sir" aF' *--..Q.j.......rt. weieut'.l.&.t-.......-.,..--..-.,,---..-,-Lbs.

PIOT PLAN AND ELEVATION

lndicate 4{actly the loceti:n of sign or billboard hcrizotrtally and ve{ically

7ua p 4 €tie, /r- fraE }t*srtc g/6't

EKE:TED o^/ hcE- oF TLzG /b' 4t3'l/€
€J DEu'rLr< { /N 4e<ae.tc:?,tzcE L<//Ttr

TrrE E/Ec7te,.*. .)-i-oi-Ze c//f
eF S,+/r' ft-+rc r s ce

DraEings in duplicate showing methods of attschments rnust be submitted with tbiB applicatjon'

No lrrtio! of building or
to any wire

(10) Contractor

(12) owner

Authodzed Alchl tect, Ehgtne€! o! Geneld Cottractor
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CTTY ANDCOUNTY OF SAN FNAN(:IS(:O 
iT

Oll Purtl,lo WORKS g1NTRAL I'ERITIIT BU1SAU E:
APTILTCATION F'ON BUII.DING IIERIIIIT I,Iffisiit "" 
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t'"**'' uuo*u ! ! E
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3* ^i'#ili::"^I;ffil1;il1;1':: .nriE;

Hf:'f#,$i'$]$$*'-'ff"*t$$:ifi':t.':f 
---":'..: Eil

Pl:rllIT BIJttEIU !'{Sl'
lvrltc In rnk=4gIg.,JEE!91-

(Refercncc to plans is not su0icient)

3-..NE\61.

i.,. IAI$9-e^...ErEql.E r(a!.....4(-t-1 tr P.a:[roo$., "'

'ii;''i;,il.l$|pa.*.i1"ua... *r+crs eN'L:{ " """"'E=e
(z) Tohrrcogr(s).lA,sop.A...t,rr No..rsLo"i* .&...... . (4) B*e.'rentorc:it:" 

Hitttt-EEi
iu, t""r"* ur" "t 

u.."l,l in:i qFPI4L t v{AgE{qgSK (6) No' of families " 32" "--gii

(?) Prol,o:ro(l Usc of buil'liNr' +I'rldE- (8) No of families -Q Bd t

(e) rvDcofconstrucli"" -' - ,irF6+? i;;J_',;:;;:.,;il"r$l;lll*"Ti",ln:xiirt-EiE( r I )  Anyo lhc r  bu i l ' l i r r 8 :o l r  l o t  -  F l I l  (mu$ t  beshow onp^  
T i ' " ^ " - ' " ' * '  : = t

(12) Doo3 lhts altcrrt;.o 
""out" "n 

i'a-'iiti'o'"ul storv to th., bu;ldinst 
,*;';;r- E : I

(t3) Doas this rltc)atiun crctrtc r horizoDll) cxtonsion to lhc buitding? 
I;?;;; 

- 
; E;

(14) Does lhis nl{.cf lr t i t tr  cunrdtutc I  chAn8c ' f  occut ' :rncv \$-u. '  IbE

l;;; ffi;;;;;;" t" 
""'""-""*-s 

-" t'ur, p"ci'if"lSrk to be perrormcd T,:ltt- 3 i ;
(1?) Auinmobilc lunNsl to bo oltcrcil or inst'r l lcd SJY- 

EtE
(18) sidaNelk over srb-sidcwnlk Aprcc to be '*^t*Ji"t"J'L"a $9' ' 

i e t

(10) \ryilt street sp&ce be useil durins cohstr,'t"ti"' r" 
$f,*-

(20) Iv!fte itl dascriprron of au \,or* to bc pi"j,.-',:t 
::9:::g:::1",ut""""'

(23) Alchiteclorxn€ii leer"""-"""""-- -"" ' i" -----" "C'tiJo"nt" """ttf i* '" l l .----..-....--.......-......-.. i
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iX*Ti;; ;;il;--..--:- . ...... -- ......"""""ceruo'ria certincst4 N0""""'---- I

(tofco$lrucuon, E
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Ptht{rf Bu&8AU 8.8!
' Wrtri t[ tn]_IU! .l$o Cont!3

CITf AND COUNfT OF sAN trNANCISCO
DEp r.FrnrnNroFFunrr;;;;;--"Nrrv,o^!'lrr'4NU-:-__._ i*.

a Apr",rcarroN FoR BUTLDTN6 pE1MIFNTn{L PEnMtr BUnEAU E : E
rf ADDrrlol'ls, Ar,rERArroNs o:11*rf 

,- I 11 F

I

l

I
t . ,

C ADDIflONE, .{LTERATTON6 OB nDpArns ,< g E

t$fitr", Fi
l;i f'J:,if::1,',1iti; ltffifE _.: :l:i *:iH;iH ib:FFE
(9) Twsof co stluction..........,..................._--..(9) Twsofco stluction..........,................

(r1) Aryorherbu'drn,on,or......i&u'.4;;t-;:J^:tt]-:^il"p$';i;ii;i;;d;cjl;;iii;;ntt Ef !
12) Do"" this e,rerst.; *"";;; x*11i:"";;;::J::Tjil:,;;i't*-im;;jilili"* g i =
(1s) Doss thts srreldflon creste a rnrlzoniel cxtersion to the bulurn*rif1112.p...... . 3 f f;(14) Does tlils altelattotr cons iute B chsnge of occupancy ....,(2.?-. E E 5
(16) Etcc*rcal work ro be pedorncd...../€j_.... trol prumCi'#illrrr to be perrorned....y'€,{. ii 5 !(1?) automoble r'nrvay to be attered oJhstgtted........-41.q....... 

'_:-t;,#il*3 
E t

(18) sidovolk over Bub"6ide*atk spaca ro be !ep"i."Ji"rTtll"ua........r-,tl-g-........ t i !
(19) Wtll str.6t s!ec6 be used dulhg corrhu"tion?....,.,a:d-.-...., t""*no igg
(20) Writ6 ln desc!'pflon of all work io be pu*""rr"A ,,tii8lli.* oppltclrion i(Reference to plars 18 lot sufficlent)

{

a)

Address Y"lii:l:!::.:i(28)
1y'tilf;F,ild**.......ps.l.re:e!ie..ei.e!.2:e.s.eo-... ....*u;*r";;;;;ii"......._....................=
Addrei!:

pulsu8ar to sea Bo4, san rranctuco Buldraj;;;;;,,.,r_ ;;i"iu"i. iJ"ti",, j"r.uo,ler i" !""ponsible for approved plgls oad-sppil;do; b;hs ki;;;;;";i;;fi#.
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writc in rnk.-:qr!9llggli9l

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANqKCO

DI TABT,U!ryT OF PUBLtc lYoRKs ' CENTBAI, PERMTT
llLDG. FORM f^D llrrrr.r\rNi! r'EjhMITAPI'LICATION FOI| BUILDING IEB{IT

ADDrrroNs, ALrDnATloNs oR nEPi'ltig 1 61969

Hy;'tr{*Hl"i*}i.["'*i"irl'r,,&f'$p{ll

(1?)

( 18)

(19)

120,

Artomobile !.un$dy to be sltered or lnshllcd ""''-i'-1'---

Sldewalk o\cr sub_side$i&1k slace to be re$aited o! alte

(ne{eleDce to plo$ is not suficient)

Wlll Bireet rD4ts be used during coDrttuction'"';!;;(;;-"

wlite irl d€sclintian of all rYolk to be nedorm:l l'10^".:*t]l-11tt""otto"'

, \  i

r \ i

ci

E :
= E

'ra E

: i

t.x E

(21) SuperYision ol

(22) GeDeral Cortrsctor

Aald!€sq

(2{) Architect or Ergrn*.. -'-.....- '-"." '--- -"--"""" " " "" California Cerdncst€ No""" "" " 
--E

(to! conltrucdoE) I

, -, $iiifu Tjy;l*'*rs*;iq*i'":,*r,$ri,r*1,i-t'..lit*Hi;lllffqs*ft::+?l#:#E e(*) '1ffi*{,i",tfii.Jr,in';"i:11{"',s:"'H}:l}"iil,;"t*x{ifilat;$i{{?$;'.$i',;bSi#*E
lit$*$fijJd#'1ffi i*ir*Fll'itii,i'T.ltl'mrxm***+*i*r****:;

.^-.':::::*P:"ry;*-./.r,/arz:z*ir2........tn."..F-1.(:av-*<F.t6l

{23) Architect- o! Engrneer..---......._ _. _--__'-"" _ _ _ " " Califorhia 0erti6cate
' (fotddiF)

Addlqss -----..-------

o"'iff i."'"P-J-2--E**.e.1:rfr z:.2:q'at'2.-en.'"'2L6"/":-'fr(,;(r"!JE

r O N
THE OR A OHAJ

BU1LDJNC
AN

BUILDING II'

P$rsuanttoSec.3o4'snnFranciscoB[ i ld ingcodc, thebui ]d ingpcrrni ts}a l lbe.poEt€donjob.
b 

-"r-i" 
ilp"n"iUr" ior approvccl plens nnd-at)plicrltion bcjns kcpt st buildins 3it€'



DEAR'TiE\TT OF PU rc IVOTI(S

^mr^nc.l 6 rgst ,. E iO n* €rlxsn ct alrr 1g5

of s^x t ^r6CO tor te,r690N rO tllD x ^"'ro''t-! wl|fi

"* 
rurs ;o sxd^rb|ts g..^"ttB l€Et?|Dr ao

ro?r E6.rl;' roiarE P'ry t@unEg
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CONDMONS AND SIIRJTATIO!{s

OAIE:

REAsON!

NOIFED /lAE

NOiAF A^R.

NOllRPrtL

DA1E

REASOTt

Noleeo lrl

Gfre;e regr" oe ̂  rrmcrrus
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APPU.0AI|oil roR' Fl,tf Dl llc
ADDtil0NS, AUInATl0tls 0R

t i P ' :

Ptfillr
NfPAIRS

t ,rfoRtallt NoltcEs

rvrtr d.rh!r, 9,. S.s l(a, to..t, roa , |. I
a.d. .nt t!. r04, 3on rro'rlro 'rounno

'rta(tu . e t.!ll.ldi.o utr, /r'ar .on{rodi.a
e'r.i,rns 'o'. tlon tso von S@ 5& 38t

; s... ro? ^ d. 56i r,a.ao tlirl.c codr' :h4 burd{E p.'Gt doi t '

, i ', Ji ir" 
"--^' 

-'p-vtr. L' .iP..6a P|.^ o'd .pPliot6i l 'odr

iTdl' - 
"*-" 

--"*'?.! .r, 3n'n,'h,, o,. .,tuGd 'o b!
;!odr ' '..r 6'a 6t |h, rn;r " 

6^'n '. 'FJ dr"rtt rr-o{ng

A9Pl.lCANl's c€RTillcATloN
t nFREBy CE rft rND IOIEE ltl^r lF l ptll\lrl ls tssllfo fol t8e coNsltuclloN
DE.fti!' rN tatls AittcArlolr. ltr tH€ atovrtroN I or IHE ?f nMt ARD ltt lAws
ANr OloJlraRcis rratrEto $1lt !! c9r{PllFD \rlllH

NO'ICE TO APPIICANT
lror!| HAiMtEss cl^t,sE. rho etflrmlrl ut ef{d'e ol lb6 tchi !erNI6) 'o
i!d.e lr 5d ldd hrrirol bo Crrv dd coslv or a[ t ^trs 16 s !{4r
;ii.d'!a tnn5. dof,$dr 6rd *l-de lor dNtos t!+'/li! r'6 otqrl$! rnder
;ii ;fr]. ,As-rrti ai ;oritiir4 Dr i5E c lt @d c.iv or sr rru6*o. dd to
J;;th; d;rlM ol $, 6r; *d ccnrv or s' FJe.€6 '0r53r 

" 
3*n d*!

ffi Sffi rm*rogtlu#sft ljtrr"'s
r.6:,;i,di.;d a;prr..u. i '.."0d. {s tr1|r!.hdred 'h$ ra{ lvl e{ b.
tkbda*o! V{}. iho @oc{ro rth!4 6l @dso Ee

i".it,l reot'. -'t'.*ot.t,r.rd |' nr (r.n*g rot| 5^J
, 'g '  bcr,h6it .J ro tLrle,. .u ro'  ct 'd. l

l#i"t$"1$i'i#i#:iiiifii"#,'ffissrr
'brLrfioN ool5 nor <olt9ntutE ^{ rttrov ( fo* IHE
r fl!r,,-l|.rc,N5tlll lroHS l SEPrr E PEtt{r foi IfiE
F, ;{rsr rE oiTrNEo slgr^tE Plrr,|rs rft llo{riED lr
rN/ o. ^!oya ouE5fio{g,trt {raJ orr lrol l2ll.' l?21.
t6 rgrlrr No'rotx 5!,Ill31 3l^rllo uNxl   8ullor,13

: oi<^ai@ r. ro'
gdJrl€* tl rt Hrr<t o ttlcDtrtt

aor.d6rr 6ot szt. o r..,r.(. cl

g r.r!{r \alrH totr€e o. ^nootsY
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:u)ryiYgN*'ssuaNcE t/, I h ̂  ̂l
-i{ ua'rser or rur sns ryLl

N T O F
ION TO
canoNs
RPTION

S.ll-lned nF€d bY lh! Di6cror ot

3/qz-

l.litPOrTANI NOTICES
N. ch.r.. r[6lt h! hod. ii rh! .hcro"'r-'l-rh' *uP'ncv d uE vili 'ut nrd

Jr.jir'"i_. ti,ira;g p"-l."rhodrin! tu.h dEns' s" s;n F6^'is luildins

C.a.6nd S.n Fr.xts eurn! @..

rlo r.nld ol buidino ot .tu.tuB or sli'ld;hc-*d dudn! @6hu'lid' ro bt crtsr

ir'"l co. o ."v -i,! oftiiins -od rho. 75o sih. s.. s.. 3a5. corifoli;'

lilLfo,!" t-"d* *itr"e c!d., t[. buird'n! p'rhh !16rr b' !$t'a drt''
i"L. lh. ofi.. ii r.Fonibl. lor oPP66d Pknt oFd oPP[(@ eng rrPr ar

bll3fu#- ** - ,-t" s' o@^Pn,inc N' oPpiatd o6 oN"d 'o !'
Il--11. ii;.i.-a. r"- -; nd rh. F;. ai 'h*^ r.'rd dE'in$ ihovir.g

w';ff*g#'*s*$*-ffi*e;f*;ww
i-niriE ei.io niulgr*c rrusr gE oarAINED. SEPAMIE PEc/\'!ts aRE REoUIRED rF

*;fill,;*,;,1,""HJ."* i'"'J'*tsf:l""lli !',"+,lllly'lffi I f ?,iiJi."'t
,1'jf5'l,t"ltll/,!3;o'" ^'..' 6u'r h6G o a-6n.. .r do, ,.s ftcD r-q{.ch*
IFE o[.l.dicol ricr o'.qutPnsnl.

I owNEi E ARCH'TECI E ENONESR

E AGEM wli}I POWER OI ATIORNEY

E CCTTRAqiOT E ATTOiNEY IN 'AC'

APPLICANIS CFRTIFICANqN,#ff.?ff fl $$s$ffi #:dijffi tr{f 3"#+""8}ilr1Tf d

AqnnldilbH i, l\)

AU6 21 19SU

APPU(AIION FOR SUITDIHG PENMT

APPUCATIONIS HEREBY MADE TO THE
PUBUC WQE
EUIL
5U
AND

D

CIIY AND COUNTY OF SAN FNANCISCO
DEPARIAIENI OF PUBTIC WORKs

| ) I C.nifir.b ot C.nsnr io s'rtsrned trF€c Dt 11! Ei*Iei vi

Indudtiol R.lotbor
r\tt r i"ar"ii" .i w.**^. csP.nF'id h'u6h@ 6std L', 'h
a\dl I c.dirEob 6l w

( ) rll.

{ }( )

( )

lzh 1714 -9y'aeuy'

TNFORIAATION TO BE R'RNIsI{ED 8Y AU AP?UCANI5

Uh , e-/1. a <t S-<-

7 /Lo"n, tter/ol a-. s F z=o -/rz I

47,
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EONOITIONS AND STIPUI.A

whi.rr rE l$65t md.. eon oI thit.ppll.6,ionrrd.hltt ol contfiriN ot

DATE: -

REASAN:

DATE: --

REASON'

OATE: --

REASON:

D1IE: -=-=.-

REASON:

NOTIFIED li{R.

DATE: --

RersoN:

NOTIFIED MR.

DATEi

REASON:

NOTIFIED '{R.

:i;6.id d;a*rt E 
._, -=iZ:%-' ' oMtss AunroicEo A6€$
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APPU(AIIOTI TOR 8UII,DING PERIfiT
ADDIIIONS, AI.TIRAIIONS ON RTPAIIS

COUNTY OF sAN FRANCISCO
OF

.\'11 itrAccoRorNc ro mE DEscmnoN
8€NEINAfIER sET FORIII.
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oor*.,r" 
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TO BE FURNISHED BY ATI APPIICANTS
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( APPUCANTS CERIIF'CAION .
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Brandt-Hawley Law Group 
 

Chauvet House • PO Box 1659 
Glen Ellen, California  95442 

707.938.3900 • fax 707.938.3200  
preservationlawyers.com 

 
	  	  	  	  	  March	  4,	  2014	  

	  
John	  Rahaim,	  Director	  of	  San	  Francisco	  Planning	  
City	  of	  San	  Francisco	  
	   via	  email	  John.Rahaim@sfgov.org	  
	   	  

Subject:	  	   New	  Information	  Supporting	  Historic	  Status	  
	   	   1200-‐1210	  17th	  Street	  

	  
Dear	  John	  Rahaim,	  	  
	  
	   On	  behalf	  of	  Save	  the	  Hill,	  I	  enclose	  an	  Evaluation	  of	  Integrity	  prepared	  by	  
noted	  architectural	  historian	  and	  preservation	  planner	  Katherine	  T.	  Petrin.	  This	  
report	  confirms	  the	  integrity	  of	  industrial	  structures	  located	  at	  1200-‐1210	  17th	  
Street	  in	  Potrero	  Hill.	  Gretchen	  Hilyard	  has	  explained	  to	  Save	  the	  Hill	  that	  although	  
the	  three	  buildings	  on	  17th	  Street	  are	  significant	  for	  their	  association	  with	  the	  Pacific	  
Rolling	  Mill,	  additional	  information	  is	  required	  in	  order	  to	  confirm	  their	  sufficient	  
historic	  integrity	  to	  convey	  significance	  under	  California	  Register	  Criterion	  One.	  	  
	  

The	  enclosed	  report	  responds	  to	  staff’s	  direction	  and	  documents	  the	  integrity	  
of	  the	  17th	  Street	  buildings.	  On	  that	  basis	  Save	  the	  Hill	  requests	  that	  the	  buildings	  be	  
determined	  historic	  for	  purposes	  of	  CEQA.	  

	  
Please	  let	  me	  know	  if	  this	  determination	  will	  now	  be	  confirmed.	  
	  
Thank	  you	  very	  much.	  
	  

	   	   	   	   	   Sincerely,	  
	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	  Susan	  Brandt-‐Hawley	  
cc:	  Sarah	  Jones	  
Wade	  Wietgrefe	  
Gretchen	  Hilyard	  
Supervisor	  Malia	  Cohen	  
Tim	  Frye	  
Members	  of	  the	  Historic	  Preservation	  Commission	  
Andrea	  Ruiz-‐Esquide,	  Esq.	  

susanbh
sbh signature august 2012
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Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Site	  
Evaluation	  of	  Integrity	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  

	  
Katherine	  T.	  Petrin	  |	  Architectural	  Historian	  &	  Preservation	  Planner	  

1736	  Stockton	  Street,	  Suite	  4,	  San	  Francisco,	  California	  94133	  
	  

1	  

	  
	  
I.	  	  Executive	  Summary	  
At	  the	  request	  of	  Save	  the	  Hill,	  a	  neighborhood	  organization,	  this	  analysis	  has	  been	  prepared	  to	  address	  
the	  issue	  of	  integrity	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  industrial	  structures	  located	  at	  1200-‐1210	  17th	  Street,	  San	  
Francisco.	  	  The	  approximately	  3.5-‐acre	  site	  is	  located	  on	  parts	  of	  Blocks	  3949	  and	  3950	  and	  includes	  APNs:	  
3949/001,	  001A,	  and	  002,	  and	  3950/001.	  	  This	  complex,	  mostly	  comprised	  of	  large-‐scale,	  utilitarian	  
warehouses,	  originally	  functioned	  as	  the	  foundries,	  sheds,	  machine	  shops,	  and	  offices	  of	  the	  Pacific	  
Rolling	  Mill	  Company,	  at	  one	  time	  the	  West’s	  largest	  steel	  fabricating	  concern.	  	  The	  subject	  site	  sits	  on	  
Blocks	  3949	  and	  3950	  (now	  one	  block)	  and	  is	  bounded	  by	  16th	  and	  17th	  Streets	  (north	  and	  south)	  and	  
Mississippi	  Streets	  (east).	  	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  built	  four	  of	  the	  site’s	  five	  buildings:	  
	  

• 1200	  17th	  Street,	  a	  brick	  office	  building	  (dating	  to	  1926)	  
• three	  interconnected,	  steel-‐frame	  warehouses:	  

o 1210	  17th	  Street	  (and	  975	  16th	  Street),	  a	  warehouse	  with	  a	  green-‐painted	  facade	  on	  17th	  
Street	  and	  a	  red-‐painted	  facade	  on	  16th	  Street	  (dating	  to	  1908)	  

o 1200	  17th	  Street,	  gray	  steel	  warehouse	  (dating	  to	  1926)	  
o 1100	  17th	  Street,	  gray	  steel	  warehouse	  (dating	  to	  1908)	  

• 901	  16th	  Street,	  a	  modular	  office	  structure	  (erected	  1996)	  1	  
	  
Comprising	  approximately	  109,500	  total	  square	  feet,	  the	  buildings	  are	  currently	  occupied	  by	  Corovan	  
Moving	  and	  Storage.	  	  They	  remain	  in	  warehouse	  use	  with	  associated	  office	  use	  in	  the	  modular	  structure.	  
	  
In	  recent	  years,	  there	  has	  been	  equivocation	  on	  the	  matter	  of	  the	  historic	  status	  of	  the	  site.	  	  As	  is	  noted	  in	  
the	  Showplace	  Square	  Historic	  Context	  Statement	  (2009),	  "parts	  of	  the	  old	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mills	  complex	  
survive	  intact,	  including	  the	  large	  corrugated	  steel	  warehouse	  at	  1200	  17th	  Street.	  	  The	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mills	  
facility	  is	  notable	  as	  an	  early	  example	  of	  corrugated	  steel	  construction	  in	  the	  survey	  area."	  2	  
	  
As	  part	  of	  the	  Showplace	  Square	  survey	  effort,	  the	  Planning	  Department	  assigned	  the	  buildings	  (excluding	  
the	  modular	  structure)	  a	  California	  Historical	  Resource	  Status	  Code	  of	  3CS,	  meaning	  the	  property	  appears	  
eligible	  for	  the	  California	  Register	  through	  survey	  evaluation.	  	  The	  property	  owner	  disputed	  this	  
determination,	  and,	  in	  2011,	  retained	  the	  firm	  Page	  &	  Turnbull	  to	  assess	  the	  property’s	  historic	  
significance.	  	  Page	  &	  Turnbull	  determined	  the	  brick	  office	  building	  qualifies	  as	  a	  historic	  resource,	  but	  that	  
the	  rest	  of	  the	  site	  merited	  a	  California	  Historical	  Resource	  Status	  Code	  of	  6Z,	  meaning	  that	  the	  buildings	  
are	  ineligible	  for	  designation.	  	  The	  Historic	  Preservation	  Commission	  concurred.	  	  As	  of	  the	  present	  date,	  
the	  Planning	  Department	  agrees	  that	  the	  site	  is	  historically	  significant	  for	  its	  association	  with	  the	  Pacific	  
Rolling	  Mill	  Company,	  established	  in	  San	  Francisco	  in	  the	  1860s.3	  	  The	  Planning	  Department	  further	  agrees	  
that	  the	  brick	  office	  building	  retains	  a	  Status	  Code	  of	  3CS	  and	  is	  a	  “known	  historical	  resource.”	  	  The	  steel	  
warehouses	  are	  not,	  at	  present,	  considered	  historic	  resources	  based	  on	  insufficient	  integrity.	  
	  
As	  expected	  at	  a	  continually	  active	  industrial	  site,	  alterations,	  most	  unrecorded	  and	  unpermitted,	  have	  
occurred	  over	  time.	  	  While	  dilapidated,	  these	  structures,	  industrial	  vernacular	  in	  style,	  retain	  a	  high	  
degree	  of	  original	  material.	  	  In	  addition,	  they	  retain	  the	  original	  massing,	  architectural	  vocabulary,	  and	  
overall	  expression	  of	  a	  large-‐scale	  industrial	  operation,	  coupled	  with	  the	  pared-‐down	  simplicity	  of	  
utilitarian	  forms.	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Summarized	  from	  Historic	  Resource	  Evaluation	  Part	  II,	  1200	  Seventeenth	  Street,	  San	  Francisco,	  California	  by	  
VerPlanck	  Historic	  Preservation	  Consulting,	  dated	  21	  March	  2013.	  
2	  Kelley	  &	  VerPlanck	  Historical	  Resources	  Consulting.	  Showplace	  Square	  Historic	  Context	  Statement.	  October	  2009.	  
3	  Correspondence	  related	  to	  the	  historic	  significance	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  site	  from	  the	  Planning	  Department	  to	  
Rod	  Minott	  of	  Save	  the	  Hill,	  dated	  8	  October	  2013.	  
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With	  regard	  to	  integrity	  of	  the	  steel	  warehouses,	  the	  document	  Historic	  Resource	  Evaluation	  Part	  II,	  1200	  
Seventeenth	  Street,	  suggests	  that	  the	  basic	  building	  forms	  were	  originally	  constructed	  as	  sheds,	  open	  
along	  the	  perimeter;	  and,	  that	  walls	  were	  constructed	  at	  a	  later	  date	  to	  transform	  the	  sheds	  into	  enclosed	  
structures.4	  	  Additional	  new	  information,	  including	  historic	  photographs,	  indicates	  that	  the	  buildings	  
attained	  their	  present	  form	  before	  the	  end	  date	  of	  the	  period	  of	  significance,	  1947.	  
	  
The	  overall	  finding	  of	  this	  evaluation	  is	  that	  the	  steel-‐frame	  warehouses	  retain	  sufficient	  integrity	  to	  
convey	  the	  historic	  significance	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  site	  during	  its	  period	  of	  significance,	  
1899-‐1947.	  (See	  section	  below	  on	  Period	  of	  Significance	  for	  further	  discussion.)	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
Figure	  1:	  Three	  men	  stand	  alongside	  a	  grade-‐level	  truck	  scale	  in	  front	  of	  the	  Judson-‐
Pacific	  Co.	  building	  at	  1200	  17th	  Street.	  Extant	  building	  features	  include:	  the	  brick	  
facade,	  sills,	  and	  arched	  portal;	  multi-‐light	  steel	  sash	  windows;	  and	  cast-‐cement	  sign.	  
The	  sign	  notes	  the	  company’s	  establishment	  date	  as	  1868.	  Image	  dated	  1941.	  	  
Source:	  Bancroft	  Library,	  University	  of	  California,	  Berkeley.	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  VerPlanck,	  Christopher.	  Historic	  Resource	  Evaluation	  Part	  II,	  1200	  Seventeenth	  Street,	  San	  Francisco,	  California.	  21	  
March	  2013.	  
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II.	  	  Methodology	  	  
The	  methodology	  used	  to	  prepare	  the	  following	  integrity	  assessment	  has	  been	  informed	  by	  multiple	  site	  
visits	  (confined	  to	  the	  public	  right	  of	  way	  without	  interior	  access),	  documentary	  research	  compiled	  by	  
Save	  the	  Hill,	  and	  an	  evaluation	  of	  integrity	  based	  on	  the	  criteria	  of	  the	  National	  Register	  of	  Historic	  Places	  
and	  the	  California	  Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources.	  	  Other	  historical	  background	  information	  has	  been	  
gathered	  from	  the	  records	  of	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Planning	  Department,	  Sanborn	  Fire	  Insurance	  maps,	  aerial	  
photographs,	  and	  historic	  and	  existing	  conditions	  photographs	  of	  the	  surrounding	  area,	  site,	  exterior,	  and	  
interior.	  	  Structural	  or	  economic	  assessments	  are	  outside	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  analysis.	  	  An	  evaluation	  of	  
historic	  significance	  is	  also	  outside	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  analysis,	  though	  a	  summary	  of	  previous	  research	  
follows.	  
	  
	  
III.	  	  Summary	  of	  the	  Historical	  Development	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  5	  
The	  historic	  significance	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  and	  its	  role	  in	  the	  development	  of	  the	  
construction	  of	  the	  West,	  including	  the	  post-‐earthquake	  reconstruction	  of	  San	  Francisco,	  has	  already	  been	  
established	  and	  acknowledged	  by	  the	  Planning	  Department.6	  	  A	  brief	  summary	  follows.	  
	  
In	  1866,	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  was	  established	  in	  San	  Francisco	  as	  the	  first	  major	  iron-‐
producing	  venture	  in	  the	  West.	  	  The	  company’s	  heavy	  industrial	  manufacturing	  facilities	  were	  located	  at	  
Potrero	  Point	  (now	  Pier	  70).	  	  For	  approximately	  30	  years,	  an	  era	  marked	  by	  the	  dramatic	  growth	  of	  San	  
Francisco	  and	  the	  West,	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  aided	  the	  region’s	  expansion,	  successfully	  
producing	  and	  supplying	  steel	  from	  the	  Potrero	  Point	  site.	  	  Due	  to	  financial	  setbacks,	  the	  company	  
suspended	  operations	  in	  1898	  and	  closed.	  	  Within	  a	  year,	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  reorganized.	  	  
Under	  the	  auspices	  of	  former	  Superintendent	  and	  General	  Manager	  Patrick	  Noble,	  a	  successor	  company	  
(of	  the	  same	  name)	  emerged	  and	  built	  new	  structural	  steel	  manufacturing	  facilities	  on	  Potrero	  Hill	  on	  
parcels	  bounded	  by	  17th,	  Mississippi,	  and	  Texas	  Streets.	  	  An	  issue	  of	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Call	  Newspaper,	  
dated	  23	  December	  1899,	  carried	  a	  notice	  of	  a	  building	  contract	  for	  a	  new	  structure	  for	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  
Mill	  Company	  described	  as	  "a	  building	  of	  steel,	  wrought	  and	  cast	  iron	  work"	  costing	  $13,500,	  establishing	  
the	  company’s	  presence	  by	  that	  date.	  	  
	  
The	  venture	  was	  immediately	  successful.	  	  As	  early	  as	  1905,	  the	  facilities	  expanded	  to	  create	  a	  substantial,	  
heavy	  industrial	  complex	  on,	  and	  in	  close	  proximity	  to,	  the	  present	  site.	  	  That	  complex	  included	  a	  foundry,	  
core	  oven,	  blacksmith,	  machine	  shop,	  five	  small	  furnaces,	  and	  a	  pattern	  shop.7	  	  In	  the	  post-‐1906	  era,	  the	  
company	  supplied	  steel	  to	  the	  Fairmont	  Hotel,	  the	  Crocker	  Building,	  the	  Flood	  Building,	  the	  St.	  Francis	  
Hotel,	  the	  Chronicle	  Building,	  San	  Francisco	  City	  and	  County	  Hospital	  (General),	  San	  Francisco	  Main	  
Library,	  and	  the	  California	  State	  Capitol	  building	  in	  Sacramento,	  to	  name	  just	  a	  few	  projects.	  
	  
The	  late	  1920s	  and	  early	  1930s	  represented	  an	  era	  of	  further	  success	  and	  expansion	  for	  the	  company.	  	  
New	  structures	  costing	  approximately	  $120,000	  were	  built	  at	  the	  site	  and	  an	  additional	  $200,000	  was	  
spent	  on	  new	  machinery	  and	  other	  necessities.	  	  The	  company	  was	  also	  in	  a	  position	  to	  purchase	  the	  land,	  
which	  had	  been	  leased	  until	  that	  time.	  	  
	  
After	  the	  1928	  merger	  between	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  and	  the	  Judson	  Manufacturing	  Company,	  
the	  new	  enterprise	  formed	  the	  largest	  steel	  fabricating	  concern	  in	  the	  West.	  	  The	  company	  then	  known	  as	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  The	  information	  in	  this	  section	  is	  summarized	  from	  Building	  the	  West.	  More	  detailed	  and	  cited	  information	  in	  that	  
document	  confirms	  the	  historic	  significance	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company.	  
6	  Correspondence	  related	  to	  the	  historic	  significance	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  site	  from	  the	  Planning	  Department	  to	  
Rod	  Minott	  of	  Save	  the	  Hill,	  dated	  8	  October	  2013.	  
7	  See	  Building	  the	  West.	  	  
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Judson-‐Pacific	  prospered	  in	  spite	  of	  the	  Great	  Depression.	  	  During	  the	  1930s	  Judson-‐Pacific	  provided	  steel	  
for	  many	  important	  individual	  buildings	  in	  addition	  to	  public	  infrastructure	  projects	  including:	  Hoover	  
Dam,	  the	  Golden	  Gate	  and	  Bay	  Bridges,	  San	  Francisco’s	  Grace	  Cathedral	  and	  Pacific	  Telephone	  and	  
Telegraph	  Building,	  and	  the	  Colorado	  Aqueduct.	  	  In	  1945,	  Judson-‐Pacific	  Company	  merged	  with	  the	  J.	  
Philip	  Murphy	  Corporation	  to	  create	  Judson-‐Pacific-‐Murphy	  Corporation,	  which	  remained	  at	  the	  17th	  
Street	  address	  until	  1947,	  before	  moving	  to	  Emeryville.	  
	  
During	  the	  lifetime	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company,	  it	  played	  a	  key	  role	  in	  the	  post-‐earthquake	  
reconstruction	  of	  San	  Francisco	  through	  World	  War	  II.	  	  It	  contributed	  to	  the	  emergence	  of	  steel-‐frame	  
building	  technology	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  20th	  century.	  	  It	  was	  responsible	  for	  supplying	  steel	  from	  the	  
Potrero	  Hill	  site	  to	  some	  of	  the	  region’s	  most	  important	  buildings	  and	  infrastructure	  projects.	  	  These	  
projects,	  undertaken	  from	  the	  company’s	  start	  through	  the	  1920s,	  30s,	  and	  the	  build-‐up	  of	  the	  Bay	  Area’s	  
industrial	  capacity	  for	  the	  1940s	  war	  effort,	  are	  important	  not	  only	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  history	  of	  Potrero	  
Hill	  and	  San	  Francisco,	  but	  also	  the	  State	  of	  California	  and	  the	  nation.	  
	  
	  
IV.	  	  Eligibility	  as	  a	  Historic	  Resource	  	  
As	  stated	  above,	  previous	  research,	  accepted	  and	  acknowledged	  by	  the	  City	  of	  San	  Francisco	  Planning	  
Department,	  has	  established	  that	  the	  site	  is	  significant	  at	  the	  local	  level	  under	  California	  Register	  Criterion	  
1,	  as	  it	  is	  associated	  with	  patterns	  of	  events	  that	  have	  made	  a	  significant	  contribution	  to	  the	  broad	  
patterns	  of	  local	  history	  of	  California,	  in	  this	  case	  the	  construction	  of	  buildings	  and	  infrastructure	  and	  the	  
industrialization	  of	  San	  Francisco	  and	  the	  West.	  
	  
The	  site	  is	  also	  significant	  at	  the	  local	  level	  under	  California	  Register	  Criterion	  2,	  for	  its	  association	  with	  
persons,	  Patrick	  Noble,	  Edward	  B.	  Noble,	  H.F.	  Hedrick	  and	  Frank	  Lester,	  among	  others,	  who	  founded,	  
built,	  and	  ran	  the	  company,	  which	  resulted	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  some	  of	  San	  Francisco’s	  most	  important	  
structures.	  
	  
	  
V.	  	  Period	  of	  Significance	  	  
The	  guidelines	  of	  the	  National	  Register	  of	  Historic	  Places	  state	  that	  a	  Period	  of	  Significance	  is	  “the	  length	  
of	  time	  when	  a	  property	  was	  associated	  with	  important	  events,	  activities	  or	  persons,	  or	  attained	  the	  
characteristics	  which	  qualify	  it	  for	  listing."8	  
	  
The	  period	  of	  significance	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  site	  at	  17th	  and	  Mississippi	  Streets,	  based	  on	  
the	  criteria	  stated	  above,	  spans	  from	  1899	  to	  1947.	  	  Planning	  for	  the	  site	  began	  in	  1899,	  as	  evidenced	  by	  
the	  date	  of	  the	  contract	  to	  erect	  the	  first	  buildings.	  	  The	  construction	  phase	  followed	  immediately	  as	  steel	  
production	  was	  underway	  in	  mid-‐1900.	  	  By	  1900,	  the	  newly	  reorganized	  enterprise	  established	  its	  
manufacturing	  facilities	  at	  the	  site,	  a	  few	  blocks	  from	  Potrero	  Point,	  the	  initial	  location	  of	  the	  earlier	  
incarnation	  of	  the	  company.	  	  
	  
A	  major	  building	  campaign	  dating	  to	  1928-‐1931	  resulted	  in	  substantial	  new	  structures,	  which	  are	  extant.	  	  
The	  1928	  merger	  created	  Judson-‐Pacific,	  then	  the	  largest	  steel	  fabricating	  concern	  in	  the	  West.	  	  The	  year	  
1947,	  the	  end	  date	  of	  the	  period	  of	  significance,	  marks	  the	  date	  that	  the	  newly	  merged	  Judson-‐Pacific-‐
Murphy	  Corporation	  moved	  to	  new	  facilities	  in	  Emeryville,	  California,	  concluding	  almost	  five	  decades	  of	  
steel	  manufacturing	  at	  the	  site.	  	  The	  innovations	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  continued	  at	  the	  site	  
through	  successive	  mergers	  until	  at	  least	  mid-‐1947.	  	  Since	  1900,	  the	  facilities	  have	  been	  continually	  
occupied	  and	  retain	  their	  original	  warehouse	  use	  at	  present.	  	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8	  National	  Register	  Bulletin	  16A,	  How	  to	  Complete	  the	  National	  Register	  Registration	  Form,	  p.	  42.	  
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VI.	  	  Character-‐Defining	  Features	  
This	  section	  lists	  the	  character-‐defining	  features	  related	  to	  the	  extant	  structures	  of	  the	  former	  Pacific	  
Rolling	  Mill	  site.	  	  A	  character-‐defining	  feature	  is	  an	  aspect	  of	  a	  building’s	  design,	  construction,	  or	  detail	  
that	  is	  representative	  of	  the	  building’s	  function,	  type,	  architectural	  style	  or	  expression.	  	  Generally,	  
character-‐defining	  features	  include	  specific	  building	  systems,	  construction	  details,	  massing,	  materials,	  
craftsmanship,	  architectural	  ornament,	  and	  site	  characteristics	  that	  existed	  within	  the	  period	  of	  
significance.	  	  An	  understanding	  of	  a	  building’s	  character-‐defining	  features	  is	  a	  crucial	  step	  in	  developing	  a	  
rehabilitation	  plan	  that	  incorporates	  an	  appropriate	  level	  of	  restoration,	  rehabilitation,	  maintenance,	  and	  
protection.	  	  
	  
At	  the	  former	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  site,	  there	  remain	  elements	  of	  historic	  importance.	  	  In	  some	  instances,	  it	  
appears	  that	  modern	  materials	  obscure	  historic	  fabric.	  	  Further	  investigation	  should	  be	  undertaken	  to	  
determine	  the	  exact	  locations	  and	  extent	  of	  historic	  materials.	  	  It	  is	  not	  feasible	  or	  desirable	  to	  suggest	  
that	  every	  character-‐defining	  feature	  would	  need	  to	  be	  retained	  in	  any	  future	  reuse	  scenario.	  	  However,	  
for	  a	  historic	  resource	  to	  convey	  its	  significance,	  its	  character-‐defining	  features	  should	  be	  retained	  to	  the	  
greatest	  extent	  possible.	  	  	  
	  
Brick	  Office	  Building	  (1926)	  
two-‐story,	  timber-‐frame	  brick	  structure	  	  
principal,	  street-‐facing	  façade	  	  
arched	  entry	  portal	  (presently	  obscured)	  with	  decorative	  brickwork	  and	  keystone	  	  
secondary	  pedestrian	  entrance	  to	  east	  
multi-‐light,	  steel	  industrial	  windows,	  fixed	  and	  pivoting	  sash	  
molded	  window	  sills,	  brick	  
cast-‐cement	  sign	  with	  incised	  capital	  lettering	  reading	  “Judson-‐Murphy	  Corporation”	  	  
corbelled	  brick	  cornice	  
stepped	  parapet	  
sloping	  roof	  behind	  parapet	  
raised	  skylights	  at	  roof	  level	  
wood	  flagpole	  at	  roof	  level	  
	  
Warehouses	  (earliest	  1908)	  
axial	  arrangement	  on	  site	  
industrial	  scale	  massing	  
three-‐bay	  industrial	  form	  (1200	  17th	  Street)	  
large-‐volume,	  utilitarian	  structures	  
steel	  frame	  construction,	  steel	  posts	  
corrugated	  steel	  cladding	  
alternating	  shed	  and	  flat	  roof	  forms,	  parallel	  roof	  forms	  
rooftop	  water	  tower	  with	  conical	  roof	  and	  supporting	  framework	  
full	  span	  north-‐facing	  monitors	  
north-‐facing	  roof	  monitors,	  three,	  short-‐span	  
bands	  of	  horizontal	  ribbon	  windows	  
transom	  windows	  
multi-‐light	  steel	  sash	  windows	  
squared	  door	  openings	  
angled	  canopies	  
	  
	  



Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Site	  
Evaluation	  of	  Integrity	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  

	  
Katherine	  T.	  Petrin	  |	  Architectural	  Historian	  &	  Preservation	  Planner	  

1736	  Stockton	  Street,	  Suite	  4,	  San	  Francisco,	  California	  94133	  
	  

6	  

Interior	  Warehouse	  Character-‐Defining	  Features9	  
lofty,	  open	  interior	  spaces	  
overheight,	  industrial-‐scale	  volumes	  
exposed	  structural	  elements	  (posts,	  beams	  and	  columns)	  
exposed	  truss	  system,	  wood	  trusses	  
concrete	  floors	  
	  
	  
VII.	  	  Evaluation	  of	  Integrity	  	  
For	  a	  building	  to	  be	  considered	  a	  historic	  resource	  for	  purposes	  of	  the	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  
Act	  (CEQA),	  it	  must	  be	  determined	  to	  be	  historically	  significant	  and	  retain	  integrity.	  	  Integrity	  is	  a	  key	  
component	  of	  an	  overall	  building	  evaluation.	  	  The	  National	  Register	  of	  Historic	  Places	  and	  the	  California	  
Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources	  have	  specific	  language	  regarding	  integrity.	  	  For	  both	  the	  National	  and	  
California	  Registers,	  integrity	  is	  the	  authenticity	  of	  an	  historical	  resource’s	  physical	  identity,	  evidenced	  by	  
the	  survival	  of	  characteristics	  that	  existed	  during	  the	  resource’s	  period	  of	  significance.	  	  When	  a	  property	  
retains	  its	  integrity,	  it	  is	  able	  to	  convey	  its	  significance,	  its	  association	  with	  events,	  people,	  and	  designs.	  	  
	  
The	  National	  Register	  of	  Historic	  Places	  Bulletin	  15	  defines	  integrity	  as	  the	  ability	  of	  a	  property	  to	  convey	  
its	  significance.	  	  Integrity	  involves	  several	  aspects,	  including	  location,	  design,	  setting,	  materials,	  
workmanship,	  feeling,	  and	  association.	  	  To	  retain	  historic	  integrity,	  a	  property	  will	  always	  possess	  several,	  
and	  usually	  most,	  of	  the	  aspects.	  	  The	  California	  Register	  requires	  that	  a	  resource	  retain	  enough	  of	  its	  
historic	  character	  or	  appearance	  to	  be	  recognizable	  as	  a	  historical	  resource.	  
	  
With	  the	  exception	  of	  the	  brick	  office	  building,	  which	  is	  vacant,	  all	  original	  structures	  on	  the	  site	  have	  
remained	  in	  continual	  industrial	  warehouse	  use	  (or	  related	  office	  use)	  since	  constructed.	  	  After	  the	  
Judson-‐Pacific-‐Murphy	  Corporation	  left	  the	  site	  in	  1947,	  other	  users	  occupied	  the	  premises	  and,	  as	  would	  
be	  expected,	  modified	  the	  spaces	  to	  accommodate	  the	  demands	  of	  an	  industrial	  workplace	  as	  necessary.	  	  
With	  the	  exception	  of	  the	  1990s	  demolition	  of	  the	  structures	  at	  the	  northeast	  corner	  of	  the	  site	  (used	  as	  a	  
parking	  lot	  at	  present),	  the	  types	  of	  changes	  that	  have	  occurred	  mostly	  pertain	  to	  the	  interior,	  such	  as	  the	  
removal	  and	  replacement	  of	  machinery	  and	  equipment,	  the	  construction	  of	  wooden	  and	  chain-‐link	  
partition	  walls	  within	  the	  open	  span	  areas,	  and	  door	  replacement.	  	  Other	  exterior	  changes	  include	  the	  
removal	  of	  fencing,	  modifications	  to	  the	  loading	  docks,	  and	  removal	  of	  roof	  signage.	  	  In	  general,	  changes	  
have	  been	  related	  to	  shifting	  warehouse	  functions	  and	  for	  the	  most	  part	  are	  additive	  and	  removable.	  	  	  
	  
Changes	  over	  time	  have	  not	  affected	  the	  essential	  forms	  and	  massing	  that	  indicate	  the	  industrial	  nature	  of	  
the	  site.	  	  To	  a	  large	  degree,	  primary	  massing	  and	  building	  configurations	  have	  been	  retained.	  	  The	  
principal	  street-‐facing	  wall	  planes	  retain	  a	  high	  degree	  of	  historic	  fabric	  and	  convey	  the	  buildings’	  original	  
expression.	  	  	  
	  
A	  high	  degree	  of	  historic	  fabric	  appears	  to	  remain	  in	  place.	  	  It	  appears	  that	  original	  window	  sash,	  
transoms,	  clerestories	  and	  doors	  have	  been	  covered	  over	  on	  the	  exterior.	  	  While	  boarded	  up	  on	  the	  
exterior,	  some	  are	  visible	  from	  the	  interior.	  
	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9	  Interior	  character-‐defining	  features	  of	  the	  warehouses	  are	  included	  for	  information	  purposes	  only.	  	  The	  interiors	  of	  
the	  subject	  property	  have	  not	  been	  assessed	  to	  determine	  levels	  of	  integrity.	  Interiors	  are	  sometimes,	  but	  not	  
typically,	  considered	  in	  determining	  historic	  resource	  eligibility.	  
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Figure	  2:	  This	  aerial	  view	  shows	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Co.	  buildings	  at	  1200	  17th	  
Street	  at	  the	  center	  of	  this	  photograph.	  The	  location	  of	  the	  site’s	  extant	  buildings	  is	  
unchanged.	  	  The	  original	  footprint	  of	  the	  site’s	  principal	  buildings	  has	  remained	  
virtually	  unchanged	  to	  the	  present.	  Image	  dated	  1938.	  	  Source:	  David	  Rumsey	  Map	  
Collection	  (online).	  

	  
Location	  
Location	  is	  the	  place	  where	  the	  historic	  property	  was	  constructed	  or	  the	  place	  where	  the	  historic	  event	  
occurred.	  	  Except	  in	  rare	  cases,	  the	  relationship	  between	  a	  property	  and	  its	  historic	  associations	  is	  
destroyed	  if	  the	  property	  is	  moved.	  	  The	  early	  20th	  century	  structures	  associated	  with	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  
Mill	  Company	  industrial	  complex	  remain	  in	  their	  original	  location	  at	  1200-‐1210	  17th	  Street	  in	  San	  
Francisco.	  	  Major	  structures	  were	  added	  to	  the	  existing	  buildings	  of	  the	  complex	  during	  an	  expansion	  
campaign	  of	  the	  late	  1920s.	  	  Since	  that	  time,	  the	  footprint	  of	  the	  site’s	  principal	  buildings	  has	  remained	  
virtually	  unchanged	  to	  the	  present	  day.	  	  The	  site	  retains	  integrity	  of	  location.	  
	  
Design	  
Design	  is	  the	  combination	  of	  elements	  that	  create	  the	  form,	  plan,	  space,	  structure,	  and	  style	  of	  a	  
property.	  	  The	  design	  approach	  differed	  for	  the	  small-‐scale	  brick	  building	  and	  the	  corrugated	  steel	  
warehouses.	  	  Though	  not	  of	  the	  same	  architectural	  vocabulary,	  the	  two	  facades	  are	  complementary.	  	  
Their	  architectural	  expressions	  indicated	  their	  diverse	  functions;	  the	  front	  office	  operations	  were	  housed	  
in	  the	  brick	  building	  and	  steel	  manufacturing	  occurred	  in	  the	  adjacent	  utilitarian	  steel	  warehouses.	  	  The	  
two	  elements	  are	  evaluated	  separately,	  as	  follows:	  
	  
Brick	  Office	  Building	  (1926)	  
The	  principal	  (and	  only	  visible	  exterior)	  elevation	  of	  this	  two-‐story,	  timber-‐frame	  brick	  structure	  faces	  17th	  
Street	  and	  retains	  all	  original	  elements.	  	  These	  original	  elements	  include:	  a	  central	  arched	  principal	  
entrance	  with	  keystone;	  a	  corbelled	  brick	  cornice;	  stepped	  parapet;	  molded	  window	  sills;	  multi-‐light	  steel	  
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sash	  windows;	  and	  cast-‐cement	  sign.	  	  The	  brick	  elements	  and	  ornamentation	  indicate	  a	  more	  formal	  
expression.	  
	  
Corrugated	  Steel	  Warehouses	  (earliest	  1908)	  
The	  steel	  warehouses	  can	  be	  characterized	  as	  industrial	  vernacular	  in	  style.	  	  As	  was	  typical	  of	  early	  20th	  
century	  industrial	  structures,	  the	  warehouses	  were	  not	  architect-‐designed;	  as	  such,	  design	  intent	  was	  not	  
a	  concern.	  	  They	  are	  large-‐volume,	  utilitarian	  structures	  with	  lofty,	  open	  interior	  spaces	  designed	  for	  
flexibility.	  	  Regular	  in	  plan,	  the	  structures	  were	  built	  and	  organized	  to	  optimize	  functionality	  and	  
manufacturing	  processes.	  	  On	  the	  exterior	  there	  is	  an	  absence	  of	  ornamentation	  though	  the	  structures	  
had	  large-‐scale,	  roof-‐mounted	  signage	  during	  the	  period	  of	  significance,	  which	  no	  longer	  exists.	  
	  
Their	  original	  form	  and	  elements	  include:	  corrugated	  wall	  surfaces,	  flat	  and	  shed	  roofs,	  bands	  of	  ribbon	  
windows,	  north-‐facing	  roof	  monitors	  and	  clerestories,	  solid	  wall	  planes,	  open	  areas	  for	  production	  and	  
transportation	  of	  materials,	  canopies	  over	  large-‐scale	  openings,	  and	  a	  water	  tower	  at	  the	  roof	  level.	  	  	  
	  
The	  integrity	  of	  the	  basic	  building	  form	  of	  the	  steel	  warehouses	  has	  been	  debated	  based	  on	  the	  possibility	  
that	  the	  steel	  structures	  were	  originally	  designed	  as	  sheds,	  open	  along	  the	  perimeter.	  	  The	  Historic	  
Resource	  Evaluation	  suggests	  corrugated	  metal	  walls	  or	  siding	  was	  added	  at	  a	  later	  date	  to	  transform	  the	  
sheds	  into	  enclosed	  structures.10	  	  While	  this	  may	  be	  accurate,	  no	  photographs	  exist	  depicting	  the	  shed	  
type	  construction.	  	  However,	  based	  on	  the	  1941	  photograph	  below,	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  the	  warehouse	  at	  right,	  
1200	  17th	  Street,	  had	  corrugated	  steel	  walls	  at	  least	  by	  1941.	  	  Even	  if	  the	  structures	  were	  open	  sheds	  at	  
one	  point,	  they	  attained	  the	  present	  form	  before	  the	  end	  date	  of	  the	  period	  of	  significance,	  1947.	  	  
	  
	  

	  
Figure	  3:	  Brick	  and	  corrugated	  steel	  buildings	  at	  1200	  17th	  Street.	  Note	  the	  
corrugated	  steel	  façade	  of	  the	  warehouse	  at	  right.	  Image	  dated	  1941.	  	  	  
Source:	  Bancroft	  Library,	  University	  of	  California,	  Berkeley.	  

	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10	  VerPlanck,	  Christopher.	  Historic	  Resource	  Evaluation	  Part	  II,	  1200	  Seventeenth	  Street,	  San	  Francisco,	  California.	  21	  
March	  2013.	  
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The	  Historic	  Resource	  Evaluation	  also	  notes	  that	  a	  building	  permit,	  dated	  3	  December	  1947,	  was	  obtained	  
to	  re-‐clad	  the	  corrugated	  steel	  structures	  at	  1100,	  1200,	  and	  1210	  17th	  Street.	  	  The	  1941	  photograph	  
suggests	  that	  the	  re-‐cladding	  effort	  replaced	  already	  existing	  corrugated	  steel	  siding.	  	  
	  
Overall,	  the	  complex	  retains	  many	  key	  elements	  of	  the	  original	  construction,	  plan,	  forms,	  massing,	  
proportions,	  architectural	  vocabulary,	  and	  overall	  expression	  of	  a	  large-‐scale	  industrial	  operation.	  	  The	  
site	  retains	  integrity	  of	  design.	  
	  
Setting	  
Setting	  is	  the	  physical	  environment	  of	  an	  historic	  property,	  constituting	  topographic	  features,	  vegetation,	  
manmade	  features,	  and	  relationships	  between	  buildings	  or	  open	  space.	  	  Setting	  refers	  to	  the	  character	  of	  
the	  place	  in	  which	  the	  property	  played	  its	  historical	  role.	  	  
	  
Historically,	  the	  location	  of	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  site	  was	  defined	  by	  nearby	  rail	  lines,	  the	  working	  
industrial	  waterfront,	  and	  residential	  neighborhoods	  of	  worker	  housing	  stock.	  	  At	  present,	  the	  overall	  
neighborhood	  character	  and	  setting	  is	  urban	  and	  mixed	  in	  use,	  including	  residential,	  commercial	  and	  light	  
industrial.	  	  The	  complex	  is	  currently	  set	  amidst	  a	  collection	  of	  20th	  century	  buildings,	  representing	  a	  range	  
of	  styles	  and	  an	  overall	  compatible	  scale.	  	  While	  many	  older	  buildings	  have	  been	  demolished	  and	  open	  
lots	  infilled,	  the	  setting	  has	  not	  significantly	  changed	  over	  time.	  	  The	  gridded	  street	  pattern	  serves	  to	  
reinforce	  the	  historic	  setting.	  	  Though	  some	  other	  areas	  of	  San	  Francisco	  were	  dramatically	  altered	  during	  
the	  20th	  century,	  many	  aspects	  of	  this	  setting	  are	  largely	  the	  same	  as	  at	  the	  time	  of	  construction.	  	  	  
	  
The	  complex	  pre-‐dates	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  280	  Freeway	  Extension	  of	  1973,	  however	  this	  has	  little	  
impact	  on	  the	  setting	  itself.	  	  In	  fact,	  the	  elevated	  highway	  serves	  to	  buffer	  the	  historic	  development	  of	  
Potrero	  Hill	  from	  the	  incompatible,	  large-‐scale	  new	  development	  of	  nearby	  Mission	  Bay.	  	  
	  
The	  site	  retains	  integrity	  with	  regard	  to	  setting.	  
	  
Materials	  
Materials	  are	  the	  physical	  elements	  that	  were	  combined	  or	  deposited	  during	  a	  particular	  period	  of	  time	  
and	  in	  a	  particular	  pattern	  or	  configuration	  to	  form	  an	  historic	  property.	  	  When	  these	  utilitarian	  structures	  
were	  constructed,	  the	  selection	  of	  materials	  was	  based	  on	  functionality	  and	  practical	  concerns.	  	  The	  
building	  materials	  used	  are	  typical	  of	  the	  era	  and	  many	  appear	  to	  be	  original.	  	  
	  
Brick	  Office	  Building	  (1926)	  
The	  materials	  of	  this	  two-‐story,	  timber-‐frame	  structure	  include:	  brick	  at	  the	  facade,	  sills,	  and	  arched	  
portal;	  multi-‐light	  steel	  sash	  windows	  and	  cast-‐cement	  sign.	  
	  
Corrugated	  Steel	  Warehouses	  (earliest	  1908)	  
The	  materials	  of	  the	  warehouse	  structures	  include:	  corrugated	  cladding	  and	  wall	  surfaces;	  multi-‐light	  steel	  
sash	  windows;	  wood	  framed	  windows;	  exposed	  interior	  structural	  elements;	  steel	  posts;	  an	  exposed	  
wood	  truss	  system;	  and	  reinforced	  concrete.	  
	  
Throughout	  the	  site,	  exterior	  materials	  exhibit	  varying	  degrees	  of	  weathering,	  deferred	  maintenance,	  and	  
dilapidation;	  however,	  the	  structures	  appear	  to	  retain	  a	  large	  amount	  of	  original	  materials.	  	  In	  both	  the	  
brick	  and	  steel	  structures,	  doors	  have	  been	  boarded	  over.	  	  Lower	  portions	  of	  the	  brick	  facade	  have	  been	  
painted	  as	  has	  the	  glazing	  of	  some	  windows.	  	  The	  fenestration	  on	  the	  first	  floor	  level	  of	  the	  corrugated	  
structure	  at	  1200	  17th	  Street	  has	  been	  obscured	  by	  other	  materials.	  	  Interior	  photos	  appear	  to	  indicate	  
that	  original	  fenestration	  exists,	  but	  has	  been	  covered	  over	  on	  the	  exterior.	  	  The	  buildings	  retain	  integrity	  
of	  materials.	  
	  



Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Site	  
Evaluation	  of	  Integrity	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  

	  
Katherine	  T.	  Petrin	  |	  Architectural	  Historian	  &	  Preservation	  Planner	  

1736	  Stockton	  Street,	  Suite	  4,	  San	  Francisco,	  California	  94133	  
	  

10	  

Workmanship	  
Workmanship	  is	  the	  physical	  evidence	  of	  the	  crafts	  of	  a	  particular	  culture,	  people,	  or	  artisan	  during	  any	  
given	  period	  in	  history	  or	  pre-‐history.	  	  The	  original	  construction	  techniques	  are	  typical	  of	  early	  20th	  
century	  industrial	  structures,	  as	  is	  evident	  by	  exposed	  structural	  elements	  and	  framing	  and	  exterior	  
brickwork.	  	  The	  structures	  retain	  integrity	  with	  regard	  to	  workmanship.	  
	  
Feeling	  
Feeling	  is	  a	  property’s	  expression	  of	  the	  aesthetic	  or	  historical	  sense	  of	  a	  particular	  period	  of	  time.	  	  It	  
results	  from	  the	  presence	  of	  physical	  features	  that,	  taken	  together,	  convey	  the	  property's	  historic	  
character.	  	  Due	  to	  large	  amount	  of	  original	  materials,	  the	  retention	  of	  the	  basic	  building	  forms,	  lack	  of	  
additions,	  an	  intact	  setting,	  and	  continual	  warehouse	  use,	  the	  property	  retains	  integrity	  of	  feeling	  as	  a	  20th	  
century	  industrial	  facility.	  
	  
Association	  
Association	  is	  the	  direct	  link	  between	  an	  important	  historic	  event	  or	  person	  and	  a	  historic	  property.	  	  A	  
property	  retains	  association	  if	  it	  is	  the	  place	  where	  the	  event	  or	  activity	  occurred	  and	  is	  sufficiently	  intact	  
to	  convey	  that	  relationship	  to	  an	  observer.	  	  A	  property	  retains	  association	  if	  it	  is	  sufficiently	  intact	  to	  be	  
recognizable	  to	  the	  individuals	  who	  played	  a	  role	  during	  the	  property’s	  period	  of	  significance.	  	  Like	  feeling,	  
association	  requires	  the	  presence	  of	  physical	  features	  that	  convey	  a	  property's	  historic	  character.	  	  	  
	  
Because	  the	  complex	  retains	  its	  original	  physical	  forms,	  industrial-‐scale	  volumes,	  and	  a	  large	  degree	  of	  
original	  materials,	  including	  industrial	  sash	  windows	  and	  other	  elements,	  the	  property	  is	  sufficiently	  intact	  
to	  convey	  its	  historical	  associations	  with	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company.	  	  It	  retains	  a	  high	  degree	  of	  
association.	  	  Consequently,	  its	  association	  contributes	  to	  the	  property’s	  overall	  integrity.	  
	  
In	  summary,	  these	  industrial	  vernacular	  style	  structures	  convey	  their	  characteristics	  and	  historical	  
associations,	  as	  they	  existed	  during	  the	  period	  of	  significance,	  1899-‐1947.	  	  There	  is	  no	  question	  that	  the	  
site	  was	  altered	  during	  its	  period	  of	  significance	  to	  accommodate	  the	  changing	  requirements	  of	  
production	  of	  an	  ever-‐expanding	  successful	  enterprise.	  	  Alterations	  that	  pre-‐date	  1947	  were	  unpermitted	  
and	  unrecorded.	  	  Alterations	  after	  1947	  have	  not	  obliterated	  the	  forms,	  massing,	  materials,	  or	  design	  of	  
the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  structures.	  	  Weighing	  all	  seven	  aspects	  together,	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  
Company	  site	  retains	  sufficient	  integrity	  to	  convey	  its	  historic	  significance	  and	  a	  chapter	  of	  San	  Francisco’s	  
industrial	  heritage.	  	  As	  required	  by	  California	  Register	  criteria,	  the	  site	  retains	  enough	  of	  its	  historic	  
character	  or	  appearance	  to	  be	  recognizable	  as	  a	  historical	  resource.	  
	  
	  
VIII.	  	  Conclusion	  Regarding	  Eligibility	  as	  a	  Historic	  Resource	  	  
For	  a	  building	  to	  be	  considered	  a	  historic	  resource	  for	  purposes	  of	  CEQA,	  it	  must	  be	  determined	  to	  be	  
historically	  significant	  and	  retain	  integrity.	  	  As	  stated	  above,	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Planning	  Department	  
acknowledges	  that	  the	  site	  is	  historically	  significant	  at	  the	  local	  level	  under	  California	  Register	  Criterion	  1	  
and	  2.	  	  Because	  the	  Pacific	  Rolling	  Mill	  Company	  site	  also	  retains	  sufficient	  integrity	  to	  convey	  its	  historic	  
significance,	  it	  meets	  the	  criteria	  for	  listing	  on	  the	  California	  Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources.	  11	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11	  	  The	  preparer	  of	  this	  report	  meets	  the	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Interior’s	  Historic	  Preservation	  Professional	  Qualifications	  
Standards	  in	  History,	  Historic	  Preservation	  Planning,	  and	  Architectural	  History	  and	  regularly	  uses	  the	  criteria	  of	  the	  
National	  Register	  of	  Historic	  Places	  in	  the	  course	  of	  evaluating	  historic	  buildings.	  	  	  
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Building the West 
The Pioneering Steel Legacy q/ the Pacific  Rolling All/I Co., Judyon Manufacturing 

Company, the Judson-Pacific Company, and the Judson Pacific-i’tlurphv Corporation 
1200 -1210 17th 

 Street 

Overview: 

In 1866, the West’s first iron and steel producing foundry, the Pacific Rolling Mill 
Company, was formed by an august group of investors that included D. 0. Mills and 
James Flood. Shortly thereafter the company began operating in San Francisco’s Potrero 
Point. Among the men associated with this pioneering venture was Patrick Noble who got 
his start in 1868 as a clerk and rose through the ranks to serve as an officer of the 
company eventually. As documented in the book, A Romance of S/eel in CaIi/i)rnia, the 
Pacific Rolling Mill Company was the genesis of a profound and remarkable pioneering 
steel-making operation whose work, heritage, and impact journeyed well into the 1950’s: 

This was the small but not Iminhle beginning 0/a corporation that in the next three-
quarters of a century was to be one of the great builders of/he West, constructing both 
the tools o/peace and the engines of war, the wheels of transportation and the great 
members a/bridges and of/ice buildings and factories. 
(Source: Romance Of Steel, page 9) 

Landmark buildings and structures built by Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and its successor 
companies include: 

* San Francisco’s City and County Hospital (S.F. General) 
* Grace Cathedral 
* The approaches to the Golden Gate Bridge and its Toll Plaza 
* The Colorado aqueduct 
* Hoover (Boulder) Dam 
* The State Capitol building in Sacramento 
* The Richmond-San Rafael Bridge 
* The Lick Observatory telescope 
* The San Francisco Bay Bridge 
* The Fairmont Hotel 
* The Flood Building 
* The Chronicle Building 
* San Francisco’s Merchandise Market 
* A network of rural post offices and bridges linking up rural Northern California 

The above buildings (and much more) are documented in the enclosed timeline of Pacific 
Rolling Mill Co., Judson Manufacturing, the Judson-Pacific Company, and the Judson-
Pacific-Murphy Corporation. The tirneline traces the heritage of Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
whose executives, workers, and skilled expertise continued on with each subsequent 
merged company. This legacy lasted well into the 1950s, and even the late 1960’s. 



A July 1958 newspaper advertisement titled Linked In Steel" announcing a recent 
consolidation of the company best captures the vaunted heritage of Pacific Rolling Mill 
Co.: 

Judson Paci/ìc-Murphv has its antecedents in two pioneer companies: .11k/son 
Manu/iicturing Co. and Pacific Rolling Mills Company, founded in 1872 and 1866 
respectiveIv It has played a key role in some of/lie West ’s best known /)/’Ojec(S - 
primarily in bridges, damns and ma/or buildings. 

- Source: Oakland Tribune, July 15, 1958. 

The guiding development principles of the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan call 
for historic preservation to be a key consideration in the planning process: 

OBJECTIVE 8.3: ENSURE THAT HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONCERNS 

CONTINUE TO BE AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ONGOING PLANNING 
PROCESSES FOR THE SHOWPLACE SQUARE PLAN AREA AS THEY EVOLVE 
OVERTIME 

New information regarding historic and cultural resources is discovered on a regular 
basis. As new information is compiled, it should he utilized to update and revise the 
policies se//or/h in the Showplace Square Plan. It is also important that throughout 
the planning process, the Planning department work with various city agencies to 
ensure the protection and preservation of historic resources. 

Historic resources are particularly vulnerable to deterioration due to their age and 
lack 0/ maintenance. Neglect can result in effective  demolition of a historic resource 
and alterations executed without the benefit  oft/ic appropriate city permits have the 
potential to diminish the significance q1 ’a historic resource. Owners of all properties 
have a responsibility to maintain their investment in good condition and to obtain City 
approval/or alterations. 

Valuing the historic character of older buildings can help to protect these structures 
in the event 0/a natural disaster. Older buildings are among those most vulnerable 
to destruction or heavy damage from events such as earthquake or fire, resulting in 
potential danger to life safr’ty as well as an irreplaceable loss of the historic ibric of 
San Francisco. 

Valuing the historic character of neighborhoods can preserve economic diversity. In 
some cases, older buildings that are responsibly rehabilitated may be more affordable 
than new construction. These buildings may be opportunities for low and moderate 
income households to find affordable housing. 

Highlights of New Information: 

2 



Highlights of the new information addressing the 1200-1210 
17th  Street industrial 

buildings as historic resources include the following: 

Building 21 at Pier 70 is not the oldest and last remaining extant building of the 

Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Recent research indicates Building 21 was built by (and 
housed) the Risdon Iron Works. This conclusion was detailed in a 2008 San 

Francisco Port-sponsored survey by Carey & Company undertaken to nominate 

Pier 70 as a historic district. 

- 	The 1200� 1210 17 
1h   Street industrial buildings are the last remaining extant 

structures of Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and the Judson-Pacific Company in San 

Francisco. 

- A news clipping from The San Francisco Call indicates the Pacific Rolling Mill 

Co. operating as early as 1902 on the 17 "’  Street site. 

- Sanborn Maps from 1905 show multiple buildings established on the site at 17 1h 

and Mississippi Streets as early as 1905. 

- Sanborn Maps from 1905 and 1918 show the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. industrial 

complex on both sides of 17 
1h Street at Texas. According to the 1905 Sanborn, a 

foundry was shown on the north side of 17" Street. The industrial complex can 

be seen in Sanborn Maps from 1914, and 1918 which included a foundry 

operation immediately south across 17 "’  Street at Texas Street, with notations of 

its various components by the the City’s Department of Public Works Assistant 

Engineer, F.O. Shutts. 

- The period of significance for the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. at the 17 
1h 

  and 

Mississippi Street site spans more than four decades from 1902 through 1947, 

owing to the association with persons who founded, built and ran the company 

and their association with the events which constructed some of San Francisco’s 

most iconic structures. 

- According to a news article and a series of display advertisements, Pacific 

Judson-Murphy did not abandon" the 17 
1h

and Mississippi property until the 

Spring of 1947. 

In conclusion, the industrial buildings at 1200-12 10 17th Street convey the significance 

of this Company’s pioneering industrial complex, now relocated and reconstituted as a 

fabricator and erector of structural steel and cast iron, from 1902-1947. 

While its predecessor plant at Potrero Point was clearly instrumental in the growth and 

industrial rise of the Bay Area and California in the period following the Civil War, the 

successor firm in a new location nearby is associated with the advent of steel frame 

buildings at the turn of the century, their increased popularity following the Great Fire of 

1906, right on up through the 1920’s. The infrastructure projects for San Francisco and 

3 



California undertaken in the teens, 20’s and 30’s, and the build-up of the Bay Area’s 
industrial capacity for the war effort in the 1940’s are important not only to Potrero Hill, 
or even to San Francisco, but to the entire state of California, and indeed the nation. 

These historic periods of industrialization and building are associated with the Pacific 
Rolling Mill Company and its third iteration as the Judson-Pacific Company on the 
Seventeenth and Mississippi Street site. On the basis of Criterion 1, association with 
important events, the buildings known as 1200 17th  Street (including the brick offices) 
and 1210 17th  street are eligible for the California Register, and should be considered as 
historic resources for the purposes of CEQA. 

4 



Joe Butler <fjoseph1butler@grnail.com > 
Christopher VerPlanck <chris@verplanckconsulting.com >, "Hilyard, Gretchen 

<gretchen.hilyard @sfgov.org >, Rodney Minott <rodrninott@hotrnail corn> 
Re: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 

6Aflachments, 11 MB 

19 February 2013 

Christopher 

Thanks for your reply. I have taken great care in replying, thus the week that has passed. In spite of the 
limited scope of work that you had taken on, there still exists the need to present new information to the 
Planning Department on new information which corrects the facts that were before the HPC, and 
addresses the integrity issues before their deliberations are complete about this site. 

I am aware, as you stated, that the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) - acting on a "Preliminary 
Assessment" from Page & Turnbull Inc. - concluded that based upon the period of significance as Post-
Fire 1906-1928, only the brick office building "retained sufficient integrity to qualify for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources." Page and Turnbull’s "Preliminary Assessment" was not 
correct however when it stated there were other extant Pacific Rolling Mill Company (PRMC0.) 
buildings at Pier 70, a ’fact’ that the HPC relied upon in their deliberation. 

The Planning Department had determined (prior to adoption of the Survey and its findings) that "the 
three buildings are historic resources assigning them a status code of ’3CS’ through survey evaluation" 
which was subsequently changed by the HPC upon adoption of the Survey due to the Page & Turnbull 
Inc. "Preliminary Assessment", indeed the matter looked settled. 

New Information disputing facts the HPC relied upon: 

Several conclusions in the Page & Turnbull Inc. "Preliminary Assessment", however, based upon our 
new information, call into question that evaluation. The statement that other older Pacific Rolling Mill 
Company buildings were extant at Pier 70, is shown to be incorrect. Building 21 at Pier 70 is a Risdon 
building according to Carey and Company, in an addendum to their initial report. So the only PRMCo. 
buildings extant in San Francisco are those here at 17th and Mississippi Streets. 

The "Preliminary Assessment" attributes a start date of 1906 for the successor Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
at the 17th and Mississippi site, and indicates no consideration whatsoever of the importance of the 
Company’s association with Patrick Noble, or his leadership in bringing and leading the successor 
company at this new site. 

Our research shows that the successor Pacific Rolling Mill Company began earlier on this site at 17th 
and Mississippi Streets, significantly five years pre-earthquake and Great Fire of 1906. The 1901 City 
Directory (attached) shows "Noble Patrick successor to Pacific Rolling Mill Co. works cor. Mississippi 
and 17th, office 418 Mission.....We also found an article from the San Francisco Call, August 28th, 
1902, reporting on a fire at the Pacific Refining and Roofing Company, called in by the night watchman 
of the "Pacific Rolling Mills", shown in the Sanborn Maps located on the same block. The 1905 Sanborn 
Map (California Historical Society) denoting the "P. Noble’s Iron Works" at 17th and Mississippi, and a 



warehouse across 17th at Texas Street establishes the PRMCo.’s roots here five years previous to the 
1906 earthquake and Great Fire. 

The original Pacific Rolling Mill Co. even though "liquidated’ in 1898 continued to be listed in the City 
Directories at Potrero Point through 1900, and at their same 418 Mission Street Offices through 1905. 
Whether for a time Noble needed to use his own name as the previous company completed its 
contracts, there is no mistaking these buildings as the reestablished PRMCo. 

New Information and a broader look at significance: 

The new information from our research demonstrates to a greater extent (Criterion 1) the site’s 
association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local and 
regional history. So too, the role played by Patrick Noble, (Criterion 2) as an association with the lives 
of persons important in our local, regional or national past. Both criteria are important to the historic 
significance of this site. 

The City Directories show that Patrick Noble brought his son, Edward B. Noble, into the Company. He 
is listed as Vice-President in the 1912 City Directory, and after Patrick’s death, Edward is listed in the 
1921 City Directory as President. Edward continues with PRMCo. even after the merger with Judson 
Manufacturing Company in 1928, first as Vice-President and then as President from 1934-1945. 

The Carey & Co. 2006 Showplace Square Historic Resources Survey, Historic Context describes the 
filling and development of Mission Bay and how it brought the Showplace Square area into being as 
"the primary industrial center of the American West". There is perhaps no better extant example than 
the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. of the transition of the area from the isolated 19th century heavy industries of 
Potrero Point, to the light industrial and manufacturing uses in the Showplace Square area. 

From our research, it seems clear to us that both California Register Criteria for Significance 1 and 2 
should have been part of a thorough evaluation as to the significance of the complex at the 17th and 
Mississippi site. As you know, a property is individually eligible for inclusion in a California Register 
under one or more of the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of the United States. 

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

We believe that both criteria apply to this property, both for the events associated with the successor 
Pacific Rolling Mill Company at Mississippi and 17th Streets, and for the association with both Nobles, 
the father Patrick, and his son Edward. 

Events: 

The significance of the events with which this company’s work was associated, Criterion 1, seems the 
more important. Specifically the role played by the Company in the rebuilding of San Francisco after the 
Great Fire of 1906, and its role in the expansion of the industrial capacity of the Bay Region. Its role in 
fabrication of electric traveling cranes and sheds for other steel fabricators, and factories, and the 
development of the infrastructure of both San Francisco and the Bay Region in terms of its hospitals, 
observatories, universities, theaters, banks, libraries, post offices, utility buildings, and work on three of 
the five San Francisco Bay bridges. 



Further research shows us the extent of the Company’s role in promoting the education of a skilled 
workforce, and further reinforces their association with important events in the history of San 
Francisco. In "A Romance of Steel in California", William Alvord was listed as one of the founders of the 
PRMCo., in 1866. He is also listed as President of the PRMCo. in their 1885 Catalogue (California 
Historical Society), alongside "P. Noble as Superintendent". Alvord was also one of the executors of 
the estate of Jillis Clute Wilmerding we learned from the Lick-Wilmerding School’s web site. 

The Wilmerding School of Industrial Arts was established with a $400,000 bequest after Wilmerding’s 
death in 1894. The WSIA was established in 1900 at 16th and Utah Streets, next to the California 
School of Mechanical Arts, which had been established and endowed by James Lick, but had only 
begun construction in 1894. The site is only 8 blocks away from the 17th Street and Mississippi Street 
site. The 1897 City Directory lists "Lick House" at Montgomery and Sutter Streets as Patrick Noble’s 
residence. 

The WSIA trained engineers and machinists and furnished PRMCo. and other companies with a local 
supply of trained skilled labor, enabling San Francisco’s growth as an industrial center. The original 
PRMCo. fabricated steel for the Lick Observatory, and many years later The Lick-Wilmerding High 
School gymnasium was dedicated to Patrick Noble posthumously. Edward B. Noble’s S.F.Chronicle 
obituary mentioned that he was a donor to Stanford University, and Lick-Wilmerding. 

Finally, how the PRMCo. role in the industrialization of the Bay Region, and in conjunction with Judson 
Manufacturing Company (JMC0.) resulted in the infrastructure and shipbuilding contributions made by 
the San Francisco Bay Area during the Second World War. Though a younger company, JMCo. was 
established in the tidal flats of Emeryville, with the advantage of more land (8 acres) and a direct rail 
link to the 20th century industries established along the shores of the East Bay. 

We think that the application of both Criteria, 1 and 2, brings the period of significance of the PRMCo. 
at the Mississippi and 17th Streets site from 1901 up through its two corporate mergers, and up to its 
move as a Company to a larger site in Emeryville in 1947. We understand that the IKEA store, and the 
Shellmound malls in Emeryville may have removed all of the Judson Manufacturing Company buildings 
from their previous eight acre site. That leaves the complex of the Pacific Rolling Mill Company, and the 
Judson-Pacific Company (led by Edward B. Noble from 1934-1945) at 17th and Mississippi Streets as 
the sole extant buildings of this major player in the building of the American West. 

Persons: 

We also believe that Criterion 2 should be a factor in the evaluation of this site, for its association with 
Patrick Noble as an important person in San Francisco and California history. How he started PMRC0. 
over from scratch (albeit with his 30 years of experience) after the original company was ’liquidated’ in 
1898. Most importantly to the succession, how Patrick Noble by his 30 year association with the 
company had been given free reign to use whatever equipment and machinery he chose, and to use 
the pionnering iron works’ company name. 

Patrick Noble guided the successor company with others who came with him from Potrero Point, 
including F. H. Hedrich and A. E. Wilkens, and by bringing his son Edward Bonneau Noble into its 
management as well. Noble assembled the PRMCo. complex, adding successive buildings (on three 
blocks) and a railroad spur over two decades, from the site’s origin as vacant Mission Bay beach front 
in 1899. 

Integrity: 



The 1946 photograph in the Page & Turnbull Inc. "Preliminary Assessment", taken just after the 
corporate structure changed from the Judson-Pacific Company, to the Judson Pacific-Murphy 
Corporation shows enclosed walls at the perimeters of the site along both Mississippi and 17th, some 
portions of which encroach on the public right-of-way near the corner. While the encroaching portions 
have since been removed, the scale and footprint of the complex remains essentially unchanged from 
1924. 

In addition, a photo from 1911 Architect and Engineer (fabrication of a large truss for The Native Sons 
of the Golden West Building) shows the open wall of one side of what we believe could be the 
Structural Shed at 17th and Mississippi (we requested permission to tour the interior of the facility to 
verify this but were denied), but the other long side was closed. Thus the sheds were not always open 
during the period of significance from 1902-1947. 

While we agree that the loss of first floor windows is a loss of architectural integrity, the connecting 
sheds built over Texas Street (c. 1924) where the windows were lost was only the final piece of a much 
larger complex. More importantly to the site, the scale of the sheds of the entire complex, and its 
connection to the persons and events, is a much more important communicator of the significance of 
this site to the City and the Bay Region, indeed the State. 

These changes to fenestration and loading bays are part of the flexibility of the steel frame and skin that 
made such a structural system so advantageous to the company through time. All the steel for all the 
landmark structures was not fabricated for installation in the small brick office building, nor can it by 
itself convey the significance of what was fabricated here. 

The flexibility of use of the steel frame sheds, their corrugated siding, large clear span floor areas, with 
overhead cranes to move stock through the mill, their north facing clerestories for daylight, their docks 
for trucks and rail cars alike, and the signs of the rail spur are the extant elements important to the 
ability of the site to convey the significance of the Pacific Rolling Mill Company’s tenure at 17th and 
Mississippi Streets. 

To suggest that only the brick office building (what is it 5-10% of the square footage of the complex?) 
conveys the significance of this site, or is the only bearer of integrity, is to miss the forest for the one 
tree. 

We believe that the Historic Preservation Commission, perhaps more focused on the adoption of the 
survey, acted without a thorough knowledge, nor an accurate accounting of the significance of this 
important complex of industrial buildings, and the role of the man who brought it into being here and 
guided it’s 20th century importance to San Francisco and the American West. 

F. Joseph Butler, AlA 

additional sources: 

Lick-Wilmerding Websites: 
http://www.lwhs.org/mission  
http://www.sfqenealogy.com/sf/schools/lwlhist.htm  
San Francisco Geneaology 
http://www.sfgenealogy.com/sf/schooIs/lwl . htm 

Lick Observatory: 



htto://coliectionsucolick.ora/archives on line/bida the obs.html 

"Text is copyright 1998, Anthony Misch and Remington Stone. Images are copyright University of 
California and The Mary Lea Shane Archive. The authors are indebted, in particular, to two sources for 
the material in this essay: Eye on the Sky by Donald Osterbrock, John Gustafson, and W. Shiloh Unruh, 
University of California Press, 1988, and The Generous Miser by Rosemary Lick, Ward Ritchey Press, 
1967. 

City Directories 

end 
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Patrick Noble & Pacific Rolling Mill - 
Crocker Langley San Francisco Directory 

1897 

IN JIJI 	IO.U’4 	TI1 00 1  LL’...L1L j)LCLLLL?, 1 . UV1 L-)a(Vi 

NOBLE PATRICK 
general manager Pacific ilolliug Mill Co., 
100 Market, r. Lick House 

.L.)U IN iLLuiLLa 

NOBLE PATRICK 
general manager Pacific Rolling Mill Co., 
418 Mission, r. 2321‰ Pine 

T)..1 	,4iA,,.+ 	ru 	1i T%rci,. 

1899 

NOBLE PATRICK - 	 - 
geral manager Pacific Rolling MW Co., 
41 Mission, F. 1010 EllIs 

.l�l-i1iu 	 ’iitilfir% 	 .0 -11 	T)i1pi’i’ru 

PACIFIC ROLLING MILL CO. 
Charleia S. Neal president, LOUIE F. Mont- 
eagle vice- p resident 1  Harold Steele aec- 
retary, Patrick Noble general manager, 
works Potrero Point, office 418 MissIon, 
telephone Main 1938 

1L. 	 I 	 Ti 	’C! 



1900 
-’% ’..) k) L (. A & J J £ I. 	 I 1L 4 	£ � 	J £ 

NOBLE PATRICK 
general manager Pacific 
418 Mission, r. 1010 Ellis 

a s Is a 

Rolling Mill Co.. 

I’ACI FIC UOLLING4  MILL CO., 418 
Mission 

1901 
Bldg., r. 119, 4ith AV. 

NOBLE PATRICK 
successor to Pacific 
works cor, Mississippi 
Mission, tel. Main 193.S, 

’Vr1t P1 ’1 	rhviin 

Rolling Mill Co. 
and 17th, office 41S 
r. 1024 Gough 
r 	r,11 1-kr 

11 a 	iti 111 4-16 6 

PACIFIC ROLLING- MILL CO. 
Charles S. Neal pre3ldent, Louts F. Mont-
eagle vice-president. Harold Steele sec-
retary, Patrick Noble manager, office 411S 
Mission, tel. Main 1938 

Rolling Mills. 
Pacific Bolling Mill Co, 41S Mission 

- 

1902 



£ £ J 	. I 	A. . tJ 	A. I ’ 9 V 	AA. ’.J £ L L , 	%J a & £ ’- L by 

PACIFIC ROLLING MILL CO., Charles S. 
Neal pres.. Louis F. Monteagle vice- 
pres., Harold Steele sec., Patrick No- 
ble mgr., office 418 Mission, tel. Main 
1938 

Roiling 111I1M. 
Noble Patrick, 4 	MtIr , n 
Pacific Rolling Mu! Co., 418 M1slon 



TIMELINE FOR PACIFIC ROLLING MILL CO., JUDSON MANUFACTURING 
COMPANY, THE JUDSON-PACIFIC COMPANY, AND THE JUDSON PACIFIC- 

MURPHY CORPORATION 
1200-1210 171h  Street, San Francisco CA 

Note: events of particular significance are highlighted in red. Dates with an asterisk 
(*) have an exhibit included. 

19 1h Century 

Summary: As San Francisco and the West grow, Pacific Rolling Mills Co. aides the 
region’s expansion and enjoys a successful three-decade run of pioneering steel 
production before suffering financial setbacks and filing for liquidation near the end 
of the 191h  Century. 

1866: 
Pacific Rolling Mills Co. forms; locates plant at Potrero Point by 1867. It is the West’s 
first iron producing plant. Patrick Noble serves as Secretary and Superintendent, 
and becomes one of the company’s senior officers. The sweep of Pacific Rolling Mills’ 
impact is perhaps best captured in the book Romance of Steel: Nearly every great 
structure built on the coast ... drew on the Pacific Rolling Mills for iron and steel. 
Railroads, cable roads, bridges, dams and skyscrapers ho wed from its furnaces. 
(Source: Romance Of Steel, page 40). The company liquidates in 1898 after being 
impacted by a national economic depression and significant competition from east 
coast steel industrialists. 

20th Century 

1902-1916 

SUMMARY: Patrick Noble, former Superintendent of Pacific Rolling Mill Co., 
establishes Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’ on Potrero Hill at parcels bounded by 171h 
Mississippi, and Texas Streets. According to Romance Of Steel: The Mills (Pacific 
Rolling Mills at Potrero Point) were wrecked but one of the provisions of the 
liquidation was that Superintendent Patrick Noble was to have whatever machinery 
he wished and was given permission to use the name of the firm. He moved much of 
the manufacturing equipment to 1 7 1h  and Mississippi Streets where he carried on the 
Pacific Rolling Mills as a structuralfabricating organization. His son, Edward B. Noble, 
and some of the ablest mechanics of the mills joined him and during the thirty years 
from 1898 to 1928 the new company grew and prospered, and served San Francisco 

1 While many sources make plural the word "Mill", Pacific Rolling Mill Company’s 1885 and 
1890 catalogues and all City Directory listings we viewed show the business name as 
"Pacific Rolling Mill Company." 



well. (Source: Romance Of Steel, page 49). The company becomes a major force in 
rebuilding San Francisco following the Great Earthquake and Fire and a pioneering 
iron and steel-maker. 

*1902 :  Huge firebreaks out at the Pacific Refining and Roofing Company and 
engulfs "two-thirds" of the block bounded by 10, 171h, Mississippi, and Texas 
Streets. A night watchman for adjoining property, Pacific Rolling "Mills", alerts fire 
crews. 

- The San Francisco Call, 8/28/02 

1905: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. founder Patrick Noble gets 5 contracts for steel and 
iron stringers for the Fairmont Hotel 

- The San Francisco Call, 1/18/05 

*1905 :  Sanborn San Francisco Fire Insurance Maps page 531 show "P. Noble’s Iron 
Works" at 17 1h  Street and Mississippi. Building includes a foundry, core oven, 
blacksmith, machine shop, five small furnaces; Sanborn page 530 shows "P. Noble’s 
Wareho." (block directly across 171h  Street at Texas) with a "pattern shop". Sanborn 
Map 1905, page 530 shows 1210 17 11,  Street an empty parcel with no buildings. 

- David Rumsey Map Collection, Sanborn San Francisco Fire Insurance Maps 
pages 530 and 531, Volume S. * 

1905: Pacific Rolling "Mills" Co. worker crushes his foot in a "large belt wheel." 
- The San Francisco Call, July 28, 1905 

1906: Availability of work is so strong following the earthquake that there is a 
shortage of skilled labor. Companies such as Pacific Rolling "Mills" Co. that belong to 
the "foundrymen’s associations" are "short of men in all the departments of the 
trade that are called for in ship and engine building - and especially pattern makers 
and machinists." 

- Los Angeles Herald, 7/19/06 

1906: Real estate advertisement touts rapid industrial growth in San Francisco and 
cites companies including the Pacific Rolling "Mills" as being in the process of 
"construction, representing an outlay of approximately Ten Million ($10,000,000) 
dollars" (in reference to all of the construction spending by industries). 

- The San Francisco Call, 9/22/05 

1907: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. worker falls to death in machine shop 
- San Francisco Chronicle, 2/18/07 

*No t until Texas Street is vacated does the double block from Mississippi to Missouri Street 
have the 1200 addresses. 



*1907 :  Pacific Rolling Mill Co. advertisement (listing 171h  St. address) cites post-
earthquake projects including Fairmont Hotel, Crocker Building, Flood Building, St. 
Francis Hotel, Chronicle Building, and the California State Capitol building in 
Sacramento 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 12/22/07 

*1907: Pacific Rolling Mill advertisement lists 171h  and Mississippi Street address. 
Ad includes list of buildings "Erected or Reconstructed Since the Fire by This Firm". 

- The San Francisco Call, 12/29/07 

1907: City Directory includes "171h  and Mississippi for the first time under PACIFIC 
ROLLING MILL CO. 

1907: Pacific Roll Mill Co. ad lists officers (P. Noble President), major buildings it has 
erected post-quake, and lists its address at 171h  and Mississippi Streets. 

- The San Francisco Call, 12/29/07 

*1908 :  Pacific Rolling Mill Co. advertisement (listing 171h  St. address) notes 
buildings "erected or reconstructed since the fire" including "The State Capitol at 
Sacramento" 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 5/3/08 

1909: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. gets contract to provide steel for SF City and County 
Hospital (SF General Hospital) 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 6/26/09 

1909: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. given permission to lay spur track to get material to SF 
City and County Hospital more quickly 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 8/24/09 

1909: Index listing for Pacific Rolling Mill Co. at 17 1h St. address under heading of 
"Architectural and Ornamental Steel and Iron Work" 

- The Architect and Engineer, 11/09 

*1909 :  1910: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. noted in article as the "pioneer of all the iron 
businesses in this city." 

- The Architect and Engineer, 11/09 - 01/10 

1910: Article on construction of bridge across Kings River, CA cites Pacific Rolling 
Mill Company as supplier of all required steel. 

- The Architect and Engineer, 8/10 

*1910: Advertisement by Pacific Rolling Mill Co. lists 171  and Mississippi Street 
address and promotes "structural steel, forgings, bolts, rivets, frogs, switches, cast 
iron." 

- The San Francisco Call, 2/10/10 
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* 19 11: Steel work erected by "the Pacific Rolling Mill of San Francisco" for "Largest 
Steel Truss on Pacific Coast" for Native Sons of the Golden West Building on Mason, 
near Geary Street. 

- The Architect and Engineer, 2/11 

1911: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. advertisement lists 171h  St. address and work 
performed - structural steel, forgings, bolts rivets, frogs, switches, cast iron 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 1/8/11 

1911: Worker at Pacific Rolling Mill Co. killed by crane in yards 
- San Francisco Chronicle, 2/28/11 

1911: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. "sent out nicely worded Christmas and New Years 
greeting to their customers and friends." 

- The Architect and Engineer, 12/11 

1912: City Directory listing includes "E.B. Noble Vice, pres," 

1912: A non-union worker fires on Pacific Rolling Mill Co. union workers during a 
labor dispute. 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 3/22/12 

1913: "Who’s Who on the Pacific Coast" lists Patrick Noble, President, Pacific Rolling 
Mill Co. 

* 1913: Publication announces upcoming series of articles on steel and iron 
companies that have helped rebuild the "Wonder City" since April 1906. Pacific 
Rolling Mill Co. and Judson Manufacturing Company are listed. 

- The Architect and Engineer, 6/13 

1913: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. worker falls and breaks his neck at plant 
- San Francisco Chronicle, 7/22/13 

1913: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. awarded contract for cast-iron bases for City Hall steel 
- San Francisco Chronicle, 12/16/13 

1914: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. advertisement (listing 171h  Street address) notes goods 
supplied by company 

- The Architect and Engineer of California, 8/14 - 12/14 

1915: Article announces Pacific Rolling Mill Co. steel work contract for the 
construction of the Ferry post office at Ferry Building in San Francisco. 

- Building and Engineering News, 3/17/15 

4 



1915: "The Judson Iron Works of San Francisco and Oakland will fabricate and erect 
the steel for the new Rainer brewery in San Francisco, while the 2000 or more tons 
of steel for the new San Francisco public library to be erected in the Civic Center will 
be furnished by the Pacific Rolling Mill." 

- The Architect and Engineer, 5/15 

* 1915: Announcement of contractors for construction of S.F. Public Library at Hyde 
and Fulton Streets; Pacific Rolling Mill Co. listed as contractor. 

- Building and Engineering News, 5/12/15 

*1916 :  Current Pacific Rolling Mill Co. contracts include the B.J. Wheeler Hall, 
Berkeley, University of California Library and the harbor warehouse No. 1 for Los 
Angeles County. 

- The Architect and Engineer, 2/16 

*1918 :  Sanborn Map Page 545, Block 3950, 1210 171h  Street. Notations on the 
Sanborn by F.O. Shutts, Assistant Engineer for the S.F. Department of Public Works, 
indicate "Iron Works" for the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. building. Sanborn Map page 
545 with notations by F.O. Shutts indicate "Iron Works" for 1200 17th  Street building 
complex. Notations by F.O. Shutts on Sanborn Map page 559 Block 3986 show "Iron 
Works." Page 545 Sanborn also shows a "Foundry" on the site at 17th  and Texas 
Street - the block across the street from 1200 - 1210 17th  Street site. 

- Sanborn Maps, 1918 from San Francisco City Planning case file. 

1920’s 

SUMMARY: The booming 1920’s proves a decade of change and challenge for 
Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 

*1920 :  Pacific Rolling Mill President and founder Patrick Noble dies, age 71 
- San Francisco Chronicle 10/10/20 

* 1920: "Death Claims Pacific Steel Mill Chief’. Patrick Noble, "Pioneer in the Industry 
on the Pacific Coast, Passes Away at Home Here." 

- San Francisco Examiner, 10/4/20 

1920: Patrick Noble’s son, Edward B. Noble, becomes President of Pacific Rolling 
Mill Co. As noted in Romance of Steel, Patrick Noble had "shared the management" 
for nearly a decade with his son up until his death. E.B Noble had been listed as Vice-
President in the City Directory beginning in 1912. A.E. Wilkens, who had been 
associated with Pacific Rolling Mill in 1911, becomes general manager. As 
documented in The Romance of Steel, innovation and productivity continued: Under 
this new management the principal new development was the design and manufacture 
of electric traveling Bridge and Gantry cranes, an enterprise requiring expert skill in 
mechanical engineering. After more than twenty years many of the cranes developed 
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for power plants, railroads, lumber mills and other heavy industries are still giving 
service. 

- Romance of Steel, page 53. 

1920: City Directory shows Pacific Refining and Roofing Company moved from 161h 
and Texas Street to 234 Rialto Building. 

1922: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. listed as one of contractors in advertisement for 
Russian Hill ’Capo di Monte" homes at corner of Hyde and Filbert Streets. 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 5/3/22 

1922: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. referenced in article about the rise of industrial sites in 
City. 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 6/12/22 

* 1924: Page of competing advertisements shows separate listings for Judson 
Manufacturing Company and Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 3/24 

1924: Article notes two PG&E buildings Pacific Rolling Mill Co. is contracted to 
supply. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 9/24 

1926: Advertisement by Pacific Rolling Mill Co. lists 171h  St. address and describes 
"forgings" and "foundry products". 

- San Francisco Business, 4/14/26 

1927: Article notes Pacific Rolling Mill Co. supplying structural steel for Warner 
Brothers theater, store, and office building on Hollywood Blvd, LA. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 1/27 

*1928 :  Merger of "two of the largest steel fabricating plants in the west" is 
announced. "Many of the most prestigious structures in the Bay district have been 
fabricated by the Pacific Rolling Mill company." Officials of the Judson-Pacific 
Company are listed as Carlos J. Maas (President), E.B. Noble (Vice President and 
Treasurer, son of Patrick Noble), A.E. Wilkins (Vice President and General Manager), 
P.F. Gillispie (Vice President and Sales Manager) and H.F. Hedrick (General 
Superintendent); T.A. Maas, C.P. Carruthers, Directors. 

- Los Angeles Times, 1/22/28 
- Romance Of Steel, page 27. 

* 1928: Article titled, "Pacific Rolling Mill and Judson in Merger". "Anew company 
will be formed to take over the properties involved, which include approximately 
eight acres at Emeryville, and about three acres at Seventeenth and Mississippi Sts., 
San Francisco." "The consolidation is interesting from the standpoint that it will 
combine the activities of two of the oldest industrial plants on the Pacific Coast." 



- Building and Engineering News, 1/28/28 

*1928 :  Article referencing merger describes consolidation of ’pioneering concerns": 
"These two companies are the oldest steel companies on the pacific coast." 

- Los Angeles Times, 1/29/28 

* 1928: Article describes how Pacific Rolling Mill Co. "three years ago inaugurated a 
new building program for the ground which they have held under lease since 1906. 
Structures representing approximately $120,000 were built and equipped with 
machinery and other necessities involving another $200,000. Because of rapid 
progress being made in the company, it is believed that still further expansion may 
be made in the near future. Purchase of the property containing approximately 
three and one-half acres has been negotiated at the expiration of the company’s 
three-year option from the Real Estate and Development Company, owners, said to 
be a holding company for William Randolph Hearst. The Real Estate and 
Development Company were the owners of the entire two blocks between Sixteenth, 
Seventeenth, Missouri and Mississippi Streets. By the terms of this sale the Judson 
Pacific Company takes title to all except a piece 100 feet by 400 feet from Sixteenth 
to Seventeenth streets along the east line of Missouri street and the southwest 
corner of Sixteenth and Mississippi streets with frontages of 196 feet on Mississippi 
by 237 feet on Sixteenth street. Texas street has been closed, which gives the 
purchasers frontages of 380 feet on Seventeenth street, 200 feet on Mississippi 
street and 140 feet on Sixteenth street." 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 2/3/28 

1928: Advertisement for Judson-Pacific Co. claims "the largest steel contracting 
fabricators in California." 

- Oakland Tribune, 2/12/28 

* 1928: Article about merger of the Pacific Rolling Mill Company and the Judson 
Manufacturing Company notes new company will "constitute the largest steel 
fabricating concern in the West" 

- The Architect And Engineer, 2/28 

1928: When the managements oftheJudson Manufacturing Company and the Pacific 
Rolling Mills decided that greater production would be possible through joint 
operation of their facilities the Judson-Pacific Company came into existence, while the 
open hearth furnaces and rolling mills oftheJudson plant continued asJudson Steel 
Corporation, the oldest rolling mill on the Pacific Coast today. 

-Romance Of Steel, page 61. 

1928: Article, describing merging trend in San Francisco steel companies, mentions 
merger of the Pacific Rolling Mill Company and the Judson Manufacturing Company 

- San Francisco Business, 3/14/28 



1928: Article about new Capwell department store lists Judson-Pacific’s successful 
bid for $500,000 worth of structural material 

- Oakland Tribune, 4/2/28 

1928: Article citing a "new method of steel construction" describes new building for 
J.W. Helm in Oakland, CA with Judson-Pacific Company as one of primary 
contractors 

- The Architect And Engineer, 5/28 

*1929 :  Article notes Judson Manufacturing Company "with headquarters in San 
Francisco" notes "three thirty-ton basic open hearth furnaces, and, billet and bar 
Mill at its Emeryville plant." 

- San Francisco Business, 2/13/29 

1929: City Directory lists Judson-Pacific at 609 Mission Street. 

1929: Index of contractors and materials lists Judson-Pacific Company with shops in 
San Francisco and Oakland. 

- The Architect and Engineer, 5/29 

1929: Article on "Steel Frame Hollow Tile House" in Piedmont, CA with steel frame 
fabrication by Judson-Pacific Murphy Company 

- The Architect And Engineer, 10/29 

1930’s 

SUMMARY: Staffed with most of the top executives and workers from the former 
Pacific Rolling Mill Co., the newly merged Judson-Pacific prospers in spite of the 
Great Depression. The decade proves a remarkable period for Judson-Pacific as it is 
uniquely positioned to provide steel for public infrastructure projects, institutions 
and utilities. The list includes: Hoover Dam, the Golden Gate and Bay Bridges, San 
Francisco’s Grace Cathedral and Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Building, and the 
Colorado aqueduct. Judson-Pacific also helps vastly improve the lives of those in 
rural California by linking towns and residents to the outside world through a 
network of smaller bridges and post offices, as well as building public schools. As 
noted in Romance Of Steel: Some of the steel fabrication shared by the Judson-Pacific 
Company during these years were the approach structures and substantial portions of 
the main spans of the Golden Gate Bridge, the gigantic hoists in the intake towers of 
Boulder Dam, the towering Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Building, many buildings 
of the Civic Center, the campus of the University of California and also of Stanford 
University; exhibit buildings of the 1939 Exposition on Treasure Island - now used by 
the Navy - and the tall Tower of the Sun at the fair. Judson-Pacific also fabricated the 
steel for many of the huge gold dredges that work the old river beds of Alaska and 
California. 

- Romance Of Steel, page 63. 
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1930: Judson-Pacific Co. advertisement lists Mission Street sales office 
- The Architect And Engineer, 5/30 

193 1: Judson-Pacific Company noted supplying structural steel for Telephone 
Building at Pine and Steiner Streets, SF 

- The Architect And Engineer, 11/31 

1931: Judson-Pacific Company noted as supplying steel for UC Berkeley gymnasium 
- The Architect And Engineer, 12/31 

* 1932: Judson-Pacific advertisement "The Modern Way - Build With Steel" lists 
plants in San Francisco and Oakland 

- The Architect And Engineer, 1/32 

1932: Contributors to construction of new gymnasium at U.C. Berkeley listed; 
structural steel contract awarded to Judson-Pacific Co. 

- Building and Engineering News, 1/9/32 

1932: Judson-Pacific Co. advertisement lists plants in San Francisco and Oakland 
- The Architect And Engineer, 8/32 

1933: Judson-Pacific Company noted as receiving contract for structural steel for 
The Pacific Telephone & Telegraph Company at Bush and Larkin Streets, SF 

- The Architect And Engineer, 3/33 

1933: Article titled "Bay Factories Have Contracts For Span Work" cites supply of 
structural bracing for "cutting edges" by Judson-Pacific Iron Works. 

- Pacific Constructor, 6/10/33 

* 1933: Entry regarding construction of"Marin Approach Span of the Golden Gate 
Bridge" states that steel is to be fabricated by Judson-Pacific Co. 

- Pacific Constructor, 11/18/33 

1934: Advertisement by Judson-Pacific Co. boasts "Structural Steel for Grace 
Cathedral": 

- The Architect And Engineer, 1/34 

1934: Judson-Pacific Co. listed as subcontractor for projects including, iron and 
heavy timber mixing plant on Yerba Buena Island, Henry J. Kaiser Co. Latham Square 
Building in Oakland, and lining tunnel for San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. 

- Pacific Constructor, 2/3/34 

1934: Extensive article on El Capistrano Apartment House (located at 3440 251h  St. 
SF). Structural steel supplied by Judson-Pacific Co. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 3/34 



1934: Judson-Pacific Co. awarded contract by Navy Department (Washington D.C.) 
for seven cranes to be installed in machine and electric shop building in Bremerton, 
WA. 

- Pacific Constructor, 3/31/34 

1934: Extensive article on the construction of Grace Cathedral shows structural 
steel framing as supplied by Judson-Pacific Company and lists them as steel 
suppliers for building 

- The Architect And Engineer, 12/34 

*1934 :  Judson-Pacific Co. award contract for reinforcing steel for construction of 
Oakland courthouse at Fallon, 121h,  Oak, and 131h  Streets. 

- Pacific Constructor, 12/29/34 

1935: Judson-Pacific Co. supplies structural steel for post office in Roseville, CA. 
- Pacific Constructor, 1935 

1935: Judson-Pacific Co. supplies structural steel for post office in Sebastopol, CA. 
- Pacific Constructor, 1935 

*1935: Judson-Pacific Co. awarded contract to supply four cage operated overhead 
revolving cranes for installation in the intake towers at Boulder (Hoover) Dam. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1935 

1935: Judson-Pacific Company awarded contract for structural steel for 
construction of auditorium in Pleasanton, CA. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1/4/35 

1935: Advertisement by Judson-Pacific Co. boasts "Structural Steel for Grace 
Cathedral and other notable Bay Region structures" 

- The Architect And Engineer, 2/35 

1935: Judson-Pacific Co. advertisement listing plants in San Francisco and Oakland 
- The Architect And Engineer, 6/35 

*1935 :  Judson Steel Co. supplies 1,000 tons of steel for construction of Colorado 
Aqueduct, as awarded by the Metropolitan Water District, Los Angeles. 

- Pacific Constructor, 9/7/35 

1936: Judson-Pacific Company supplies structural steel for post office in Lodi, CA. 
- Pacific Constructor, 1936 

1936: Judson-Pacific Company supplies structural steel for two permanent airplane 
hangars at site of 1939 World’s Fair, Yerba Buena Shoals. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1936 
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1936: Judson Mfg. Co. supplies reinforcing steel for "Wharf, Etc." in Oakland outer 
harbor. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1936 

*I936: Article cites Judson-Pacific Company’s supply of approximately 530 tons of 
"rolled material" for the Mann approach to the Golden Gate Bridge. 

- Ukiah Republican Press, 1/1/36 

1937: Judson-Pacific Company supplies steel for Central Exposition Tower for site of 
1939 World’s Fair. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1937 

*1937 :  Judson-Pacific Company supplies structural steel for remodel of assembly 
hall at Stanford University. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1937 

1937: Judson-Pacific Company advertisement, "The South of Market Area Is Certain 
Of Splendid Development, On All Matters Of Steel Fabrication - Consult Us". 

- Pacific Constructor, 1937 

1937: Judson-Pacific Co. is contractor for Buddhist church at Octavia and Pine 
Streets. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1937 

*1937 :  Judson-Pacific Company supplies structural steel for School of Education 
building on campus of Stanford University in Palo Alto, CA. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1937 

1937: Judson-Pacific Company supplies structural steel for Kaiser wet mix concrete 
plant in Oakland, CA. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1937 

*1937 :  Judson-Pacific Co. supplies structural steel for Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza 
and building. 

- Pacific Constructor, 1/16/37 

*1937 :  Judson-Pacific Company "busy filling orders for the Bay Bridge" 
- The Architect And Engineer, 7/37 

1937: Article titled "Fill for Eastbay Yard is Half Completed" cites Judson-Pacific 
Company as fabricators of steel work for Bay Bridge electric railway facilities. 

- Pacific Constructor, 7/3/37 

*1938 :  Article describes "fifty years of service" by Judson-Pacific Company, the 
Pacific Rolling Mill Co., and Judson Company. Of special note was the emphasis on 
the lineage of the Judson-Pacific Co.: ... the outstanding event of the Christmas 
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holidays was a complimentary dinner to HF. Hedrick, plant superintendent of the 
Judson Pacific Company and who has been identified with either the old Pacific Rolling 
Mills or the Judson Company for half a century. Forty-two associates and fellow 
workers gathered around the festive board to pay tribute to the man who has given 50 
years of loyal service to his employers. Of the 42 who were present it was pointed out 
that each had enjoyed an average lengthy of service with the company of2O years. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 1/38 

1939: Advertisement by Judson-Pacific Co., "950 Tons of Steel for Tower of the Sun 
Treasure Island" 

- The Architect And Engineer, 2/39 

1939: Judson-Pacific Co. advertisement "For Class A Buildings, Bridges, Etc." lists 
plants in San Francisco and Oakland 

- The Architect and Engineer, 9/39 

1939: Judson-Pacific Co "has the structural steel contract" for the Pacific Telephone 
And Telegraph Company in Sacramento 

- The Architect And Engineer, 10/39 

1939: Article titled, "Gold Dredge Built by Judson-Pacific" 
- Nevada State Journal, 12/11/39 

1940’s 

SUMMARY: World War II breaks out and Pacific-Judson Company continues its 
leadership role in productivity for the war effort. As detailed in Romance Of Steel: In 
1940 the company engaged again in the stern stresses and urgent demands of war. 
During the earlier years of World War Ii Judson -Pacificdevoted its resources almost 
exclusively to building the defense plants in which the tools of war were built. It 
furnished the steel for a foundry building for Columbia Steel at Pittsburg, California; 
for a plate and foundry shop for Bethlehem Steel at San Francisco; for the American 
Forge Company in Berkeley; for the Pacific Car& Foundry Company at Seattle; for 
machine shop structures for]oshua Hendy at Sunnyvale; for plate and fabricating 
shops for Moore Dry Dock at Oakland, Henry]. Kaiser Company at Richmond, Western 
Pipe & Steel Company at South San Francisco, and numerous other structures for the 
Navy. During this period it also fabricated several hundred electric traveling cranes. 
The plant facilities in Emeryville also produced hundreds of mechanized landing craft 
for the Navy." 

- Romance of Steel, pages 63-65. 

1940: Grand daughter of Patrick Noble marries in Grace Cathedral 
- Oakland Tribune, 8/10/40 

1940: Article cites construction of gold dredge by Judson-Pacific Co in Northern Elko 
near Mountain City. 
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- Nevada State Journal, 10/28/40 

1942: Judson-Pacific advertisement lists 171h  Street address 
- The Architect And Engineer, 4/42 

1943: Advertisement by Judson Steel Corporation, "Men for Defense Work" 
- Oakland Tribune, 1/23/43 

*1943 :  Advertisement by "Judson-Pacific War Industry" for ’Welders, Welder 
Trainees, Defense Workers Wanted" 

- Oakland Tribune, 8/14/43 

* 1943: Advertisement by Judson-Pacific Co., "Wanted Steelworkers" 
- Oakland Tribune, 9/25/43 

1943: Advertisement for "Wanted - Men Or Woman Welders" for "essential steel 
industry", at Judson-Pacific Co.’s Emeryville plant 

- Oakland Tribune, 10/29/43 

1944: Advertisement for "150 Men Wanted" by "Judson-Pacific War Industry" 
- Oakland Tribune, 3/26/44 

*1945 :  Article about merger of Judson-Pacific and the J. Phillip Murphy Corporation, 
to form Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corporation, describes Judson-Pacific Company as a 
San Francisco pioneer steel fabricator. New officers: Paul F. Gillipsie (becomes 
President), Carlos J. Maas (becomes Vice President), and J. Phillip Murphy (becomes 
Vice President and General Manager). Many of the same top executives from 
Judson-Pacific continue to run the newly merged company. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 2/45 

1945: As the European phase of World War!! approached its triumph for the United 
Nations, a new chapter in the history ofJudson-Pacific was written. On February 1, 
1945, Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation was created to take over the business of both 
the Judson-Pacific Company and The]. Philip Murphy Corporation. In the formation of 
the successor Company, E.B. Noble severed his connections, and A.E. Wilkens, after 35 
years successful management of Pacific Rolling Mills and Judson-Pacific Company, 
retired from active participation in the new organization but continued to serve as a 
director. Officers and directors of this new corporation are: P.F. Gillespie, President;]. 
Philip Murphy, Vice-President, General Manger; Carlos]. Maas, Vice-President, 
Director; A.E. Wilkens, Director; T.A. Maas, Director; W.S. Wetenhall, Director; G.F. 
Rotenkolber, Assistant General Manager, Director; WT. Merriman, Secretary. The 
new president, P.F. Gillespie, has been with the corporation as salesman, sales manager 
and vice-president since he joined the Judson Manufacturing Company in 1919.... The 
men who direct the activities oftheJudson Pacific-Murphy Corporation today are 
keenly alive to the challenging opportunities of the present, but they are also fully 
aware of their debt to the genius of their predecessors. Without the experience of such 
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predecessor organizations as the Pacific Rolling Mills, the Judson Manufacturing 
Company, the Judson-Pacific Company, and the younger]. Philip Murphy Corporation - 
without the creative cooperation of other pioneering corporation - without the 
inspiring competition of many companies which worked with it in the building of the 
West - the Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation would not be the capable and 
experienced unit that it is today. 

- Romance of Steel pages 65-69. 

1945: Judson-Pacific-Murphy advertisement lists 171h  St address 
- The Architect And Engineer, 9/45 

* 1946: Judson-Pacific-Murphy advertisement lists 17th  St address 
- The Architect And Engineer, 12/46 

*1947 :  Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. advertisement lists 17th  St. address 
- The Architect And Engineer, 1/47 

* 1947: Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. plans to "triple outlet" with $500,000 
expansion of Emeryville site. "In progress for the past year, transfer of San Francisco 
operations to the Emeryville plant will be completed in about six weeks.." 

- Oakland Tribune, 1/9/47 

*1947 :  Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. advertisement lists 17 11,  St. address 
- The Architect And Engineer, 2/47 

*1947 :  Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. advertisement lists 17th  St. address 
- The Architect And Engineer, 3/47 

*1947 :  Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. advertisement lists 171I  St. address 
- The Architect And Engineer, 4/47 

* 1947: First advertisement noted for Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp’s Emeryville 
location (instead of SF) 

- The Architect And Engineer, 5/47 

1947: Judson-Pacific Murphy Corp. supplies structural steel for Sherman Clay And 
Co (Oakland, CA) 

- The Architect And Engineer, 6/47 

1947: Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. advertisement boasts "Structural and 
Reinforcing Steel For Apparel City And Sherman Clay And Co." 

- The Architect And Engineer, 6/47 

1947: Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. receives crane contract for intake structure of 
the Davis Dam power plant near Kingam, Arizona. 

- Nevada Star Journal, 6/5/47 
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1947: Article profiles "New Judson-Pacific Murphy Steel Corporation Plant" in 
Emeryville, CA 

- The Architect And Engineer, 7/47 

1947: Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. advertisement "structural and reinforcing steel 
for Western Merchandise Mart" 

- The Architect And Engineer, 8/47 

1947: Article lists all contractors involved in construction of Western Merchandise 
Mart, including Judson-Pacific Murphy Co. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 8/47 

1948: Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. announces completion of eighty percent of steel 
framework for U.S. Construction of "Biggest Plane Hanger" in Alaska. 

- Albuquerque Journal, 5/15/48 

1950’s 

SUMMARY: While the Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation enjoys continued success 
during post World War II economic prosperity new financial challenges loom on the 
horizon. Notable projects built by Judson Pacific-Murphy include the Richmond-San 
Rafael Bridge, and a major repair of the Golden Gate Bridge. 

1950: J. Phillip Murphy testifies before congress that "competitive price squeeze by 
subsidiaries of major steel companies threatens to put the West Coast Independent 
Fabricators out of business." 

- The Bakersfield Californian, 4/22/50 

1950: Judson-Pacific-Murphy corporation awarded contract for 650 trash racks for 
Hungry Horse dam penstocks and river outlets, "to prevent debris from getting into 
the turbines". 

- Montana Standard, 8/25/50 

1953: Edward Noble dies, September 3rd  1953 
- Nevada State Journal, 9/4/53 

1953: "Sierra Rancher" Edward Noble "Taken by Death" at Stanford Hospital. 
- Reno Evening Gazette, 9/4/S3 

*1953 :  "Edward Noble Dies at 73, Owned Ranch Properties in Five Counties." 
Article recalls Noble’s tenure as both president of Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and head of 
Judson Pacific Company. 

- San Francisco Examiner, 9/4/53 

1953: "Large Land Owner of Tehama is Dead" Edward B. Noble. 

15 



- Sacramento Bee 9/4/33 

1953: Article describes 30,000 tons of steel brought to site of Richmond Bridge 
construction by Judson-Pacific Murphy-Kiewit Corporation. 

- Oakland Tribune, 12/22/53 

1954: Article notes Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corporation as fabricating the telescope 
for the Lick Observatory, Mount Hamilton CA. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 9/54 

1955: Article notes Judson-Pacific Murphy being awarded joint contract to construct 
’superstructure" of Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 1/55 

1955: Judson-Pacific-Murphy listed as general contractors for supply of motorized 
traveling scaffolds for the Golden Gate Bridge. 

- The Architect And Engineer, 7/55 

1956: Article, "Last Bridge Gap Closed" describes Richmond Bridge as nearing 
completion, and lists Judson-Pacific-Murphy worker as one of four workmen making 
"connecting trip". 

- Oakland Tribune, 3/7/56 

1956: Advertisement by Judson-Pacific Corporation accounts its contribution to 
construction of the Lucky One Stop Shopping Center in Hayward. 

- The Hayward Daily Review, 4/10/56 

1956: Article "Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corporation: Spanning The Bay With Steel" 
describes company’s legacy and accomplishments in area. 

- San Francisco Chronicle, 8/31/56 

1956: Advertisement by Judson-Pacific Murphy-Kiewit announces its completion of 
the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge’s "Four Miles of Steel". The second largest bridge in 
the country with 50,000 tons of steel. 

- Oakland Tribune, 8/31/56 

1958: Article announces that "Yuba Consolidated Industries, Inc. of San Francisco is 
buying Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. steel fabricating plant in Emeryville." J. Phillip 
Murphy remains as President of Judson Pacific-Murphy under ownership of Yuba. 

- Oakland Tribune, 6/3/58 

*1958 :  Yuba touts ("Linked In Steel") its purchase of Judson-Pacific Murphy and 
praises the legacy ("pioneer companies") of Judson Pacific-Murphy and Pacific 
Rolling Mills Company. 

- Oakland Tribune, 7/15/58 
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1959: Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corp. advertisement listing Emeryville address. 
- The Architect And Engineer, 1/59-2/59 

1959: Article describes Judson-Pacific Murphy Corp willing to ’gamble its reputation 
and perhaps a million dollars" through its winning contract for construction of Lick 
Telescope. Credit given to Phil Murphy "our president". 

- Oakland Tribune, 7/17/59 

1960’s to Present 

SUMMARY: Judson Pacific-Murphy faces challenging times and another major 
restructuring. Eventually, the company closes, its industrial buildings are 
demolished and the Emeryville property site of the former steel-maker is developed 
into an IKEA furniture mega-store. 

1964: "Steel Firm Seeks To Cancel Debt". Debt is the remaining obligation Yuba 
Consolidated Industries has on "its $3.5 million purchase of the Judson-Pacific-
Murphy Corp. in 1958." 

- Oakland Tribune, 2/27/64 

1964: Yuba comes out of bankruptcy and is bought back by some previous owners 
of Judson-Pacific Murphy 

- Oakland Tribune, 3/6/64 

1970: Report on Golden Gate Bridge lists Judson-Pacific-Murphy Corporation as 
company responsible for bridge repair work after 1951 storm. 

- The Golden Gate Bridge; report of the Chief Engineer to the Board of 
Directors of the Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District (orig. publication 
date of 1937, republished with additions in 1970.) 

1974: Article lauds legacy of Judson Steel Corporation. 
- Oakland Tribune, 6/9/74 

1997: Swedish home furniture giant IKEA buys the Judson Pacific-Murphy property. 
Since the former factory’s property straddled both Emeryville and Oakland both 
cities had to approve it. Store opened in 2000. 

- Source: City of Emeryville http://www.ci.emeryville.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=663  

2003: Obituary for steel worker H.W. "Bill" Ziegler, "On the very day he was 
discharged from the Navy he returned to work in the high steel construction 
industry for j. Phillip Murphy, first with Judson-Pacific Murphy from 1946 to 1959, 
then with Yuba Industries from 1959 to 1963 and later with Judson-Pacific Murphy 
again, where Bill was vice president of operations from 1964 to 1968. He was vice 
president of Murphy Pacific Marine Salvage Company from 1966 to 1968. 

- Source: www.sfgate.com  

17 



The San Francisco Call, Thursday, August 28, 1902 

iEikT BLAZE 
IGMTS POTRERO 

.:. ar.i k cling Corn- 

p .:. iued. 

-- 	 .. .-.. 	 -r- 

I 
� 	. ,..’,’,. C 

a 
.k- 

t,g  
K 

- 	 � - ..- - .t 
� 	 :.. * 	4fl,,..,, _�4 	wIt.! 

- 	 . �..�., 	 U.s! 
. 1’-’ ’’.�l 	 .. 

Ifl:flt* 
a.... .... . 

� a 	flay! 	ri 

f 	�) 
th. 	any,. 

� 	 .� - 	 ’, 	a .......1. 
� 	 ,,� . 	 y.. rr[2n 	Ua 

wth cruel. ;ltrD. 
!*t th 	br,t ,’. 

r �t-:tK 

� .e.-ufl4 	Tb..t 

wry. b,arfifl 	’flI!, 	Itu!- 
- 	 . � Ichi 	)M 

� 	 .M( 	 t4j)., 	�jt 
�� 	 . 	 �,..! 	)wi.1 	i-.,,,. 

- 	 -r � � � 	 aS-re 	I,!,!. 

a;.,. 

ft.,.).. 

auf- 



4 

J ",  

iiihorn 1905, Vol. 5, page 530 531. SF Fire Insurance Maps 



529 	 Page  530 SI Iir 	 Map 

I8f 

k 

c1 

r 



Display Ad 7 -. No Title 
.Swi Franciso’o Chronicle I 18O9-Curreni File: Dec 22. 1907: 

ProQucsl Historical N 	papeI San Francisco Chronicle (l-i)22t 

The First National Bank 
of San Francisco, Cal. 

Northwest Corner Bush and Sansome Streets 

Organized 1870 
UnIt.d Stet.. O.pe.It.rv 

.......... 
I,S80,O0O. 

.5 ..... UiIOIIjIII.’ linlalOy ........................... 

Total roopo.olbWty to depotitmo ....... .. ....... $7,eeO,NO.QO 

OFFICERS 
RUDOLPH UPRKCICEL,I. Poald.ol, 	 JAMES X. LYNCH, Vit..Ponidnm. 

J. X. MOPPI’E°F. C..hn.. 	 3. H. SKINNER, Allot  

CRAG, H M’CQRMICK, A..,,l.lIt Cothi., 

DIRECTORS. 
J. DOWNEY HARVES, 	 JAMES II PHELAN 

JOHN A HOOPER, 

THOMAS JENNI)1C.& 	
H IX NOES 

0 ................ ,....,,,l. 	 CLAUS SPRECKELE 
SANER K LYNCH, 

	

elI’ 	 RUDOLPH SPRECKELS, 
WALTER S MARTIN, 

LOUN W. VAN BERGEN 

	

$ OMURPHO, 	 CLINTON EWORtO 

	

3. K MOFFITT, 	 GEORGE WIIITTELL 

ACCOUNTS INVITED 

First Federal Trust Company 
CAPITAL 	 $1,500,000.00 

10SEP11 0 10(3011W Mi,,10, 

San Francisco Conflagration Losses Paid in Full 
UI.ISId 554$, SroBck Statement OS the COeIdCtlMl, and AffAir, of lbs 

SUN INSURANCE OFFICE 

StAt..BMIt of the Oo$d,900B...d AfFote. of the 

Michigan Fire and Marine insurance Company 

PACIFIC DEPARTMENT 
no, rotS, Relo S ,Oot5 9.a,9. isa 

C. A. HENRY & CO., General Agents 
Northwest COT. Sansome and SaavmtoSt5 San Francisco 

Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
ii, CBANKS 

S.......y. 	.............JOHN G. ASHTON 

17th and Mississippi Streets 
J,..clioai at Se,.sib Street 

The Followitig Bsip Have In. Erected or Rsc,i,trsct.d 

loin, the Flro by This Fire. 

SAIRMONT HOTEL 	 BoUdo.g lot GUSTAV SUTNO, Eddo, In, 

CROCKEB BUILDING 

JAMES FLOOD BUILDING 	 AddoW I. MERCANTILE TRUST CO 

ST FRANCIS HOTEL 	 Fo,, old S.oa,.O Float. if HALE BUILDING 

CHRONICLE BUILDING 	
BASIC OP CALIFORNIA 

	

F,,. Bo014lnp 0, Ire CROCIIEB ESTATE 	RoIlMo, OHS,.. ’A’, RAN FRANCISCO 

13 to M..o.. no., Vi,.1 	
an P’_, 

on. 	 GAG AND ELECTRIC CO. 

id,u,oa, 	an R,nn.00i. nell MAi.lt.) 	 JRROME GARAGE (CI... A) )..k.. 	coo 

COSMOPOLITAN BUILDING, $01. . 	.nd 	 PoIb 00,..,. 

I,, MRS ANNIE AAUER, Pot, 

MAIN K WINCHESTER BUTLOING. B,..S, 	
10151, OlD ReDly 

1.lo,.ejDoo.’l. 	 SLOANE BUILDI100 

W. h.n .onotbold or ...ppil.d motto.) I., m,ion,I4 .09., 0.01k ,, Sen F,,,,oIo, S.. 

I.... SL,ok,o,t. FrIto,. 9.1.1. Ron cod 0.5mb 
TI.. Slot. CS1ItOI 	I.IWOlflIa 	,000ntToI,00 by op. natal it Br..pnoot 

We in prep.’.0 1. on,, t07 bo.Iding In C.Id,nno. o..a 	.InI 

Steel for Bridges Furnished 
Ready for Erection 

PACIFIC ROLLING MILL CO. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

- 

110.01 0,111’,’ 1,0011 II,, oll,’,ll,’l. ’, l11,0 li.il,i1,,,g 510911 

	

1100411 of II, U 110l0,,, ’  iI,.,I4a05 	.,l Lao. 110.allil,o, a, 

1,11111 5,ai,,,I i.flt.t,liIl 010.1 1,4,0 II, 1110’ 000tilt 1011101 UrnIprIlIl , , 

.....,..,,’..,l.00tSIhl) I,, IS’,,,,iIII,g,.,oI IOU,,. 	IiI11, ,00l,alUl 1,11! prI’n’0fli0 
a, i: 1010! 01,111. C.n,n,,n , eli lb. r,00.oi a. leo,, mono, 

till 0o0tt,,0aII i.,llI,I0.g .0 .4,, .tot,,,a(o,,, 001 oo.ly p.,d 
I ,,,,oI..’,’., .I... I,l lia 	oil,, II, Dli 

’nba, 

	

1.01,1c �o,,,n.Io.l 	IOl,.ay o.Oaliii,rUa IIi,r 
1,111 n’p,,aIi, 0. IloollIt, II,. ,00ui.qo.k. 

Illl,n!I ’a ,  ,.,.’Io,’t -H.". 
.,a..o.I.11.i, II. �I.1.,gLIla.bfakt,.. 

I,),,. l.a,k o , i 1 Ii,, .tno..p.oI It.. 

a’,abI-tio. Hon... I.i,,l, 0,0,0,11 0 I,t 11110,t0II0 .,lit., tootled by 

E 1,1,1 ’’"IUI"’ g,’l,lI,l,.0ll ni,,  1,.,lIolI  
.11 11101 I’ t011 a,,,iO ’II I.lt oIl II,.,, I’ 111,11 1111.1,15 10,-.Rc... cod 

0, III 1011 ,r,0.,,".’I,lI,tl., o,,,I ’111009 11.11,01.0 at,, 

II II,. 01010 ,, 1101! ’l ,l’l It, l,l,’IOdlO,ilO.11 ’lIIl ... 	 1.5 t’lt Cotop.o.’, 

10 ,  ,; 	ito,, ,tI,,..o,,,i,,’,,,,,,,aio.I,’ Sot,yan,,,o,ra,n,,I,la,,ba,I,)l3,a,ocWn.. 
I 	 ’’’"’ 001d010 lltl,.1. WE 1 Ii’t’I’ 	tIIt0tilnlO .5*., .0 Ii,. Conpony a,,’ 

CONTINENTAL BUILDING AND LOAN 

ASSOCIATION 

Market and Church Streets 	 San Francisco, Cal. 

0" ’C ’R’ 
 

DIRECTORS. 

lilt 	Ii tIIISlViI’N 11(1010...............So ,otC,,t 	Co,,.,,0 .1 0,, 
J"  

Ill’, 111011 I"IIttU,hl,ll.,,,,, 	 (’050,1 Slot,. Ilta,,,,n,, 	 0 
LI’ IS h’ol Ill 	 ..... . 	 L’,mootInr ’a, 	 I 

LI’,, (’ollirol ’r,,,u 	 ol Cal1IotnI 

iiIL,Sbl,’Iil(l0, Ca,,.,I,o,l fl.,,k 4 Cotnt,,,000 

.11’ ’000EV, fo.l,. .1100.1, 
0,00, 

,.il,iIL’III 01. 111 	.. .................’a,’, Sn,Il,rr,, C.lila,,,ia 
lIqnfl.nIoIlt. 

1.111 	1,1 1 , 111 	II,., ilo.0.t I,l,.11l001,l O,i , art,,,tol 	Cao..I 	itIol’aO taiWan. 

ez 
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17th and Mississippi Streets 
-. 	.. 	-. 	.: 	 .. , Junction Of 

� 31= be Flim III TMs Fin: 

JAMES P1.000 51.11.11 	 MOP 

IT PEANCIE HOTIL 

CHEONICLO NUILIII’.c. 	 s*.s or 1ALWOUNIA 

: Pc 	 p H. IN. CROCKM IATI 	- M 	N. 	A’ SAIl 00 
N1... 	woo. 	I 	 Pow � 	.. 	- 	cliCo GAS AND LLI(T1IC 
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Steel for Bridges Furnished 
eady for Erection 

PACIFIC ROWNG MILL CO 

.....
. ...... 

SAN FRANCISCO, CAUFORNIA 

MARINE THE LAI9CEST PLANT ON THE COAST MINING 

MACHINERY 	 MACHINERY 

U I L 
IVEN 

1849 

	

POWER 	 HULL  

PLANTS 	

I N EEkS 	 LARGE STOCK  

	

CITY O STOCKDSlGNEO. 	MIAN OFFICE 
CONSIRkJCT. AN: 	 -..OTRERO. 	207-209 FLOOD BLDG. OF PLATES AND 
REPAIRED. 	 SAN FRANCISCO. 
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Pacific RoliL 	:’ill Co. 

	

P,.ud.M . . 	P. NOBLE 
- H. C. BANKS 

S.c,.iiy JOHN C ASHTON 

STEEL CONSTRUCTION 
BUILDINGS ERECTED OR RECONSTRUCTED SINCE THE FIRE 
I’ntrmonc llol.l 	 £SuII,IliitC It.r �;uinv Luiro, E6,11. 

1 , . kr li,,Il,ll,itr 	 111111 Milson. 
I I(,llI,Itil5. 	 AiiittII,i,i Ili Mrrnii,iilI,_ ’r�is, II. 

I. l.’rOfl,in Ill. I 	 IIlOL 	1111,1 	 $,’,_i, nil 	hut. 	ot 
’’liroolol. 	lilllI,IIn0. 	 lint,’ tilI,II,l,. 
1110 I,liIIIliliil 1.,, IILI ......k,u E,. 	Tiurk of 

itt’’ l’l,rr’.,l, 	I tnIn,in r. lint: 	li.n,t of 	1t,Iii $1;, loll 	A. 
,,llo oIl 11,11 Ii 	MIOnI.,l,. ann 	1 1 r.ocI Oil (I,,, till 1:1,1,1 	I. 

.01 F’roltt’.I, I. ill 	MIssIon. 	 Jtrt.,,ro (Itirlig, 	II ’lion ,h ....... 

	

llltll , Ililtl. lilt,!, and 	thu 	ofl,l 1,1k 
SI ilttl. fl,,Il,llott 

IllIfl I.11IItililg, 	huiiiI , ll,l,i 	 l,,r 	111 It 	 ,(nlIln 	lI.I,ll’L 
hOi st olli’I 	 ll,’,.r 	 10.01 - 01 

Vi.’ lIlt, 	,,Iill, lliit’i,’.I or IiippIir,i 1,101, tIflI tot IllIlihlII,’i,. I , !..,, hor 
it- ri Ii’ Sit, II’ , lI in,-... nit, Jo,,. 	Atti, k 1(01. 	I,,,fl,,. SlOuilt 	11.011, - , ti.I 
I IjIUa 1,4111. SIll!. r;t1Itnl fit $tICrnn,,’i.;,.  
,-,,n’- . .,nkli,4 It fIrL’prOo(. 	W. 010 	 r ,’Illtp , .0 li-Fl 	p,,,ld. 
" ’r 	II tjt:(. , , It 	 l.I,,g steel constru,lt,,it 	’itt for 1.01,1g.’, I is 
InlicU F,tiIV1, , r ,. h.OlO1t. 

Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
17th and Mis.siasippi Sts., Juncti.. 7th S t  

SAN FRANCISCO - - - CALIFORNIA 

Metals Used to Print 
This. Paper Furnished 

Pacific Metal 
Works 

153-159 FIRST STREET 
N FRANCISCO 

]’OWULAND BRANCH: 73 Nit’tk Sh’,leu1 St. 
LOS ANUE1.E OFFIC 651 Niii’th IilL1I St. 

Matitif;tcturers cii ttie 	 We Caro 1"Uft StuCk 

lent Luiot’1,c, 	ti i 110- 	 .lilttITllOIll . 	Itoitut, 	Siihil,i’, 

Is pe. 	Stere it pc 	and 	llttbt,l( I, 	iftwet 	Clijullur, 

1 lCcIruI’tie 	\Letatn. 	 Si’ldei’iIti I Olil’L0, sit e .  

Redwood and 
Pine Lumber 

Railroad Ties, Telegraph Poles, Shingles, 
Split Shakes, Etc. 

CROCKER BUILDING, SAN FRANCISCO, CAL. 
Telephone Temporary 2260 

(01 ’ti I .1’ II k’! kl Prices ii, .\I1 1 ’art 	’if the [in t,I States. 

IiiteIfII I Ir.It’r- 	’ ilieititl, 	1’;ihl 	.\ij,Iress "[ku.’ 

"CARBON Hill" COAL 
$V5  Per Ton 

Ex-Bunkers 

SAMPLE FREE 

Pea Coal at $5 pr ton at bunkers 
is equal to many lump coals. When 
dampened it Cokes, making one solid  
lump on the fire. All sizes always on 
hand. Cartage extra. 

Qur Representative will call on request. 
Ring up Kearny 4013 

UNION FUEL COMPANY 
401-406 Orooker Building 

NOT IN THIE TRUST 

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission. 
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I ftc . io Inio’ot and Ic cccii 	 ii’i 

r
a%r RTLAND  

� . 	-- 	 B1SoR&OrrIctRALtNG 

1� 

 
6� 1111 0L,1C! 5ASSO OPONLt0000. 

	

� ’i’ 	 V 	 ’tic’, 	fl-t-1 (LI 	TaPd 
.. �tk�’h’ Ratisct,rit tSCIP(hLiC 

A 	. 	 ’ 	pRTL4NoOregon. 

The Pacific Rolling Mliii 
l_colc’r the heading 	’’M tide HI Sail 

I’ rtcnecco,.....he Call recently Fitblcshed 
aace otin t of some at the more i cnpor-

tacit c. ntracts hued by the Paciuic Roll-
ing Mills and the folloa-iiig eSiraci 
front the article will be found of interent 

"The Parole Rolling Mill Company is 
the pioneer of all the Iron huscne-.nesin 
this city. The prcnident of the concern. 
P.Noble, has been associated with the 
huncne for 41) year, and III, ccrnpticcy 
will he remembered as the one which for 
a great many years was located at the 
lootof Twentieth street, where the 
Ri’drcn iron and locomotive works is 
now. 

’’In the cltivs niceci the Street 
were being laid in San Francisco ’’’ci 
rc,iticnti will rrnicn, her the Vast i.., - 

tily of steel rails that were laid acid pr’; 
teal1 y 

 
every foot of the rails iinv, 	cc 

lie old days nra a made by the Pta’ I lie 

Rolling Mill Cottiptcny. 
"\Vlcrccnti’i’l tuantifacture beganci-

_triclen tons id cite present high standt,rd 
Lcd cliii g pa poses the Pacific Roll- 

arched icon that line 

and was the first to supply structural 

steel for buildings and bridges in thin 

city. 
"1,), 0 Mills. ivho was the first inccn 

cIte United Sites to build a sky.scrapc 
a ad

ir 
 to tare c asloclly demon at rate tic Ne in 

\ ’k City the value of the Stifle, erectre 
chic Mills buildinti in this city and pitcel 
ticr con tract for the steel with life P:ic: C 
Rcdlitc0 .\liIb Company. The efficiency of 
its 0 orkciiansbip was well demonstrated 
it the time of the fire in April. 1906, as 
tiu-c liscilding withstood the caeth4icaks’ 
cciii - today one of our very best tin 
iiigs. 

"Slicer that time the Pacific Rolling 
Mill Company has been ctclittcmulng tIne 
huicic-s of nupplyicig strtirtural steel far 
ntcilnlintgs and bridges, and since chic time 
of the fire has furnished the steel for 
acccic liccilehings as the Batik of Cali-

fornia. Chronicle building, American 
Theater. Cliff House. Anglo and 

F. ..k hit Spencer 	 H. A. \%’stt 

WELLS & SPENCER 
MACHINE Co. 

(Fe,crxierhy with Cahill & flail Etevuur Cii.) 

Elevators, Repairs and Inspections 
aull Dumb Waiters 

139.141 IFAIt St. 	 SAN FeANciscu 
Td,n-tstucn Roar., 664 

saipi tttj at 

,i ’O&..,Lih 

utr.soscut (ascent 

,..tm 	 h .t n,ne 	 o a ne, 

swd S.’s -515 Mit.I 	i,st..$an-5,.Si F I,,  
hiuii’.th5i5- is-tnt loss-Co.’ i,kacua& Ira 
ducts 

0,  
zoo 

	

� 	I 

	

ia 1 	iflItliti 

:. 
neii.unne.d. 

cn’° 
,11861 

Płi I 
� 1 r, 

InvA 

I 

\’heo wriling ii, Adveiimers mention thl, ataga.ce, 
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t 	’ 	F 	 135 ’0y 	C 	54 139 55 go 	Fred \V 53 	w 	,o 	& si a 

Tov!rr 6 Spotewvvd Cv..... 50 55 ord 	neon................. 152 	 . 	c .... .1. 	y!v 	’.5! 	ion 152 Vs 	C 	I 	tO 	C 534 	 t 	1i!! 	Co 4 

Th.de. 	A. 	C................ 105 SCisSors 	& 	Co .............. 542 	S’ager Sheet 	Mnioi 	Wo,k 	.145 
�5’0(, 	Oron. 	................ 56 Wujoon 	Roof Co.. The. .... 5 	York, A. IL, & Co...... ... ISO 

London- Part 	Sinai 	[fool’s 	hutld- 
ttg, t1 ss .111 Saving ,  flank. corpora-

tints yard fsr The city and coti,st of San 
I’ttiicer, iDitateti at flay and Stockton 
.1 redo, and the Sao Irancsnco hs.sapitak 
now Isetit g ores led In Pot reset a V CISSIC be- 
tweet! Tweit 	srcoo 4 aml Toes nty’t hirsi 

roche 	This I.sltcr work will contain 
shout 3,3555 toilS of otrtICtlIraf 015ff and 
tlito job covers nictre ,t re a I liti n any other 
301) of ott ucistral vteS’I in t sc city of San 
J’ranioco. 

"Bemde ,  The Sr itchura I ot cc Mimi  
the l’ac tic fi fling Mill Company oper 
ales a large cast iron fouitdrr in wInds it 
ofle C al iz,,n,it arcititec I ural ss or Couchas 
c lutnii., base . wheel guards, etc., 
although it is its ii p091I1011 to itlanLIfOic’ 
Stir. siti kind.,  of cast irou 

Recent Steel Contracts. 
Tb0 oteot contract for the soon 55’ \ 

I) rn Isuilditig ilittoirsitcil elsewhere fIt 
this slum tsr, air o secured by the Western 
I rots \Vorkn of San raticinco which lini 

rest dv Itegna or. nrC nit The building  at 
Clay and lJato streets. The tIed design 
to houSe intricate. Wright. kuvbfnrd & 
Cahill are the architect., . 

The Ifrode Incti \Virks sot San F. on-
CISCO ISSLO secured the steel coin sacs on 
the [soft building that ir. befog erected eta 
11 in’.iusi near Ttrl otreot for At chtsishop 
lilr,tosl Sooth (l’[tni cii [ii irclnteci. 

(HAS. M. (UARRUAU 

CONTRACTING 
ENGINEER 

HUMBOUII BANK BWtDING 

SAN FRANCISCO 
CAL. 

DISAPPEARING DOORS 
A Gre at  Labor ton d Spite�e�  Saving Doa’s’lcc 

V 

_ 

 

TOTAL THICKNESS OF WALL 550 INCHES 

PITCHER  	 Adjustable Mangers 
  Patent Door Frames 

1r1’eo,jti,-d iy rst’.trty ill leading ,&rcidtens 

,ENT) Ft ’It iIItCt’t..sh 

PACIFIC TANK COMPANY 
231 BERRY STREET SAN FRONCtSCQ 310 MARKET STREET 

Vl,cowr ii,, 5 i 	’.2 coiner; o,eotnun liii, lltopo.iom, 

Nov. 1909- Jan. 1910 
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3: Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
PrEMAS 19 	 - 

STRUCTURAL STEEL 
FORGI NGS, 
BOLTS, RIVETS, 
FROGS, SWITCHES 

CAST IRON 

*ItP.A. T7IE 

1T11 s.d JMM.SIIi1%. 	 (lOt kLK $1 UbBIR  

o. 

X 

’- 



February - April 1911 

Largest Steei lruss on acilic Coast 
I..,,, . f li, - 5 
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1"aoc Ow 	itaii 	It Imp_I IS I 	’ii 	’-l’hilI 	tI , b -  tIll I r 	-I 	hIrral II ITt 
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III( 	1ll1Ii 	flit, 	iii, I ;ul arc- lull 	Iarttu-.th, 	ii.a’iiimim lit muh 	I 
di, 1"p It 	 III 	 ’thu 	 ’ 	- 	Pi 	ill_il 	 I - - I , _ I .  1 	a -1liafl 	lInt 	 if 

Th! I, it’ Ittii, 	k’ Li, 	III- 	ii 	mti Ir;uu_ 



June 1913 

The Ii i/nice. and En nice, 	 101-  

The Steel and Iron Industry of California 
-I; 	III, 	 .. ...  

.IIh.-,,o,,,i,I,,Io;.kII,,ho4S;.s, illS. I;.! \L  a 	in;, 
1. I1i ni. 	 II hi n;,Io,I, I .SI,. - 	 .n, I,.’ Prn,rn Klrn 11,11., 	iit,,  CI WfOiIOpIi,( Corn 

Doily. I 	ii. 	 ’’S ii; 	 lull’ n I ’i’ l\ st. 	,I I 	’...t,.. 	hit,, 	\V,ok., Pilk 
IV it’. tI (iCfl , ,i0IS’F,l,I, ,Ii I �!lSI..S’.  lalirnil 111.1,1 \iiiil C 1100 	 ;. 

I; 5,1 .;k 	II ’IS; L, hi,’. II IS,, I 	 I 	hi. ’.il I mit , ;’ 	 in.- 	In, 	’.101. SitIl rIot I nl 
II 	 5 1 	0 II 	IL 	 I 5,5, 	. II; I.  

I 	
L 	

LII  

J a.. ri - hunt coil cult - 

\\ an d  personal ’upeni.-  

it Iii. u,, itte fabrication and 
erection III Sf st ructural ..ucel re-

Ire’ 	iIu,,rotili 	iii’. , ti , .ti 
hill 	0 1 0111 1 ; tIih 	-.IIjIer;ntetlIl- 

- 	 our, 	The ei’uclhS’.1 of i-reel t’. 
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lat he r  urechtri. (I. tit the neti’., 

that a ctiis.c II itt-li IIiIi’.t Ti, 

kept [(-,I tire workers injure 
lie 

ti,hhl;. 
The component  art 	1 

_I ii cage ,,trtictiire ilur-t all 

tit 	lilt’ into IlIluStIlIOr like the 
- 	 -.-.- 	.-’------------ 	

ititI- i’,  it a Chiiiv-.c bl ock iiiz. 
.1 	.L SI! 	

. 	 ,,Ie�rcrv 	i ik vt 	Ii SI,- 	ILL 

Li 	 ’S I ,IL 	 L 	III. 	 III 	 IL 	 II 	1111 	LII. 1iI)CTI heai i’ . 

4!] 
It Is. a IlIlault hiatt;.!’ to pr ’ 	 I 

Suit rctuirtiittgih;. 	

t.l; 	
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brief reu.uni;. II lit thu I 	 r 	

. 
;i fact tire 	sf 	,hriiititrat 	’.1,;’ 

niav 11"T  Ito Ititii’.s a.. 0 ;. hIll!,  

to Indicate the 	.Ilt~ a.Ill 	
l 	 1 

� 	I r ’lit the I icgliliiiug S 	
I 

th’ nianui fact tire iht’ ;ietI i 

;iiiujnct is ,  cl.’., eticniicil in 

, jS;.0 ti , ’u at all iiiiie’. IlL - -.-m -. 

hihrpote 	u_ac/i 	hint;" I’. (Ii: - 	 - 	 ’--, 

CISIOSI 	ill) ui 	I,ef,urt’ltaut,I 	all 
Ii; chemical i ngredient, lii  

their IllS pc r 	>ri i sit ii. are 	 tot’. .t..,., .5,4, (n;,.’. ’V I I4 �1, ’; 4 



lO 	 / it, � 	! li!t 

st 	stititrilisti 	that 	ths 	result 

.1,11 	 jlt ttlT � 	I-, 	�,uuit.’tl 	to 	tli 	,re- 
,Ietrtuiuiti 	IItt.ltut t 	t 	ether 

it 	be 	n, 	Is 	for 	n 	iIiii, 	strict’ 

turail 	sh,t,,e 	cr 	tie , 	..e 	u 	hat 

iflul 	Ste e l 	is 	lust 	cit 	I nv ,  

111g. 	Is. 	itil 	he-c 	iiiu 	I, 	.lr. 

stilIjec 	I 	st vi it 	iii 	meal 4 
tests 	Itt It ri 	their 	tinal 	tl 	is 

list 	huh 	ii. 	alt’ 	itut 	lilt,’ 	Ii 

lets. 	isitich 	ill 	tuIrli 	iu 

tltr.iiigii 	the 	t’ 	Ii- 	tu 	lie 	ru ulIi’ 

11111 	 hats 	tingle-. 

Iii’:tnu 	aimil 	tIter 	slialti  s 	tiur  
ins, 	nit 	qcd 	fraill, 	ItiiiIuImnu,s 

I 	ice es 	air, 	..lteitueil 	Ii 	ill 	lit. , 
sari. 	in 	i.uII.il 	shtijt.sniiil 	tilt , 	S 

.inh1utiI 	I, 	.IivsicI 	15 5 1 5 	1i - -. 
l 	’ 

lii 	’treiigtli 	lt,’l.’r 	ain 	pm 1 
’ 

titular 	,’ttil-.m.ztiilti’uim 	11:1’ 	 Ii T ’’ 

slillipeti 	Iii 	iii 	the 	null,. 	Ili, 

itateriti’. 	gin 	Ilhtti 	tile 	b,, _. 
he 	fauti i, ,i’ui 	lilt 	trill 

.titil 	stitiiIs 	part’. 	’I 	iii, 	limid  

hlit. 	.ittil 	it 	.titI 	ii. 	Ill, - - 	 ---- -- 

tail’, 	tlltist 	i 	arcuttil 	it 	rg 

tilt 	Ill 	the 	flu,.1 	i.ttt 	luring 	Ialii’icatiiin 	itacli mmieutilisr 	1. 	stllijt .1,1 	Iii 	very 
lisc 	uisii, thu 	Itt 	be 	lertalii 	that 	ilk 	...rrct niat,riails 	It 	usl 	awl  

that 	th, 	it 	irisinunship 	is 

eItte 	tit,, 	piit.es 	are 

1, lii 	.,u.flh, 	Sttti1t’, 	It 	’still’ 	that 

is 	-’ui! 	is 	the 	material 	is 

’ 
irauisjiirtr.l 	tit 	tin 	IiunIilin 

- ’ liii 	 vigilatict, 	ceases 

a great degree. 	Stuclt large 

- ,iilt. , tcnts 	tI capital 	are 	tivicli - 

’I 	till 	tim 	this 	m,ihitt 	that 	t’.trc 

util ri I’itieitit ft 	.i’Ctirt 	the b,’st 

r,ii,r,ip, 	ii 	tin 	the 	iiui estiflettl, 

fit 	Is 	iteni 	Ili,- 	su.iti1,aities 

ut,., 	intt.’ri st 	and 	r,s1,ilti-.jllll- 

mu 	;1 1 	iLS lbe steel 	is 	nit 

� t lit’ slim ips 	Very t 	hteut 	tilec 

rut 	their 	iunitt 	ttu1tn, 	aiim1 

ii lit ii 	hits 	i 	the’ 	saus, 	tilt 	tifill’ 

r 	Is 	aussiureil 	1,1 	a 	gitnil 	jtuli, 

liii- 	largest 	and 	list 	reshittul’ 

4 li i 	ilsalcr.s 	ill 	in 	herds 	ri - 

� mimirtilig 	jorefer 	I, 	littue .1 	rep- 

it’s, tii.tIli I’ 	ttlt 	liii’ 	1.b 	a 	ii 

Si Icgii.ir.l 	.tgal,lst 	igiit trains 

ur 	u_ trcicssiis’s., 

	

but 	unless � 

tint 	art’ 	ilotnig 	their 	oni it 

rust tug. 	len 	ci tuutpauiics deal- 
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ItO 	 I Is 	Irc/i,r,, I a) , J Is is 

mL., 	Ili 	.1 	iii t s r.il 	I e,l 	have 	a 

represcolative oil the building 

yraiwi,co c.-nipan3 	that is an 

ex, � ptioii 	to 	this 	rule 	if. 	the 
i,. ku (ate Structural & Or - 

- ii.ini, ntal 	Ira 	\\ nrks 	�me 

recint 	e., 	whose 
 the 	ac- 

ill  pa it 3 ,  in , 	illustrations. 

\iuiotigli 	ie.- 	thaii 	eight 

,r’,,Id 	this 	company 	has 

rillinihuditnecessary 

1 - to 	1iroperlr 	handle 	it 

I 	 . 	ii 	Iii Application 	has 

a 	unaule 	IT 	a 	permit 	to 

trttteteniing SINLIth 	to 

lii 	.1,., 	tare 

	

\\ ill 	Ile 	started 
tnhitltdiati’I\ 	iii, 	tilt 	1110,1 	lie 
jug 	t, 	t.iLu, 	 Ill 	 the 

� 	.,t 	ii. 	s,,,,., 	. 	a, ii Ic 	,L,t,t 	ill 	ijet 	mlii r. 	The 

Ituiliting 	will 	lie 	31NISU 	ect 

.oid 	sill 	ii 	iii, 	Is 	ii 	’,(XI 	-n1uIire 	fv,I of 	r 	it,, 	l.r 	ii 	ulilt 	tiut 	i 	stt 

f 	tit 	,rtent 	 1 liii 	jirt 	i 	tilt I 	nil 	iu , t 	Is 	.1 	t 	itt 	it tiuti- 

lacture 	it 	ninailiciiial 	run  

It 	lit.i 	cii’.. 	u nIt 	1k, 

ii 	gus 	u, 	tip 	S 	-iru’.tutr 

’.tcel 	\\ ill 	Is 	ii 	s 

’.r’.. 	lit, Liii r 	IN 	I I tutu 	UI 

ut 	loots lam ,  
I lie 	atiiuupaiiulug 	pit 	- 

and 	, lutraltir 	1 	us 	cli 	kill ,  

iuii 	uu 	tutrius 	iii 

iltttuItke 	1,l:t 

lie H 
II, 

 

Ii) 

: 

it 	,iu,al 	truiluiti,, 	’.1,. 	I 	in  
’Alall.l --- 	ui 	iii 	Ill 

itd 	it 	1 , 	ri. 	tub 	’ 	iii 	it 	i 	Ill 

las 	th 	.t, 	it e 	Ihe 	I 

Turk, 	is 	ii, 	[.:it kill 	,ri 	’ 	,,an 	’ 	. 	ii ’ 	Ti, 	’ 	1  

Iran, iso. 
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Bond. ii,’. Limit, Aug. 1, bib. FON 
(sit. plan, ansi op.’clI9cOt Otis’. nun, 

lION ’IIIN; .\.\’J’ 

of all machIs. oll(.. 00 	 s’’S. 

Cn,iirs’ctor. ..’,l.ts’r!con Marble & Me- 
Co.. 23 ’olsu!ia 	.’q., 

53fl 

FlIrd May a, 17. 	10it5d .ti’. (9, ’1 
bIb .sI c.soh into 	.... 

is’ual 37 slays . 	’33% 

TOTAL COST. $23 6 0 

Buns), $1,0...uioty. Hartford .cci-
stint & 1.tesnnit( Co. LInsO. Italy 1. 

’3 2. 	F’r.t. ron.’. 	Psis’ and specs- 

i(’atissius. rune. 

tll.’Ir.i’IN.; 
.11ltl’t 	S C.t’UNI., 	7-0  11 T’tercs, 

7. O SC 	.:- 0. 	l’listl’iis... draining. 

its’s slug and 	ettin.. ,.-t, sit for 
two-s101’) and ba,.sn,’’nL ri nO.1 bldg. 

Jun. . Mis. 	Vtlh,lmm, Foerat. 
A - c Is let I 	 .t.. N.’ it tst. ’ks’, Sharon 

Ititilf.. Son f’stonrsnrss. 
Cs’tssract’.r . 1., W. losr.g, 5909 O’Far’ 

rsii, San l-’rao,.incc.. 
’itsol \ls’’ C, ’17. 	lint.’! May L ’lb. 

ll’ughs-d In and s’. 	connect - 
... ........ ........ $3 10.00 

’smiii’ nd and ac’s prs.ti. 267.011 

l’,,u(Il 33 rl.iy’s . 
TOTAL (,buAT. $001.15 

.srd. 	1700, 	OtiS’s’ (’3’. 	t.s-,.nhiit’sl 	Lang. 
l.Itn.t, so l.s’yn. 	F"srts’It. .7_ 	lIons and 

Sc 	 It’ll, 

WiRiC, ETC, 
531511(1 flY, I.AftICI’3C,. ’3.IcAL.. 

later, Ilysis’ & X"tsllnn (Clvle Center ’ ) 
Structur- al site. I and (run. e’3ccIus(vt 
Of both (hc sJitlit’cry of material to 

building and use enfirtlon of the  
work for S. F. Public h!brary. 

Tb. , i’ sod (’ounty of 5. 
F. acting by I oars! of Trus’ 

(cc,. of Os.’ b’sibUe library 
anti l(endng (boOm, 

.Ors’lslto.’t 	(’,rc. W. lCs’iham Sharon 

ltldg San Francisco. 
If. 	J. ilrsanni,.i-. 	Sharon 
S slit, (liii (’i’s ncls’t.o, 

J6$1$jo$. The i’ig*ilc Rolling 3m! 
Co.. SItn.sssn  (t1,Ig., S. F. 

. 	lit I’’! May  
S tnt inriritl, I> pn.% .15,011 i,(. 	93% 
(Iii 	sisis’.. 	utter 	................ 

T4’TAI. l()--,T, $07,199 
sIns!. $42.1C.7’.iOui. ty. lobs Indens-

n.ty Co, Limo 1710 .ini’,. from May 2, 
7, 	Fsrfrtt, $10. 	(’tan,,  and spec!. 

11111).’ 	5 7  ii ’.1. 

\LTI,.FL\TI( t:’0., 
2171.t ’30. 90. MAF7ICET. Carpenter, 
htsltiut. 1’-, paintIng and Ilnishlng of 
isarUtiano, count, ra. shelving, etc,. 
Cot rittlecon 2n4 StilT Of building. 

’50cr ......V ittigralah, l..uhln, Sells & 
(’055503’, inc. 

.\rchlt,’ct . . A. 	W. 	Cornelius, 	3le- 
chants Nnt’I lienS Bldg.. 
"an Frarsco, 

’.,r(trtsesor . 11,-I1 S., ltom’(osi’, 	30 Not, 
San Francisco. 

(-’tic’s! ’3a’ 71, ’15, 	l)atsi’sj 3Ja’ 3, ’15. 
C’’sitract 	.sranpl.’ted 	..........7)’:; 
l’-tsai 	’37 	days ............... 

TOTAl, MST, $�3l 
15i!, $3211., 	Surety. 	t"acOlc 	Coast 

utilty Co. f.iniit, 12 ’lays from hay 
l-’s,rft’(t, $14. 	I’lsitt.s and apstcl- 

lIed usia ills ii.  

(4((I.f)lNC AND E3.GINEERIN; NEOV& 

L l’tNiStt 10’ !iEllst-:N1 E 
s F7 SI’ cry, bet, lU - ren and I.’ It Ion 

No. "71’i Scott-Ms-isO and 9500d ith’ 
15: td pidlfl and olnains nEal plot’ F 

0,’ sultrIer brush in rs edo.’,’. 

ign,r ,..I... Ku’)ea S Soiss, Sol -...I & 

Stouk(,,t,, San l"ranIusc.s. 
ratiO, br. .J. IC, St-,re, 7107 hayes. 

San Francisco. 
7-si May 	lu., 	liatid May  
Brown coated and 23’ of models 

.1J7. 

’rn.s,ncnlnl is tik del Ivrred at 
building 	......... 	............. 	..U-i 

Accepted 	..........................4 
’sIsal 13 days.. , 	_ . ..... 	1074 

’riTAl, ,’s,,a’r, 1471:3 
Bond. $2147.50. 	urauraty, i0oui!sw.-steni, 

So. "ty Tosurane. (’0, 	1.lrnit, Ill days. 

Sic, 	Plans and apt’t!fsctIoiss 

.9 .TEIIATII 555 
S 1,s ’’3111,01W TA IT box l’U 	NO, 

_47:;..OIlwork for alterations, erec-
tion, -’inipleilin of two-, tory frame 

ctnr and loll building. 
)wo.’ . .....LiratI & (’rug-al!. Promlien. 

Ars’li(ls’ctur- nI I’s.s’Igns’r ....0. Franchlna, 
0 ImperIal Ave., S. F. 

’.’or.tra((nr. .1. Eel F’avero & Co., 503.1 

Mason, San Francisco. 
Fsl.’d May T. ’I 7. L’uted April 14, ’17. 

Itoif - n .......................ii u-i 
i’i’nipls’tcd and accepted ........ I! 

louis! 713 days ..................317 
TOTAl. MST. $74117 

..iid, $ CT I 7.71. 	iOurel)’,’3C, 	Cs,purs 
.uisiit, 23 days. 	Forts-it, non.’. 	!’lnn,i 
’nd t.prs’itiration,. tiled. 

Vtt,lcsS 
:0(5 ES Ps .’SiTON SITE. All work 

erection of Greek Pavilion. 
rter ........anama-l’ssclflc 	Interna- tional 

 Exposition Co. 
.’.rclillo’rt 	None. 

"ri cal-tar .35. 	P. 	.’slorle nero, 	3121 

Broderick, San Francisco. 
I-,-,! May 7, ’15. 	Dated April 1. ’13. 

I. work progresses. , . . ........ 	T 317c  
esaf 33 days’ .................. 

TOTAl. COST. $9257  
Surety, Pacific Coast 

’.’:.sutl(ty Co. J.(mlt. 43 days from algis’ 
rid agreement. f’.’r(stit, 1.3. Plan., 

,,nd speeittcationa filed. 

T1(’iCET OFFICE 
.72) NO. 70 EDDY, Install ticket 
tile,’ of ,sms-bk, construction. 

lonerr ......Tui ncr & Pzt-hnken, 943 

Marks-i, San Francisco. 
Architect . --A. ’iv. Cos - neilue, 6713 31cr’ 

ket, San Francisco. 

I its! ’5 not- k, 	 COST, $400 

("it \hll’2 DWF.LLTNG 
.11 35 	E (7ET’/. at Jtincticsis of Ifas -old. 

Pt,’-.’ tsl 	and basement trains dwlg. 
or .......’itary ’71. Scott 2 Getz, S. V. 

151 .....Ins’. 

fT’iS’j’, $100 

51< I 1.15011’S 
1774’ N5. Ii SASSOME. 	Install 2 

ok) Slab to. 
uiFs’UIWPCIs’rfl Power Co., 
Prs’,oIr,’s. 

.5 cell IIi’s S ... None. 
c’i’nl 5-actor. h(ohlnsron A’ 	iiIs’spie, to.. I 

Sutter. San Francisco, 
COST. $400 

	

Ma)’ 	... 

El.O7CTII.lI,l 514 IX 
11777, 599 	l"lsoNT AN 	UNION. 

Electric nign, 
wore ......Sin’rry Flour Co.. 932 Pine 

San Francisco. 
.’is’chit..’s’t 	Noes’. 
l’,iys(iaetr. Greenwood Adv. Co., ta 

.Oiigoles. 
COST, $430 

A LTERATIONS 
11761 NE PAGE AND LYON. MInor 

alterations on dwelling. 

Ott lts’r. 	Mrs.. S. H. Whiting, 129!  

Page. an Francisco. 
.-’,s’t’hIli’rt ....one. 
’’onlractnr. .Anderson & Co., 1623 Eddy 

San Francisco. 
(X)ST. *450 

IEI’AiRS 
13771 5(5. 2912 CLAY, Repair root 
anti stairs, panting, electric work 
and reohlngte dwelling. 

I ’v.’iirr.  ......L, H. ’i9’ieget, 2530 Grove, 
San Francisco 

Arch [feet ... None, 
!’ay’r. work. 	 COST $427 

F0(A)IE I’3F.S1DF.NCF. 
12791 99 T\CF7I.FTI’( AVl7 250 N Anne 
’t’s’.’i,.story and basement frame resi-

dence. 
Ills-ocr ...... .1. C. Kirby, 2132-A Mar’ 

Set. San Francisco. 
- . None, 

laa - ’a work. 	 COST, $3006 

tW ELLI NO 
13731 S \O’AU.ER 163 W Buchanan. 
Carpenter stork, plumbing and paint-
lug for dwelling. 

wner ...... Jas, It. Cain, (20 4th Ave., 

San Francisco. 
Architect .. 
’ontractor. ,Juher Wolf 

COST, $460 

ItEPAIRS  

IlbOul) 50, 231 TWF.NTY.SvENTh. 
i’3epair fire damage, shtsige root, 
ptsimblng, painting, etc. 

’svner ......hira. S. Smith, Premises. 
.Orehftect - . None. 
Contractor, N. C. 1s’leoll, 236 Pint, S. F. 

COST. $1000 

91OIVIC DWELLING, ETC. 

( 130) -NO. to:. LUNI)Y LANE, 	fleVe 
duelling and build concrete founda-
tion. 

I wner ........ rn F. Cook, Promises. 

Architect ....one, 
1 1a’3 ’s work. 	 CO-W. $700 

$’hcA3IE FI.A1’S 
4)952) 0: CI’NN"2CTIC3’T (77 S 17th. 

Tss’ss’s’tory tnd basement frame (7) 

flits. 
Owner .........rims 14larclno. 110 	MIs’ 

aislppi, San Francisco. 
Architect , - None, 
Day’s work. 	 (’i’)ST, $3000 

O’14A3110 SiMIlE AND SALAMIS 
(13S31 SE lCl.i.i$ AND F11.9NIC LIX. 

ISnr’St’ir)’ trs.s,’ $10,’,’ and saloon. 

’1555cr.  ..........hull.’.,  and .1, 
aOfl, I4n1,’l rfns’oy, Von Sea,. 

*d  

,Os’rhltcet 	Susie. 

l’untraclor, .1.. J. Turner. 043 O’en Xs’s.s 
Ave.. San Francisco. 

COST, $1000 
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ROaCAT W HUNT 	150. 1 GONC 	1*8. C, HAI.I.STCD 	0. W YG14AUQCEC8 

ROBERT W. HUNT & CO., ENGINEERS 
BLJn(AU or INSPCCTION TESTS AND CONSULTATION 

251 KEARNYST., SAN FRANCISCO 
NEW Sean Ln500l. Cn,C*nG P,flS.OSSl. Sr. Lnij,. 	SiAn!, 	 Tnnn,Tn Mfl,cu Gee, 

CEMENT INSPECTION 
INSPECTION OF STRUCTURAL AND REINFORCING STEEL 

CPOATS AND EST-ATES ON PSO.CSTIES AND PSOCCS$CS 

CHEMICAL AND PHYSICAL TESTING LABORATORIES 

Industrial and Other 
Notes 

San Francisco Steel Factories Are Busy 
Sait Francisco ste. I indiestrie, h;vc 

b � ’.  enjoying tlliprr CdOfllCl OCt15 it) i.e 
this till!. -I tat y.r, which is gull trail> 
quite dull. 

1 hekal-t.n Iron Works I � lbo stoic-
total steel ,,,tiir;ee t for the I_siot, Irt,n 
Won, ,cct.liticil ii co the jail listlirt 
woe kor tile Ibis Sncraiuenlo hail of 
Ju- tier and the to-st or)’ addition to 
the St.csder,I Oil

w  
building. 

G.114� Gate Iron Vi’ ,rk. his
eral itieja nan? ,chi .,iI j ohs, 

The Vie’ tern Iron \Vorbi is working 
nc 11w ( ag,wehl school. San I- ranctscc,. 
and Iii, \hc.ttitt Thsater, ()ahfatid, 

I yr t 
 

U, � . � v busy on county bridge 
svorh at .Nacin,i,sto, Brad:, y and San 
Lucas. also a 12t0Lton doubt-lest true-
ton bescole bridge for the city of So-
utIle and the -Itoh frame for both new 
’viags if the San Francisco City and 
County hlssipil,iI. 

The }’acihs’ Iolhitig Mills has the B. I. 
Wheeler hIatt, Berbrley. University of 
California III, rJr) and the harbor ware-
house No. I tsr Los Asgolea sontin’. 
The \aioact lr’.n I\ orbs "ill l,,hrhate  

the steel for the new theater at Ellis
and Mason streets, )Iatltess’ O’Brien, 
architect. 

Bass-Hueter Paint Specifications 

Syrcificaticn for the assistance of 
arelntccis have recently bten puepared 
a,t,-I i-mOnt Icy the Bass-I lacIer Paint 
Company. TherlseCiticaIiOfls 005 - er 
ever) branch oi iiie pain  III ig industry. 
including shingles, exterior stood, gal-
vanized it(in and all metal work, cement. 
brick or stone, interior painting, eitatta-
cling and tinting. 

The ,n’tructiottS are cleat and concise 
and in ’na-li language that even the lay-
man i-u.n fol:ow them ssitl, race and con-
tidrnce. 

It is aorely a step in the right direc-
tion sshisn the manufacturer, in addition 
to producing the finest product possible, 
goes still further and ,n.nrrs the right 
treatment of his goods by clearly writ-
Is-n specihc.cliicns, carefully thought out 
and easily sndcratcce,d. 

ilanv u product of sound quality has 
had only pin.r succesS for a,, other rea-
son than that of ignorance of the best 
method of handling it. 

Time fast-Hurter Paint company cvi-
hotly hat remedied this deasihachi and 
proposes, by educatisg the Il-er, to get 
time 115051 out of its line line ot isjints and 
varnishes 

V 

.i, 

1, 

THE BIG-AN-LItTLE CONCR[T[ and MORTAR MIXER 
DIg O.atpsat �Lirti, SN.Igt.t 
BIg P.-ottta�LIttie, ConE 

38 Cia. Yd,. as O.,y 

All ,nunded nadine�on corn,, for Canada to tcdn In. 
Roonima a, ball ibnoal baaooA,  b,e,sesinatty socIAl In 

poisict Ent lnimn .Cnnbl in. 
Cgaipn,d ’th I.e,. ho mnesio aeon sad ’cOon deo.on 

Sold lenin is pIns. ,.h!t. nocesu. 

EDWARD R. BACON COMPANY 
PanlOc Conan Aia,t,i 

51,53 Missna Si., Son Fm.aeh.nn Tel. Sutter 1675 

IS Sic s, 	 :, .5:jot,dinr. pl... mention Ibis ea(ntim*. 
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DEATH STRIKES PATRI(K NOBLE .  hT SGE Pb J: Preotdentotpaciflc 
I.,:, 

?rQioi llN 

President of Pacific Roiling 
Mill Company Expires 

After Brief Illness 
t?rtett Noble. T.redr rh 	 .r ’he rs 

ete folIo0Mill comystiw died early 

Saturday morning In -tanfurd 8P’l’I-

*58, where hr had been uniter treat 

6Dt three .eei. He oa 	)earn 

old. 	The funeral per en. will be 

beld at 	o iloCti hi.. atIrrnooTt at 

(h,,,..t of dr mite 	Ito 	vIflI 

list and Inforluatit wilt be In 8411 

Msteo enu,p. 

A pennitens boy, inert tog 	letter 

St eOmmettdototr fro. a butinpes 
mart In N.m 1 nob. ,ate,,), Noble 
name cc. San Itunclerit via Car.. Ucirn 
when 19 nor. 01.1, IOol II the Paelflc 
1I0lI!rtg MIII (’tetnp.sny war Snug 
trtnnm1 II, pr 

"’.’I’d 
 he letter to 

W C. Ttat.lnO w)m was tonthered 
with 1° 0 MIII. thitlianu About 
Governor LnIarod Stanford Jam.. 
flood and Stnhlor 1 sir among the 
atOcknOtiters Thur hr gKln.uj a mttart 
Is clerk lit the rotIrero 01 ..htvh he 
WAS destined tOrise to the n,snnger-
stetp, aird lotion ing the temopatyn 
F.OTI&itli.11oO In 1C 	to the preel- 
denny. 	Noble hitrome apnwrr Si 

business. About X he turnibbud 
the sleet roe the MIlls holding and 
hi was conorciett to lit the r.rty It 
v.lepmenm at the cable roads In 
$81 and 1890 he served itt Spe""o r 
He was Interested to many UIS?I-

t.bIe eta..., .,rved (Or many nra In 
pre.ldertt of the Humane o,,tt3. and 
was a member of the Bohemian and 
1ra.tiportattor elvbp, 

Noble ma. bOrn In 18t itt Abbe-
ellis S.C . ma, a ,nrmher of (tie 
Charleston Colicg. Class 01 .8 and 
?ought 	 t,h the n’onl.dsratr army 
Orom Jan usro to 	I16. when It 
years old. 	lIe raven it endow a 
son, a daughter sod rIght grotdettI-
dren. The son In Sirtr.nld.nt bd. 
ward B Noblo of the PaclOr Rolling 

tIt Comnmt.ni. who ICC In Berkeley 
The daogtmlrr 1�, Itt her husband 
In H.mturg Immune 

hoprodooc with porrssor ol it o  copyright owne, 010,1101 ’eprotiurton proflibitro witnoul polelistion 
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CALIFORNIA Awrisric METAL & WIRE 
J.TMCCOQMICK PI?ESIDPNT 

ORNAMENTAL IRON AND BRONZE 
IQ 340-365 SVFENTh T. SAN FRANCISCO 

II. rIOItTINSUN 	�.drnI 

MORTENSON CONSTRUCTION Co. 
STII LCJLRAL STEEL FABRICATORS 

Go � ’"’ 8"""A0H INDIANA ITHEETS 
Ph... Mi..i.n 5.33 	 SAN FRAN C ISCO. CAL. 

JUDSON MANUFACTURING COMPANY1 
ali-gai FO Oki Structural Steel 

SAN  FRANCISCO 	 T.I,ph� PW�t 
and iron Wor 	CALIFORNIA

215 

Federal Ornamental Iron & Bronze Co. 
Bank Counter Screens and Grille Work Out Specialty 

N.M M.d... E,alp..,nt Thranoh.M 
kosn,I COnlr.ii.i IAtdO OF ITALY, FIRST NATIONAL SANK 

161h Street and San Bnio Avenue, San Yrsneloeo 	Phone Starket 1011 

HERRICK IRON WORKS 
STRUCTURAL STEEL 

Office ...I Work., 18th and Campbell Streets, 
Oakland. Cal. Ph,... L.k..id. 1460 

Born, Angle, Channel,, and Un,nnaI MIII PIms for immediate .hipm.nt from stock 

PACIFIC ROLLING MILL CO. 
Supple-ri of FABRICATED STRUCTURAL STEEL 

Forgiox.., Roll5, 	Frog., Switches, (’ant Iron Castings 

Gtoiral Of lice lid Works; 17th and Ilinisnippi Its., to. Iroitisco� Telephone Market 215 

C. F. HOFFMAN 	 . 	 L W. EUEONCII 

Golden Gate Iron Works 
STRUCTURAL STEEL AND ORNAMENTAL IRON CONTRACTORS 

Howard and 11th Streets 	 San Francisco 

SCHRADER IRON WORKS, Inc. 
STRUCTUIIAL STEEL CONTRACTORS 

Vie. Catap... W.t.ppr..f trap 

D-..  0�
011 Ira, 500,1. 

- 	 217.1240 )IARSISON S1RCe? 	 SAN FRANCISCO, CAL 
SM U6 .r,d Sit, 	 ’Toleiilm. Me-hel U? 

- i 

Wt,rn ,,,fliI  H,I,riAat.  dmm.niIohI..n....inr 



WEST COAST 
COMBINE IN 
STEEL MADE 

J . d n,, 
P, 	RoW,t.  

C4.47 .3, ci. pcil.4 1344S.. 
.441 4 ci. 	ci .43 

	

.44*4 F*b4l*47 S .4 i 	 Jt.4. 

- 544*3*4*451 34f4.. .33 44 

pt.Ui 3........ 31 

*4JC 431..544.4t.iflca_ 

*34 .}p44St3*4.5y ’.3*3 

4444 

44C *4 41* *4*34 	 *5*3443335* 

b.c. kthis.t.4 45* 5.44 P*4514 

- rr 

Cotton Futures 
Turn Lower on 

Bearish Mart 

*3:434 *4 *05 4 3 *33 03.43*5 *4 

TO. P41 *55534 441.4 143.3 at. 
.54 	 435*14*4 44*1.14144 14 

45*444*4 *1 4417 *441* 44 40171* 

*41.4.44 l44*444dth41S� 

Resources of 
Atlas Holding 

Mount in Year 

Tb, Alt.. 8445344 0..c.444A1 .4. 
14,41.41 �1c 4*40* 354415.3 .514 041 

.4(0*d540SlMC 	 0413*- 

, 55. .3* *iS1lt*I*** .311. 4045 

808’ 

L I.U. F £ CIls8r 
5*44435 04710.4 .4 445*531, 0*15140 

03 84 *4. 45.484 . S 
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MiS 	 ST 
K. 	 1252 

STARIO.i(A1H POINTING AND 
PUILISHING CO. Peó(ifl.t 

J. P. FARPILL, EdItor 

I C 000E RS, A400rtl.Ing M.n.g.e 

I’TU,ted in the Loginarin , .trctiI-
,,tllHT,I, tinliding nod lad Flat An- 

nI the Ponifle On..t 

,i..’lp!ion crone na0001s to advance 
� 	

’id Poercealore p.r tear ... *000 

, rol’nn and Foreign p.r,  v.ar 	 5.00 

a:llii’i 	(2opla. 	..............................tUe 

Entered a. croon 0-el... matter at 
Un Franc act lot! Office under �0* Of ITTIT 

March C. 1010. 

’dM110 POLI,iNli MILL AND alJ090rc 
IN MERGER 

Ill, 
41111 	101,101... 

lIen, ’It lIe lode-it 3I,,rHifo.’- 

’’iII I., 	T,..st,.,it.. loll. 
cc ,I,tl.In.,I 	 It MinI, 	In- 

.d.iippr:I.; til. tc-I 	 id! "’Ill or 	Hi 
till,’ 	Hi,1 	 ,lii’UI 	T I,’, 	Orb 	 II 

cti 	 ’tIll! 	Miet,ehll.itI 	 , e 	 SOT 

ri,,fliOhl,Ii,.-,I 	 . ittrti l  II 	Ill hO 	 llOTi? 
"di .,Ml,l,00lhII ,’ t1,M’, tiHL Ti,. I I  ’a, ITt, 

’ill t, .,,,T,l,lbl Filth Ihbll.’l’I .Ti 0! laI,rkcl 

’ ;’0i’lIlllblib-i� tIle tIlitiiTtl 

I ’’liii 	 liii? 	 :1 	II’ih’itMl’,:.tTtelTle 
,,l,I,-1,I,4HSTFIUI 

nc I 	liii,,,, pot-id - nt 	F 	I’ 	N-I,!, 

I’ 	4’ 	 , hiII,’ci’i- , 	c101’-tirinill. n i 	 in 

ROAD CHIEF ELECTED 

0 
11:, 1iMnd, 	i’iI, 	ITt. 

o’’,rcrttlr-i,T 	 1 	Ii,,’ 	An,, ’lii 	 [tot-id 

i’ 

 

A,. 	’. 	11, Tl,i.nrNu"d Tb. 
d,uIt,r  

0,- TOil: CINII.’ ,o.,rio ii’ 0.0111. 

11,10 	 loTlIlliltith 	 lie lit ,  Tint 	 lot, 
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hill 1.......... 

OLAYL SALES iN 1027 5040W 12’!, L000 
AS COMPARED WITH 1 925 

’Tt’I’,,t lIt.rlbi 

’or Title flit-rid Fr 	"24 	Iin,reia. I,, 

I - aid. "up-iL. II’ dueled the lint cLo 
- ’’nibs 	 ii 	tilt 	It-hi’, huh 	II, il 	Drool 

,,. Sort, i- , t , ,lit- T:t loT,, 	 iileT 	I. Hero! 
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itt- n err, rt’portod dl, - end nec’or,,I Tlrni. 
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11111111 
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ri tlilntilv 11011 Ii or Ccci 
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(’It: rtiu,,re 	lt 	1n,Iii,:tl 	 il htll,lthO  tIe 
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SACRAMENTO 0IJ?LDERO EXCHAT11C.E 
ELECTS DIRECTORS 
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TWO STEEL 
COMPANIES 
IN MERGER 

Consolidation o/ Pioneer 
Concerrsd Outstanding in 
Coast Market 

ST DON f’,%ltTftIDGE 
£0011 Linac nevicw, ID CownIelninf 

00 the Condition of the Pacific Coast 
Iron and steel markets this Week, will 
say: "Or more than passing interest 
was the announcement made by the 
Judson Manufacturing Company and 
the Pacific Rolling Mlii Colnpiuy of 
tbcii 	consoliclttiaO. the 	now 	ooaa- 
Pony to be known ao the Juctron Pa- 
dOe Company. These two companies 
are the oldtot rtrei companies nra the 
Pacific Coast, the former being or- 
9&n zed 	in 	1883 and 	the Fetter 	in Scat unit 01 	the 	Port 	Townes) 	Poundry Company took nt tone it 
1808. 	The Judson parific 	nnpany (WaSh.) 	pipe ’I 	Bids 	will 	Portland. and Spokane plated 
Will 	continue 	to operate 	the Pilaff- operate opened on the 27th Last. lot’ the 	- 	torts, the bulk of it being secured t. 
datIng plant of 	

Pacific 
	EcalItog and unit. 	Prices are firm  at  112. 3 	the Pacifie States Cast 	ito0 	pj 

Mill Company in Sari Francisco and Company. Vaneouver, B. C., isas coot 
the fabricating. crane, bolt trod rteet 
departments or the Judson Manurer- 

into the market for 1244 tena  "Included among the larger swat a 	Lafayette, CO.. is asking for n, 
turing Company at Reseryville. of structured shapes was 1250 ton. F 	00 651 tons. a medical building an Wilshire  
Will have a combined minimum en- 
parity of 2000 tone or structural steel v.5. Loa Angeles. secured 

	

by t 
	

wofix TO SL&RT AT per toofltb. 1201011 iron Works, and 350 tor.a I 
Concrete bar swords totaled 	’pig the Women’s Athletic Club, OeF’Jat ONCE ON HATCHER’ tOns, bringing tile eggregate for the booked 	by 	Herrick 	Iron 	Worl 

dret three weeks of theyear to II, Awards of the week aggregated 21 5 
dii tons, as compared with but 3281) tons,bringing the total for the 111 11 	TEZ aIvB8. Jan. 38. 	(Saclt 
tons for the corresponding period in three weeks of tills Year to 1742 tot 	eVe)’.Plans for the gawesh batcb 
t827. 	The largest letting ceDed for compared with 1370 tons for C a 

same period last year. 	All aWard 	sty to be conetsuated near Three Sit 
320 tons for the Sony Gorge dam at 

expected to be made within the ne t 	6DIS have been completed and won 
Orland and the majority of the ton. 

tart days on a 6000-ton and a 330 	Will begin  at OOCO. Seconding to won 
flage was booked by the Pacific Coast 
Steel Company. ton office building In San P’rancise 	. 	recently received from the State Pta 

’Interesr In the plate market woo Pending business Is in excess of 2 	- 	and Genie Commission. The origloc 
000 tons. 	Prices 	dim 	 budget called for an expenditure are 	at sa: , 

centered in the award of fIve O’t,OOO 
c,lX 	 $12,000 but a total of .20.000 I 	cat and two 80,000-barrel tactics for the to have been set aside for this b a tch 

Petroleum 	Securities 	Company 	at "Cast lion pipe awards totaled 	517, Shieb in expected to be one e  
Richmond to the Western Pipe and tons and brought the total for ti 	the beet in the State. 
Steel Company. 	About 1000 tons of fliut three weeks of the year 
Plates and shapes were Involved. The tons, Ca compared with 8033 tone r cr 	In Bswalt are 70,000 RgwllIfl-bon 
Steel ’Tank 505 pipe company ee’ the corresponding PiIOd in 1527, Tb 	Japanese who we growing up Amer 
Cured an additlonl 250 tons for the inited States Cast Iron 	Pipe am 	iceS ci ti2es. 
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THE A. B. C. OF PLASTERING, by A. H. Telling, with an 
introduction be T. P Bennett. Oxford University Press, 
American Branch, New York, N, V. Price, 52.85. 
This is an excellent book devoted to the art of plastering 

and plastering is indeed becoming an art. The book is well 
illustrated by drawings rendered in a clear and concise way 

intl contains an introduction prefatory note a chapter Mainly 

Historical." The technique of plastering and a specimen sylla-

bus and examination paper are included. I cannot but feel, 

even alter a cursory examination of this book, that it will be 

highly appreciated b5 architects, contractors and students 

THE ESSENCE OF ARCHITECTURE, b y  William Roger 
Creelev, I). Van Nostrand Company, New York, N. V. 
Price, 1Q.85, 
One of the most delightful small books that has come to ms 

hands for rcs’icu , beautifully and profusely illustrated with 

excellent photographs, written in a simple and understanding 

manner, it makes good reading and carries a thoughtful mm-

’age. Some of the chapters include topics such as. The Arts, The 

Five Arts, Architecture, The Background, Architectural Per 

onalitv, Unity Proportion, The Picturesque Any American 

.trchiti’rt should find this little book a delight and an inspira 

lion. 
\R(’HITECTURAI. DESIGN IN CONCRETE, by T. P. 

Bennett, Fellsw Royal Institute of British Architects. Pub-  

fished by Oxford University Prem., American Branch, Ness 

York City Price 510. 

Au extremely interesting set of vleut depicting recent eon 

.truction with concrete. The plates show various types of 

Ituittlifl in England, France and Germany, as well as several 

photographs of concrete structures in California (all of which 

have been shown in The Architect and Engineer) and a bridge 

II Spokane, Washington 

The types shown in Germane and France are buildings little 

’ten elsewhere outside of these two countries and are of the 

sery advanced modern school. Indeed, they arc the results of 

a striving to attain an absolute departure from the old school. 

l’his is cutueciahle true of the Church of St Dennis on pact’ 

.s and 29, and the church at Le Raltics on pages 24, 25, ’i. 

,and 27. 
The buildings at Wembley, England, and the industrial 

h,uilding- and bridges in Sweden show an inclination towards 

this nets school type of anhitecture. Architectural Design in 

Concrete is an excellent reference book, well ecimi , ilCd and 

intelligently thought out 

STEEL COMPANIES ARE ACTIVE 

Two announcements of interest to the Pacific Coast 

steel industry were made in the early part of the month, 

One was the purchase of the Central Iron Works by 

3lc(’lintic-Marshall Company of Pittsburgh. The Can-

teal Iron Works was ens of the oldest steel fabricators  

in San Francisco, having been established for more 

than is sluuirti’c century. A. A. Devotsi was its presi-

dent.  
The othes siins,unc’rnient was the fidget’ of the I’it-

cific Rolling Mill Company and the Judson Manufac- 

turing Company. Here a combination of two of the 

largest and strongest steel and iron shops on the coast 

was effected and, commencing the first of February. 

the business of the two companies became operative 

under the consolidated name of Judson-Pacific Company, 

Thu officers of the new company, whose sales offices 

for the time being are at 1304 Mission street, San 

Francisco, with plants In San Francisco and Oakland, 

are: Carlos J. Maas, president; K. B. Noble, vice-prest. 

dent and treasurer; A. K. Wilkins, vice-president and 

general manager; P. F. Gillespie, vice-president in 

charge of sales, and H. F. Hedricks, general superin-

tendent. 

The new company has been fortunate in securing the 

services as its chief engineer of E. 0. Burgess, one of 

the best known consulting engineers on the Pacific 

Coast. 

The properties involved in the merger Include ap’ 

proximately eight acres at Emeryville and three acres 

at Seventeenth and Mississippi streets, San Francisco. 

The combined capacity of the Judson-Pacific plant 

will approximate 25,000 tons per year, and will 

constitute the largest steel fabricating concern In 

the Vest. About $2,000,000 of property and equipment 

values are involved in the transaction. 

A WORK OF ART 
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The Architect and  

San Francisco, Cal 

Gentlemen: 

	

Your letter ret’’-ivil 	lius 	turlutsg and this 

aftetnoort the January issue came. It is certainly 

a stork of art. The coated paper brings out 

your unusually good cuts to such an extent that 

they really look like photographs. As I wrote 

you before, your publication contains not only 

splendid illustrations, but lots and lots of good 

articles, Want to thank you very much for using 

our pictures. Please send me 30 copies of this 

January issue. Wishing you continued success, I 

ant, yours truly, 
ATLEE B. ATRES. 

San Antonio, Texas, 

January 23, 1928, 

BEST IN HAWAIIAN ISLANDS 

Editor The Architect and Engineer: 
Enclosed please find money order for three dollars 

($3.00) for one year’s subscription to The Architect 

and Engineer. Again allow me to compliment ycu, as 

an old subscriber, on your ever improving magazine. 

Here on the Islands it now ranks Number 1 amongst 

architectural publications. Yours truly, 
EARL J. STEPHENSON. 

408 Damon building, Honolulu, T. H. 
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tl ’dout ( ’o:rrt: ’Fslls cJ’ine 
it ii,io’rv (82.0H0 lid 2,:)1 and 

In i’nro’ duini.rs. Si,11, r to 
..’ct,,ek (. v-i, lug,. 	xi.. .. I 
Liv), SI itO; ifte-r-i lieu ri sup- 

1 p. iii. to I a. ii.., SI tilt.  
For t ... i,-du,ei’,, SI_On 

� -4,t  uir,tav .v ’Iili.g.; :’,tI 	11 
ii tier ’s’.u,u.g’ .1 ,’r It 

lilgSil  

PALACE 
HOTEL 
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AN FRANCISCO BUSINESS, FEL1ttARh 13, 1920  

San Francisco’s Epic of Steel 
I 	osflu.,cd fri.ui p..ge I  

Dur.nz th; years whn consumption The Columbia Steel Corporation with 
dcrna.,d:.l but a moderate tonnage of pig headquarters in San Francisco Las the 
iron. 	a;... 	hccts arid other iron arid steel following 	equipment 	in 	its 	Pi:tsburg 
produc, used is raw materals by the piunt 	six basic open hearth 	furnaces; 
local tndutry. the mark, 	was 	upplie’d one tS-inch billet bar mill: one :2-inch 
tv 	either 	uhc 	(a,.tcrn 	or 	foreign 	steel li.lgati merchant 	I-ar mill; one 	:3-inch 
iN 	iCr,. 	[be demand for certain rolling a -’d One °.unh rod mill, Belgian train; 
.11 prokicts ha. now reached a point five 	block 	sheet 	mills, 	complete 	wire 

ssb. ri 	consumption is suftucient to sup- tirawnR. 	nail 	machine 	and 	accessory 
’oil the new departments recently added e’lup.a)L’nt. 	The 	company 	also 	owns 

iv our steel mills. This development has ml)s 	at 	Torrencc. 	California, 	and 	at 
rounded out the inalustrv and formed a Portland, Oregon. 
ruu, Lu’ 	fur 	a 	steel 	producing 	district The South San Francisco plant of the 
isbich son will be ofo 	uffteirnt impor. l’a,i;ic 	Coast 	Steel 	Company, 	whose 
lance to i.e comparable 	with the great headquarters are also in San Francisco, 
castrn steel ecilteis, includes 	the 	following: 	six basic 	open I. 
	atoenc.’ of an ample supply of hearth furnaces, one 24-inch billet milit 

c.king coal has long retarded the local one Is-inch merchant bar mill: a 1t.-inch 
,’,.l industry since most of the (like has and a 12-inch merchant mill; a 12-inch 
either been shipped in from the East or Belgian roughing mill, and a nine-inch 
from foreign countries. 	Several expert- finishing merchant mill: a concrete bar 
ments base’ been made by 	various in fabricating 	plant 	and 	a 	transmission 
vestigators who hoped to smelt 	native tower department. 	This company con- 
ores hut none of these have been suf- trois the 	Southern California 	Iron and 
deftly 	satisfactory 	to 	encourage 	the Steel Company at Huntington Park, Cali- 
reduction of ittrsc otes on a euntitiercial (anna. 	and 	owns 	another 	plant 	at 
basis, \’oungstossit, Seattle, \Vashington, 

The Improvements in the design of The Judson Manufacturing Company, 
its-product cokr ovens stimulated cngt- with headquarters in San Francisco, 	is 
fliers to 	Iudv the possibility of coking equipped 	with 	three 	thirty-ton 	basic 
the 	sia-uniled 	noti-tsaking 	coals. 	lie-cause open hearth furnaces, and. billet and bar 
of the success of such siuck in the Mid- mills at its Emeryville plant. 
die West an attempt was made- Its use Th 	Enterprise Foundry Company of 
a similar process, which met with success San Francisco has a basicopen hearth 
with 	l’t,ih 	coal,.. furnace’ 	and 	two 	one-ton 	electric 	fur. 

In 1022 the Columbia Steel Cunui.aiiv na,e-,. for forging steel ingots at its South 
i.egaii work on a blast furnue- at 	I’rovo .Sai, Francisco plant 	The company also 
Ut.uh, 	arid 	strtiult-ine’ousl’ 	built 	a 	by- ,,wrts a plant at Los. Angeles. 
ProtlUit 	tAv 	plattt 	in 	which 	wi-re 	in- The recent preliminary returns from 
stitllccl 	33 	Kop1uu’i 	’ltt’. kei 	& uk,’ 	US (’115, the’ 	l’ll 	Ct’nus of 	Manufacturers 	in- 
and 	vhie h have 	inct’ been incre,ise-ul to alieate thc itnptirtanc r of the steel indus- 
51, 	iw,’n,. 	Thc 	Ill;, st 	I urniue e 	teu its’.’,. t rv to California and its growing tenter. 
h,’iiia tii, 	tsre 	front 	I hi’ 	(’ailurnl.ia 	steel h5 Itt v region, 	l’hc 	102 4  census i’sta 
I 	,itqcin 	tulle’, 	it 	lfl.tislariuiiz 	sht, h lish,’,! lb.’ fall that 2,1’; 	of the industrial 
ha" 	an 	aluiiu.Il 	� lilac 	Iv 	of 	’el 	lotli 	per is 	g 	ecirtua’rs 	.,f 	thi 	stilt’ 	produced 

’lii,’ 	.ui:il 	,uuitit 	ui 	(’oluti,l.t,, r.u- lin.i.luu t 	in tbt 	iron acid steel and allied 
t1mea  bout 	.i 5 0.CtI$i 	i 	itt, 	ittiiva.utt 	’[his ii,,tust ri,,. totaling 	Ii.’: 	tif the ’tatrs nit- 
il_tilt 	sulillill’, 	the 	raw 	,ii,,I,’ri,.l 	

i "I I 
he ne,l .iuiput. 	Whtn we � insider I he rapid 

t ’siiut.iiisv" 	plait 	at 	liii ’tuirir, 	C,il.t,.rt,ia lcv.’l.uin.c’nI 	in thu’ste,’l iiaIustrs’ it issafv  
ustaiuii 	is 	1110 	ttro.kti IIIC 	1 	tart, ,l 	ltin’..l it, 	15 5 001i 	that 	this,’ Nuttle lwtu l’tt(,Ige-s or 
ste.’! 	I’ lUt" . veti l.,rgt’r onis apply to the stcel Isir- 

lit jdditwti 	Ii’ IN 	I t tb 	upt Is 	of 	tiltl t ion  u,f the 2 70.0110 worker, who re, ci it’d 
iron, 	IN 	t,,ut,,tii ,’ 	ion, . 	from 	th. 	East 5.; c(t,t,xsj,p(x3 ill wig." (50 producing the 
’I’he 	luau 	ii 	’ti uisl.h,uia,l 	nark, t 	su.;.iilu stat,’’’ 	,00,0K.000 	itudustrial 	output 

I 	th. 	1..l 	toil 	iron 	silsi, Ii .luniiug 	1u2. 	sshi,h 	ulei.iils 	are 	not 	v.1 
0 	,,ttgrtii’’i,’il 	s’lift 	hvslr,ittli 	ills 	.ini- l.u.’iti, �l 	lair iruits aid 	steel. 

 1,wd. 	lo,iui 	l,’i iiu,te,l 	a rap \- 	%%.I, 	taut., alt-it, 	the 	suit 	imlustrs ’ 
III 	It, 	-i_it ,aci 	sit 	Ii,’ 	).lu’t..i 	Ic 	’l’ha’ritiit p ’i,,rta .1 	its 	get :,ti’t 	grituth 	stilisi’atu,’nt 
("’ci situ t tot 	at 	si.. Ott 	-.ici 	I 	rail. 	’i ii, i, 	the. 	est.i hlt,shna, itt 	of 	%s’c’sterui 	tutu .1 

.3’.l 	ss.ark"’.iitil 	riling 	uiuilk 	of funt,i& a’s 	ithicli 	is ltnuiu’ out 	Ii’. 	the- 	(ol- 
I 	l, 	S,oi 	I’. am 	i 	, ii Bus 	rstiia’fl in 	tub 	the latwi.t 	omparisoli 01 figures from census 

uu,nq..,itiu’ 	,,tial 	elaiiIsns.’uti 	’ r.’Iort. 

( ’ si_I "1 tk\l \ ikt a N ,’\\l ) s’F1’]-:l. l’Rt tti(’("ri. 

illS 	tsar 	I,wn.asc 

	

I.’ti it ii, it,’ri,ul’ 	 S 4001t,’s,000 	$101 ilIi,,ttOO 	10 

	

Itioti ’- 	 12,000 	111.1,1(11.000 	’) 

iie,t ’.1 It,, 	15111 sI �� .,’i’C MUtt’. InCilis,, ’rh 
I ’a’ tta,ir,’ Sc,. iii -i’tr,’C,i. .1 ioi’r it’’’.’ II I. Ii,u’’’,it I04,- I’. 51*,’ ti.’ ,S,lst ltMiiP,5, I,,.’ ihi’ 
,’ IS’’u’,it 	it,,’ liii,’, ’liii, 	a Oils ’,,iI’.,, I,, ,lI t,r,,,,’i,rs ..i 115 ti0,,.i,’5 It Is 

,. silt , 	11,1 	i,,ig’r ii,,.  Ii,,,l,,i 10,., is ,’ "snip’s, modi.e. ,’ i,srIt,.,, Is I,, 0,1. 
it,,, I,,,, 1123 its,’’’’ is as ii ii,,,,. ,,,’  I,, tilt. 	,r, .,i,,,’it,,,, ,,,,,t 	 n.r,,i. nht,’t, 

ii i,, s,,,.,,’, i, , ,I,its,, 	It, .,’,,,ol ,,e,.’ 	sr. ii h,’i, It, 1.41i.i.i loll ,,itIt 	C 	hr I’,,rtiie 0 � 1
II,, Ii,, 	slit. ,,,IIl .1 It,, i .,Ii,u,t,t,, 55,1 i’,. shirt pro.I,i.’itnst sloirlial ii..’ 	is-si 

I,,,’ 	till 
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STRUCTURAL STEEL 

\\’I-SThRN IRON \VORKS 
41.14’ BEALE STREET 
132.148 MAIN STREET 

Sin ire ie.’,, 	 Phonr DAvnnport 2575 

The Modern Way� 
BUILD WITH STEEL 

Pr.,t,’ct your Investment from 
Fire end Quakc 

Structural Steel for Be 1dm 
nd Brid 

JUDSON-PACIFIC Co. 
609 MISSION STREET, SAN nsAr4asco 

DOogIe. 4460 

Plants, Sort I rnn’ino rind Oakland 

he LATEST and BEST ideas 
in hot s.aoer scieu,ce are enitrodied 

in the 

’:e’ 
PITTSBURG 

4 It insures superior 
Hot V’ater Sir rice 

\VTER 
HEATF.R Co. 

478 Snuer Street 
San Francisco 

Phłne Sldrcne 5025 

WSJ. SLOANL 
Fsrabliihrd 1843 

RUGS CARPETS 
LINOLEUMS 
FURNITURE 
DRAPERIES 

WINDOW SHADES 

216.22$ SUTTFR STRICT. SAN FRANCISCO 
Phune GArS.td 2827 

there are other Loinmunities v.hich can adopt some 

such scheme if they find themselves up against 

the same serious situation. 

These are the larger problems of the winter as 

I see them. But there are matters of current tech-

nical interest which we can use to keep our mem-

bers interested in meetings in this period when they 

hase time to study such problems. At the New 

England Regional Conference in July the archi-

tects visited the many important new buildings in 

the neighborhood of Hartford and New Haven 

and then held an architectural clinic" on these 

buildings behind closed doors; for members only! 

It developed into the most exhilarating lot of crit-

icism of architectural design that has been heard 

for many a moon. Why should not architects 

frankly discuss designs of current buildings be-

tween themselves, not as questions of personal 

taste but as logical analyses? The Boston Chap-

ter reports that it is to hold a series of architec-

tural clinics this winter on other kinds of topics. 

One of them I know is to be on the subject of 

leaky walls. I would like to hear that myself. I 

need it. And then there is no reason why, just 

because we are hard up, we need to forget aes-

theics entirely. Every Chapter could have a won-

derful time with evenings devoted to a discussion 

of modernism in architecture, and to the logical 

uses of the new materials and methods that are 

available, 

LOW BUILDING COSTS NOW 

Money now being collected for general relief 

could do double service if applied to needed con-

struction, it is declared by the Construction Lea-

gue of the United States, recently organized to 

co-ordinate and to stabilize the national building 

industry under the headship of Robert D. Kohn 

of Nev’ York. president of the American Institute 

of Architects, There can be no economic recovery 

while construction remains at its present low ebb. 

it is asserted. 

National, state, county, and municipal bond is-

sues are urged to speed construction, to "relieve" 

relief agencies, and to guard against making pub-

ic charges of the unemployed. 

The statement of the League. composed of 

leading organizations devoted to construction. in-

cludng architects, engineers, contractors, sub-con-

tractors, labor, and producers of materials, is 

issued by a public information committee of which 

Horace W. Peisslee of Vashingtrrri, a represen-

tative of the American Institute of Architects, is 

chairman. It follows: 

’With due allowance for the confusing inter-

locking wheels of business, the Construction Lea-

gue feels justified in sustaining the conclusion 

reached by many others that there can be no gm. 

The Aeeliiiect and En9isecr. January. 1932 
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NEWS INDEX 
For 	convenient 	reference, 	news 

reports 	in 	this 	section 	are 	classi- 
fied as fouiowi: 

21.�BOdies tO.�An.ercetc, 	and 
22�troadisislis. 	HaISCI Dais, 

31,� , 1.10 	end W Is  

24�St. li5t,t. Syetonu 
32.�Inner, t 	Scout 25.�Ma,htn.r, �. £ ealenrent 01,00.1 Plant, 26� 

 ttoitnudn 33.�Wnles We,., 

3g.�Pack, & Play. 
tir� 

29,�&Ir.nr, a Hut. 
WI,, 35.�Taufteil 

21� 	BRIDGES 
Alt.’t2lS i’ttt.’NT’i’. \V.Ic 

liulicling l’o,?’O I-Part St..  

at )54l:, rtcbnstt cr,] l’-v �cid ;.. I... V. 
3lurc.t%v, I’ir’inr ’’1 Otiirhwr 	ttlycrc- 

t,la 	.2nd SVR. at’ ,rcic (I ccc, toot fr 
er’nttttut’ttng -, Irticteci tincP,.-r tc,-’c Ii 

122 ft. 	5 ’.0. nub it’ d.c li. gr,,d 

npctt’pr."ch’ ’4, and  hobo, I cIt ingi 

Stat. Rc’.iil No. 11, Lard Lridge And 
:pgtr,.-hrs in tOt’ ’’cli of Litid, NR21 
ISO-A, in Adams e.igntc’. G. 
	I. 1’.arin-r & -i’m..  

Oltl hO rut,tnitt ci --- i n,t lcnv’ rills and 
Fiiliott A Co., Icce. - i-c attIc, at $4224 
cutcmitt( ci third trw lid. 

TO2IISSTONE,.%i’iz’’net�.Atl )A& ills 
constructing cc t I m it c I Icritit, ’, :q- ,),  

’0’’h’’’ and road guard on Uo,  10, i_-

von-I tr , uIrte Hl h wit u - N 11,21, 79 - 
about 0 	gnit, soutic of Tt’neiwtoti. 
apt’ncd Sty the Arizona Ilighewat’ lout-
gnu-Plan lieu. tar It. Otto e ice. it c’-
jeci’ ti. 

AN FISANCISCfl�Rsymond 
crete title to.. and J. 11. Pont 
Inc., Ill S’UISBT St.. at 5941 400 award-
ed contract hi ilicld,-n Gale Pridpi’ A 
Highway iJugtrctt for construction of 
SanFrancisco and Alarin Approach 
Span of the Cold, n Gate 1-trtclgr’. The 
companies receiving the contract are 
assignees of Gritige Builders. Inc., or-
iginal low ttcdcl, ni 	The vonP’sctnrcc 
are pledged let 1,11rthane 517. 01 the 
materiala us(d WIth)n the Gotdt’n 
(’iaN’ loritigi’ lutictriel. 	Steel Is to ice 
fabricated I,, Judsr’n Pacific Cot. 

Bids were opened October 14, 1932. 

PL,t 2IA (’t)L’NTY. Cal.--t’ntgt 1w - 
,’,nricc’c 0, 2 P 	21., icido will be i - n - 
’’lv, .1 by 

State 
 Highway Cocnncbpvlon 

Sacramento. for c"n’tructing a 
8a* 
 I 

otringr’r bridge with i-oncret,’ dc’,’hg 
tern,., Yelio’tv Crerk about 2 miles
crept of tlnwc,lt n, consisting of one fr._ 
0. span. one 44-ft. span and tw’c 72-
(t.spans on concrete piers and abut-
menlo’in Plums County, Involving 
Cl) 125 cot. ytle. etrtic. excav. - 

et 121 321 r. Yells. -" e. Class A Portland 	n, 
concrete: 

(3) 40.P00 lbs, heir reini. elect; 
(4) 101.000 lbs. strut-. eter); 
(5) 1170 lIss. cast hearings; 

(0) 174 Ito. ft. solid timber r.’ lure, 
(7) 1 lot nutaeellsn"aun Item, if n - ri 

Plans antI tpeeifteitinn nhtitlnrcicl. 
at alcove office, and ire on lIly at If’ 
offices of the 1’)lstrlrt Onglneers 
!op Ar,t"l’t and San Franeiner,. - 
at tO’- district In which uhf so-orb 1’ 
situated. 

AN iillr’A’ifl (’(IINTY. Calif.�(",,,, 
troetleg flnginee-rtn, Inc., 3110’’ ’Wecc 
’c’ernan Ave.. lats  at 012.- 
740.20 awarded contract by the St"’. 

I. 	IL, lit 	 U. 
.rc,11 tat Is1,,td, IgiSigi, 	ti- ,tct I ’ucgitI 

tii’(tlL’c.’iE’ctU.’s’h’ I. c.V ccii �Uctili 
.St’%i rOt,. ri’. cc, .t 	at. lii’ wcil .,e C. - . 

I.’ 	I, 	0’. 	hclr cc’. 	. 	Shalt’ 	It,,.- 
at \Vgc’.i:., for 

ItS tic tritit P. 	ilium - 	ictrlci . ’It’ rh.’ 
.1 a n’.tlr l.( aperca. It’s 

’I istahiti,’ ott m.d. tcn,wsitcg ’-C it,. 
- c 

 

W. it. It. S I’d N. i i. it 2,1 x, - It 

rit c c, 	It, ’_l it 	N . 	I. 	I t. -.l.ogafl 	1’,.’]’ r- 
-roa..sinti, NStionai Ii’,., try lticghscoty 
l’cLlor-1 N’.. NItli i° 12, in Spc’katt’- 
- ccitt y. nyc-I ring: 

1 10.01,0 Ca. 2’dt. . 
21 	40’. sd - 	yd’.ttrs rnrc,l 

	

1t. etch,-, It 	’tit... 
11 14 1 1;. 	 it ytis I  r,rrnt.,; 

NI-I’S 11,0, sIrs,’. stc.-l; 
(IS) 49,tt011 ll,uc. t.t",l 	cccli, bars; 
17) 21,404’ lit, 	1r"1 iccttr.gu; 
(’I 311,.a , ,. llittf’c)Ua iii tea. 

	

I"Safli’Ind 	.hi r i Sic tt..itr,lrLolnal,i. 
It, cc l,c’vt r,iTjr.. up�p drj�octit of 12 

1,05 AN( FLOSS. ("1.�told r,. ccc - 
l,t’r I, 2 I’. .ht., goiciS will ht rtc’els’t’th 
itt’ Inc. 1.-s Angie’ ’� in sly SU2- ml 
c.r.c Sic .rr,siruc’,o .r urnS-st ,iti 

vtcel 	ride’- rn t: I grOttO 	l2Tt,ori 
Ci -It, rids will Pie 

f,tlli.wt. 
S I , Ticctb,’r arid aIr’ I i.ritic’, part rot- 

vr’,rd 	rd pin: Iw’crc,l;,s fir. 
:3) Tlntioc.r , � d pt -’I itrcdc c’ctmI,ietr. 

icing all rc-cla’c I ’I. 
G"rrcc W’ .lc’.r,c-t ’ ’-Ufl11, 11.2,1 

ittiocifltt( t 	Macgo’ 	It. 	1.2-at Is, 	5 1, 1  

Itt,ti cf R,’ec,rda. i .. is of 11,0 I-paid. 

2i’cIti,ilt_\ ’’ttl’75’t’V. (’t,l,.-l’t,iit J. 
5. 	ii, .0 	ii 	1,10 is ’II Pr 	r- 

’c- I’.,  
1’ Scupers’i...,rs  

ftc’ she . o it’ 	’cut’! I’’ct’’( . .tt. 	gj, .,t I ;,j.,- - 
.ririgt c-sir Flit.- I 	-I-i 	rc .5 ii. Sip. I 

vi-.rgltcl 	lti,trct’t 	N’ 	7. 	:cc,’(tr,Jjrc’o 	ct 

lb. 	Ittit I,- 	tttti 	L’’ it 	tcct,Ic itt 0)..,, 
liii 	("’lust. 	i-rd-,. 	.., .. 	.44g.-, 	I.. 2". 

I, t..jflV grit 	-. 

	

St(tN(t21,0 Ctit’NTY, t’sIif.�’1’lt 	Pr,- 
dtt.trl.-t 
lc:*s .cpptt’i.tI tifl .1 I.ttr’.I’tlrtt ut-u, 
77)) ,.’ 	it- 	’.1. ,r’ 	’-t 	 I 	.- cc- 
cl rust ccc -’ icrcd_ .. 1..51 Aw httr’sitttt 
i char nut 	2l..nc, 	It, 	Ii,, 	t,ttcl,., 	Ii 

ct,, t.,i I,: 	.1 ..tt.l tiutiitts’t,r 	lute,. 
I rcr I No 	It, sc - itO Is act, a 1rprctp,’i;t I, ci 
u,yili. 	i-h 	lt. 	it -, 	’toil 	’ct, 	 S..’,,. 

UttI ti 	I  

22�DREDGING HARBOR 
WORKS EXCAVATION 

2t1,tTIlS tSl,.tNl..  
lock, P. (1. Bus 	5-Ic, rirttt,’,’ti - at 

CAPITAL CITY 

TITLE COMPANY 

J. C. PALEN, 
Manager 

914 Seventh Street 

Sacramento :: Caiforttia 
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tv-re tak’-Ic dcc roil v: 
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12) per it, he each adcl,tic’nscl tint, 
1:;, t,"r  It 	fir c-ceO 1,-c d"cjttrlu,d, 

(’t’rrtttlrt’’ 	.ttbs I hr.,. 

P’’Il’aak, St’ rtottn’ ’it..’. ill tt91.,-
42I 	(2, III’. 	2 c lIt it, 

C’,r,’rn-’;Iitg IS. . iiul I.’raItLiStr, 
II 124" ’50; (2) 110 1, ; (3)  0100. 

(LentIl P.n-k I,’-.., Nap, 	(1) 021,’.,220: 
21 Ilti; (4) (10. 

ioA(1 11.\3IENTN, C.itl,�l’au,il’t t,0fl,r. 

hlttrlt’’t 	cit 	i-ce’ 
, 	

"relic’ lot’,,, 

	

,l,oit:I.t, 	I’.,’. 	cii) 	1. 	lit 
Ii 	’. 	Etsp’Io-’e- tgfi.. , (’apt. J. 0 
ttrcnitcvacer. 	rti-Iriet 	t-7t,t,’,cs" r, $o. - 
t.’,tt-rnt., 	1-.t 	ti - itt’ 	tog 	’_uttti 	i,inc,tc,; 
iut, t , f’tstirtitcIs’ 	11,000 t’tco 	-’I 	,i- tat ,  
stone along the bunko of the Paces- 
’flirtS river at varlou.  

ties’ 0 --1 °ai ftc 	)’-ph stud 
ti-vs (1, 

’ott,r.irii hid, fc,tioiv 
tF,ni&l °",g,Ic l’s, cIt n F, ;,fl,iwfl pt’r 

Hutt’ttit’ucr’rc Cv,. On tda to), $1.63; f40. 

lt,nke i’lct,r, Sat, i"t’atst"i, a". II 60; 

(otit’rtcle, ft.6?57; 940,0:0. 

ycit,(, I’, (’SPY, tiLl. -- (tl’t’tliiO,t 
ct’’’ttgiccg (’Mit Pis� .,  - I 4-IL 	San Fret,,’ 
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Ict’ t’ub,o Ilto,’r aI.sui 0.4 miles vast - 
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at,  erded or,, c - el 1,5’ 2’ 5 En- 
o t’t5r OIlier, 5..’:,ata,t’-nh-. fry placing 

dl. I ’.5 Fria ,’’ t2,Pill 	( ( Itt C ,  f r,5-raI 
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’II tt’tt’ltuiit’ pc’.tt,’o’iclt fr.t’ lIt ’’tOt,- 
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’4) Ihed,,rt f,,r,.,,,cs.1.’flc,four,,’.’ 

(3) Add fir I lie rootini 

tti Ill art. 
(7) i,sed,ost 	 ft.l-  ’il,II ’too 	s-i roado, 

will,,,. rOt.. 
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,01o,’ilonn,td 	Itl,iI ,Ill,tl,. 
Tuoon,a 	. 	 II, 815.6,67., 
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.0) 	 137 

	

7) 	Its’ 

	

(6) 	 4.61’>’ 

Pineto B,,).g COntpi.ted. 
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involve, rout slug 	sr plu,i,I.h,kO 
and  er  

liar,, i)’.siiiIs,). $.int., 
$0.35 
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tl,5i,’’, pin,iv:O,rlal relief fund for 1, , ,,, 

rn,lntrit ,ul t’atidin 1, 11111 t.. the (’lit 

OiICtI Ii d.’rnird 00 ’tnt k. ito, prt. 

1.11* are: 1’,.Iif.,t’cIn loal,ftflk fo its ,  

’s,iIT,, rnul, hanOi.’ lotrrOoh 11.0.01 En - 

’nIB. 121" 5.50,  $snn O0hrg,.  l’oildlnk 

Or the nopl.eit.i fl 000010.. to’. ,  n,c’ 
,,,,ii .’,,ioigm.’t,i .1,4 ,,,,.d, 10,-
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CONTRACT AWARDED 
SAN l"RAN(7tSr(i - r  

hint.. 05 75 � Sir,,  SIre, I, 03 

3471’0 o,iL’mittrj only bid md .-rd-  
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81DB WANTED 
1.1*’ ANCKLP_S 

	

-Until. loI -Until Jose- 
II. tIll .b 91, 1,1,10 mph 5,1 re. 

, Iin,i I’r rIle pIrIlIbolog llurJlount 

0.-nOne. Li I 10,1041 -if Edo, all-n, 2421 

C’ Son i’n.fl., III., Ira -  On erection 01 a 
Ill I tno,n, P31.1 .11.- I 11 111.1 IC I’u)lding 

l’rth Irk tip 0001, 22.120 

tin lilfl lIlt, St . Von N u’t 11101,401 - 
Ti,n l.ullda,ir  wIll he 540112 font in 

111,11. 11 1,1, 1 tr.,ntl ,Itl wlednire. nine-

II.. 111*1 

 j

,". rohlinii - - utuecuorne. 00- 

J0 ,  flt si,l 5,011 do..r.. it . Iron), P. 

bIle., II., 60.1 Ar; bites In’ ElIdE.. or-

lilt-It, ;,tpli Sloreny i’lrlck. 911 W. 
710 Street, ill.., rut. I i n;lneCe. (’eel, 
Ill_Ill 

PREPARING SKETCHES 

i_VIP AXCELI2S. (’;,IiI. -- .51,-OIl. s-Ic 

HellIl VarIlI.,, N-u-I-n md fluhrrt 

-.11,11 	2II,,rrp.I. 1,2 Aro OileD,.’ Bldg.. 

Olin 	 p;pn,-pI ok.-lehba I- 0 neW 
thng I.. Ii- 4,11111 oh the i’t. Am. 

file 	it Fountain sad 
IpilIon 1111.1’ 	 I.e I),. hr,rnan Cut),- 
’Ill 	 iiInhI’Ill.t SIIIC .01191-Inc and Slab 

lIl,gi.. 	TI,,- i.ullita,p it-ill i‘-s loon. 
tCotrui’lure. 

I I. 140.0511 

BIDS WANTED 
NrI:I.CS. 111 . 011111 J9I,,,ory 

52.. lId, will ho enrllnnd 

II Itt’ 0-.,. Aflgn)t’i i1,-,,rd I,! Edoro-

11110. 1421 dint IYOCI, St., lee noun-
ulrut’tprIfl. pineflIl.’ nitin and rrtsubl-
IiIoiI,,n Ct 11141 mule I,oitdiflt. cull. 

sell,., nIp, 11(110. 1127 aItdItil,tt. und 

1101. and spirIt’ phytil ni I’d enatlon 

l , nihdieto at ’rt,l,mor A. EdIson Junior 

High SnOoP. lw-all-I ’In Hoover Ann., 
’-OlIvn 11 1110 ned 17511 Ste. Plant mey 

..1,l_,lend en 4117 San indro  St. up’ 

or dep’.a)t Cl ItO. (’ertitlnd or rue),- 
Int’l I lock ’-r 511110 lIt ill per rent 

fOOt 01eI’4t1Y ta’S 1 , 1.1. H. S. 

lt , ,i?lfl, 11., met-In ’opt. t25-.64n A. 

II. IV,LIII,r:itot P S El-n. 759 6.00,80 

(.’noI1,Ier IllOgic hiterte. and Slur-

1071 51,11),, 012 W Seventh St., St000-

,,prst tegni’er. - 
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elon, $3 F.and  traunhlng v,,.n,o.e 
ght 1004 ISa. for dpt0hurn quip’ 

u.nt, 200 lbc. for ,’Ul.eiu I ho equill 
: I3Icri<IOr d.’o. 

(’temi 12l,-’tric (’i.-f I) 012,1110; 121 
I 2.3(0. (1) $t per d.. ,Iuu 11% lug eund 
CO On 06 I’ alanae’e; cc eIh I. 1770 lIe 
n,i 21111 lIe III i,Ien,tar slave, 

310$ OPENED 
SAN LUIS tililSi’(I, CalIf -l’olI"n - 

Og bid, r, ’.ive4 by Uir St.,t.’ Fm - 
’t,aolng Ag,Ill, Mat. t’a,ltoi. Sa,’C,. 
OCT11", ,inl.’r 14uo1..tior, 49774. Req. 
’0112. fr turnu.hlue ..,, tractor f,,i, 

0011(1, Tlo"th Ual,,’r C,.,, lou, ,hr,ge. 
,a, 92245, ui a Ci, Ira,’ "35’’; 2°’, 
,eye. 

l’i.rrncra Hardware ,*l,d Impirn,, p1 
70.. Fan Lola Ctl,lapc; $2,256. S". 30 
lay... 

J. D. Ado ma SI ’’Os Co. Sot. Fran-
’lac,’, 02.710 On n 3ta’(’,-rmlrk-O,r’r1n9; 
,% 30 12a3’a. 

IV,’., ye r Rye Tract- , r CoS 
a.’nto 12,920.5$ on a Caterpillar gao 
’40"; 2 1, 70 dayn. 
llldy held under .sd;le, mc 07, 

3ONTRACT AWARDEL 
13071.139,211 CITY. Nm ada.-Joahu,, 

Hei,dy Iron Wvrkc, 206 SRna’.mc St., 
Oan I"rancincn, at 1263,459 .,warded 
’Ontrr,e’t by the Bureau of Reelofli.. - 
ion. t)enner. Col.’., under Spec. N,’ 
120, for (urnlahing nod ,telicrrlog lot, 
’iunoyvale, Calif., twit’, 06-In. (ia. 
lart.dux ernr. -geno’, gotta. eOmpl,’te_ 
with holal,, motor.., limit awitchea. 
’onduit listings. and other Llllpurte. 
yancro Fr Inotalla(ion in the t,.nn.’l 
Plug outlet work.. at Boulder Dam, 
(colder (’onyon Project. 

CONTRACT AWARDED 
$IOI’LDF.R CITY. Nev.-Judaon.pa-

.oilo Co., 607 Mloeio,, Si,, Sari Frn-
’lace,, at $50,124 aworde.1 contract b 
the Bureau cf Reriamaic,n, Denver. 
Coio., ud,r Spec. No, 6i7, for fur-
nleIlrg and deiocring Job coca. Sat. 
Ftnio, four 4-motor <’age-operal. 
I’d. ot’ rtIe;id revolving crane, for in-
e1011ution 0, the (flak.’ lower, at 
Boulder loam, Bould,r Canyon I’roj. 
cr1. (’e’mplrte bids published April Jr. 

BIDS OPENED 
AN CAI7L12(s, Ariz,,n,, - Cid. for 

turniehlng 7 ran’ water rireulating 
pi.mpn, complete with <’Icrlr,c mOte.r$, 
for II,, S:n ("trIo, Irrigation Project 
\’o, 261, C’ooii,tg, Aria.. under Hid 
No. 71 (0, were opened by the U. S. 
Indian irrigatIon Sorrier. Room 724. 
751 S. Figilerna St.. L"a Angeles, May 
2. The (Id, ie.11ow 

Amen, an Pump Co.. Ltd., 731 Santa 
Fe As’.-. Lea Ang&lee, $1076.97 f.o.b. 
Co"lIdg, Delivery. 25 dayn. Total 
chipping weight, 2750 lbs. Rhlpping 
Point, Aurora, Ill. Term,,, 3°5. 10 
data. 11. 20 dvo. not 30 day.. 
Ocirney, 7C’,’, U. S. motor. 

Byron Jackson Pump Co.. 6150 E. 

Olaoann Ave.. Huntington Fork. $1,-
27575 (.11. Ilerkeley. D" livery. 20 
dale, to Berkeley, 23 d’n to Coolidge. 
Tolt,t -hipping cc, ight. 2720 the. Term, 
net, t’on,ti efficiency. 74.55. K. ’IV, 
Input In m.’lor. 6,41, 1 1 . S. motor. 

flc, Loyal Steam Turletne Co., 1053 
7. Olive St., Lon Angeles, 010(7.09 f. 
n.h. Coolidge. I’Ietic’er3’, 2$ day,. Total 
vhitp,ng a ’wIlt, 2300 Ike. Efficiency. 

K. W. InPut, 0.32. C. S. motor. 
’Serene net. 

Fairbanks. Mora.. & Co.. 427 E. 3rd 
St., i,,., Angeles. $826.79 fob, Beloit. 

or 71052.79 f.o.b. Coolidge, Total 
ehlpptng weIght, 4140 lb... Term.. net. 
Pf0cienc-, 02 1,. 112. W. input, 0.00. 
Fairbank,Mor,e motor. 

ParlOr Pump Work,, 5714 Birket St.. 
FtUfltir,gtpn Park, $1132. Delivery, 20 
71f(ra. Total chipping weight. 3000 

Ito, 	l’2ffl,’lrry, 5U, 	K 	W. input. 
0.6. 	U. 8 rn-tar. 

tel rule,,,,, IC’i,,Il,m.’n 1 Ci... 	11" it Iso. 
ui r,’t (let,, lo,ri Ar...’ i.’, 31017.05 

1,1, <a,a Ilerkei.-y, Calif. 	L3cii’ cry. 
day’ F’ .1, }trrkeleto or 20 .I.,ya I 

Is.l’.’oll,ig,’. 	T’’t.,i ot,iI.$lflg Weight. 
7d’6 )bit. 	itS, en,’ y, 81",. K W. In. 

0,, ill, Ito. Ii, (’aloe C.’.. 210 I S, ,tn 
( ’c As, , I.’. .tngciee. $1113 1 ’’.1’. 
Sr n’". lull, N. V., ’i $1331.10 1.0.0. 

42 ’ia’,’ I,, (’oIl’ 

’i’otai chipping cc. ((It, 5100 Ito. 
KIll, tony. 70’;.. K. ’CO’ Input. .20. t’ 

S. n ut,,r. ’t, .me n;-t. 
’IVorti, inCtea, t’l’mI, l el). 	Inc.. 

o,,ntis ("C As c. 	1,01,  AlIce It’’., 01074.60 
(b. Ilorriron, N. J. 	’f,.Iai ait’pttig 
,s,’igl,l, 21C0 tt,e. 	T. rn,. 	net. 	El 
1., 	 n,’y, 77’S 	K. W. input, 1, 76. 	1’ 
74 	,n,.tor. 

BIDS OPENED 
SANTA 11.0 fll;Ali.0,  

the rental of a guoc.iinr ji’.Ic’’r eh’II’l I 
tn lee ’IT, the ’,toflu Norrocce ,I,’I,rl ,  
,lam t,r’’J’’(’l ec’rre ’’I" ,,,d I.)’ the Santa 
linrl,ar,, (’itt’ Coup, it. ’t’hc Lids, s bitt 
n.e.’ rotc rr,d I,, WaS, r Sui,rrlfltln-
,l,’nl V H Trace andl’urch.inc 
4rrnl (’art ilasse fr checking. are; 

I l.,rry I . I ’(hoC tln.’l,inrr)’ 0.,, 101:’ 
OhInia 9".’ As’.’.. lao Angeiee.-ltenIui 

’f EIiui(n’nt. $30 per day; tranapol-
1:1711,11 of l’l,I,iI’TTl’ nt 1730, 

OVeot, CII .\t,.tor Troneler, Tnt’.. (1’ 
’’’C day.I r.,ort,. ’tat i’ll .1 .’,iuipu70 ill, 

117 66.  
70.1,0 111101cr, 123 W. Vale,k, St.-

It, ,,tal of .’qulplflotTt. 	530 	per dip 
I ,’a,,el.,,rtati,.,, ,,f u’quiir,o Ill. 0125i1. 

J,,,,eo T. (’larItWillI, ii,.,. 77. 31.-p 
A se-It, nt,,I of cQulP ,,,  flL. SC per 

day; 	tranapartaiiufl 	.1 .-IlulpmenL, 

0120i’. 	 a 

BIDS OPENED 
DEL. MONTE Co(’NTO, CaI,-Iden-

LieU bide at 12.53 per tour for the 
rental of one 010-gal. water ,,prinkl,’r 
truck. Cr ,,pI.re,ximatl’Iy 220 hour,. 
aIr,, I’Ce’CiVe’d by the 3.iel,artmoflt or 
I’ut,i,e Works, Loivialut, of Highway.. 
J. W. Vie krey, District Engineer. Eu-
rrka, May 3, from the foII"wtng: Wm. 
Kern, Weott; Garcia (2onet. ( ’o, Irv-

ington. ..nd K. N. Dewar, Eureka. 

BIDS OPENED 
MF.NDCX’INe’ COIJNTY, Ci.-02, 

gene [is Iti, R, , ea. 1730 C,,stre, Street, 
Murtin,’a at $2.50 Per l,e’ur, ouht0iTt,’,l 
l,,sv bid  to the Department of I’ubtto 
Works. 1,IiViaiOn of highway,,. J. W. 
\’ickrcy, LolatrIrt Engineer, Eureka. 
May 3, for the rental of ,efl.’ 320-gui 
water aprinkler truck, tor approxi-
mately 500 bourn, to be used in Mcli-

doelno County; 
Complete bid,, follow; 

Eugene 1). Rraui, Martinez --------$2.50 
Aehurat ((rot,. Hopiand.... ............. 2.05 
Wrn, Kern. Weott.............. ............ ...2.55 
Garcia Conat. Co.. Irvington .......2.27 

K. N. flawam, Kureku....,. 	2.63 
Chap. Kuppinger, Lakeilert 	.2,75 

Bids h,’ld under advi,on,ilnI. 

BIDS OPENED 
SAN FRANCISCO.-Foiio"ing bId. 

rpeeicc’d by the National lark 5cr-
vIce, F. A. Kittredge, Chief Engineer. 
400 Underwood Bldg.. San Francisco. 
for furnishing one 182 EVA. 0000 pow-
er tartar, 2300 volt, 3 phase. 60 cycle 
A. C. gasoline driven electric gen2rl 
kOng standby unit; 

LeRol Co.. fob SIOi)a’oukee: $7,450; 
delivery in 70 ds.’o. 

Buffalo Gasoline Motor Co.. fob But-
raId: 110.700; alternate. 16.506; 1% tI 

days. Delivery In 0 to 0 weeks. 
3-tail-Scott Motor Co., fob Berkeley; 

$9,240. 
Fairban1c Otorne & Ceo, (00 V,’attTO’’ 

err Ii, S to 7 wu’fln, 
I-1i,,g’Knlght (’o_ fob hl,.fyaio ill.. 

911.50, 71 day, 1I.’lI\’rry. 
221’. (ri, YeliuweloflI’ Non oTIal Park, 

1111d.h"Id ,,r,der advl,"rnr’nl 

LIDS OPENED 
’’It’ 1.1,1 liT 	’(’IV,  

log 1,1,1,’ reveled 	.y I(r’ 	l,,tre,,u 0. 

It� I,e,,,.’r, (’lu 	May 2, 

0i’e" N... .70. ii, I .r I,Imnt’ hint 
ulIt,..tI trol 	""rd f..r In. 

i.,, 	In 	II,. 	ccitT’’ efl,.,,,1I r 
ri ,-.,’len Ili tI,. 	It.,ul,b r t’:,w’,’r l’t,iot 

tIll 	0 CIt IC,,, IrO nemlttera f, , r ,,e’’d(. 

is. 	i’ eitI,.n 	Ii,rll’ ,,,I,re 	1’’ 	cola- 

Ii needI’’ s.,ivc .’’.ntr,,I -foliO’ 

I, 	 Icc 	1�� I i,inr,et pius ’.l,.’r’It.lI 
iu,r,.ts.-rI, 	II It,,’  

I ’any ’0 I’r.ije’’I 
000.,re I’,,., ice . Ic, I.. i/Se ,r. flgc,..e, 

II’ ,,’,Ie, I’07’, $5145: 2"S ’lie 
,’,.i,lIl, 

to <al 121., rI’ 	1’’.., 	t.n.( 	$,’h,’tse’ 

1,113’ 	Nra Y,,tK. 95234. 
,ptlI’ lIre Etc, 	.0 St Ic C’o., I,,’.’’ 

I4’i,tcr (’ity. $7142. 

BIDS OPENED 
SON 	1.l’;170 I iliaI’(,.  

It I,i,t.’r,’’’I’ sod by the Stale Fur’ 

,tIl , ’t.l. 7017,1.’ (70tlt’it. Sacra’ 
.o, r,Ir,. altsl,’r 	Q,,’.tutl’n 	No, 45775, 

Gel. 	;i7. i, turnichlug One’ lower 
’Ir,, ’Is 	buli,l, a, r 	I.e I, 	Sac, 	LIIII 

N’ o’. 14ro111,, r eL. , el Products, 	Ina, 

t.ne Aflg,’irt. 	$1217, 	on a 	KC 

M..etl r; 7"; 17 
.%tek 00’o,,l,Iri4ge C..., Lu’ ,hug<’leA. 

OISOO.P, . 	n a \’C’,.,,lde,dgc; 5% 1’ 

S,,,,llI tic,t,t I, C’ alter Co., Los AOgeICC, 
Oi 2110.27, ,,nsWt.,. d tsaer,ut,; 1 

70 Lye. 
tlrow,, litsie I"’., tau’ Aug. i.e. 91, 

a,, .. W,.,,tl Ir.lhCuufl  
$0 d,r,e. 

\\’euver Rye ’Flu’ i.e Co.. $aeiamcflt,’ 
717,24. to, ., 1121’ Hooter; 5 	35 day. 

liar Wo’,’l. $12015.27. u, 1 Wood tsaO" - 
sn, 	d.’3’,’ 

AI<g’ I,., 017’i.7 in 
OV’ cd ioaa, e’,n; sloOc ’In a Mack 
0’.’.,. .I,lridce i ’rIfl,.t,’ ten I, .r 	51, 30 

1.1,Ir l,.’(sl ,,ud’ r adr’,e. mInt, 

CONTRACT AWARDED 

tiAI,FIA t,’Ot’NTY. (’Ii -Auat,fl’ 
Wr,1, rt< )tuad 53,cchinery C"., 427 
t’Irene,ah St., Sun I"r,.r.r,o,’u. At $1609 
,with a trade’,n allowande of $75 on 
the old road Oeiahor, awarded con-
tract by the Mtdrra County Hoard 
’1 e.tptrvinc.rP. L. W. Cooper. County 
Clerk, for fvrn,ehing’ One nIw band 
c-ontrol t",nlng wheel blade grader, 
weight 0,230 (Ia.. 10-ft. blade, spoke 
(pp. ,.t,’l tire. etr. 

Th other bid, were: 
,Jenla,’,, SIo,’hlr,ery Co. San Fran-

.co. $1,000; allowance, $75. 
J. D.  Adt.tne C".. Indianapolis. tad 

Ol,el.6.5O; nlow,,o"e. M. 	is 

26- RAILROADS 

BIDS WANTED 
F.0312312E’.’ILLE IIA7,i. Ore - Until 

Sly 21. 3 1’. it . bids will be re’ 
,’tdvr,I ti II,. C F. Eri n. or Office, 
Major I’ F. ’.’I’ilttarulc. I"Itatei(’t Engi-
neer. 027 1 ’ittock Block. pertta.id , un-

der Bid No. 000-30-el!. Br the coo-

-tnt., tin cf o  p,,rtiOl’I of the relocated 
hOC of the O.W.R.I’I. & N. Co.’s raIl-
r(.n,I and rlprap protection of RuckoT 
Slide he’tueen Railroad mile toyat 77 
’nd Ca.’ ode ta’cke II, the ’.’,’lflIty Of 

Horn, side. 
The work Ins ,,("’’ 

I I) 52 acre, clearing. 
I 21 330,000 e,’, solid rock elcac’.; 
I ’I 2-S0.fll c 7’.  undoes decay. 
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brick, IcicLe glint. wIndon, 
C-IC., As in rI&’eeuasry to c:on- 

I a new and wail in the remain-
, i’s the building. Aatiat,IC 0.9. 2,. 
9 1127 38th St.. (3.,klaecl. 

ii with 20  i.i.  ft. floor apace. bin ft 
olIng not Inelud,tJ. A%tcilaI,iC St’1i. 
etoor I. 
irn 8.190: 102(1 381h 3(1.. (akIarol. 

’ti-room frame dwelling uith 190 
q.(t. floor ’pat-.. Staid 35 an. ft 
age not lnaliidtd Av,10414, Sept 

Im li-lOS; 1619 39th St., 
1’-room frame dwclllng mcii. 323 
Q.L. floor t15C0. (larnifte ISO sq. it 

00 . 11. ft. As’cnlial,l, Oct. II. 
1:n ft-ITS; 3740 lirIdI-is St.. OnIc. 

Six-roam frame dwi-IIir.g with 
Ii sq. ft. floor space. Shed 50 c.i. ft. 
,viable Oct. 15. 
I’m li-IRa-A: 913 35th 51. �  (),,io-

.t°  Four-room and basement frccr,s 
tvIIng with 1000 ml. ft. floor ’cpa." 
age and shcdn not included. A’c,li 
bCict I. 
im 8-190-8; 949 39th St.. (it,kltivtd. 

’l.raom and banem’-nt frame dwelt’ 
s$wtth 1400 sq. ft. floor apace. Cia-
ol and otsedu not in’iude.l Avail-
o Oct. 1, 

m 13-1(1: 913- 1145.947 30th Street. 
a- ned. Ten-room two-story frame 
ii with 3300 sq. ft. of floor space. 
stable Otobcr 1. 
’m 8-395; 925 30th St., Onklant. 

’I -room frame dwelling with 1150 
.111. floor epsee. (torage not In-
Iced. Available Oct. 1. 

’in 8-106; 921 300 Si., Oakin.isd. 
’I 

 
-room frame dwelling with 3180 
ft. floor opite.-. Garage not Its-

Iced. Available Oct. 1. 
’rn (’-31: 875’ Murray St., Berk.-
Four-room frame residence with 

cnq. ft. floor space. Available Oct. 

tm (’-14: 091 Murray St.. Berke-
�  F)v� room frame and amenn i’s’s-
I..;. with 010 so. ft. Sheds 150 sq 
i.Avalinhie Oct. 1. 
ddera mutt like th-iivc.r’ and r-

i.e biidlngs within 11 days after 
.e’e their bid. have lwcn a.’cc.pte.t 

ONNEO 
ON’rA BARBARA, Cal.-City .1cc-
will be held October $ to vote On 

racned bond mOe of 9349.196 to H. 
ice eight puhite wnrk., project,, 
’A giants and W1’cA asniotance 
I Unting in 1391,420 will be ask, d 
supplement the city’s funds. 
Meets proposed are: 
crilletd Darn and Beservolr. FVc,a. 

’.,mated cost, 8101.500; federal grunt 
125; city, 1111.375. 
itraltori Plant. f’WA Pco3ert: Es-

t%ted cost. 3160.000; federal grant. 
7900: city’s share. 990.000. 
I Cielltc, Reservoir, 1’WA Project -

:mated coot. $29,100; federal grant 
16457 city’s share. 915.455. 

bless Reservoir. I’WA rrnjrct: 
:Imated cost, $36,001); federal grant 
1200 : city’s sitar., 919.001. 
intrlbullon System. WPA I’ro)ecI 

-’tmated coal 9129,600; federal grant 
’200; elty’i share. $1000. 
iiguna Ball Park. PWA Project’ 
Si COst, 035,000; city’S share, *39. 

rd Refuge Tennis Courts, PWA 
’3.: Eetlrnae4 coat, 130.005: city** 
Ire, *16,109, 
lIeu Air SwImming Pool: Estimo!- 

’cost, 060.000- city’., share. 133.000. 

’IS WANTED 
IVERSIDE COUNTY, Cal. --until 
’lObber 13. 10 A. N., bids will be 
etsed by Metropolitan Water Dist.. 

W. Third St.. Los Angeles, for 
fishing and erecting steel aIrs,.- 
ca for the Fan 9111$ crushing and 
eeninK plant near IndIct. Riverside 
fly; Spec. No. 125. 

of Ii,.- ri ,crIuIcatione into)’ Ic. 
,,ictsin,-d at 160cm 1007,306 Wc.t Third 
St . l..e .%ngtlen,  usa  9A)’m.-nt of 
32 Icr oil, not rvturnsi,im 

W ncouth. ten. rat manager,  

BIDS OPENED 
R(15 	l"?l,\NI’lSi’c 	. 	0’. 	1’, A c.ccronc. 

a- 	Scic.,, 	OVallac,- 	csd 	Keith c$i’,, 	at 
$1.161 0(1 	si,bittttttti 	low 	cud it: 	l’s’- 
i.c,rt 0’ cat 	of 	I’ut.11e 	\%’anitu for 	’.ut - 
at rutting 	Concrete 	slairwoy cc I: 	0.-nih 
Ode of 22nd Street 1.01w., n .Orkaneuo 

On,) 	\Vitc.,nJttIi 
".nni’lct’ 	t:idn 	(’lIons 

V. C. 	Arc’cr.cro & Sc no 91,161 an 
W 	J. Taylor 1.3 I’,:" 
II. 	ft. 	V, i-roan 	( ’Out! 	C, 1.331.110 
A 	llrio’fl. 	ins’, t,4I3.o" 
Fu:ni. 	1 	lg"lll. 1,4320i 
5 	 ( 	11(1’ 	."Ali 	ii 	Ilaso 1.415 	i. 

si 	cod’ r 	,;. 

20-MIS(. SUPPLIES AND 
MATERIALS 

CONTRACTS AWARDED 
ltEl,i$ilNti, 	ii0eta i’,,. 1.5111 

tracts ccaccrded by District Quarter’ 

	

mic.’.Ior. Civilian (’c3,,serV..tion 	’rise. 
1.it’ut. T. L. ttici,o. Pur.-h:aoing and 
i,’onira.-ilng Oillcrr. Redding. for fur’ 
nitOsing building materials for Cr’, 
,ng District Sfaadqccartera Ditaci 
meat I’Oarro.’ke at Bidding: 
Lumber-tlnmond M,tch Oct., � i, 

$7191.20. 
Miliworki0lcrtlt.g Lumber CO.. 11.-i 

ding. $079.06. 
Hardware-J. J. t.el"eb*-re .succl SOrt,, 

Reding. 1531.08. 
Rooflrg-Zelleri.acla Paper Co.. Sac’ 

rf,uentc,. $443.44. 
Fibre Board-Diamond SLat oh Ce. 

Chico. $731.05. 
Cement-McCormtck itt Sacltio’r. R"il 

ding. $176.04. 

CONTRACTS AWARDED 
REr’DtXr,, Shasta Co.. cat-lila 

uuccr.d Match Ccc.. Chico, ’warded ann’ 
tract, 9,7 District Quartermaster, 
titian (’onoresntin,n Corp... Lieut. T. 
L. Rlcke. Purch’snitig sand Contracting 
(’fleer. Redding, for furnishing (cuilti. 
lng materials to be delivered  at 
c’atnpn Southwest and Ha,’kamore: 

Liinsber, 177.62: Sliilwork.$16.76. 
Hardware, $7.73; Roofing, 910.10; Or 
merit, 811.70: Plumbing. 912.11: Firs - 
iris’sl. 93.34. 

CONTRACT AWARDED 
1.05 ANGELES. CaI.-c’oncreie (13.-

ginncrtng Cu,. Los Angeles, at 910,-
479.40 awarded contract by the lois 
Angeles Water and Poster Commis-
sion for furnishing deformed reInforc-
Ing steel; Spec. No, 17611. 

BIOS OPENED 
ROt’I.,D1’2It CITY, Nev. - Bid. for 

furnishing and delivering fob cars at 
the shipping point or at Boulder City 
two bulkhead gate lifting trans.., one 
traultrack lifting frame and Installs -
Elan equipment for installing cylinde.,
gate hoist sterna and stem guides far 
operation in the intake towers at 
Boulder Born, Spec. No. 711-1), re-
ceived by Bureau of Reclamation. 
Denver. Equipment will be metalled 
by the (iovs-rnment. 

The bid. were: 
Consolidated Steel Corp.. Los Ange-

leo. 92.000; weight 1.S50 los. 
Ste.s’y-itchml*it 311g. Co.. York. Pa., 

02.400; weight 12,000 tbs. 
Long Beach Iron Works, Long Reach 

12,433,50; weight 13,009 iba, 
Minneapolis- SlolinePower Imple-

ment Co.. MInneapolis, $2,450: weight 
13.250 tbs. 

California Steel Products Co.. San 
Frcnn-irc’s. 81.700: -eight 12,500 19cc 

Schrader Iron  Works, Inc.. San 
Francisco. $2,911; weight. 13,000 Ihn.  

icOO’, iit, 

All (ccci pit, a, 1-_i, 1,01(3w’,  

ONTRAC1 AWARDED 
ticS AN4JF7LKS, Csl,-Cnaoiidttd 

’ ’ 0.5,.. 1_mcI . 	OlcoO E. 	StSRsai, 
Log Angeles, ma lowardtd the 

not Ly the Mc tcc,i,-,ill.n Water 
I ’cc’Irtrt. i.on /Ong,.ies. Aug. Ott, at 
14.346.20 li’fCiedulc Na. Ii for for-
,,sl.cne water owl.’ for cnnirsriiOfl 
hulls rind wager ,’IOps and at00i 

cats-v tor dtmrrcl’ 201015 to be used In 
in-it. caI’orcd-oa,-r conduit, delivery 
tc- in made prior to June 1, 1916. 
nil,: clisatiaro No 319. The IcIdo on 
nAetc’.clOia 2 -le r’-Ic.’ctvd. 

BIDS REJECTED 
1.55 AN’,Ic7L1S. Cat-All 1,140 tar 
cc 1.51,1991 aiatoir,urr or Copper con -
., car I. r tile Itouid. r ttam-Ags,e-
o T pumping plants Irtt,smisatsofl 
r,o- Op, ’c’f;c*tIon 101, u-er,- rejected 
’sic,- il. trat.ali(i%us 

 
Water District, 

. IIrkk.i,Ineel,WiIOlOw.d00r0 

CONTRACTS AWARDED 
lam ANGFI.KS, tc,t.-’.,ia,a’6s lot 

luritiehiog OlkO tuna re.nior.-,ng steel 
for use in the conwructaoo 01 tbe Cot-
orals A9ueduet, Spec. No, 3419, were 
awarded by the Mrtropoiitan Water 
Ittatrlct. Los Aicgvlec’. .-ougunl 30, cc 

Sine Diamond Corp., Ltd.: T’eJ 
contract i76S0 ions divided between 
Schedules 10. 34 and it, and appor-
(conad to C I or e e 0 the’ rcciling mitt,. 
oh-mn in the bid. in the amounts giv-
en below: 
Schedule 10-Furnishing Rail Steel. 
,trnount Rolling Mill 

2.000 tons---------Bethlehem Steel C.,. 
509 Iota ., Republic Steel (’o. 

1.000 mono 	- 	i..aelede steel C’n,. 

	

t,,na 	 Connore St. e3 

4 � 00 loon 	 Total, 
Schedules 14 and %B-’Furnishing Inter-

mdlate grads Or modi9d-intsrm6-
dct. grade billet atOSI: 

Arn,,ont 	 Roiling Still 
1,000 tune . 	. Carnegie Steel Co. 
1.008 tons. 	. Bethlehem Sleet Co. 
1.3(18 tons .....Republic Steel Corp. 
1,300 tent.,,... Illinois Sleet Ccc 
3,000 tons 	.Sh-MeId 3(11.-I C,,,,. 
1,000 tons 	Tennessee C., I. dc R. R. 
1,1100 moos 	Coiumic,a Steel Co., from 

Torrance Stilt. 
1.000 Ions 	Pacific Coast Steel Corp., 

Los Angeles 7 
3.009 Ion, 	,......Judspn 565,1 C’. 
2,5911 tons 	Colorado Suet & Iron Cm 
1,150 tons 	Youngstown S. & T. i’s. 

	

270 tofli 	_..... Inland Steel C’ 

13,450 tons. 	. 	Total. 
Estimated total contract vu).’. (de-

duction made for District freighl c. 

Truscon Steal Co.; Totcal control  
17,950 t,cns divIded between ,9.. tiedute’ 
10. II and 16, and app’crttons’d tiC-
tween the railing mills phc.mn fl the 
bid. In the amoUnts given below: 

SchiduIs 10 
Amount 	 Rolling 51111 
1.000 tons ........Bethlehem Steel I a. 
1,000 ton.. 	.. 	.Carnegie ql,cl Cc, 
2.009 tn,na 	 Pollak Steel (’o. 

	

$00 tons 	 Its-public’ ’t:eet (’o 
1.900 tin,. 	. 	Laclede Steel (’a. 
1,900 Ions. 	 Connors Steel (’r’ 
1,000 tons 	. 	Knoxville Iron 6’-’. 

7,5(111 tons 	 Total. 
Schedules 14 and 14 

Amount 	 Rolling Mill 
1.5110 tons ............. -- Republic Steel Corp. 
1,500 tons ......... ... ......Illinois SIe.i Co 
0,000 tons - - lIhefl%ehd 5’.’,  f" 
1,000 tort 	’i’erlIt-naee (’.. t X1  " 
l.000 ton, 	(Totitnlsi Steel (’cc - from 

Tnrritnc. Nil;. 
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005 

Vii aLL .JWJA) Iversen Succumbed I ..crla,ti 	
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hent tednotil, PhUIUp. 

� 	To Auto Injury 	in totol tOtS tell dcet 	
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Us?,- pnsn .ttdtI.hIit,. Whit 1.1cr 	 sr -nato UlOroc 	 ttltrr*Im,ililtcntbtacnIde@t itt 	 ttetin.Itst. tai.t CHAS. SWANFELTIII_ 
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55 � 1. 	Carpenter and 

� - 	 0.010! POUt arena 000 51 Lie ant Its ilat. to 	
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"Lt0 	ttotlnttOmnn �tt�OOt Itti lti*it ti id,o. Ott 
	 Ott IOtttO*tIUsOt 400 III 

0: tt : Sn: 	 THEN COME TO WARDS and SAVE! 
will I. darn. o 	 tplet400 TIll. 

,,fltt.d toda, to the 5.5111 

arIa 	 .514 . plrr,,c,ttl sedan tOts. snd tie came Into 	 tm to 

ts?OnhlnI 	 tt Mt., Koi1.rt 	 tI lt flu 0101tItr.lfl-I5n, Chalet 
or... 	at. 

- 

WEEK END SPECIAL 
O5ni5�I50itlcruso An., 0Goto5t5tot1,ntt010 

I., tot. Scars ci dtr.cthn, on in. 
Cold,, 0.05 &ttit 100 stiLt’- 

en carted it’ ijsin or,., on 	 SLlntttc 	 In Ott,. tIe cal 

£OtflsOst Stint 1toIlt 	 In,,, it 50.1.. slIest in Iota. Uc 1.01,1 ’O 
In  

Weldo 	 sold 	 wosi 
HOt 

In 

II  ho �0 	 Itt 	 I. 	 ta  
SpmcsaI S.Ir! 	3 Daya Only 

to tnt sad sat?rn.rn �d a-nit, 	 to ’ad.- 	 10t t�ILtr 

STANDARD 
tI5t0T0t1 	 I It MONTH MOuLt 	 IntO it �n 	551 	 LII 

tsp 	 .p..e 	 uta 	 .chltól.. i0ttrct 	 II, 	 nIt 	 II, tttt.a 

hat, 	 tie., 	 In 	
-, 	SILO It?. 	 tried,, It,, 	 UI 

rindS 
AD) GUARdS In.’ 

ltntitOtInOIL.tLncISsOtUit" bcIl 
00cm. It. totp spetno tcWpl,tct 

at .5tH 	 dotter 

lit. tents. Dc,OcOt c.mpsnr In to 	
0051151 lIme 001ttt lot 115 

diso 	 n,tnaln.d 1001 rn -  
tO. odnatlta 	 .,i Ii,,, 

tnt lii l4.y tV�it 

dM.c.M 
is nlShLrtted ton tot. Mint 	 P 

I 045 
tpllO.Ul0.,liltitIeltflhLd 

SOP PSOItIt CCsttpS,’t dat 	
£ctti 

floOr 	 it*rtl 	 p005! 
E

5 

lit. 	 .r,ttpLCctncttt!tIt 	 tIlt 

sill 	 lap 	 the 	 Opt mini tolitlr 

OnttII1I.I,dL*dorltttpda*t 
s0,b,l 	

I - ti,’ t,t 	Oil ttLL,l, toOted 
114 	 too etilts 	 .00 	 sIL0lpo,ItI.n.r $14 	

OStt 	 t0 nodie 	 515 	 I. 	 ACO1( 
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PACIFIC CONSTRUCTOR 	 19 

193 7 

Box 2218. 
Mill Work -’Hollenherk Bush Planing 

Mill Co.. P.O. Box 60 
Painting --F C. Larsen, 3119 Alto 

Ave. 
Lathing and Plastering 	W. F. 

Schmiedeberg. 31133 Iowa Ave. 
All of Frasno unless otherwlee 

noted. 

BIDS WANTED 
ALAMEDA, Calif..-Untai June 29, 

6- p.m.. bide will be received by Win. 
G. Paden. Secretary, Alameda Board 
of Educattin, for furnishing and de-
liering school furniture, oqutpmecit 
and aujipitea. 

Speci!ir.ationa may be obtained 
from above office 

Sub Contracts Awarded 
REMODEL ASSEMBLY HALL 

Cost, 9100,0W 
PALO AlTO. Santa Clara Co., C’aUf 

Stanford t’flivoroity (’aTnpue. 
Remodel ,,id ioesemhlv halt into a 

graduate ach.’o’l of t,iioine5s. 
t)nner- Stanford LnWeralty. 
Architect -- Bakev,rII & Weflit and 

ArtIi:iI’ Brown, Jr.. associate ar- 
’hltecte, 2111 Kearny St., Salt 
Fin icisec 

� �titT’LL,’, r -- Ge,,.. Warn. r, 101 South 
1’,:ri,, Sun Fr;incierc. 

Structural Steel-Judoon-s’ac’ific Co.. 
809 Mission St., San Francisco 

Stone.-Calit (’lit Stone & Granite 
Wiot;o. Railroad and Magunhia 
Ac. , S’uth San Francisco. 

Mill Work Pacific MIg, Co., Santa 
Clara. 

Roef:ng Itravia Roofing Co.. Rte 1. 
Ba elM, Palo Alto, 

Insulation - Western Aebrotno Co.. 
117% TownseOd St., San 11 ranciseo 

An pr.’viouai reported: 
2ie’lani:at Equipment & Plumbing-- 

Jun,no H Pinkerton Co., Oil 
}iowor,I St., San Francisco, 

Wiring - Roy 3.1. Butcher, 
1020 Shi’roon,i St., San Jose. 

ADDITIONAL SUB-CONTRACTS 
AWARDED 

PASADENA. Calif.-.-Wrn. C. Coo 
ootl, 495 S Broadoa, Pat.a,i*’nu, 0’ 

Porte that ftAiiti,’tlat oi,iI,-eotit rae: 
for the � ani trtl,’ti,,n ..f univrr,itI. 
hutlitingo in Paiftfletia, for the Pa, ii-
.3,’iti, I 0.141 ole 01 Tichnology, hay, 
been aw,male,i aa follows: (;iase Find 
glazing ti W. P. Fuller & Co. 
mental iron to Vogii Ire,, Work’ 
.,t,-e.l oah to Michel & lid Icr trio 
Work,’, mitt o’�:rk I,. F’. fl,’ 311g. 
Co.: pointing to J. P Duel" tint:), 
lii, t. F’ri’n.o’t ’l’il,’ A B.0 1. CO 

.,,’t .Ini 1’. Watkins t"n, Gui 

16�BANKS, STORES AND 
OFFICES 

Contract Awarded 
5110!’ BL.D(2 	C,:ritra"t 134, 
HANFOrD, kingo Co., (’uhf 
1°rii,ne .ini rou. , co agri: ill ir, oh-1 

Iniltiling cunipn’ it it. i -if 1114 

trur,$P$,. 
O’,o,’r.- ttont:.rd Uni.,n ltl,’h S.- h 

Ui,ot ii. I. 
A thu nd � P. It, Mciii, 4113 }te\’ 

Bldg. 3’rr’uno. 
Contrinctot.-’ Chan. thaN, }ttin1,.rd. 

Contract Awarded 
fiTOl’F "0.0G. 	 Coot, $22,930 
S 4’I;A.ilENT0, C*Lf 8th St. bet 

J and K Ste. 
One-stem minIon, ’I concrete arid 

brick tunic buIlding 4 titorsa: 
composition roiling. steel 14&Ii. 

cement flo,,re, etn,eturtil and 
plate giuno front o, etc 

liwr,er---("ampi,inll Eat-ate. 
r,’hltrol ISt’io, 3"renmhr,. Secrirtty 

Blot. I’otoodena- 
(’i.fltr:i: I n -- V I.’ FearIng, 1121 24th 

St., Sacramento. 

Preparing Working Drawings 

ALTER STORK BUILDING 
EetInite4 Coot, 530.000 

BAKEIIO4FIIgLU, Kern Co., Cal. 19th 
and 51 Street,’. 

Alter,Oterjor and ealerior of store 
buaiding, new tilt, and metal 
front, 

owner-Federal Outfitting Cc,, 766 
Miosiot, SI., San FrancIsco. 

Architect-Earl B Brrtt 6141 Market 
.St., San 5"ranci,’co 

Contract Awarded 
ALTE!tATt(iNi4. ETC Coat, $30,000 
STOCKTON. Sun Jeos,uin Co.. Calif 

940 &"t Park Strict. 
Alterationo & additions .ltstall ri’ 

&anine floor), 
tinner-fl. H. SteIr.lnetz, 9444 K 

St., Stockton 
Architect-Not Given. 
t"ontro,etor-Foid J To. all, Cu., CIt. 

’iv 11th St., Los Angrlto. 

Contracta Awarded 
At ’l’Et3ATI(1NS 	Coot, Stii,’il’i 
SAN FKAN..’ISf’Ci, 4421 Mantel St 
A IttrfttI(,ns and aid lti,,n 	i’ t-’a,.iIie 

Bldg irt’meve ,u.nd rohulad parti- 
tions, itcetogtber, Ilo,.,ro:. 

owner- firma Own r 1,50 4 foip., 
821 Markel St 

Plant, II’ Owner, 
Contra’:t,,r-F. F,  

st..ut, Street. 
Eie6trlf Work --L,5-1h Eha’Uir C,,m-

20o4’ Suuler Si, 94,173 

PREPARING PLANS 
fit’°Cl’TNIVL’ON rAltyc, Los Ange-

lit Co., (’alit -Architect,, N’orotrom 
& An,ii rem, 423 lnauri,nc’S Exchange 
Bldg. 5,0 proparing plane for to one.- 
story. brick and retnftr’-ed concrete 
ot’rs’ l.iiitulng 	be t::ilt at 44413-I11 
Pri,’lfIe ltivd., Iluotingloit Park for 
iilied t’rupertic: 	Gruor�n’n. Ladlet 

Wear. 536 tO Mouil 3tl’,.t1, uei Ban-
nhlii’o l’offi, t, Shop, Ietheeo 117o1541 ft 
in Cr41,, ’votni. ,’,’iitrnl a no terrace,: 
flooro, comp :11 or, .0:110g. ’,kolightu, 
00(10 I core fronton roeturr,1 glass. 
plumbing, electric wir:nf. plostr’ring 
ao0- 31141,iliOi. 	An existing toalitang OIl 

tlo:  Alt ’cIII os iIcm:,ll: hi 0 

completing Piinnn 
BANK B1.DO. 
OOERMAN 1"rw°n" i’:, 
New Hank of Arnuiler, caililing 
Owner-Capital Co.. 121 Mirk" St 

Sun Fraocl:rcu 
PIStil ho Erig: fl-pt 	1 I,,’ 

Co,onpiet.n4 Piano 
HA iK 111.0.; 	 :oet, I 
\Vtl Li’.VS, ’I.’lii, 	I’,, ill 

4400cr- J’oprta C’. CO’  
So:. V

I .  PIanO If Engr tn-plot I 	 "i I 

PLANS BEING FIGURED 
Ct’LV}it CITY Lc Any:’i"’ 

-- ’,t,’tre "1,1,1.: or, 9i,,r 4 Stu-
,iuoa, 11,2102 Waefllflgt’)t Riot, 
"’it" 	or.’ I :44 iriS g-’nc rat N’ niract 

lit, 	fcr lb. 	’n-’ :r,,:ltor 01 ., ,,tuo’l 
frame offict IruhidiTili or, Groul St., 

Cl;’., for the trtudi,,n Eati 
mail’d 0:1’) o734j .6-1. (’lain) Ii’,:tman, 
11119 bti,h,n Plank Dtdg.. 1.:’, AngelO". 
:,i’cliIl,’ct 

To Be Done By Oats Work 
i’A$’tOTI’OFlIA 	 (’iv) 411’ 4 00. 

OAI’CiA’ft’ Alameda Co., ",Jii 	WI 
sttt, ’i, 

Oe-ol,,ro°o.fet’r:0 ituiliilnjc. 
I tinoi’ 	F’ai’illt (’,,lsnt 

5011 Eon- 

Plan- ho 0" ac 

Contrct Awarded 
,ttiTOtTf(,N’ 	(’c,), 5’,,t,0)0.3111i,1K143 
HAICEI)_srlFiI.rl. Kern i’,,,unii". Cal. 

111th ,,n,I K Streets 
Alti.t’SttflflO 	all’) 	tt,lilini1, 	I,, 	No,, 

FAsi, hot ill g1--t’’ 0’ o,er.’aIitlld 
birig 	l5,SaIL’i I 	to he I , ollt ii. 

13ak,-retll4 for the Fish Estate: 
naIls, compositIon roofing, metal 
and ruttt’er tile surfacing, atsam 
healing, elevator, lire dour,, lire 
eacapra, plate glass. steel rolling 
doors, steel Windows structural 
sled, stucco, terTazao and tile 
work, waterproofing). 

Owner- -Fink Estate Company. 
l.ase,’u’-S,’ars-Ror,t,urk Company. 
Archtt,’ct-k’i’.ae. H. Biggar, 5114 ha. 

tcerf,’i,ie Bldg.. Baketufleld. 
iO’ntraet,,r- -Henry Elsole,-. 2229 11411, 

- Bakersfield. 

17� THEATRES 

BIOS BEING TAKEN 
LOS ANGPLES, Cal.- Until July 2, 

12 N., Architect C. J. Batch, 134,4 W, 
Wa’:hingt:uri Blvd, will take bids for 
1 reinf,,rctnd concrete theater and 
dire building, 105x220 ft. In area, to 
be built lit 604-14 N La Mona Ave. 
for Duo’s) Girrian. CoOt, 940,061,1. 

19�MISC. CONSTRUCTION 

BIOS OPENED 
’AN Ltl!S 0B1SPO, Cat-Granite 

Coot ’i. , Wataonv,lls, at $2,212.24 
:,:ihm,tt, ’I I-or bid to the State 04-

el,,,, of }l:gi,n’.tvo, I. it, (libe,,n, 
DIotrI,’i Engun,r,- . 50 }ligueru St., 
San Lute Obiupu, for constructing 
tennis (’.Orto; furni:,l’,ung and erect. 
ing ’our, fence and nets: ,tnd p.0110 
ing tliyiflk uric,,, at the California l, 

 School at Sari Lois 001,,. 
po Complete i,idn follow: 
’1’ Vw t I. tennin e,.lit’t fencing; 
2: 12,960 no1, ft tennis court surf 

II’ muss il,’ma If Inure 
4: total 

I )r.eriitr t ’Oflot. Co. 	it) $ 	2.24 
’21 	.155 
(3) 182,00 

All 3,312.24 
I". C. Stole Ci,., 0ai1,,iu,I Ii, $ 2.53 

(2’ 	.22 
(fl’ 	150.51 
(4) 4,184.00 

P-ilw Fence Coflot Co. 
Flollvn’,.,d 	- . 	,l) $ 	1.Ll 

(4) 	1450.0$ 
t3,d tie Id untie, auvl,)Qttlrnt 

COMPLETING PLANS 
tAil’. Af’1l;F.f,Er-i, ’’sill --Swill & 

Co., i’hiagr., in,’ o:unpteting plane 
0 tuml rogini u-rung department In 
’hhcu,io fr a ncr’ i1.0001,6u0 packing 
FiOnil to be built at the company, " 

In L�  Ang,’len, locat-
ed an 2750 Ji.wt I Ace 1’!,.’ I’Rne 
bar’.- I "oti upproorel by the Buraa,t 
"I Animal Jridomtr, and are eo.yunett’tI 
Ii 1,1’ (,’’ulpl,’l cii in shout 2 months, 
0 hria’.mpe:i no’, 1,1,1’. 1,,. the i’ree. 
14.0 ef the pluril ’.,’ilI he taken in’ 
� ally Itwill c,.neiet of ol rural four- 
,l,.rc 	0101 ,.r’.’d 	’ritl.t’� re hulltllngt’ 
� etoiilr’’plo. , *4,,- plann now In use 

Fund Sir’S) 10,, Santa Fe Ave 

LOW BIDDER 
P,t .’:XF.’iIt,LE i :r. 50. ’-Wolfe & 

’:Ion,, ’hit. (’A: ’IL liunr’ver St . Idol-
tlm,,r, Rd., at 912,303, ,,ui:rnlltei) to’,, 
lid to U S lingtnor Office. Second 
P,.,’Ilur,d District. PortluOd, for eon. 
otr,teting and .1, lIe, ring f.o.b. rail. 
road Car,’ at factor’, IhlI:flrig 1,101. 
’4 I trnu’..f cubicles and rat,1n,jta for 
the 13r.tir,rvIlt i0  i’’t 

Bond,, Deftated 
44WIS1MI 14Q P0001. 	Coot, I 
EPP.EKA. H,imhal,lt Cc,., Calif. Site 

I,. I’d ,,r)r’t,’d. 
R,’int.’.rced sorrel, so imtong p’s-i 

� 4lvstll).(n, I (ilioring rlant, den:’,,’ 
log mu-mo, oh,’,, Pro. el’ 

OWflet -CII’,’ 01 Einreiouu ICIly ’’hid, 
A. ’Walt, r Kililule’ 

AechIt’,,ct .N,,l S ,’i,’ctech 
Tb, lit, of N:: rib0 dt’IWtr,i linde 

June 21 Ir, it,, .,:� w , 1 261)53. 
proci’rO: "I mthl"h onerr 10 have I,. 
�,u,nuced cit, r,,,r’t Vt, ’f thu pool 
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Additional Sub Contract-a Awarded 
S(’2100L BLDG, 	Cost. $566000 
PALO ALTO, Santa Clara Cu.. Calif 

Campus of Stanford University. 
Three - story steel frame and rein-

forced concrete Schoci of duca-
tint> (33 offices, 4 library rooms. 
7 classrooms. 52 working rooms. 
3 laboratories, 7 cubicles, 2 re-
search rooms. 23 specIal small 
rooms). auditorium to seat 500. 

Own..---Stanfurd University. 
Architect�Ihkr..eiI & Weihe, and 

Arthur Frown, Jr., Associate Ar-
chitects. 251 Kearny Street, San 
Francisco. 

(’ontractcr�(eo. Wagnir. 381 South 
Park. San Francisco, 

Excavations�Palo Alto Road Mate-
rials Co.. 465 California Avenue. 
Palo Alto. 

Structural Steel �Judson - Pa.citlC Co. 
609 Mlsgk,n St., SaD Francisco. 

As yr. wiously reported: 
Electric�fl,’.. M. Botcher, j(t2) Sher- 

v,00d St San Jose. 
Plumbing & Heating�J It. Pinker-

ton, 927 Howard St., San Fran. 
deco. 

Rooting-Reaves rca.z.ng  Co., Route 
1. Sax i06, Palo Alto. 

Stone California (’at Stone & Gran-
ite Works, Railroad and Magnolia 
Ave..,, So. San Francisco. 

Architect Selected 
SCH(.)CtLS 	 Cost. $....... 
VAE.LStJC, S.ilano Co., Calif. 
A.l,l,(iono.l school htiil.Ilng facilities. 
Osuner.--Vaiiejs. Unified School Dis- 

trict 
An bit �t�John J. Doasrean. 920 Par-

ker St., Berkeley 

Mr. Donovan has bern selected to 
prep.rc a piograii, and ectim,.t.’a of 
costs for the re.p.li’rd sctc,cd ddi-
’"’no. 

A io.fld rIectln viii L held in June 
to ,’otj sufficient bofldr to cover con- 

0’ 

StOlu WANTED 
,(AN MATEO. Calif �Until March 
22, tO a. in.. Is.:t-i will be received ), 
the Tro-te,o it the San Mate,) fIrm-
entari Sci>o...l Oletri"!, A. A. (lugi. 
clerk, Ccntr.il Seh’o’l building, San 
Mateo. it,r dercslil,,’n and removal 
of the Pet>inot,ls Ave. School build-
ing. P. r.bns.iIi Ass .ttsii El Combs 
Real, The struet,,rc recently ’ai 
.ia,naged ii, is disastrous night fir.. 

Specifications ohtir�Me from tb’ 
t office. 

Planned 
STI’IJENT tN!O7s r.Lr)C 	S26.04. 
i}IICO. L’,itic Co. Calif. Chico State 

.’S.ibege 
14 v otu,iirnt tinnir. buii.l,ng. 
is. ncr�Chico State College 

ArShItuct .1.7,, Selm’ctt’.l. 

Contract Aw:.rried 
ofiliP Ft’ll.IMNCi FTC. 

Contract Price, 833,200 
sl’UiCt’’t-LE s’.iura Co., Calif 
Pro,,... (>, ., bioi.11ng (oicsssrc.oni and 

ialsscstors gens’i’iti shop, metAl 
and v,’o,oivori7r.g ro,.rtis, SOxItO 

a’ .....I rot ronl’rcle slab 
floor),  octal lOtion of sprinkler 
’ 5 ,4510, f,irnittir,’ and equipment 
Ott i’ior dl.....rating of present new 

.Aii.blt,,riiit,t, and landscaping. 
Plc roe J,,,r,t Union Higi 
lb .trio) it ":,l,.so (’nttnty 
W F. &’oifrs.an. p32 Fe’s-

ion Eilu.. Sac�n.-rate. 
.sctor- .b’trr,,.r 4, Steirihr000eT. 

1>1605.. S.scr,smcnto, 

bide Warded - To Close March 30. 
7 P. M. 

RE i"e’5’5’ 1.CHC.(.l. 	Ci’s). ttlt(.TiC 
’r.o"r. hZ-ri,’.., Colt) 

,,i north and south 
s’.d>pt .f high ach,’,c.i. 

Owoer--Ts.f: t.’ols,n 1-tigh School Dii’-
tr,ct. 

ar lutist W H. sail Harold Weeks, 
793 Matket St., San Francisco. 

Ii.,)., soill he received at the office 
.1 the Taft Union High School, where 
they sv,ll be opened at 8 p.m. 

Se13regated bids will be received as 
loiiO’.vs - 

Ii � General Construction 
.2i heating and Plumbing. 
13. Hardware, 
443 linoleum and Window Shades: 
IS. Electric Work. 
i’IaY,s and specifications may be 

obtained ft -i’m the office of the ar. 
hiteets upon deposit of $20. 
Foii.cs’ing have taken out plans: 

General Construction 
,\iid0tatr Construction Co., 245 Clin-

ton Ave.. Fresno. 
W S. Ochs, Pacific Southwest 

bIds. l’resnu. 
I,,. It Hansen, 934 Safford Avenue, 

Freon.. 
Ttesshltt-Shieido & Fisher, 1503 Pa. 

tifi.-  Southtve,tt Bldg., 5.’reano. 
N. H. SJst.erg & Son. 5604 E. 16th 

si �  tialiianti. 
F. .’ Sti:.lte, 1402 San Antonio Ave.. 

.\ [a ink da. 
0-tints Construction Co.. 577 34C 

lOiflIev Ave Fresco, 
’’II" risan & Eampe. Box 414. Sta-

lin A, Bakersfield. 
R. 3, DoOm, 3964 Biicliong Ave, 

1.4,4 AtIgeiro. 
Wilil.s,iir a. C.r.’er>cugh. 3345 Lincoln 

ti,.. llskorclimid. 
H. Ii S,ch.,isoo. 4eo3 E. First St., 

i_,,ng Beach. 

Heating & Plumbing 
Flank Hisuls’,n, 2141 S. Van Ness 

Ar,’ - Freon,,. 
B. A. Neon>iin Co.. 320 N. H St., 

Fresno. 
W. It StehcI.ney. 2226 Oregon Br, 

B,okc rolls Ii. 
c:srt T. Boo..., 
F V. I’.-. K 203 (’,-nter St.. Taft 
Hardware & Linoleum & Window 

Shades 

Taft F.irnit:tuc A. Hard-are Cu. 
Pu-i.c.r titerestltiic Co., Taft. 
M:.rehisii- ’o’well Supply Co., Spear 

and .’.lisoion St... Son Francisco 
31.r,,:.- f’orrs,t,.rf’ C. - 

Electric Work 
N.,,’mao A. l’iuoobll, 572 Collrgc 

As,., Santa Itosa, 
l’,-,u,.’io. Electric Company, Shasta 

and Uni,.fl .Avev � Act-list. 
Abel ir’sti El,�,!nit Construction Co., 

ltiS ttro.si.t Si,. San k’rat.eloc., 
tjnit,’,l Elect, is. C,,oi ruotlon Co., 

14 07.ldcfl Cult. Ave.. San Francisco. 
hZlc,:t, .: C’, itt-se: Ion 

 
Co. - Inc., P.O. 

Boo 171.., Fre,,tse. 
Etes,Iris, 116 IA Van Ness 

Ave.. 0- neon, 
,s hil,-c’rk Co., 204 Center 

- El.....tic Wiring a ,’or,otruetion C.. 
.40 lct.’ar.l St.. Taft, 

I-- El�true Co., 714 Central Ave 
5,i,:  

Plori. Bbl.nq Prepared 
-11111 i’l.tN 	 Cost. 625,00lt 
FERN (’Cl, Calif 
A. I,t "i. I 	(.b’.-i’eflt sch,.’.t building. 
let’ ,s, ’r - Shaft, m - SirFiartand School 

0,1*5! 
.’,rchit,, ,�cf u’.’ of Eclsvltt J. Sym-

Iflee (lii, IN Hoover, architect). 
Hsi.srfel.l, 1’.ldg., Rakersflelo, 

i’lofl: 	crud ,pu’ril.eatinne u-ill ho 
.msl.’te.l in about thirty dac 

Starch 31, 3977 
Contracts Awarded 
C V U 4. pb)(lL 	 Cost. 2287.000 
LiAVTS. V.1.. Co.. Calif 	College of 

Agciriult ’Ire. 
I,’ 	r, in 1w , 	c,,ua,-rete and steel 

rnr,tiSulilc and enclosed cairn- 
,Siiit- 

(sun. i’.- Reg’nto ol the ’t’nivereil’,’ of 
I’’,, ,(,,rn,... 

Ar,’hlt,’(t .045  rn II:,’.. (’,’,’cit.’n First 
N.stl,.n31 Batik Bldg San Fran- 
’ICC,., ’  

MechanIcal Engineer - T. J. Janes, 
t’niverslty of California. 

Structural Engineer�W. L. Huber, I 
Montgomery St., San Francisco, 

Bids were taken and contracts 
awarded on .1) CSen.r&1 construction; 
2i Plumbing: > Heating and Ven. 

titattng; (4) Electric work. 

General Construction 

Contractor�.Campbell Constr. Co., 800 
R St. Sacramento�$202,900. 

- 	 Plumbing 
Anudrenon & Rowe, 45 Belcher St. 

San Fran ciseo-533.225. 
r,eating & Ventilating 

St H. Carpenter. 907 Front Si., Sac-
ramento-539.921. 

Electric Work 
E’dssard J. Lynch Electric Co.. 2080 

Sitter St.. San P’ranciicn-..-$32.. 
538 

NOTE: Campbell Construction Co.. 
awarded general construction con. 
li-art on a basic bid of $202.900, with 
a .2rilsletion ..rder to eliminate swim-
ming p.o1 of $42,756: however, should 
the t’nlsrrsuty acquire the necessary 
money before July 3, 3957, the swim-
ming p100t will he included In the 
basic bid figure. 

All plumbing, heating and electri. 
isl work in connection with the pool 
will be done 

To Ask 8.du Shortly 
SHOP 	 Cost, $10,000 
P.OSF.VILLE. Placer Co., Calif. 
t’ine.eoi,m senodworking shop build-

ing (Gtx OIl ft.), two stories In 
height: small mezzanine for stor -
age apace and office: concrete 
fourtdallofla, reinforced concrete 
wails, concrete floor, steel sash, 
v.04 trusses, composition roof. 
lag 

tlsvner Ros"s’llle Union High School 
District 

trehitect.’- F. Ernst, 9 W. Cleveland 
St Ssc,etcbon. 

This us,, a not to exceed 310.000 In 
,’ocl, ,,n,l viii be it portion of a corn. 
plele shop building which is estimat-
..d’ecost 8-10,000, 

16-BANKS. STORES AND 
OFFICES 

Preparing Working Drawings 
INDLSTIZI.SL BLDG. 	Cost, $ - 
SAN FRANCISCO. Van Ness Ave 

1,-i. O’Farrell and Olive Streets. 
Tkrr, .st..r.- reinforced concrete an- 

lontc.i,iie sales room and service 
t.,iiidmg 020s)140-11.i 

Owner Era,rt’t lng..ld. Inc. 17110 Van 
Net-s Av,:nuii’. 

.’,rihltsct�,Y. E. [’lunwIddI,’, 360 1’InP 
Sire 1 

Working 4.-swings will be cern-
.it’ted atout the first of May 

Plans B,inq Figured 
lNDt’..TRlAL BLDG. Cost, $10,000 
AVON. Contra Costa Co.. Calif. 
One-story concrete and tile Indus- 

trial building 120x50O. 
Owner- .Aneo.elaled oil Company, 79 

N,-sv Montgomery St., San Fran 
ClueS, 

Plans by Engineering Department of 
0,l net. 

ISi,,.., ictijie Constr. Co.. 2111 Crocker 
Bldg., San Francisco. is figuring 
pISSa and desires sub bida on all 
l,i,rtiom of the work not later than 
\tor,h S 

BIOS WANTED 
PROVO, Utah- S. H Kress & Cu., 

114 Fifth Ave,. New York City, are 
tuAkiti’ bids for -a store building to be 
built to Prove’, Utah, for the corn-
neon..’ It sell) he a two-story and 
hacernent, brick structure. artni’natl-
,uatei’,- 170s300 feet In area. Bids are 
to to’’pencil March 22. Plans were 
prepared 1...’ the Owner’s arehitedlural 
department in Nev, York City. 
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11�ICE AND COLD STOR- 
AGE PLANTS 

Planned 
ICE PLANT 	 Cost, $33,000 
FRESNO. Calif. Tumor Ave. and 

Ninth Street 
One-story steel and concrete ice 

plant 08x38 feet). 
Owner--J. L. Lalno, 3117 Turner Ave 
Architect�Not Given. 

12 POWER PLANTS 
Contract Awarded 
LAUNDRY PLANT 	Coat. $2.0tX. 
VALLEJO. Solana ,  Co.. Calif. Teti. 

nessee St 
New reinforced Basalite laundry 

plant- 
Owner�New Method Laundry (D. 

Seghetti and W. 0. Foster, Dun-
ere). 

Architect�Not Given. 
Contractor�Basalt Rock Co., 900 8th 

St. Nap.,. 

RIDS WANTED 
NORWALK, Log Angeles Co.. Calif. 

�Until February 9, 2 p.m., bide will 
be received by the State Division of 
Architecture. George B. McDougall. 
State Architect. Public Works Bldg.. 
Sacramento, for the erection and 
completion of a 300-hp. water tube 
boiler in the Boiler Plant at Norwalk 
State Hospital. 

The work consists of one 300-hp. 
water tube boiler, complete with 
foundations, burner, breeching. piping 
and other appurtenances required for 
a complete installation. 

Specifications obtainable from the 
above office, 

13� PUBLIC BUILDINGS 
FIRE HOUSES & JAILS 

Contract Awarded 
COURT MOUSE AND JAIL 

Contract Price, $185,611 
SANTA CRUZ, Santa Crux Co., Cal, 

Front Street. 
Three-story and basement reinforced 

concrete fireproof court house 
and Jaii (concrete floors. metal 
lath and plaster partitions, lino-
leum floor covering, steam heat: 
jail, 3 coils; office bldg., IHaSS 
feet). 

Owner�County of Santa Crux, 
Architect�Albert F. Roller, Crocker 

First National Bank Bldg., San 
Francisco. 

Structural Engineer - H. J. Brun-
tiler, Sharon Building. San Fran’ 
deco. 

Contractor�Barrett & If lip. 918 Har-
rison St., San Francisco. 

LOW BIDDER 
TORRANCE. Los Angeles Co., Cal 

�Beer Wlkholm, 656% S Western 
Ave.. Los Angeles, submitted low bid 
to the Torrance city council at $23.. 
320 for the construction of a steel 
frame administration building and 
addition to the new Torrance public 
assembly building, a PW.A project 
Architects A. H. Walker and P. A. 
Eisen, Los Angeles. 

Plans Being Figured � Bids Close 
January 27, 2 P. M. 

FIRE HOUSE & SHOP BUILDING 
Coat, $34.091 

PORTERVILLE. Tulare Co., Calif. 
Cleveland, Hackett, Fourth and 
Thurman Streets. 

One - story and basement reinforced 
concrete fire house (60 x 100 x 20 
IL). concrete floors, wood roof on 
atee) trusses, plastered tna.nonr 
or metal lath int e rior walls, 
Painted concrete exterior wallo, 
plumbing and heating One-story 
reinforced concrete shop build- 

Ing (.4) X 1l0x 16 ft.), corrugated 
Iced, roof on steel trusses, con-
crete floors. 

(ivcer.__Clty of Porterviile (W. R. 
Means, City Clerk). 

Architect - W. B. Coates. Howell 
Bldg., Fresno. 

The i°WA recently allotted a grant 
of $25,700 to assist in financing the 
project. 

Plans and specifications obtainable 
from the office of the City Clerk 
upon deposit or $ss. 

Additional Sub-Contracts Awarded 
TOL,L. PLAZA AND BUILDING 

Contract Price, 1216,000 
SAN FRANCISCO. (lolden Gate 

Bridge.  
Toll Plaza and building. e’ciiisive of 

the toll r.’gstering equipment (I. 
story v,,od frame bldg.. built-up 
asphalt roofing, linoleum floors, 
electrIc and ales,,, beat, steel 
wish’. comprising administration 
and maintene., ee offices and 14 
toil-collerti,’ri lwutIi. 

(’on, r�.tlold..n Gate Bridge District, 
111 butter Street- 

F. M’,r.ow, ;rYoung 
Building. 

Engineers�Strauss & Paine, 111 Sut-
ter Street, 

Contractor�Barrett & BlIp, lit Mar. 
rIon Street 

Reeling -.1.iaiott and Peterson, 2412 
Harrison Street. 

Mastipros �Higgins Co., 1920 Van 
Nest Avenue 

Kitchen Equipment---W’nnettead Met- 
al Prod. Co., 631 MIssion St 

As previously reported, brick con- 
trait to Whit, & COlour, 408 Monad-
noeS Bldg. vault equipment to The 
Hermann Safe Co.. 200 Howard St. 
Lui’glars’ ei;ilpflintit to Ci. B. Mc. 
t’iitOtoCk Co., 117 Front St.; steel 
lockers to Munthe Equip. Co., 102 
sew Montgomery St mill work to 

Pacific 011g. Co., Santa Clara pav-
ing to Eaton & Smith, 71, Ocean 
Ave oteel .dudt, ri-mi ,,....I and 
steel sash to Soule Steel Cc., 1150 
Army St.; electric eweS to Alta Misc. 
Co., Inc., 461 O’Farrell St ; plumbing 
and heating to Anderson and Ring-
rose. SB, Market St.; c.’-erhead doorS 
Is Parker-Carpenter Co., 004 MissIon 
St. finish hardware to N. H. Hood-
let’. 662 Mission St.; fence and misc. 
Iron to Anchor Post Fence Co., 40 
5th St I structural steel to Judson-
Pacific Co., 1019 Miseloti St. 

All of San 1- r.sci -c.., unless other-� ,’f 
 noted. 

CONTRACT AWARDED 
SAN BERNARDINO, Calif- Bak-

her & Robines’r., 712 B St- Sac, Ber-
nat,lltic., awarded contract, at $107,. 
341. subject to PWA approval. by the 
San Bernardino city council fur con. 
traction oi a new’ roifli, concrete 

01’ hail building at 41�-I0 Third SI., 
San Bernardino DeWitt ailteham. 
310 Highland Ass., San Beroar’iino. 
,,r,h;t,-vL. 

S0-Contract. Awarded 
ANIMAL SHEI.’I’EP Cost, 711.772 
PALO ALTi. Santo Clara Co., Calit 
Animal eltolted 
Owner-.-’.tty of Palo Alto. 
Architect�H C Collins, Deekeronht 

2310g.. Palo Alto. 
lNnt.reetor-.--(les. C, T,luoce. 021 ’itOn- 

fotd A-- Palo .-’.lto. 
Roefing�Fr’.’nt Jtwt’tr,’ Co.. 7150 NI 

(’ammo. Real, Pal,- Alto 
Plumbing and i’teating- I.ee & Sharp 

8)) Emerson St.. (’aIn Alt... 
Tile and icon Orlite� I-I. Slell,t’r, 744 

High St . Palo 
Brick and Stone Wpek�Chs.u. (lien 

Polo Alto. 
MIII Work�LetfllIOr, ).troa. 91g Ce. - 

5th and y(agnotlu ’its.. (icIs,nd 

$105 WANTED 
CAM ;RTLLO. Ventura Co., CaltI-

t’nt,I January 20. 10 0 M. bids will he  

received by the State Division at 
Architecture George B. McBougaIi, 
State Architect, Public Works Bldg., 
Sacramento, for compositionroofing 
on the Dal ry Plant Building, Cama-
rillo State Hospital. 

Specifications obtainable from the 
above office. 

BIOS WANTED 
REJ’RESA, Sacramento Co.. Calif. 

�Until January 15, 10 am., bids will 
be received by the State Division of 
Architecture, George B. McDougall, 
State Architect, Public Works Bldg.. 
Sacramento, for structural steel work 
,,rt the Spectators’ Balcony, Folsom 
state Prison, Represa 

Specific otiocs obtainable from the 
above office. 

Plans Being Figured�Bids Close 
February 1, II A. M. 

ALTERATIONS 	Cast, 810,0(5) 
STOCKTON, San Joaquin Co., Cal 
)temodeling and enlarging offices In 

court house building Inew parti-
tiont, cabinet additions, elec-
trical connection., plumbing, 
patching flours, etc.) 

Owner�County of San .Joaquin (Eu-
gene B. Graham, County Clerk). 

Architect�Eric W. Johnson. 41 S. 
Sutter St.. Stockton. 

Piano and specifications obtain-
able from the architect upon deposit 
Of $15.00. 

Preparing Working Drawings 
CENTRAL EXPOSITION TOWER 

Cost. 
YE1IBA BUENA SHOALS, Site of 

the 1939 World’s Fair. 
(’tnt rat Exposition Tower, approxi-

mately 400 ft. high with a 70-ft 
ot.tti,dp bate diameter, structural 
.qtrei frame, concrete foundation, 
piling, synod furring and wood 
.thcathing. 

(’is. ocr �San Francluto Bay Expusi-
Si,.,,, Inc lt..einrid W Cutler, 
President), 5115 Bush St., San 
Francisco. 

Architect�San Francisco Bay Expo- 
sition Architectural Commission, 
581 hush St., San Francisco. 

Bids will be asked early In March. 

NEW BIDS WANTED 
ALAMEDA-CONTRA COSTA Cot., 

(’alit’ --.Untll January 21, 11;30 am., 
cn’ bids us-ill be received by tha 

Il,usru. of Directors of Joint Highway 
1’.iatnr,t No, 13. in the Supervisors’ 
F,oi,ms, Nc-v’ Court HoiI,-e, Oakland, 
,r,,Ier Schedule "B." for the rumple. 
ton of cotiotruction of ventilation 
buildings, including portions of elec. 
relcal raulpr000t, or the Broadway 
Jo. a’ levitt Tunnel. 

K 
E. 

 Parker Ci.., 130 South Park 
St. San Francisco, at 045,692, pith-
nutted the lowest bid at the pros’I. 
e.ui,’ opening Dot ember 9. 

Plans and specifications ohiaitiable 
11am the office’ of Chief Engineer 
W,oltace H. Soggu. lOot, Webster St. 
Ciskis,.d. upon d.’poe.lt of 01.11. of 

iicb aus’,uttl $40 will be returnable. 

14� - RESIDENCES 
to Be Done By Day’s Work 
,JKSILINNCE 	 Cost, $10,000 
PIEDMONT, Alameda Co., Calif. 50 

Sotolo Ave. 
Tw,.-nItr’- frame and stucco t’Usi- 

donOr 19 rooms), garage. 
Ovner & Eullitsr�Sic’."ald )-lras., 906 

Alma Ave., Oakland. 
Archlto.’l�Rav Kecicr, 581 idandana 

BIt’d.. Oakland. 

Preparing Preliminary Plan, 
RESIDENCE 	 Cost. 314000 
OAKLAND. Alameda Co.. Calif 
Tv .-story frame and stucco resi- 

dence 0 rooms. 2 batbel, tile 
ri,uf, hardwood floor,. file baths. 
etc 



PERSONAL 

Architects Toartellotte and Phillips. Pos& Building. 

Portland, are now located :n new and commodious 

quarters in the Pearson Fourth Avenue Building. The 

firm is composed of J. E. Tcurtellotte and John Phillips. 

Mr. Tourtellotfe ’s also senior member of the lion’ of 

Tourteliotfe end Hummel, Eastman Building. Boise. 

Ida hr. 

Wallace Landreth, arcnitect, who has been practicing 

his profession at BaLer. Oregon, for the past several 

years, recently moved to Wenatchee, Washngon, 

wherru he has opened an omen. 

Albert Harvey Funk opened an office for practce 

of architecture at 218 Columbia Building, Spokane. 

Architect B. J. Bresemane, Tacoma architect wrro 

has devoted most of his energies to public buildings. 

particularly schools. has enlarged IrI s  offices or the 

Perkins Building 

Herbert A. Blogg, architect ettcheo to the field 

rersice staff of the Pubic Bsildrsgs Branch, Procure-

ment Division, U. S. Treasury, passed the major por-

rOt5 of a 32-day lease visiting his former associates 

n Seattle. 

Architects A. H. Albertson, Joseph W. Wilson and 

Paul Richardson are now occupying their new studio 

quarters, 1 100 Northern Life Tower, Seattle 

Architect N. Torbift iron opened an office at 401 

Lloyd Building, Snattie. 

Silas E. Nelsen, Tacoma architect, has fitted up an 

attractive studio in a cottage at 407 Sheridan Avenue 

South. Tacoma. 

Percy G. Ball, associate to Arc’sitect Silas E. tIelrrrn, 

405 Sheridan Avenue South, Tacoma, recently enjo y ed 

a two weeks’ motor trip to California. He put his 

stamp of approval on the Golden Gate Bridge, being 

one of the first t0 cross the structure. 

George W. Miller, ilructu,al eng,r,nr, unns,un,.SS 

that he has moved from his {c’mcr qnuartars at 31 

Architects’ Building and has taken an office at 1316 

Corrrrrrerciul Euchrrrge Bs,ldirtg. Los Angeeu. 

Architect Joseph Kaiser Has moore from the Bank 

of lnqivwrrrrd Buildino. Ivgiewood. to 5849 S. Van Ness 

Auer is, Los Anit’i�s. 

ARCHITECTS LICENSED 

lot architects hearses passec the 

- ,’om.no hs.r’td in My by the Oreon State 

Board of Archirr,ctrjsl Erarnsseru. The successful can. 

ddates art t,iorgan Hart-ford, Arthur M . Ulunstad 

and Albert Huge5, cli o Portland. ..sJ Day W. Hf-

born of  

SANTA RITA SCHOOL BUILDING 

	

A five.classrooirr c.i 	- 	-s con’ ’,3000D is ros"rd 
by the Santa Rite G "- 	- School District Prn,imin- 

ary drnwir’oi liii .’ 	. 	s- h- C 	iy ii� d of 

Salinas. 

ARCHITECTS NEED INFORMATION 

H. l. Feldman, architect, told the Apartment Hou5a 

Group, at its lest meeting in New York, that architects 

must obtain wide technical information before design. 

ng  todays msiti.family structures. 

Passing far beyond the aid pictorial and construc-

tional solution of the problem, the architect cannot 

render intehsigent service without expert knowledge of 

land values sources of financing, building costs, market 

I rends, neighborhood characteristics, sociological 

forces and comprehension of the economic cycle. He 

must achieve building efficiency and rentability. Waste. 

ful clanrring cannot be tolerated, as it was when 

builders could get rid of their houses even before the 

walls were dry. 

A poorly located room, with bad exposure, may 

drag down the entire suite’ Mr. Feldman explained. 

Income mutt be assured, within reasonable limits. 

The unit must be fitted to tue type of tenantry. Room 

rates must orovide a sinking fund against the time 

when the building grows too old to maintain highest 

rentals, and also to take care of unforeseen  lean years. 

Units in unfavorable localities should be kept small, for 

single persons or families witv no children. Living 

quarters should get the best outlook, with ess favorable 

exposures for bathroom, kitchens, dining or galleries. 

After all is done, kind and quality of management will 

do much toward firing the degree of success, for 

careful nursing is almost as important as clever archi-

tecture. sound construction and conservative financial 

-ic r , U P. 

BRIDGE RAIL TERMINAL 

With bids for the San Francisco-Oakland Boy Bridge 

railway terminal opened, work on the final stage of 

demolition of property for tue terminal site is now 

under way. 

Work will start at once on the wreckIng of the 

Coffln-Redington Building at Mission and Fremont 

Streets, San Francisco. Ail wrecking on tIre block is 

erpnctnd to be completed by midsummer when con-

utructon will start on the terminal building according 

to plans. 

In the East Bay area work on tirra foundat,,ns for the 

Port of Oakland Overhead highway crossing and the 

carenary bridges for she electrIc trains is being pushed 

ahead. Sir thousand cnibic ya rds 0f fill is being deliver-  

,,d, spr�ao and corripacred every twenty-Four hours for 

the storage yards at tIe Key Route mole. 

In the meantime, stee’ mills are again busy filling 

orders for rite Bay Bridge�this For the fabrication of 

bridge railway steel at c-ants of the American Bridge 

Company and the Judson Pacific Company. 

OFFICE BUILDING REMODEL 

u/CO . under way for rr’ooereihrrq the ruleato’ 

equip(r’ant in the Royal Insurance Building, 201 Son. 

some Street, San Francisco. Bliss & Fairweather, Balboa 

b,-ilding Son Francisco are the architects. 

The Architect & Engineer, July 1937 	 THE ARCHITECT AND ENGINEER 
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for 
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-I 

E. K. WOOD LUMBER CO. 
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FIFTY YEARS OF SERVICE 

For one c i  toe pioneer building edustries in Ca-

fornia. the outstsndng event o the Chrismas holidays 

was a complimentary dinner to H. F. Hedrick, plant 

superintendent of the .Judson Pacific Compery Otto 

who has been idontf:ed with e:ther the old Pacific 

Rolling Mills or tne J0d500 Company lee 1011 a cart- - 

tory. Forty-two associates and fellow workers gathered 

around the festive boara to pay tribute to the man 

who has given 50 years of loyal service to his employ-

ers. Of SIte 42 who were present it was pointed out 

that each had enjoyed an average length ot Service 

with the company of 20 years. 

Torn RoIph, brother of the late Governor Jet, R eid,, 

Jr., officiated as master of ceremonies. The compe’: 

Chrstrnas gift to Mr. Hedrick was a trip to Europ t 

with the wife. They will be absent about lItres months. 

CHRISTMAS PARTY 

The American Society of Draftsmen Lot Angees 

Chapter, held an enjoyable Christmas party Monday, 

December 20. at 6 p. m. at Van’s Cafe, Ninth and 

Hill Streets. Los Angeles, or the benefit of Kicine 

Horne", an orphanage on North Avenue 66. As F’rr 

obtained through courtesy of the Union Oil Company 

was shown. C. J. Wolentashy had charge o tire 

arrangements. 

JANUARY, 1938 

3 REASONS FOR 

AN AGENCY ACCOUNT 

OurAgencyService/rar fit, 

iiaasusandingedt-anzagrs for 

anyone having a ai:eahlr 

in teSfoteCt portfolio: 

1. It relies’s, tire nijesit at all 
bookkeeping deta.lrt and an-
noying routine. 

2. It pincers t.r.w, dee to mi-
taken, ii. delays In depnnii. 
ing dividends and tollertieg 
interest to failure to obonror 
redemption notices, etc. 

a. Is pronidea records helpful 
in preparing tax returns. 

I. Ito rent is moderate - fre-
quently It pays for itself. 

5. Flenibte, it in adapted in the 
clients indisiduat neerir and 
operates under li6 direct 

at hoe lip. 

’flit ST IrYFARISiRT 

CR0 ChElt FIRST 
NATIONAL BANK 
c Si;t 7aizctice- 
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BUY U. S 

NEWS  
WAR BONDS AND HOLD THEM! 

The Californ ia Palace of the 

Legion of Honor 

Lincoln Pctrr, 

San Francisco (i;’rri’ 

Office 	he Director 

February 2. 194. 

Mr. Mark Danios, 
Ediar, 
Architect and Encjirioer, 
San Franclso ,  4 Caitorr t 

Door Mr. Daniels: 

May 1 take this cp rtuc.ip’ 
ongratulatic you an the trde’ 

jag at "Archiect and Etigir. 
The placing of the ver y  tire 
graphs and t he new set-up  
articles have neid.’ thE naqn 
touch more pleasing ill u k 
once. The choogi; 	i thc 
has likewise mode it a 
attractive piece of ir 

Sincerely 	cui. 

JERMAYNE McxAni 
Dir� 

MERGER OF BAY AREA 
STEEL FIRMS 

uds......-Pcieif ir Con 	no 
San Francisco’s pioneer stei.’l fL 
ricators, has merged with the 
Philip Murphy Corporation undar 
the name of the Iudaon.Pocif,. 
Murphy Corporation, with plo 
in San Francisco and Oc:kiaio 
Paul F. Gillespie, C. E. who ii 

been with the ludn 0,,rnf-ii, v 

for 	any years, becomes pt’ 
dent at the new corporation 
Carlos J. Maas, vice president, a .1 
J. Philip Murphy, Vice prosia 
and general manager. A. E. \V 
kens, formerly general tori 
of the Judson-Pacific C1 
retires from active maria 

CLAY TILES FOR FLOC, , !-t, 
WALLS. Printed copies of 
lied Practice Recornmerdatic: - , 
---44 are now availab l e train 

Superintendent of Dcicuno 
Government Printing Office h 
cents each. It now includes 

tile trimmers, fiat quarry 

quarry tile trimmers ana goon 

tile colors. No change is rnadei 
the sizes of glazed wall tiles. I’. 

in ceramic mozciic there air 

number of additional sizer an 1 

shapes listed. 
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PRODUCERS COUNCIL PAGE - Cont’d 
ABC’s could stand 

repetition at this 
point. The Producers M -’-.  

r 	Council is fundamen 
tally based on:  

A -Affiliation wit’.  
the AlA; 

B--Bulletin of tech- 
ncal data for the arctniec: 

C--Chapter activities for uniting the activities 
of the two organizations in the interest of better 
construction. 

16th Xmas Jinks has passed into history leavir., 
a high water mark to shoot at in future years for 
fun and good fellowship, thanks to you, Ctark. 
Wayland and your committee, including Pren- 
dentEd, Charles Nicholas, herb Golitz, Ernie 
Larson, Harry Fabris, Fred Henning, Joe Carlson 
and Past Presidents Ray Brown and Georg’ 
Quamby. 

MERRY CHRESTI.’AS 

APPOINTED SALES MANAGER 

R. F. Kreisler, for the past eight yeoi soer, :0 1; 

, 	oger of Fir-Tax, has been appointed sales manager 

: 	of the National Airlite Door Company of Los An 

: 	geles, California, according to a recent announce- 
ment by Walter E. Smith, company president. 

National Atilite manuiaclures a new typo 
aluminum, overhead garage door, adjustable 
fit any size door open;ng. 

APPOINTED AIRPORT ENGINEER 

Col. Frederick K. DuPuy has been retained by 

he Sonoma County Board of Superv;sors, Santo 
Rosa, California, to prepare a Muster Airport Plan 
br Sonoma County. 

The project includes long range airport facilities 
at Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Cotcu, Sonoma. Glen 
Ellen, Valley of the Moon, Heuldsburg, Geyser-
ville, Cloverdale, Sebastopol, Bchem;on Grove 
Guerneville, and other county areas. 

DuPuy is Airport Engineer for Napo (California) 
County, and for Wm. P. Kyne’s Bay Meadows Air-
port at Son Malec, Cctifc.tn:o. 

URBAN PLANNING 

Formation of the In;,-:  
ning Conference, dedicated to the rebuilding and 
orderly future development of American cities has 
been announced by Louis Jusienent, chanman of 

the Committee on Urban Planning of the A. 1. A. 

DECEMBER. 1946 

"More than a building paper" 

THE SISALKRAFT Co. 
205 West Wacker Drive 

Chic.9., III. 

55 New M.a59.m.r y  Street 
Son Francisco. Calif. 

BASALITE 
LIGHTWEIGHT CONCRETE 

BUILDING UNITS 

CHARACTER ECONOMY INSULATION 
FIRE-SAFE TERMITE PROOF� PERMANENCE 

BASALT ROCK CO., INC. 
NAPA, CALIFORNIA 

FORDERER CORNICE WORKS 
Manufacturer, of 

Hollow Metal Products � interior Metal Tr im 
Elevator Fronts and Cabs 

Metal Plaster Accessories 	Sanitary Metal Base 
Flat and Roll Metal Screens 

Metal Cabinets 	Commercial Refrigerators 

269 POTRERO AVE. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 	HEMLOCK 4100 

STRUCTURAL STEEL 
For Class A Buildings, - 

Bridges, etc. 

JUDSON PACIFIC-MURPHY CORP. 
1200 SEVENTEENTH STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO 

- 	Plant, Sau. Fancisc.o ’ Oat.nd  
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MODULAR COORDINATION really began to 
snow-bail in 46. That 

is an accepted fact 

4 
 h:oughoul much of the 

onstriiction industry is 
e videnced by the flood 
of manufacturers liter-
ature, too numerous to 
list h e r e, describing 

nd detailing modular coordinated products, 

PRODUCERS COUNCIL AIDS U. S. C. 
LECTURE PROGRAM 

The Southern California Chapter of the Pro-
ducers Council will aid the faculty of the Uni-
versity of Southern California College of Archi-
tecture in the devising of new, practical techniques 
of training. 

Representatives of member companies were 
assigned the preparation and presentation of a 
series of lectures. These lectures are to be based 
on the historical background of the material or 
product, the raw materials used, and the processes 
of manufacture. 

ESTABLISHMENT of a joint cooperative commit-

tee between the National Association of State 
Aviation Officials and The Associated Geneial 
Contractors of America has been agreed upon by 
the organizations. 

PRODUCERS COUNCIL HOLD PARTY 
The annual Christmas party of the Producers’ 

Council, Southern California Chapter, was held at 
the Elks Club, Los Angeles. 

CLAY PIPE OUTPUT 
The nation’s cloy pipe manufacturing industry 

is turning out approximately 8,800,000 feet of four 
and six inch vitrified clay pipe per month, accord-
ing to recent reports of the National Clay Pipe 
Manufacturers, Inc. 

At the average installation of 40 feet this pro-
vides for almost a quarter of a million homes for 
veterans and other needy home seekers every 
month. At this rate 3,000,000 new homes will be 
provided for annually. 

APPOINTED ENGINEER 
Irving C. Harris has been appointed construction 

engineer at Shasta Dam, according to a recent U. S. 
Bureau of Reclamation announcement, 

Harris was formerly acting construction engi-
neer and will be in charge of all work at Shasta 
and Keswick dams, and on the Oroville - Sacra-
mento transmission line. 

BASALITE 
LIGHTWEIGHT CONCRETE 

BUILDING UNITS 

CHARACTER ECONOMY INSULATION 

FIRE.SAFE’ TERMITE PROOF � PERMANENCE 

BASALT ROCK CO.. INC. 
NAPA, CALIFORNIA 

FORDERER CORNICE WORKS 
Manufacturers of 

Hollow Metal Products � 	Interior Metal Trim 

Elevator Fronts and Cabs 

Metal Plaster Accessories . Sanitary Metal Base 

Flat and Roll Metal Screens 

Metal Cabinets 	Commercial Refrigerators 

269 POTRERO AVE. 

SAN FRANCISCO. CALIF. 	HEMLOCK 4100 

STRUCTURAL STEEL 
For Class A Buildings, 

Bridges, etc. 

JUDSON PACIFIC - MURPHY CORP. 
1200 SEVENTEENTH STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Plants: Son Francisco . O.tIiod  
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San Francisco. Calif. 
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The 1946 total includes 672 new plants and 493 
expansions of existing plants, while for the 1945 
period there were 398 new plants and 314 expan-
sions. The term "Nothern California" takes In 48 
counties for these tabulations. 

ILLUMINATORS MEET 
The Illuminating Engineering Society, Pacific 

Northwest Region, held o recent regional confer -

ence in Seattle which brought together several 
nationally-known authorities in the lighting field. 

Among the topics discussed were such subjects 
as: Studies of Illumination Brightness in Residen-
tial Interiors, New Developments in Mercury 
Lamps, Merchandising Lighting Design, Practical 
Factors Affecting Illumination Design for Mer-
chanclising Areas, and the Applicalicn and Char-
acteristics of Flash Tubes. 

WESTERN PROSPECTS 
A recent report of the Oahiornia State Recon-

struction and Reemployment CommissiOn states 
there are three types of industrial developireat 
possible for the Western States in the postwar era. 
They are, in brief; 

I. Industries making products with unique Ia-
001 and regional markets, which in sonic cc.ises 
have possibilities of sae ’i other areas aanir.sl 
national competition. 

2. Industries in which held 
advantages permit regional 0011 çwl?.cr Lot dc 
not rrovde sufficient profit to induce  
firms to enter the market. 

3. Industries so highly dominated by not:c0n 
firms that regional production can only occur pri-
marty through bian:h plant: of ther-  
firms. 

TALKS ON ATOMIC ENERGY 
Charles P. Cabell, chemico engueer a: anEo t� , 

tord Engineer Works oi he General Electric 
pony at Richmond, VIathingon, addressed a 
recent meeting of the San Francisco chaçte: 
American Society at Civil Engineers, on the suhi,:’a 
"Atomic Energy For Power Generation." 

The engineering aspects of obtaining energy by 
nuclear fission were outlined by Cabell and llu-
rated with slides. 

GOOD HARDWARE 
Good hardware is a,i  

builder and owner. Say: the Siacrit Ho:aea 
oil of the University of Illinois. 

"Cheap hardware is a pooi investment; the 
council maintains in its publication "Hardware 
For the Home,’ recently issued. "Ii soon depre-
ciates In appearance, and costs more in repairs 
and replacements. The difference in cost boeeri  

goad and second-rote hardware is generally less 
than $25 for the average small home." 

The factor of security involved in locksets is 
also to be considered, the publication pointed out. 

REAL ESTATE BONDS 
Bond issues of apartments, hotels, and office 

buildings are still at a nine-year high, despite a 
recent dip. 

DETENTION HOME 
Bids are being taken on the $175,000 county de-

tention home to be built in Sacramento Coum"y, 
Harry J. Devine, Sacramento, architect. 
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WITH THE ENGINEERS 
From Poe 

ciency. It weighs approximately seven pounds 
per cubic fool and when mixed with Portland Ce-
ment, produces a light concrete which is used 
extensively for insulating roof structures and In 

plaster for lire protection. 
The use of pumice as a lightweight concrete 

aggregate was explained by Paul R. Splane and 
Philip Lockwood. Pumice Is a cellular volcanic 
lava occurring in Southern California desert re-
gions When used as on aggregate in concrete it 
produces a lightweight product of good structural 
characteristics, adaptable to masonry units and 
for insulation and fireproofing purposes. 

PUGET SOUND ENGINEERING COUNCIL 

The poll of member societies on changing the 
name of the council from the "Puget Sound Coun-
cil of Engineering and Technical Societies" to its 
present name of "Puget Sound Engineering Coun-
cil" showed a practically unanimous disposition 
oword the new name. It was therefore adopted 

and an emblem approved containing the name. 

A nominating committee was named at a re-
cent meeting to consider officers for 1947. Alfred 
Miller, Fairman Lee and Char’ie May were named 
to the committee with Miller as chairman. 

Six engineers received licenses to practice in 
he State of Washington recently. They are: L. M. 
Bough and G. H. Walker, of Seattle; G. A. Drewett, 
C. A. Marshall, and W. K. Wilson, of Portland, 
Ore., and J. M. Worthen of Taco:r.a. 

ILLUMINATING ENGINEERS HEAR SPEAKER 

The Southern California Srtction of the Illurnin..:; 
:ng Engineering Society roe recently in Los An-
eles at which time H. E. Madigan, :r,ar;ugr 0 

airport lighting sales of the Line Material Com-
pany, spoke on ’Aviar- [:h.r jDo..; no.: 

"SMOG" DISCUSSED BY CIVIL ENGINEERS 
The problem of ’Sinoq" ir Los Angeles .o..n 

aken up in some detail at a recent roee:ir.q of the 
Los Angeles Section of the American Society of 
Civil Engineers, the principal speaker of the eve 
nirig being William M. Jeffers, vice-president ot 
the board of the Union Pocili Railroad. 

Others who spoke on the some toptc included: 
Harold W. Kenndody, Los Angeles county coun-
sel; Andrew 0. Porter, deputy Los Angeles county 
counsel: Roland W. Reynolds. er ,qineer.investiqcit 
or of the Office of A; F:i,:r;ox: Cratrol, Los An- 

eies county; arid Howard Barnes. member, Smoke 
and Fumes Committee, Los Angeles Chamber of 
Commerce. 

The Junior Forum met earlier in the evening, at 
which technical papers were presented. 

WESTERN DIVISION ORGANIZES 

Members of the American Council ol Commer-
cial Laboratories from the Western states met in 
San Francisco recently and organized themselves 
into a group to be known as the Western Division 
of the ACCL. The division will include members In 
Alaska and the Hawaiian Islands, 

Dr. Roger W. Truesdail, Truesdall Laboratories, 
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PRE-FABRICATION 
What Is It? 

tfrom 	J., 
finished product, can be protected from tie ele-
ments. Workers are also protected from hamper-
ing and time-consuming hazards. 

Home construction is now conducted on a more 
or less seasonable basis, particularly those built 
by the smaller contractor. He is not as fully equip-
ped as the larger contractor and often not in a 
position to proceed with work during winter 
months. Home construction, in many sections of 
the country, is therefore limited to the portion of 
the year when weather conditions are favorable. 

In factory-built homes, work can proceed with-
out interruption throughout the year. More units 
can be produced, lowering overhead costs per 
unit and making possible an additional price re-
duction to the consumer. 

Considerable progress has been made by var-
ious fabricating manufacturers in the housing 
field since the end of the war. Some have gone to 
extremes, while others have kept to sound funda-
mentals in their design. To these manufacturers 
will probably go the lion’s share of the credit when 
the final blueprints have been drawn. 

Care must be taken that fly-by-night operators 
do not enter the field at this critical juncture. This 
would cause considerable damage to the prefabri-
cated home industry and untold heartbreak and 
expense to those unfortunate buyers who tell intc 
their clutches. 

Light-Gage Steel 
Considerable research and development has al-

ready been undertaken on ight-goge steel in var-
ious types of structures by the Pittsburgh Testinq 
Laboratories, at Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Buildings were selected from different sections 
of the country for making these tests in order 
get the necessary cross-section of weather conai 
lions as they affect buildings. 

It was found that the light-gage steel members, 
used for floor and roof construction and those 
members which were concealed, were practically 
intact when they were opened for Inspection. 

In some instances, the original coat of paint wci 
still on. Where rust actually showed, it was or-
parent that the condition had existed when the 
steel was originally installed. 

Some of these buildings had been up for as icn 
as 40 years. 

In figuring the cost of a prefabricated steel 
aluminum home, It was found that they compared 
favorably with ordinary wood construction. There 
is less depreciation on a steel or aluminum home. 

It is also more flexible, more easily erected, dis-
mantled and re-erected in another !ocation, if found 
necessary or desirable. It is almost 100 salvage-
able. 

Concrete 
Then theme is the concrete prefabricated home. 

Wooden forms were used at first, later replaced 
by metal forms which were brought to the job site 
in prefabricated sections. This saved time, labor 
and money because the forms could be used over 
and over again. 

Contractors either had the metal forms made or 
rented them for a nominal fee. 

Entire sections of prefabricated concrete, side-
walls, roofs and floors have been made at the fac-
tory, delivered by truck and installed by the con-
tractor. 

The principal objection to concrete is that It re-
quires special equipment because of its weight. 

(See Page4 7.) 
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A.I.A. ACTIVITIES 
(From Page i! 

design and the supervision of construction of the 
protect to completion, he will be required to asso-
ciate himself with a qualified architect, subject to 
the approval of the Professional Adviser and the 
Association, before he is recommended as archi-
ted for the undertaking. 

As the program will call for landscape design, 
as well as sketch studies of sculpture and painting, 
architects are encouraged, though not required, to 
associate themselves with landscape architects, 
sculptors, and painters in the preparation of their 
submissions. Every associate will be given full 
credit by name, in all publicity, for his contribution 
to a winning submission and, in the case of the 
First-Prize winner, will be recommended along 
with the architect for ultimate employment by the 
Department of the Interior in executing the design. 

On completion of the first stage each of the five 
competitors selected by the Jury of Award to par-
ticipate in the second stage will receive the sum of 
$10,000 as compensation for (I) the outright transfer 
of ownership to the Association of his first and 
second-stage submissions, together with any ideas 
they may contain, which shall become the proper-
ty of the Association, to use or dispose of as it may 
see fit: and (2) the costs incident to participation in 
the second stage. Each competitor will obligate 
himself by the acceptance of the stipulated corn-
pensation to complete the second stage of the Corn 
petition. 

At the judgment of the second-stage submissions 
the Jury of Award will select a First-Prize winner, 
who will be recommended for employment as Ar-
chitect of the Project, as stated above, and Second 
and Third-Prize winners. The prizes are to be is 

follows: 

First Prize 	 $40,000 
Second Prize 	 20,000 
Third Prize. 	 10,000 

The two runners-up will receive S2,500 each as 
an honorarium. 

Application blanks will be distributed at once 
in response to all requests of architects who de-

clare their intention to participate In the competition 
by sending their names and addresses to: 

George Howe, Professional Adviser 
The Jefferson National Expansor 

Memorial Competition 
Old Courthouse 

415 Market Street 
Si, Louis 2, Missouri 

The program will be mailed starting June I, 1947. 
The names of the members of the Jury of Award 
will be announced before the distribution of the  

program. Subrmssions in the first stage iaust be 
shipped to the Professional Adviser not later than 
Monday, September 1, 1947. 

STARLITE ROOF 
The special article featuring the Hotel Sir Francis 

Drake new Starlite Roof, appearing in Architect & 
Engineer last month, inadvertently omitted stating 
that Mr. Frank Ehrenthai was the designer, he then 
being associated with The Waiter M. Ballard 
Corporation. 

SWIMMING POOL 
The city of Stockton, California, is building a 

75’xl65’ reinforced concrete, tile top, swimming 
pool estimated to Cost $75,000. 
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ADOPTION OF Showplace Square I Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey 

PREAMBLE 

WHEREAS, the Methodology for recording and evaluating historic resources contained in the Office of 
Historic Preservation publication Instructions for Recording Historical Resources of March 1995 and 
future editions of that publication is based on the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and National 
Register of Historic Places Criteria cited therein. 

WHEREAS, The Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey consists of several elements 
including: 

California Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Records (DPR 523A forms) for 632 
individual properties; 

� California Department of Parks and Recreation Building, Structure, and Object Records (DPR 

523B forms) for 24 individual properties; 

� California Department of Parks and Recreation District Records (DPR 523D forms) for two (2) 
historic districts. 

� Survey Inventory for 632 properties, consisting of APN; Address; year built; Status Code; District 
Name; Integrity, Architecture Rating and Building notes. 

WHEREAS, The Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey was prepared by a qualified 
historian in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and State Office of Historic 
Preservation Recordation Manual as outlined in Resolution No. 527 of June 7, 2000, adopted by the 
previous San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board; and in accordance with the National 
Park Service’s National Register Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register Multiple Property 
Documentation Form (1999). 

WHEREAS, The Showplace Square I Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey was reviewed by the San 
Francisco Historic Preservation Commission for accuracy and adequacy and is adopted by the San 
Francisco Historic Preservation Commission at a public meeting agendized for this purpose. 
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WHEREAS, A copy of the duly adopted the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey 

will be maintained in the Planning Department Preservation Library and on the Planning Department’s 

website. 

WHEREAS, Future Landmark and Historic District Designation Reports and Nominations and Structures 
of Merit Nominations may demonstrate historic significance by reference to the Showplace Square / 

Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey. 

WHEREAS, In the future, in evaluating surveyed properties, historic significance may be demonstrated 

by reference to the Showplace Square I Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey. 

WHEREAS, The Historic Preservation Commission reviewed the all submitted materials and research 

regarding 1150 16th  Street at its June 15, 2011 hearing and adopted a revised status code of 6Z (found 

ineligible through survey evaluation) by Motion 0128. 

WHEREAS, The Historic Preservation Commission reviewed the Case Report, and Additional 
Information Memorandum, Planning Department presentations, and public comment. 

MOVED, that the Historic Preservation Commission hereby adopts the Showplace Square / Northeast 

Mission Historic Resource Survey, including the following materials, and based on the following findings, 

and directs its Commission Secretary to transmit a copy of the adopted survey materials and this Motion 

No. 0134, to the State Office of Historic Preservation and to the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma 

State University for reference: 

� California Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Records (DPR 523A forms) for 632 
individual properties; 

� California Department of Parks and Recreation Building, Structure, and Object Records (DPR 
523B forms) for 24 individual properties; 

� California Department of Parks and Recreation District Records (DPR 523D forms) for two (2) 
historic districts. 

� Survey Inventory for 632 properties, consisting of APN; Address; year built; Status Code; 
District Name; Integrity, Architecture Rating and Building notes, subject to the 
ammendedments and dirctions to staff below. 

U 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed all the materials identified and the recitals above, and having heard oral testimony 

and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

1. The above recitals are accurate and also constitute findings of the Commission. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 2 
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2. The Historic Preservation Commission makes the following amendments to the Summary 

Database of the Showplace Square I Northeast Mission Survey: 

A-I 3030 17 11,  Street - Atlas Frame Co.: adopts a revised status code of 6L (determined 
ineligible for local listing or designation through local government review process; may 
warrant special consideration in local planning); and to amend the Summary Database of 
the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey to reflect this change. 

A-2 2750 19th  Street - Oregon Worsted / Pioneer woolen Mill: adopts a revised status code 
of 6L (determined ineligible for local listing or designation through local government 
review process; may warrant special consideration in local planning); and to amend the 
Summary Database of the Showplace Square I Northeast Mission Survey to reflect this 
change. 

B. Assessor’s Parcel Number 4023/004, located at 2700 19 11  street: amend the Summary 
Database of the Showplace Square I Northeast Mission Survey to read: "This lot contains 
two buildings. The 2-story 1908 Timothy Hopkins Warehouse in the Commercial / 
Renaissance Revival Style, designed by Henry A Schulze, on the northwest corner of 19th 
and York Streets, appears eligible for the California Register (3CS). The circa 1919 single-
story brick building occupied by the Crown Shirt factory on the western portion of the lot 
is found ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey evaluation (6Z)." 

C. Verdi Club, 2424 Mariposa Street: directs staff to transfer the new research onto a DPR 
523L form, and append to the existing DPR 523A and DPR 523B forms. 

D. 450 Irwin Street, former Greyhound Bus Lines garage and maintenance facility / 

current California College of the Arts: directs staff to contact the building owner to 

inform them of the Commission’s intent to adopt Survey findings that the building is 
California Register eligible at a future hearing. 

E. 1855 Folsom, former Woolworth’s building: directs staff to transfer the research on the 

"Hot Boxcar" incident related to 1855 Folsom street (Woolworth’s warehouse) onto a 
DPR 523B form, and append to the existing DPR 523A. 

F. 612 Alabama, Pelton Water Wheel Factory: directs staff to work with property owner 
to assemble more information and return to the Commission for consideration at a later 
date. 

G. 1200 and 1210 17th  Street: adopts a revised status code of 6Z (ineligible for NR, CR or 
Local designation through survey evaluation); for the two steel-clad industrial buildings, 
1200 17t  Street and 1210 17th  Street. The Commission adopts the status code of 3CS 
(appears eligible for CR as an individual property through survey evaluation) for the 
brick office building; and to amend the Summary Database of the Showplace Square I 
Northeast Mission Survey to reflect the change in the assessments. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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I hereby certify that the Historical Preservation Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 
17, 2011. 

- 

/Linda D. Avery 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: 	Chase, Damkroger, Hasz, Johns, Martinez, Matsuda, Wolfram 

NAYS: 	none 

ABSENT: 	none 

ADOPTED 	August 17, 2011 
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Memo 

 

 

 

DATE:  August 10, 2011 

TO:  Historic Preservation Commission 

FROM:  Moses Corrette, Preservation Planner 

    Moses.corrette@sfgov.org (415)558-6295 

REVIEWED BY: Tim Frye, Preservation Coordinator 

RE:  Additional Information Requested by Historic 
Preservation Commission, Showplace Square Historic 
Resource Survey – Case No. 2010.0485U 

 

This memorandum provides information in response to comments that were received at the Historic 

Preservation Commission (Commission) hearings of June 1 and June 15, 2011, for the Showplace Square 

Historic Resource Survey (Survey). The information in this memorandum is provided in addition to the 

information included in the Planning Department (Department) report of May 25, 2011, which was 

previously distributed to the Commission. 

This memorandum addresses the following issues: 

A. Background information on how the Showplace Square Survey assesses properties based on 
California Register Criterion 1 (associations with events); and an overview of the properties 
found to be significant under this Criterion. 

B. Clarification of Showplace Square Survey findings for the two buildings on the same Assessor’s 
Parcel Number 4023/004, located at 2700 19th street. 

C. Report on staff research for information on the origin and composition of the Verdi Club, whose 
building is located at 2424 Mariposa Street. 

D. Report on staff research on the integrity of 450 Irwin Street, former Greyhound Bus Lines garage 
and maintenance facility, currently occupied by the California College of the Arts. 

E. Report on 1855 Folsom, the former Woolworth’s building and the specific role that it played in 
the Hot Box Car incident.   

F. Property owner’s appeal of Showplace Square Survey findings for 612 Alabama (Pelton Factory) 
based on California Register Criterion 1, associations with events. 

G. Property owner’s appeal of Showplace Square Survey findings for 1200 and 1210 17th Street 
(Pacific Rolling Mills) based on California Register Criterion 1, associations with events. 

mailto:Moses.corrette@sfgov.org
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A. Background information on how the Showplace Square Survey assesses properties based on 

California Register Criterion 1 (associations with events); and an overview of the properties found 

to be significant under this Criterion (DPR 523 forms are Attachment A) 

At its July 1, 2011 hearing, the Commission requested information about properties within the survey 

area that were found to be significant under Criterion 1 (events) or Criterion 2 (persons).   The 

Commission further requested information about the Department’s methodology of assessing properties 

in the Summary Database of the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey, where no DPR 5231-series 

evaluation form was prepared. 

At the July 15th hearing, the Department provided a brief summary of the seven (7) properties that were 

assessed solely under California Register Criterion 1 (associations with events) and attached the 

corresponding DPR 523 forms.  There are no properties in the survey that are assessed solely under 

California Register Criterion 2 (association with significant persons).   

In conducting surveys, the Department gathers information and develops findings using the California 

Register and National Register criteria, and State and Federal Standards and Guidelines for identifying 

and evaluating historic properties.  A close parallel to the National Register, the California Register defers 

to the National Park Service publications for guidance.   As with National Register Criterion A, California 

Register Criterion 1 recognizes that properties can be associated with single events, or with a pattern of 

events, repeated activities, or historic trends. The event or trends, however, must be associated with a 

context that gives perspective and meaning, and clearly shows the event to be important. Moreover, the 

property must have an important association with the event or historic trends, and it must retain historic 

integrity.2  Assessments are based on information available at the time of assessment, and may be 

changed and/or updated if new or additional information regarding properties becomes available. 

This, section A of the memorandum, explains the Survey findings for three of the seven properties that 

the Survey first found to be significant for their associations with events. Sections C, E, F and G of this 

report provide the rest of the information on the seven properties separately.  Of the seven properties 

assessed as California Register-eligible under Criterion 1, two are assessed on DPR 523B forms by the 

consultant Kelley & VerPlanck: 2401 16th Street (Double Play), and 2500 16th Street (SFSPCA). 

Additionally, two are specifically discussed in the context statement, but were not documented on DPR 

                                                
1 The State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) provides standardized forms to document the 
physical traits of a building - DPR 523A, and to evaluate buildings, structures or objects - DPR 523B or districts - DPR  
523D. 
2 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation, 12. 
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523B forms: 1855 Folsom, former Woolworth’s warehouse, and 1200/1210 17th Street, the former Pacific 

Rolling Mill plant.  Both 1855 Folsom Street and 1200/1210 17th Street, as well as the remaining three 

buildings: 3030 17th Street (Atlas Frame), 2750 19th Street (Oregon Worsted Wool / Pioneer Woolen Mill) 

and 612 Alabama Street (Pelton Water Wheel factory), received draft assessments by Planning 

Department Staff within the Summary Database.  

Planning Department staff based the draft assessments on information outlined within the context 

statement as well as additional research, as needed.  The draft assessments made by Planning 

Department staff, combined with the consultant-provided survey, provides a complete record of the 

historic status of every age-eligible property within the Survey of the area.  The Summary Database 

provides a record for these draft assessments that are not on DPR 534B forms, a method approved by the 

State Office of Historic Preservation.   

 

2401 16th Street – Double Play (DPR 523A and DPR 523B forms, HPC Motion 0113, and Department 

HRER for Case 2006.0428E are Attachment A-1) 

Constructed in 1909, 2401 16th Street is a three-story, wood-frame, mixed use residential-over-commercial 

property that appears to be largely intact.   The building is located on a large corner lot measuring 100-ft 

by 100-ft. The building is clad in stucco on the primary façade and features slanted bay windows, a 

prominent cornice, and a projecting neon sign that reads “Double Play."    Overall, the building does not 

have a dominant architectural style.  The original architect is unknown.  The Survey found the building 

individually eligible for the California Register under Criterion 1, for its association with the San 

Francisco Seals (Status code 3CS). 

It was originally constructed in 1909 for James Larkin as a commercial and residential investment 

property. James Larkin operated a bar in the ground floor of the subject property from 1910 to 1919, and 

lived in a residential unit above. During Prohibition (1920 to 1933), Larkin operated a "soft drink 

business," which was a common guise for a bar in this period. Larkin operated this bar until 1940, when 

he sold it to Peter and Annie Stanfel. The Stanfels opened the "Double Play Tavern" in 1944. This bar and 

restaurant has remained open in this location through the present day. The Double Play Restaurant (as it 

is currently known) was patronized by noted members of the San Francisco Seals, including Joe 

DiMaggio, Dario Lodigiani, Bobby Layne, and Doak Walker. The San Francisco Seals were San 

Francisco’s Pacific Coast League baseball team from 1903 to 1957. The San Francisco Seals were the City’s 

professional baseball team before the arrival of the San Francisco Giants in 1958. The Pacific Coast League 

is significant as one of the only major baseball leagues west of St. Louis from the early- to mid-twentieth 
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century. The San Francisco Seals Stadium was originally constructed across from the project site and was 

the first home of the San Francisco Giants. It was later demolished in 1959.  

The Double Play Restaurant represents one of the last vestiges of San Francisco’s early baseball history, 

and was an important post-game establishment for Seals players and management. Based upon this 

history, the 2401 16th Street building is eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 

(Events) with a period of significance from 1944-1957.3 

The subject  property retains  most  aspects  of integrity. Noted alterations include: stucco and brick 

cladding (circa 1940), within the period of significance; a small horizontal addition to the rear (1992); and 

selective window replacement with aluminum sash (unknown). Due to the demolition of the San 

Francisco Seals Stadium, the property lacks integrity of setting.  Overall, the property still conveys its 

significance as a noted property associated with the San Francisco Seals.  As noted by the preservation 

consultant, the Double Play Restaurant interior is almost entirely intact with original wood paneling, 

booths, bar, and back bar.4 

Staff recommendation: Adopt Showplace Square survey DPR 523A and B forms with the finding that 

2401 16th Street, Double Play appears eligible for the California Register under Criterion 1, for its 

association with the San Francisco Seals (3CS) as presented.   

Basis for recommendation: The Double Play building was the subject of a Department-issued Historic 

Resource Evaluation Response, and HPC Motion 0113 (attached), under Interim an Eastern 

Neighborhoods Interim Permit Review hearing on April 6, 2011, for comment on proposed new 

construction of a four-story residential building on the vacant portion of the lot. In Motion 0113, the HPC: 

“Agrees with the preliminary survey findings that the subject property at 2401-16th Street is eligible for 

listing in the California Register under Criteria 1 for its association with the San Francisco Seals.” 

 

2500 16th Street – San Francisco SPCA (DPR 523A form is Attachment A-2) 

The complex building that is 2500 16th Street was built in several phases for the San Francisco SPCA.  It is 

a stucco-clad, two-story reinforced concrete structure in the Mediterranean Revival style with a Spanish 

tile roof.  Windows are set into the thickness of the walls, and have multi-light wood sash in the original 

portion of the building, and steel sash in the added wings.  Decorative plaster panels with vegetal 

ornament adorn the façade.  The Survey found the building individually eligible for the California 

                                                
3 Exemption from Environmental Review, Case No. 2006.0428E April 18, 2011 
4 Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Case No. 2006.0428E, April 7, 2011 
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Register under Criterion 1, for its ongoing association with the San Francisco chapter of the Society for the 

Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA).  The consultant-prepared DPR 523B form does not provide an 

argument for or against California Register eligibility under Criterion C, for its design or architecture; 

however, the building complex does retain a high degree of integrity (Status Code 3CS). 

The San Francisco SPCA was the nation's fourth humane society, after New York (1866), Boston, and 

Philadelphia, and the first west of the Mississippi. It has become one of San Francisco's most enduring 

and respected institutions, as well as a national leader in saving homeless cats and dogs. The founder of 

the San Francisco SPCA, James Sloan Hutchinson, a New York-born Gold Rush pioneer and later 

advocate for abused animals of all kinds was an influential banker in San Francisco.  The SPCA quickly 

grew with the support of philanthropists like James Lick and L.C. Wilmerding.  In 1884, the San Francisco 

SPCA established the first horse ambulance in the West. In 1890, SPCA acquired the present property 

(2500 16th Street) “out on the edge of town,” and built its first permanent facility in 1891.  The facility, 

known as the “Animals Home,” consisted of an office building, kennels, stables, and a garage for the 

horse ambulance, which was dispatched to pick up overworked or injured horses. In 1905, the San 

Francisco SPCA assumed responsibility for animal control services in San Francisco, which it maintained 

for the next 84 years. It rescued hundreds of horses during the devastating 1906 earthquake and built 

watering stations for workhorses in burned-out areas of the city. It also established a "pensioners fund," 

so former Fire and Police Department horses could retire to country ranches5. In 1925, the San Francisco 

SPCA began rebuilding its original complex, demolishing the 34-year-old wood-frame 1891 structures 

with modern fireproof reinforced concrete facilities.  This structure is the core of the existing property at 

2500 16th Street.  It was enlarged in 1929 to add an animal hospital, in 1932 to enlarge the pound, and in 

1939 to enlarge the hospital.  

All of these buildings were designed to harmonize with one another and all were built of concrete and 

designed in the Mediterranean style; these are all still extant along the 16th Street frontage and along parts 

of Alabama and Florida Streets. The original complex was gradually enlarged to encompass the bulk of 

the San Francisco SPCA’s property between 1963 and 1966. Eventually, in the 1980s, the San Francisco 

SPCA acquired two parcels to the north, including the large, 1952 concrete warehouse complex to the 

north of their existing property. More recently additional structures have been added between the two 

existing complexes, linking them together into a more cohesive complex. Throughout the 20th century, 

                                                
5 Historical information from SPCA Album, March-April 1958, pages 4-21., and recorded in the Kelley & VerPlanck 
DPR 523B form. 
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the San Francisco SPCA introduced pioneering programs and services that continue today, here and at 

other organizations that replicated its progress6.  

Staff recommendation: Adopt Showplace Square Survey DPR 523A and B forms with the finding that the 

building appears eligible for the California Register under Criterion 1 for its association with the San 

Francisco SPCA (Status code 3CS) as presented. 

Basis for recommendation:  

Founded in on April 18, 1868, and housed on this site in 1891, the San Francisco SPCA has continued to 

serve as the City’s foremost advocate for the safety and well-being of domestic and service animals.  The 

institution is one of the oldest and most influential charitable organizations in the City and this complex 

remains one of the most important [SPCA] facilities in terms of the impact of its programs on the West 

Coast. The oldest extant section of the existing complex, completed between 1926 and 1939, appears to 

remain largely intact, retaining the following aspects of integrity: location, design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling, and association.   

 

3030 17th Street – Atlas Frame Co. (DPR 523A form is Attachment A-3) 

3030 17th Street is a single-story, wood-frame, industrial building clad in corrugated iron, with a sawtooth 

roof form.  The Survey found the building to be associated with the Industrial Employment special area7, 

and to be individually eligible for the California Register under Criterion 1, for its association with the 

pattern of employment in the area (Status Code 3CS). 

This simply-constructed building8 with expressive forms is one of a number of manufacturing plants in 

the survey area and San Francisco in general.  It is a representation of a humble property type of light 

industrial buildings in the area.  No specific events are known to have occurred here, but rather, it 

belongs to a pattern of events surrounding manufacturing industry that made a significant contribution 

to San Francisco’s economy. 

                                                
6 San Francisco ASPCA website: http://www.sfspca.org/about-us/our-history, accessed 7/28/2011. 
7 The Industrial Employment special area is documented on a DPR 523D form, which concluded that the area 
warrants special consideration in local planning, for its associations with the historic employment patterns, but is not 
eligible for the National or California Registers. 
8 Described by John King in the San Francisco Chronicle on May 2, 2010: “The best urban slices often are found on the 
edge, the jostle of structures more intent on doing a job than setting a tone. This small furniture factory … wraps 
corrugated steel around a wood frame, topped by a tagged metal tower … the no-nonsense air is refreshing in this 
city where, far too often, form and first impressions count for more than lasting substance.” 

http://www.sfspca.org/about-us/our-history
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Staff recommendation: Adopt Motion to change the draft Survey evaluation, finding the building” 

“determined ineligible for local listing or designation through local government review process; may 

warrant special consideration in local planning” (Status code 6L); and to amend the Summary Database 

of the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey to reflect this change. 

Basis for recommendation: No significant event or series of events that has California Register 

significance is known to have occurred in this building.  This building is located within the Showplace 

Square – Northeast Mission Industrial Employment Area which is documented on a DPR 523D, district 

record (included in the Survey), and retains integrity.  The consultant’s draft evaluation of the industrial 

employment area had preliminary findings of California Register eligibility, based on a significant series 

of events (industrial employment itself), and in which 3030 17th Street was a contributing property.  When 

peer review, and Survey Advisor review led to the staff reassessment of the district, all contributory 

buildings were given a revised status code of “6L”; however, this property was overlooked. The finding 

and Status Code 6L will make this assessment consistent with the others within that District. 

 

2750 19th Street – Oregon Worsted / Pioneer woolen Mill (DPR 523A form is Attachment E-4) 

2750 19th Street is a single-story heavy timber frame, brick industrial building located at the corner of 19th 

and Bryant Streets.  Fenestration consists of deep-set wooden sash set within segmental brick arched 

openings.  The brick is laid in a common bond, 5-course header pattern.  The parapet is an extension of 

the plain building wall.  The Survey found the building to be individually eligible for the California 

Register under Criterion 1, for the property’s association with ethnic Chinese industrial workforce (Status 

Code 3CS). 

Evaluation of this building was not included in the consultant-prepared Survey; however, staff did 

provide the assessment for the Survey.  The assessment was made based on the context statement 

sections on labor history, the context Five Views: an Ethnic Site Survey for California9 as well as Sanborn 

maps.  Staff examined Sanborn maps covering this survey area, as well as the South of Market survey 

area for the years 1889 and 1899.  According to the 1889 and 1899 Sanborn Maps, the property that 

includes 2750 19th Street contained a manufacturing plant as well as a dormitory (no longer extant) for 

the Chinese laborers at the Pioneer Woolen Mills and/or Oregon Worsted companies.  This is a very rare 

identification on the Sanborn maps for the two hundred blocks represented between the two survey 

areas.   The surviving factory building (2750 19th street) is present on the 1886 map, and likely dates to 

                                                
9 http://www.cr.nps.gov/history/online_books/5views/5views.htm 
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about 1880.  According to the Sanborn map, it was a three-story brick building.  Following the 1906 

earthquake, the upper floors were removed, and the building reached its present state.  With the loss of 

the other properties on the site, and the removal of the upper floors, the property retains integrity of 

location, feeling, and association; but has altered or lost integrity of design, setting, materials and 

workmanship.  Integrity of association and feeling are more heavily weighted because they relate to 

Criterion 1, which is less architecturally based. 

Staff recommendation: Adopt Motion to change the draft Survey evaluation, finding the building: 

“determined ineligible for local listing or designation through local government review process; may 

warrant special consideration in local planning” (Status Code 6L); and to amend the Summary Database 

of the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey to reflect this change. 

Basis for recommendation: Department staff has contacted Sue Lee, Executive Director of the Chinese 

Historical Society of America (CHSA) for their input and assessment.  Researchers at the CHSA examined 

materials and documentation from their collection, and failed to identify any additional information 

about the Chinese labor force in connection with the Pioneer Woolen Mill and/or Oregon Worsted 

companies.  Absent any concrete evidence of significance, other than the noted presence of the Chinese 

on the Sanborn map, Ms. Lee advised that the CHSA cannot validate any significance to the association.  

Department staff agrees with this opinion, and notes that this site is not among the 92 sites identified by 

the Five Views context for significant associations with the Chinese ethnic community. A Status code of 

6L would preserve the identification of the association, and allow for future research to be conducted to 

make a conclusive determination as needed in the future. 

 

B. Clarification of Showplace Square Survey findings for the two buildings on the same Assessor’s 

Parcel Number 4023/004, located at 2700 19th street (DPR 523A form is Attachment B) 

The owner of the subject lot requested that the Survey information be updated to recognize that there are 

two buildings on this parcel.  As presented, the Survey evaluated this parcel as containing a single 

building with an addition to the side, finding the property individually eligible for the California Register 

under Criterion 3, without separate ratings for each of the two buildings (Status Code 3CS). 

Department staff reviewed the building permit history for this parcel and Sanborn maps, and now 

recognizes that this lot contains two buildings.  At the corner is a two-story, common-bond brick, gable-

roofed industrial building with multi-light wood windows set within segmental arches in a Renaissance 

Revival style.  The second building is a single-story, saw-tooth-roofed, common-bond brick warehouse 
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building with a featureless brick façade, save for a single vehicular entrance with a modern roll-up steel 

door.   

Staff recommendation: Adopt Motion to amend the Summary Database of the Showplace Square / 

Northeast Mission Survey to read: “This lot contains two buildings.  The 2-story 1908 Timothy Hopkins 

Warehouse in the Commercial / Renaissance Revival Style, designed by Henry A Schulze, on the 

northwest corner of 19th and York Streets, appears eligible for the California Register (3CS).  The circa 

1919 single-story brick building occupied by the Crown Shirt factory on the western portion of the lot is 

found ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey evaluation (6Z).” 

Basis for recommendation: Only the two-story corner building meets the registration requirements for 

California Register Criteria 3.   The single-story brick building on the western portion of the lot does not 

possess significant distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction.  It is not 

the work of an important creative individual, or possess high artistic values, therefore, it does not appear 

to be architecturally significant.  Further, there are no known associations with significant persons or 

events, that could qualify the building for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 or 2. Lastly, 

because it is a separate building erected for a second business, it does not contribute to the adjacent 

resource. 

 

C. Report on Historic Preservation Commission request for background information about the Verdi 

Club, whose building is located at 2424 Mariposa Street (DPR 523A and DPR 523B forms are 

Attachment C) 

At the hearing of June 15, 2011, the Commission requested additional information about the Verdi Club, 

including, an explanation for the location, and identification of the members/patrons.   

The building erected for the Verdi Club is a two-story over basement, reinforced concrete, Art Deco style 

fraternal building built with full lot coverage.  It has a gabled roof concealed behind a stepped parapet, 

and a symmetrical façade with a central recessed entrance.  The upper portion of the Art Deco façade 

features bas-relief panels with floral motifs as well as a portrait of Giuseppe Verdi crowned by a laurel 

and lyre.  The Survey has found the building individually eligible for the California Register under 

Criteria 1 and 3 (Status Code 3CS). 

Department staff research included the original building permit, city directories from various years in the 

1920s and 1930s, San Francisco Municipal Records, and various internet sites, and has yielded limited 

new information.  According to the Verdi Club’s website, it was founded in 1916.  It was founded in San 
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Francisco by a group of Italian men, led by George Gaggetti, as a social and athletic club.  George 

Gaggetti received a permit to operate an engine and boiler in 1911 at 1120 Potrero Avenue10 (at 23rd 

Street).  According to the 1911 City Directory, other family members (Gaggetti is a unique surname in San 

Francisco to this family) were coopers, plumbers and teamsters, and they all lived in the neighborhood on 

Bryant, Potrero and 23rd Streets.  No listings in City Directories were found for the Verdi Club from the 

time it was founded in 1916 to 1934, when this building was erected.  In 1934 a building permit was 

issued for the construction of this building.  The permit specifically states that no architect or engineer 

designed the building; instead, it lists only the Vannucci Brothers as contractors.  According to the 1934 

City Directory, the Vannucci Brothers were Lawrence, Frank and Oneillo, who had an office at 1875 San 

Bruno Avenue.  In 1939, the City Directory lists Silvio Ratto as the President of the Verdi Club.  The same 

directory indicates that Silvio Ratto was a bookkeeper for the Anglo-California Trust, and resided at 438 

Utah Street.  In 1948, the City Directory lists Joseph Zecca, a resident of 448 Utah Street, as the manager of 

the Verdi Club. 

Staff recommendation: No change in assessment is warranted.  2424 Mariposa, the Verdi Club appears 

eligible for the California Register under Criteria 1 and 3, for association with the Verdi Club, and for the 

building’s design and architecture (Status Code 3CS).  Adopt a motion directing staff to transfer the new 

research onto a DPR 523L form, and append to the existing DPR 523A and DPR 523B forms. 

Basis for recommendation: The building at 2424 Mariposa is found to be individually eligible for the 

California Register under Criteria 1 and 3, for its design/architecture, and not solely for its association 

with the Verdi Club itself.  The consultant-prepared DPR 523B form evaluates the building as California 

Register-eligible under Criterion 1 and 3, stating: “The Verdi Club, established in 1916 by and for 

members of San Francisco’s Italian and Italian-American community, moved to this location in 1935 after 

having the existing building constructed for the club. The Verdi Club was established as a private Italian 

American social club that offered entertainment such as boxing, wrestling, dancing, banquets, meetings, 

and music. The club, which opened on May 5, 1935 in a ceremony presided over by then-mayor Angelo J. 

Rossi, was an organization modeled after the Italian American Social Club (IASC) where members paid 

an initiation fee and membership was passed down from father to son. The IASC clubs would 

traditionally hold monthly dinners for members, family and friends. Still in operation today, although not 

as a members-only club, the Verdi Club currently operates as a popular dance hall and full-service 

banquet facility for weddings, parties, events and concerts.” 

                                                
10 San Francisco Municipal Record, December 14, 1911, Vol IV, No. 59,  page 385. 
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The Verdi Club appears eligible for listing in the California Register under Criteria 1 and 3. The building 

appears eligible under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with San Francisco’s once-numerous and 

still influential Italian-American community. The Verdi Club was one of several clubs catering to Italian 

Americans; others included the Italian American Social Club and the Sons of Italy. The opening of the 

Verdi Club in the Mission District is indicative of the gradual southward shift of the city’s Italian 

population from its former stronghold of North Beach toward the Mission District and other 

neighborhoods in the southern part of the city. The Verdi Club appears eligible under Criterion 3 

(Design/Construction) as an intact and unusual example of a social hall designed in the Art Deco style.” 

 

D. Report on staff research on the integrity of 450 Irwin Street, former Greyhound Bus Lines garage 

and maintenance facility / current California College of the Arts (DPR 523A form and 1951 

elevation drawings are Attachment D) 

At both the June 1st and June 15th hearings, the Commission requested information about the integrity of 

the former Greyhound Bus yard buildings, now occupied by the California College of the Arts. 

450 Irwin Street is a two-story, reinforced concrete industrial building capped by a combination of a flat 

and gabled roof.  Massive steel sash industrial windows primarily characterize the International-style 

building.  The Survey found the building ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey 

evaluation (Status Code 6Z). 

Department staff researched the building permit history and examined the building, which has yielded 

new information for 450 Irwin Street.  Elevation drawings from the original construction prepared by 

Skidmore, Owings and Merrill LLP in 1951 show the same fenestration pattern as exists today.  Moreover, 

physical examination of the windows, a distinguishing feature of the building, provides evidence that the 

steel sash is in fact original.  Changes to the building’s exterior since it was built are limited to three 

entrances on the south elevation, two on the north, three on the west, and four on the east.  All changes 

appear to be sympathetic to the building’s original design.   

Staff recommendation: Adopt a Motion to change the draft Survey evaluation, finding the building: 

“Identified in Reconnaissance Level Survey: Not evaluated” (Status Code 7R); and to amend the 

Summary Database of the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey to change the assessment of 

integrity of 450 Irwin Street from medium to high. 

Basis for recommendation: New information reveals that the existing windows are original. In the draft 

Survey, staff inaccurately concluded that the rehabilitation of the building for educational use in 1999 
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included window replacement.  The building retains integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling, and association.  Staff recognizes that the buildings are the work of a prominent 

architectural firm, Skidmore Owings and Merrill; however, a review of a monograph covering this 

decade of the firm’s work failed to give a reference to this project.  Staff does not have enough 

information to make a conclusive finding that this building is (in)eligible for NR, CR or Local designation 

through survey evaluation because the context statement does not address modernist industrial 

buildings. 

 

E. Report on the Hot Box Car incident and the specific role that 1855 Folsom, former Woolworth’s 

building, played in the incident. (DPR 523A form is Attachment E) 

The Commission requested information about the specific involvement of this building with the Hot Box 

Car incident that justifies the Survey findings.  The Survey found the building individually eligible for the 

California Register under Criterion 3, for its association with the Hot Box Car incident (Status Code 3CS). 

1855 Folsom, former Woolworth’s building is a freestanding, six-story, brick-clad, reinforced concrete 

industrial building.  It features a tripartite design with a high base and a corbelled brick cornice.  The 

ground floor features several commercial vehicle loading dock openings and a separate row of loading 

docks accessed by the on-site rail-spur.  A belt course separates the high ground-floor from the upper 

floors.  Modern metal-framed windows replace the original sash within the daylight-framed upper floors.   

The full information regarding the Hot Box Car incident is located on pages 85-86 of the in the Showplace 

Square Historic Context Statement. To summarize those pages of the context, the Hot Box Car incident 

originated when, after several months of inconclusive negotiations between the 180 employers affiliated 

with the Association of San Francisco Distributors (AFSD) and Local 6, the AFSD decided to force a 

confrontation with the union. In August 1938, the union was then striking the F. W. Woolworth 

Company, at their large warehouse at 1855 Folsom Street. The AFSD loaded a boxcar using non-union 

personnel at the Woolworth warehouse, and then dispatched the car to 19 different union-contracted 

warehouses in San Francisco that were not on strike, including three more in the survey area. At each 

new destination, supervisors would order International Longshore and Warehouse Union (ILWU) Local 6 

warehousemen to unload it. The union members would refuse because the cargo was “hot.” That is, it 

had been loaded by non-union labor. Each employer would then either fire or lock out the union 
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warehousemen. The highly publicized11 incidents also precipitated a general lockout of Local 6 members 

at over 100 plants, with nearly 3,000 workers idled.  

It was a highly publicized incident that helped to bring an industry-wide contract for warehouse workers 

in San Francisco as well as to dramatize labor-management relations in the city more generally12. 

While the Showplace Square context describes the Hot Box Car incident, it does not provide a full list of 

all the sites in San Francisco with the incident.  All twenty locations of warehouses that participated in the 

Hot Box Car incident were located within either the South of Market (SoMa) Survey, or this Showplace 

Square Survey; however, the incident precipitated in union labor shutouts at over 100 warehouses.  The 

context does list the four from this survey area associated with the incident: Woolworth’s warehouse at 

1855 Folsom Street; Dunham, Carrigan & Hayden warehouse at 2 Kansas (Henry Adams) St.; Baker & 

Hamilton warehouse at 700 7th St.; and Safeway Stores at 1000 Brannan St. from the Showplace Square 

Survey area.  

It is not known how many buildings in San Francisco remain extant from the incident. No other 

properties associated with the incident were identified as significant in either the SoMa Survey or 

Showplace Square Survey.   The Survey found 1855 Folsom, former Woolworth’s building to be 

individually significant because of its strong connection to the Hot Box Car incident as its significance is 

derived not only as the point of origin of the boxcar, but also as the site of the major labor dispute leading 

up to the incident. 

Staff recommendation: No change in assessment is warranted.  1855 Folsom, former Woolworth’s 

building appears eligible for the California Register under Criterion 1, for its association with the Hot Box 

Car incident.  Adopt a motion directing staff to transfer the research onto a DPR 523B form, and append 

to the existing DPR 523A (Status code 3CS).   

Basis for recommendation: As the point of origin of the Hot Box Car and site of the strike that was the 

root of incident, 1855 Folsom, former Woolworth’s building bears the strongest association to the event. 

The Department concurs with the Survey findings that 1855 Folsom Street is the most relevant property 

associated with this significant event in union history. 

 

                                                
11 The Associated Press coverage of the incident was syndicated nationally, as evidenced by an article in the 
Titusville Herald, a local paper in distant Pennsylvania. 
12 Cherny, Robert interview on 7/28/2011.  Additional sources cited by Cherny also include: Schwartz, Harvey: March 
Inland: Origins of the Ilwu Warehouse Division, 1934-1938, University of California, Institute of Industrial Relations, 
1978 and Selvin, David F. Sky full of storm: a brief history of California labor, California Historical Society, 1975 
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F. Appeal of Showplace Square Survey findings for 612 Alabama (Pelton Water Wheel Machine 

Shop13) based on California Register Criterion 1, associations with events. (DPR 523A form and 

letter from Fred Snyder are Attachment F) 

The owner of the building is appealing the draft survey findings, stating: “I do not believe that this block 

of buildings represents or retains the historical significance or integrity that is suggested in the draft 

Survey. Well over half of the building square footage of the above referenced property was constructed 

with a new foundation and exterior in 2001.  Another 10,000 square feet section of the fully contiguous set 

of buildings is a corrugated metal addition that was completed in 1956 and was previously storage lot 

and roofed warehouse with no walls.  Further, I have information regarding the historical association 

these structures have had with Pelton Water Wheel that runs counter the assumptions in the Survey.14” 

Additionally, the Commission requested additional information about the activities located within each 

of the two buildings in the survey area that have associations with the Pelton Water Wheel Co.: 612 

Alabama and 2929 19th Street. The Survey found the building individually eligible for the California 

Register under Criterion 1, for its association with the Pelton Water Wheel Co., a hydraulic engineering 

firm who manufactured equipment for hydraulic mining and hydroelectric power generation (Status 

Code 3CS) 15 

The subject building consists of three major elements (see aerial photograph below).  The first consists of 

original 1914 construction for the Pelton Water Wheel Co. is located on the southwestern portion of the 

lot along Harrison Street, and extending half the width of the lot on 19th Street as a machine shop, 

together with an “L” on Alabama Street for pattern storage.   

The second part, approximately 80 feet on the northern portion of the lot, was built before 1920 as an 

independent building for the “Blue and Gold” bottling warehouse.  The western side of the second part 

has the appearance of the 1914 building with a gable-roof form and steel siding was altered to this state 

between 1920 and 1950, as evidenced by the Sanborn maps.  This second part does not have a significant 

association with the Pelton Water Wheel Co., and is not architecturally significant, and therefore does not 

appear to be significant under the National or California Register Criteria. 

                                                
13 The offices and research laboratories are located on an adjacent block, and are under separate ownership. 
14 Letter to HPC from Fred Snyder of the David W. Allen Trust RE: 600 Block of Alabama Street (Parcel Number 402-
002) May 27, 2011. 
15 The Building at 2929 19th Street was erected in 1923, and housed offices, pattern storage, drafting rooms and a 
small machine shop.  These functions were removed from 612 Alabama and transferred to 2929 19th Street. 
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The third part is a 4-story structure with 4th floor mezzanine space located on the southeastern portion of 

the lot along Alabama and 19th Streets. The original one-story structure of this third part, used for offices 

and a drafting room, was altered in 2003, adding 3 additional stories and the mezzanine16.  The owner 

contends that this third part is an independent 

building with a fully independent structural system 

and foundation; however, the building permit for 

the construction (BPA 200008016642 and 

2000.302E), and a recent office allocation 

(2009.0847B) all describe this section as part of the 

1914 building, and not as an independent structure 

on the lot.  This third part, if considered either as a 

separate building, or as an alteration to the main 

building, is compatible with the adjacent structure, 

sharing the same scale, massing and metal cladding 

materials as the 1914 building.   

The significance of Pelton to California’s history is 

evidenced by official designation of related 

structures elsewhere in California.  Pelton’s first 

manufacturing plant dating to 1879 in Nevada City 

is California State Landmark #1012 and is 

significant under California Register Criterion 1, 

association with events that are significant to 

California history. 

Inducted into the Inventor’s Hall of Fame in 2006, 

Pelton is one of the fathers of hydroelectric power. Lester Pelton (1829-1908) invented the first water 

wheel to with split buckets take advantage of the kinetic energy of water rather than the weight or 

pressure of a stream, more than doubling the efficiency of traditional types. In California, and nearby 

states, traditional water wheels that required high-volume rivers proved inefficient.  However, the Pelton 

wheel could operate with lower flow rivers and streams, thereby being cost effective over expensive 

                                                
16 2000.302E - Three-Story Addition of Production Space into a Portion of an Existing Business Service and Industrial 
Structure and the Addition of 27 Parking Spaces. The proposed area of renovation is rectangular in shape with about 
62 feet of frontage on 19th Street and 200 feet of frontage along Alabama Street, within a larger structure that includes 
612 Alabama to 680 Alabama Street. 

N 
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steam engines in mining operations.  The Pelton Water Wheel Company was organized by Lester Pelton 

and a San Francisco machine shop owner to keep up with demand that could not be met by the small 

George Allen Foundry in Nevada City.  Small hydroelectric power plants in the western United States 

still generate electricity using Pelton’s technology17.   

Further, the significance of the Pelton Water wheel is evidenced by California State Historical Landmark 

No. 1012, the First Manufacturing Site of the Pelton Water Wheel at  325 Spring St, Nevada City. The 

Landmark statement reads: 

“The Pelton Water Wheel, first commercially manufactured here at George Allan's 

Foundry and Machine Works in 1879, was a major advancement in water power 

utilization and greatly advanced hard-rock mining. Its unique feature was a series of 

paired buckets, shaped like bowls of spoons and separated by a splitter, that divided the 

incoming water jets into two parts. By the late 1800s, the Pelton Wheels were providing 

energy to operate industrial machinery throughout the world. In 1888, Lester Pelton 

moved his business to San Francisco, but granted continuing manufacturing rights to 

Allan's Foundry, where the wheels were manufactured into the early 1900s.18” 

When Pelton setup his first plant at 121-129 Main Street19 in San Francisco, it was located in the industrial 

South of Market neighborhood. That site was destroyed in the disaster of 1906.  Between 1907 and 1914, 

City Directories list the Pelton Water Wheel Co. as having an office in the Monadnock Building, with 

works [manufacturing] at 19th and Harrison. The 1905 Sanborn map shows the site of 612 Alabama as 

mostly vacant with some small sheds involved in the refining of asphalt.  On the opposite side of 19th 

Street was the Crescent Feather Mattress factory and opposite Harrison was the United Can Co. and the 

Meese and Gottfried Co.  Machine Shop.20 The 1914 Sanborn map shows the subject building at 612 

Alabama labeled “The Pelton Water Wheel Co. Hydraulic Engineers.” On both the 1905 and 1914 

Sanborn maps, the future site of the Pelton Office building (1923)  at 2929 19th Street between Florida and 

Alabama, is shown as being occupied by several buildings including a paint company, a dwelling, and a 

saloon. From these sources, it can be concluded that the Pelton Water Wheel Co. operated in temporary 

                                                
17 Inventor’s Hall of Fame website: http://www.invent.org/hall_of_fame/293.html accessed 7/28/2011. 
18 State of California Environmental Resources Evaluation System website: 
http://ceres.ca.gov/geo_area/counties/Nevada/landmarks.html accessed 7/28/2011 
19 Crocker-Langley City Directories for the years 1896 and 1904. 
20 Meese and Gottfried are listed in City Directories as manufacturers of elevating and conveying machinery.  It is 
unlikely that they would have been able to provide the necessary foundry equipment for Water Wheel manufacture. 

http://www.invent.org/hall_of_fame/293.html
http://ceres.ca.gov/geo_area/counties/Nevada/landmarks.html
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quarters on the subject site at 612 Alabama between 1907 and 1914 when the present building was 

erected.   

Staff recommendation: Department recommends a change of the Survey status code to 7R (Identified in 

Reconnaissance Level Survey: Not evaluated) be assigned to the property.  Adopt a motion directing staff 

to transfer the new research onto a DPR 523B form, and append to the existing DPR 523A form.  

Basis for recommendation: The importance of this building’s role in the development and growth of the 

hydroelectric generation of energy in the West remains undocumented.  Further, it is not known at this 

time how many places in California were built for, or occupied by the Pelton Water Wheel Co. for 

manufacturing purposes, or if they are extant; however, Department staff has found no references to 

places other than Nevada City and San Francisco during its research.  San Francisco City Directories from 

the 1910s list only San Francisco sites and an office in New York City. Within San Francisco, only this 

building, and the office building and research laboratories at 2929 19th Street are extant. Neither site was 

built in Lester Pelton’s lifetime (1829-1908). The evidence demonstrates that the manufacturing plants of 

the Pelton Water Wheel Co. have significance on the State level, and that only two sites within San 

Francisco are extant.  Department staff has contacted the State Office of Historic Preservation for 

guidance on how to evaluate this property, during which, it was concluded that not enough information 

is presently known to make a determination.   

 

G. Appeal of Showplace Square Survey findings for 1200 and 1210 17th Street (Pacific Rolling Mill21) 

based on California Register Criterion 1, associations with events. (DPR 523A form, and Page & 

Turnbull’s report: 1200-1210 17th street Preliminary Assessment are Attachment G) 

The owner of these properties is appealing the Showplace Square Survey findings, on the basis that the 

property lacks both architectural significance and lacks integrity.  In order to analyze of merits of the 

appeal, the project sponsor retained the firm of Page & Turnbull to conduct further research and provide 

their independent evaluation of the three buildings.  Facts contained in the Page & Turnbull report 

informed the discussion below. 

There are three buildings on two lots that constitute a single plant that was built by and for the Pacific 

Rolling Mill Co. at 1200 and 1210 17th Street. The first building, 1200 17th Street (APN 3949/002) is a steel-

and-wood-frame, multiple-wing, industrial machine shop building clad in corrugated metal siding, built 

                                                
21 It should be noted that the subject buildings were built for the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. (without an “s” on Mill), 
which was a new corporation with many of the same engineers and equipment as the previous Pacific Rolling Mills 
(with the “s” on Mill) which was liquidated in 1898. 
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in 1908, and rebuilt/expanded in 1926.  The second building, the brick office, is a two-story heavy timber 

frame, brick structure with a flat roof (APN 3949/002), built in 1926.  The third building, 1210 17th Street 

(APN 3950/001) is a steel-frame industrial stock shed building clad in corrugated metal siding, built in 

1908.   

In October 1996, the eastern buildings on APN 3949/002, 1200 17th Street and the brick office, were 

assigned a California Historical Resource Status Code (CHRSC) of “6Y,” meaning that the buildings were 

“determined ineligible for the National Register by consensus through the Section 106 process; not 

evaluated for the California Register or local listing.”  The brick office building at 1200 17th Street (APN 

3949/002) was also listed in the 1976 Architectural Survey.  The western building at 1210 17th Street (APN 

3950/001, also addressed as 975 16th Street) was not evaluated prior to the present Survey.  The present 

Survey identifies the entire site as appears eligible for the California Register under Criterion 1, for its 

association with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. (Status Code 3CS). 

The Showplace Square Historic Context Statement describes the plant as “a complex of colossal 

corrugated steel sheds, machine shops, and offices… The Pacific Rolling Mill facility is notable as an early 

example of corrugated steel construction in the survey area. Less expensive to build than either brick or 

concrete, corrugated steel structures were also easier to reconfigure to accommodate new machinery or 

work processes. Although most of the plant consists of similar gable-roofed, corrugated warehouses, the 

offices are located in a brick-faced wing occupying the Texas Street right-of-way on the north side of 17th 

Street22.” The analysis from the context statement suggests significance of the plant under California 

Register Criterion 3, as an early example of its construction type; however, the consultants did not make 

an assessment of any of the three buildings.  The Survey assessed the three buildings based on Staff 

analysis of significant associations with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. itself. 

According to the Page & Turnbull report, the Pacific Rolling Mills Co., the first iron-producing factory in 

the western United States, was established in San Francisco in 1866, and liquidated in 1898. It was located 

at Potrero Point (now the site of Pier 70) along the Central Waterfront. The first iron was rolled in 1868, 

after the plant had been constructed, materials delivered, and laborers hired. After nearly two decades of 

providing iron for a variety of notable projects, the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. began to manufacture steel in 

1884, marking the advent of steel production on the West Coast.23   The Page and Turnbull report 

continues to reference the book, A Romance of Steel in California, stating: Nearly every great structure 

                                                
22 Kelley & VerPlanck, Historic Context Statement: Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey Area, p. 44. 
23 Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation, A Romance of Steel in California (San Francisco: Kelso Norman and E.C. 
Brown, Clavering Press, 1946). 
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built on the [west] coast from Baker City to San Diego during [the 1880s and 1890s] drew on the Pacific 

Rolling Mills for iron and steel. Railroads, cable roads, bridges, dams and skyscrapers flowed from its 

furnaces…But more than this, the Pacific Rolling Mills was the cornerstone of many other coast industries 

that depended on steel for their foundation and rise and whose development had been retarded by its 

lack.24 The Plant closed in 1898; however, a group of former employees organized themselves, acquired 

much of the equipment, and began anew. 

The Page & Turnbull report further documents that in 1906, the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. (Mill without 

the “s”) leased a nearby site at 17th and Mississippi streets (the subject property), and was consistently 

busy during the decade following the Earthquake and Fire of that year as a fabricator and supplier of 

steel products.  The Pacific Rolling Mill fabricated and erected the frames for a great number of structures 

in San Francisco and Northern California.  

Examples of major buildings that Pacific Rolling Mill supplied the steel for include: the 

City and County General Hospital; the original Standard Oil Building; the Balfour 

Building; the California Commercial Building; the San Francisco Public Library in the 

Civic Center; the Y.M.C.A.; the Financial Center Building in Oakland; the 1915 Exposition 

buildings; the California-Hawaiian Sugar Refinery at Crockett; Anglo & London Paris 

National Bank in San Francisco; the Bank of California; the Chronicle Building; the 

American Theater; the Cliff House; the Mission Savings Bank; and the corporation yard 

for the City and County of San Francisco25. 

Although there were a number of other companies supplying steel to assist with the city’s post-quake 

reconstruction, the Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’s involvement with so many landmark buildings makes it a 

notable steel fabrication company from this period.26  In 1928, Pacific Rolling Mill Co. merged with 

Judson Manufacturing Co. to form the Judson Pacific Co., ending the period of significance for the 

independent company.  Through subsequent corporate mergers, all steel manufacturing was moved to 

Oakland by 1946, and by 1950, the buildings were renovated and occupied by the Owens-Illinois Glass 

Co27.  

At the subject site, the height of activity for the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. was during the decades following 

the 1906 Earthquake and Fire: the company contributed greatly to the rebuilding of the city after the 

                                                
24 Ibid. 
25 Dudley F. Westler, “Growth Forces Larger Areas,” San Francisco Chronicle, 9 July 1925, 7. 
26 Page & Turnbull, 1200-1210 17th Street Preliminary Assessment, 8 July 2011. Pg. 6. 
27 Ibid, pg. 16-17. 
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disaster by supplying steel for many new buildings. The 1914 Sanborn map illustrates the number and 

types of facilities in use immediately following the earthquake, but a large building campaign beginning 

in 1925 replaced most of the 1908 wood-frame sheds and shops on the property with a larger building in 

the former Texas Street right-of-way. The only extant structure dating from the Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’s 

early occupation of the subject site is the western portion of the large industrial building (the “stock 

shed”) at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street.  

According to the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder, both the 1200 17th Street building and the brick office 

building date from 1926.  The brick office building appears to have undergone few, if any alterations, and 

retains a high degree of integrity.  The original 1908 Pacific Rolling Mill structure at the southeast corner 

of site was replaced by the industrial wood-framed 1200 17th street building when it was erected in 1926; 

however, the 1926 construction was itself likely incorporated into the existing larger steel-frame building 

by 1950 when they were documented on a revised Sanborn map.   

The Page & Turnbull report compares two of the subject buildings to a photograph taken in 1945 to 

demonstrate that 1200 and 1210 17th Street have been dramatically altered since 1945.  The report observes 

the changes:  

• The long industrial shed at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street has doubled in width and received a 

second story addition along 17th Street;  

• The windows and siding have been replaced on the south façade of 1200 17th Street;  

• The southeast corner of the 1200 17th Street building has had the low shed structure shown on the 

east and the Dutch gable shown on the south removed. This comparison also suggests that the 

building at the southeast corner of 1200 17thStreet may have been entirely replaced—not just 

altered28. 

Staff recommendation: Adopt Motion to change the Survey evaluation for the property, finding the two 

steel-clad industrial buildings, 1200 17th Street and 1210 17th Street, are found ineligible for NR, CR or 

Local designation through survey evaluation (Status Code 6Z); that the brick office building appears 

eligible for CR as an individual property through survey evaluation (Status Code 3CS); and to amend the 

Summary Database of the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey to reflect the change in the 

assessments. 

                                                
28 Ibid, pg. 22-23. 
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Basis for recommendation: Department Staff has reviewed the report, prepared by a qualified consultant 

and agrees with the research and conclusion.   

The time during which the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. made its greatest contribution to the city was 

1906-1928, which covers the period from the Earthquake and Fire through the company’s merger with 

Judson Manufacturing Co. Although three buildings from this period of significance (1906-1928) are 

extant on the site, the corrugated metal buildings (1200 17th and 1210 17th) have been so dramatically 

altered since then that they no longer retain the integrity necessary to convey a significant association 

with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Of the three extant structures associated with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., 

only the brick office retains sufficient integrity to be considered a historic resource. The brick office 

building was constructed by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. as part of a large building campaign at the 

subject property in 1926, and reflects the success of the business during the first decades of the twentieth 

century. It appears to be significant under Criterion 1 as the best example of the company’s steel 

fabricating operation at 17th and Mississippi streets among the three remaining buildings in San 

Francisco associated with the Pacific rolling Mill Co.   
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Historic Preservation Commission  
Motion 01## 

HEARING DATE: AUGUST 17, 2011 

 

Hearing Date: August 17, 2011 

Case Number: 2010.0485U 

Staff Contact Moses Corrette – (415) 558-6295 

 moses.corrette@sfgov.org 

Reviewed By  Tim Frye - (415) 575-6822 

 tim.frye@sfgov.org 

 

ADOPTION OF: Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey 

 

PREAMBLE 

WHEREAS, the Methodology for recording and evaluating historic resources contained in the Office of 

Historic Preservation publication Instructions for Recording Historical Resources of March 1995 and 

future editions of that publication is based on the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and National 

Register of Historic Places Criteria cited therein. 

 

WHEREAS, The Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey consists of several elements 

including: 

 California Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Records (DPR 523A forms) for 632 

individual properties; 

 California Department of Parks and Recreation Building, Structure, and Object Records (DPR 

523B forms) for 24 individual properties; 

 California Department of Parks and Recreation District Records (DPR 523D forms) for two (2) 

historic districts. 

 Survey Inventory for 632 properties, consisting of APN; Address; year built; Status Code; District 

Name; Integrity, Architecture Rating and Building notes.  

 

WHEREAS, The Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey was prepared by a qualified 

historian in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and State Office of Historic 

Preservation Recordation Manual as outlined in Resolution No. 527 of June 7, 2000, adopted by the 

previous San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board; and in accordance with the National 

Park Service’s National Register Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register Multiple Property 

Documentation Form (1999). 

 

WHEREAS, The Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey was reviewed by the San 

Francisco Historic Preservation Commission for accuracy and adequacy and is adopted by the San 

Francisco Historic Preservation Commission at a public meeting agendized for this purpose. 

mailto:moses.corrette@sfgov.org
mailto:tim.frye@sfgov.org
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WHEREAS, A copy of the duly adopted the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey 

will be maintained in the Planning Department Preservation Library and on the Planning Department’s 

website. 

 

WHEREAS, Future Landmark and Historic District Designation Reports and Nominations and Structures 

of Merit Nominations may demonstrate historic significance by reference to the Showplace Square / 

Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey. 

 

WHEREAS, In the future, in evaluating surveyed properties, historic significance may be demonstrated 

by reference to the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey. 

 

WHEREAS, The Historic Preservation Commission reviewed the all submitted materials and research 

regarding 1150 16th Street at its June 15, 2011 hearing and adopted a revised status code of 6Z (found 

ineligible through survey evaluation)  by Motion 0128. 

 

WHEREAS, The Historic Preservation Commission reviewed the Case Report, and Additional 

Information Memorandum, Planning Department presentations, and public comment. 

 

MOVED, that the Historic Preservation Commission hereby adopts the Showplace Square / Northeast 

Mission Historic Resource Survey, including the following materials, and based on the following findings, 

and directs its Commission Secretary to transmit a copy of the adopted survey materials and this Motion 

No. 01##, to the State Office of Historic Preservation and to the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma 

State University for reference: 

 

 California Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Records (DPR 523A forms) for 632 

individual properties; 

 California Department of Parks and Recreation Building, Structure, and Object Records (DPR 

523B forms) for 24 individual properties; 

 California Department of Parks and Recreation District Records (DPR 523D forms) for two (2) 

historic districts. 

 Survey Inventory for 632 properties, consisting of APN; Address; year built; Status Code; 

District Name; Integrity, Architecture Rating and Building notes, subject to the 

ammendedments and dirctions to staff below.  

  

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed all the materials identified and the recitals above, and having heard oral testimony 

and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

1. The above recitals are accurate and also constitute findings of the Commission. 
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2. The Historic Preservation Commission makes the following amendments to the Summary 

Database of the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey:  

A-1 3030 17th Street – Atlas Frame Co.: change the draft Survey evaluation, finding the 

building” “determined ineligible for local listing or designation through local 

government review process; may warrant special consideration in local planning” (Status 

code 6L); and to amend the Summary Database of the Showplace Square / Northeast 

Mission Survey to reflect this change 

A-2 2750 19th Street – Oregon Worsted / Pioneer woolen Mill: change the draft Survey 

evaluation, finding the building: “determined ineligible for local listing or designation 

through local government review process; may warrant special consideration in local 

planning” (Status Code 6L); and to amend the Summary Database of the Showplace 

Square / Northeast Mission Survey to reflect this change 

B. Assessor’s Parcel Number 4023/004, located at 2700 19th street: amend the Summary 

Database of the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey to read: “This lot contains 

two buildings.  The 2-story 1908 Timothy Hopkins Warehouse in the Commercial / 

Renaissance Revival Style, designed by Henry A Schulze, on the northwest corner of 19th 

and York Streets, appears eligible for the California Register (3CS).  The circa 1919 single-

story brick building occupied by the Crown Shirt factory on the western portion of the lot 

is found ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey evaluation (6Z).” 

C. Verdi Club, 2424 Mariposa Street: directs staff to transfer the new research onto a DPR 

523L form, and append to the existing DPR 523A and DPR 523B forms. 

 

D. 450 Irwin Street, former Greyhound Bus Lines garage and maintenance facility / 

current California College of the Arts: directs staff to amend the Summary Database of 

the Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey to change the assessment of integrity 

of 450 Irwin Street from medium to high. 

 

E. 1855 Folsom, former Woolworth’s building: directs staff to transfer the research on the 

“Hot Boxcar” incident related to 1855 Folsom street (Woolworth’s warehouse) onto a 

DPR 523B form, and append to the existing DPR 523A. 

 

F. 612 Alabama, Pelton Water Wheel Factory: adopts the status code of 7R (Identified in 

Reconnaissance Level Survey: Not evaluated) for the building at 612 Alabama Street – 

Pelton Water Wheel Co., and directs staff to transfer the new research onto a DPR 523B 

form, and append to the existing DPR 523A form. 

 

G. 1200 and 1210 17th Street: change the Survey evaluation for the property, finding the 

two steel-clad industrial buildings, 1200 17th Street and 1210 17th Street, are found 

ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey evaluation (Status Code 6Z); 

that the brick office building appears eligible for CR as an individual property through 

survey evaluation (Status Code 3CS); and to amend the Summary Database of the 

Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey to reflect the change in the assessments. 
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I hereby certify that the Historical Preservation Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 

17, 2011. 

 

 

 

Linda D. Avery 

Commission Secretary 

 

 

AYES:    

 

NAYS:   

 

ABSENT:  

 

ADOPTED   
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The Double Play
The Double Play

Mixed-use commercial and Same
Classical Revival (altered)

4

1944-1957 Residential and 1

Unknown Unknown
Commercial Development Showplace Square Survey Area
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Tim Kelley 6/12/08

Continuation Update

3 Resource Name or # (Assigned by Recorder)

B10 Significance (continued)
The restaurant and bar are full of Seals memorabilia commemorating these days in the history of
the establishment.  As the Seals were replaced by the Giants as San Francisco's premier
baseball team, support for the team diminished and the Seals relocated to Phoenix, Arizona.
Seals Stadium was demolished in November of 1959.

The integrity of 2401 16th Street is moderate. The exterior fenestration pattern and cornice
remain intact. Although the exterior was reclad in stucco and brick ca. 1940, this falls within
the period of significance for the building. The interior of the bar is almost entirely intact,
retaining its original wood paneling, booths, bar, and back bar. The building retains the
following aspects of integrity: location, design, workmanship, feeling, and association.
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1650 Mission St. 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION eFISCO3 

CA 94103-2479 

Motion 0113 Reception: 

HEARING DATE: APRIL 6, 2011 415.558.6378 

Fax: 
Date: April 6, 2011 415.558.6409 
Case No.: 2006.0428E 
Project Address: 2401 16th  Street 

Planning 
Information: 

Zoning: M-1/ 50-X (former); UMW/68-X (current) 415.558.6377 

Block/Lot: 3965/001 

Project Sponsor: Tony Kim, Town Consulting, (415) 246-8855 

Staff Contact: Don Lewis, (415) 575-9095, don.lewis@sfgov.org  

Reviewed By: Tina Tam, Preservation Coordinator 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE INTERIM PROCEDURES FOR PERMIT REVIEW IN THE EASTERN 
NEIGHBORHOODS PLAN AREA FOR THE RETENTION OF THE EXISTING THREE-STORY, MIXED-USE 
BUILDING, THE DEMOLITION OF THE EXISTING 13-FOOT-TALL, 1,130-SQUARE-FOOT, HORIZONTAL 
ADDITION THAT WAS CONSTRUCTED IN 1992, AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF A 40-FOOT-TALL, FOUR-
STORY, RESIDENTIAL BUILDING CONTAINING 12 RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND 12 GROUND-FLOOR PARKING 
SPACES AT 2401 16TH  STREET (ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 3965, LOT 001). 

PREAMBLE 

On August 7, 2008, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact 

Report (FEIR) for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (Case No. 2004.0160E). The 

FEIR analyzed amendments to the Planning Code and Zoning Maps and to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods, an element of the San Francisco General Plan. The FEIR analysis was based upon an 

assumed development and activity that were anticipated to occur under the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Rezoning and Area Plans. 

The FEIR provided Interim Permit Review Procedures for Historic Resources that would be in effect 

until the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) adopts the Historic Resource Survey. These 

procedures were developed to provide additional protection for potential historic resources within 

the Plan Area while the historic resources survey is being completed. Once the historic resources 

survey is endorsed and the Plan is amended to incorporate the results, these policies would expire 

and the Preservation Policies in the Area Plan would become effective. 

There are two types of review per the Interim procedures. The first type is for projects that propose 

demolition or major alteration to a property constructed prior to 1963 within the Plan Area. These 

projects shall be forwarded to HPC for review and comment. Within 30 days after receiving copies of 
the Environmental Evaluation application and supporting Historic Resources Evaluation (HRE) 

WWW.St.:fl!1’jD1] 
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Hearing Date: April 6, 2011 

	
2401 16th STREET 

documents, the HPC members may forward comments directly to the Environmental Review Officer 

and Preservation Coordinator. No public hearing is required. 

The second type of review is for projects that propose new construction or alteration within the Plan 

Area over 55 feet, or 10 feet taller than adjacent buildings, built before 1963. These projects shall be 

forwarded to the HPC for review and comment during a regularly scheduled hearing. After such 

hearing, the HPC’s comment will be forwarded to the Planning Department for incorporation into the 

project’s final submittal and in advance of any required final hearing before the Planning 
Commission. 

3. On March, 23, 2006, pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act 

("CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the 

Planning Department ("Department") received an Environmental Evaluation Application form for 

the Project, in order that it might conduct an initial evaluation to determine whether the Project might 
have a significant impact on the environment. 

On April 6, 2011, the Department presented the proposed project to the HPC. The project proposes 
construction that is 10 feet taller than the adjacent single-story, industrial building, constructed in 

1924, at 2445 16th  Street. The Commission’s comments would be forwarded to the Planning 

Department for incorporation into the project’s final submittal and in advance of any required final 

hearing before the Planning Commission. 

COMMENTS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the recitals above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission has provided the following comments regarding the proposed project: 

1. Agrees with the preliminary survey findings that the subject property at 2401-16th Street is eligible for 
listing in the California Register under Criteria 1 for its association with the San Francisco Seals. 

2. After reviewing the proposed plans dated March 28, 2011 and hearing the architect described some of 
the minor changes to the front facade at the hearing, the HPC has no issues with the proposed design. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Historic Preservation Commission at its 
regularly scheduled meeting on April 6, 2011. 

/ Linda D. Avery 
Commission Secretary 

PRESENT: 	Martinez, Wolfram, Chase, Johns, Damkroger, Hasz, Matsuda 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 	April 6, 2011 
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San Francisco Chapter Of The Society For The Prevention Of Cruelty
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Institutional Same

Warehouse at 201 Alabama Street

Mediterranean

4
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2500 16TH ST
Tim Kelley 6/12/08

Continuation Update

3 Resource Name or # (Assigned by Recorder)

B10 Significance (continued)

All of these buildings were designed to harmonize with one another and all were built of
concrete and designed in the Mediterranean style; these are all still extant along the 16th
Street frontage and along parts of Alabama and Florida streets. The original complex was
gradually enlarged to encompass the bulk of the SPCA's property between 1963 and 1966.
Eventually, in the 1980s, the SPCA acquired two parcels to the north, including the large, 1952
concrete warehouse complex to the north of their existing property. More recently additional
structures have been added between the two existing complexes, linking them together into a
more cohesive complex.

The southernmost portion of 2500 16th Street (APN 3927004) appears eligible for listing in the
California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) for its ongoing association with the San
Francisco Chapter of the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals. Founded in 1868 and
relocated to this site in 1891, the SPCA has continued to serve as the city's foremost advocate
for the safety and well-being of domestic animals. The institution is one of the oldest and
most influential charitable organizations in the city and this complex remains one of the the
most important facilities on the West Coast. The original section of the complex (APN 3927004)
completed between 1926 and 1939 appears to remain largely intact, retaining the following
aspects of integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association.
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100_6186.JPG, 11/23/07, view to N 100_6192.JPG, 11/23/07, view to NE
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100_5203.JPG, 11/16/07, view to N, main
building

100_5205.JPG, 11/16/07, view to N, eastern
building

100_5206-1, 11/16/07, view to N, eastern
building
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100_5210.JPG, 11/16/2007, view to SW 100_5211.JPG, 11/16/2007, detail
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Tim Kelley 6/12/08
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B10 Significance (continued)
The extensive Art Deco relief ornament commemorates the club's namesake: Giuseppe Verdi, a
touchstone for the Italian diaspora. The building appears intact on the exterior, retaining the
following aspects of integrity: location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association.

B12 References (continued)
San Francisco City Directories
Scherini, Rose Doris, The Italian American Community of San Francisco: A Descriptive Study,
(Ayer Publishing, 1980).
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View toward west, 11.26.07, 100_2491.JPG
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100_5885.JPG, 11/21/07, cornice detail 100_5880.JPG, 11/21/07, brickwork detail
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May 27, 2011 
 
President Charles Edwin Chase 
Historic Preservation Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
RE: 600 Block of Alabama Street (Parcel Number 402-002)  
 
President Chase and Commissioners: 
 
As representative of the David W. Allen Family Trust, owners of the block bounded by 
18th and 19th Streets and Alabama and Harrison Streets, I ask that the Historic 
Preservation Commission (HPC) postpone adoption action on the these specific 
properties.  I only recently learned of the publication of the Showplace Square/Northeast 
Mission Historic Resource Survey (Survey) and I would like the opportunity to confirm 
and present to you information that appears not to have been taken into account in this 
study.  I understand that this Survey covered a great many properties and that it is the 
HPC’s intent to ensure utmost accuracy.  As such, I hope to resolve this matter in 
advance of your adoption hearing now scheduled for June 15. 
 
I do not believe that this block of buildings represents or retains the historical 
significance or integrity that is suggested in the draft Survey. Well over half of the 
building square footage of the above referenced property was constructed with a new 
foundation and exterior in 2001.  Another 10,000 square feet section of the fully 
contiguous set of buildings is a corrugated metal addition that was completed in 1956 and 
was previously storage lot and roofed warehouse with no walls.  Further, I have 
information regarding the historical association these structures have had with Pelton 
Water Wheel that runs counter the assumptions in the Survey.  
 
Please know I have notified the Office of Supervisor Jane Kim regarding this issue and 
have arranged a meeting for May 31, to which Planning staff has been invited.  I am very 
concerned about the HPC’s proposed adoption of a Survey that calls out these properties 
as historic without complete information, and the impacts this may have for this valuable 
Trust asset in the future.  I am in the process of engaging an historic preservation 
consultant to conduct an independent historical analysis to ensure accuracy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
David W. Allen Trust Letter 
May 27, 2011 
Page 2 
 
 
The David W. Allen Family Trust has proudly owned and operated properties in this 
neighborhood for decades and we have helped create and nurture well paying San 
Francisco jobs. We have worked diligently and spent a great deal of money to ensure that 
our properties remain marketable and flexible in our ever-changing economy.   
 
I hereby formally request that the HPC afford me the time necessary to provide the 
Planning Department full and accurate information on my properties before you adopt a 
document that appears to be inaccurate in my case. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
Fred Snyder 
 
cc: Supervisor Jane Kim 
 Planning Director John Rahaim 
 Moses Corrette 
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View toward north, 11.16.07, 100_1866.JPG View toward northeast, 11.16.07, 100_1865.JPG
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View toward north, 11.16.07, 100_1866.JPG View toward northeast, 11.16.07, 100_1865.JPG
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I.   INTRODUCTION 
 
PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY 

This report was prepared by Page & Turnbull at the request of Farella Braun & Martel, legal counsel 
for the property owner. Page & Turnbull prepared this report using research collected at various local 
repositories, including San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, San Francisco Public 
Library, Online Archive of California, and the California Historical Society. This research focused on 
investigating the association between the subject property and the Pacific Rolling Mill Company, 
while the Showplace Square Historic Resource Survey Report (Kelley & VerPlanck, October 2009) was the 
foundation for the general historic context in this report. 
 

 
Figure 1. The subject property, 2011. 1: 1210 17th Street (APN 3950/001, also addressed as 975 16th 

Street); 2: Industrial building at 1200 17th Street (APN 3949/002); 3: Brick office building at 1200 17th 
Street (APN 3949/002). 

Source: Microsoft Corporation, Pictometry International Corporation, edited by author. 
 
The buildings at 1200-1210 17th Street are located within the Potrero Hill neighborhood and at the 
southeastern end of the Showplace Square Survey Area (Figure 1). The buildings were surveyed as 
part of the Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey, which in turn is an 
element of the City of San Francisco’s Eastern Neighborhoods Community Planning efforts. Prior to 
the survey, the building at 1210 17th Street (APN 3950/001, also addressed as 975 16th Street) had 
not been evaluated, and the buildings at 1200 17th Street (APN 3949/002) had been assigned a 
California Historical Resource Status Code (CHRSC) of “6Y,” meaning that the buildings were 
“determined ineligible for the National Register by consensus through the Section 106 process; not 
evaluated for the California Register or local listing.”1 The 2009 Showplace Square Historic Context 
                                                      
1 For the correct existing status code, see “San Francisco Property Information Map,” San Francisco Planning Department, web 
site accessed 15 June 2011 from: http://ec2-50-17-237-182.compute-1.amazonaws.com/PIM/. In the historic context 
statement, 1200 17th Street was listed with an existing status code of “67,” which is not an official California Historical 
Resource Status Code. See Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting, Showplace Square Survey, Historic Context 
Statement, San Francisco, California (22 October 2009), Table 5.2. 
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Statement identifies the buildings at 1200-1210 17th Street as properties that require further 
documentation and evaluation. Since then, the San Francisco Planning Department has tentatively 
determined that the three buildings are historic resources, assigning each a CHRSC of “3CS,” 
meaning that the buildings “appear eligible for the California Register as individual properties 
through survey evaluation.”2 The subject properties are not located within the boundaries of any 
registered or proposed historic districts. 
 
The Historic Preservation Commission has requested that additional research be conducted to 
determine whether the buildings at 1200-1210 17th Street should be considered individual historic 
resources. A discussion of these findings will be included in an upcoming Historic Preservation 
Commission hearing. Included in this report are brief histories of the Pacific Rolling Mills Co., the 
Pacific Rolling Mill Co. (without the “s” on Mills), the Potrero Hill and Showplace Square 
neighborhoods, and industrial architecture in San Francisco, as well as a site history and construction 
chronology of the property at 1200-1210 17th Street. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The San Francisco Planning Department has tentatively determined that the three buildings at 1210-
1210 17th Street are historic resources individually eligible for listing in the California Register because 
of their association with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., and has assigned them a status code of “3CS” to 
reflect this significance. Page & Turnbull concurs with the Planning Department that the Pacific 
Rolling Mills Co. was an important San Francisco company (which was liquidated in 1898) and that 
the 17th and Mississippi streets site was the heart of a new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. (without the “s” 
on Mills) in the early twentieth century. But after conducting additional research about the history of 
the subject property, it appears that only the brick office building at 1200 17th Street retains 
sufficient integrity to qualify for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.  
  
The time during which the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. made its greatest contribution to the city was 
1906-1928, which covers the period from the Earthquake and Fire through the company’s merger 
with Judson Manufacturing Co.  Although remnants from this period of significance (1906-1928) are 
extant on the site, the corrugated metal buildings have been so dramatically altered since then that 
they no longer retain the integrity necessary to convey a significant association with the Pacific 
Rolling Mill Co. Of the three extant structures associated with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., only the 
brick office retains sufficient integrity to be considered a historic resource. The brick office building 
was constructed by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. as part of a large building campaign at the subject 
property, and reflects the success of the business during the first decades of the twentieth century. It 
appears to be significant under Criterion 1 as the best remaining example of the company’s steel 
fabricating operation at 17th and Mississippi streets. 
 
 
ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 

From the 2009 Showplace Square Historic Context Statement: 
 
The Pacific Rolling Mills, a complex  of colossal corrugated steel sheds, machine 
shops, and offices, continues to occupy parts of Blocks 3949 and 3950, an area 
bounded by 16th, Mississippi, 17th, and Missouri streets. Later taken over and 
expanded by the Illinois Pacific Glass Company, parts of the old Pacific Rolling 
Mills complex survive intact, including the large corrugated steel warehouse at 1200 

                                                      
2  “Summary Database of the Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Survey” (2011, portable document format), San 
Francisco Planning Department, accessed 15 June 2011 from: http://sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=2666. 
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17th Street. The Pacific Rolling Mills facility is notable as an early example of 
corrugated steel construction in the survey area. Less expensive to build than either 
brick or concrete, corrugated steel structures were also easier to reconfigure to 
accommodate new machinery or work processes. Although most of the plant 
consists of similar gable-roofed, corrugated warehouses, the offices are located in a 
brick-faced wing occupying the Texas Street right-of-way on the north side of 17th 
Street.3 

 
For a more detailed physical description of each of the subject buildings, see the attached DPR 523 A 
forms. 
 
 

                                                      
3 Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting, 44. 
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II.   HISTORIC CONTEXT 
 
PACIFIC ROLLING MILLS CO. 

First in the West 
The Pacific Rolling Mills Co., the first iron-producing factory in the western United States, was 
established in San Francisco in 1866. It was located at Potrero Point (now the site of Pier 70) along 
the Central Waterfront. The first iron was rolled in 1868, after the plant had been constructed, 
materials delivered, and laborers hired. After nearly two decades of providing iron for a variety of 
notable projects, the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. began to manufacture steel in 1884, marking the advent 
of steel production on the West Coast.4 Acclaim for the company is documented in A Romance of Steel 
in California: 
 

Nearly every great structure built on the [west] coast from Baker City to San Diego 
during [the 1880s and 1890s] drew on the Pacific Rolling Mills for iron and steel. 
Railroads, cable roads, bridges, dams and skyscrapers flowed from its furnaces…But 
more than this, the Pacific Rolling Mills was the cornerstone of many other coast 
industries that depended on steel for their foundation and rise and whose 
development had been retarded by its lack.5 
 

The company’s projects from the nineteenth century include rolling, supplying, and erecting the 
structural steel for the Spreckels and Mills Buildings in San Francisco.6 
 
 
PACIFIC ROLLING MILL CO. 

Continuation After Liquidation 
In May 1898, the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. was liquidated.7 As cited in a New York Times article, “The 
Directors of the Pacific Coast Rolling Mills in [San Francisco] have decided to close the 
establishment and terminate the business…The reason given…is that the company cannot compete 
with the prices of labor and material now existing in Eastern States.”9 The 1900 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map describes the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. as “not in operation [and] closed since May 
1898,” and the map also notes that the Potrero Point factory remained active and had seventy 
employees in 1900 operating the foundry, work shop, and forge shop (Figure 2).10 As a result of the 
1898 liquidation, “the mills [at Potrero Point] were [eventually] wrecked but one of the provisions of 
the liquidation was that Superintendent Patrick Noble was to have whatever machinery he wished 
and was given permission to use the name of the firm.” Beginning in 1898, some of the men 
involved in assisting Noble to establish the new company, known as the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
(without the “s” on Mills), were his son, Edward B. Noble, and “some of the ablest mechanics of the 
mills [at Potrero Point].”11 
 

                                                      
4 Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation, A Romance of Steel in California (San Francisco: Kelso Norman and E.C. Brown, 
Clavering Press, 1946). 
5 Ibid. 
6 “Structural Steel Plants Kept Busy,” San Francisco Call, 31 October 1909, 31. 
7 A Romance of Steel in California. 
9 “Rolling Mills Closed,” New York Times, 18 May 1898. 
10 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map (San Francisco), 1900. 
11 The term “liquidate” is used in A Romance of Steel in California, which is a history of the Pacific Rolling Mills Co., the 
Pacific Rolling Mill Co., the Judson-Pacific Co., and the Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation. 
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Post-Quake Reconstruction 
In 1906, the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. leased a nearby site at 17th and Mississippi streets (the 
subject property), and was consistently busy during the decade following the Earthquake and Fire of 
that year as a fabricator and supplier of steel products: 
 

The Pacific Rolling Mills fabricated and erected the frames for a great number of 
structures in San Francisco and Northern California. For example, the City and 
County Hospital, the original Standard Oil Building, the Balfour Building, the 
California Commercial Building, the San Francisco Public Library in the Civic 
Center, the Y.M.C.A., the Financial Center Building in Oakland, the 1915 
Exposition buildings, the California-Hawaiian Sugar Refinery at Crockett, and 
others.12 

 
It also supplied the steel for the Anglo & London Paris National Bank in San Francisco, the Bank of 
California, the Chronicle Building, the American Theater, the Cliff House, the Mission Savings Bank, 
and the corporation yard for the City and County of San Francisco. Several contemporary accounts 
provide insight to the achievements and productivity of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. in the early 
twentieth century. In 1909, it was described as “the pioneer of steel construction on the Pacific 
coast…[and] the pioneer of all the iron businesses in [San Francisco].”13 In 1925, it was noted that 
“the Pacific Rolling Mill Company handles a tremendous amount of the structural steel used in the 
erection of San Francisco buildings.”14  Although there were a number of other companies supplying 
steel to assist with the city’s post-quake reconstruction, the Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’s involvement 
with so many landmark buildings makes it a notable steel fabrication company from this period.  
 
Judson-Pacific Co. 
In 1928, the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. merged with the Emeryville-based Judson Manufacturing 
Company (established 1882), thereby forming the Judson-Pacific Co.  
 

Some of the steel fabrication shared by the Judson-Pacific Company during these 
years [before World War II] were approach structures and substantial portions of 
the main spans of the Golden Gate Bridge and the San Francisco-Oakland Bay 
Bridge, the gigantic hoists in the intake towers of Boulder Dam, the towering Pacific 
Telephone and Telegraph Building, many buildings of the Civic Center, the campus 
of the University of California and also of Stanford University; exhibit buildings of 
the 1939 Exposition on Treasure Island…and the tall Tower of the Sun at the fair. 
Judson-Pacific also fabricated the steel for many of the huge gold dredges that work 
the old river beds of Alaska and California… 
 
During the earlier years of World War II Judson-Pacific devoted its resources 
almost exclusively to building the defense plants in which the tools of war were 
built. It furnished the steel for a foundry building for Columbia Steel at Pittsburg, 
California; for a plate and foundry shop for Bethlehem Steel at San Francisco; for 
the American Forge Company in Berkeley; for the Pacific Car & Foundry Company 
at Seattle; for machine shop structures for Joshua Hendy at Sunnyvale; for plate and 
fabricating shops for Moore Dry Dock at Oakland, Henry J. Kaiser Company at 
Richmond, Western Pipe & Steel Company at South San Francisco, and numerous 
other structures for the Navy. During this period it also fabricated several hundred 
electric traveling cranes.15 

                                                      
12 A Romance of Steel in California. 
13 “Structural Steel Plants Kept Busy.”  
14 Dudley F. Westler, “Growth Forces Larger Areas,” San Francisco Chronicle, 9 July 1925, 7. 
15 A Romance of Steel in California. 
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Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation 
In 1945, the Judson-Pacific Co. merged again with the J. Philip Murphy Corporation (established 
1934), thereafter known as the Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation.16 According to San Francisco 
city directories, this operation of “steel fabricators” occupied the site at 17th and Mississippi streets 
(the subject property) in 1945-46, but not after. 
 
 
OPERATIONS OF THE PACIFIC ROLLING MILLS CO.AND THE PACIFIC ROLLING MILL CO. 

Definitions 
The following definitions are provided in order to distinguish between the types of operations of the 
Pacific Rolling Mills Co. at the nineteenth-century Potrero Point site and the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
at the twentieth-century 17th and Mississippi streets site (the subject property): 
 

Cast (noun): Something that is formed by casting in a mold or form. 
 
Fabrication (verb): Construct, manufacture; specifically: to construct from diverse and 
usually standardized parts. 
 
Factory (noun): A building or set of buildings with facilities for manufacturing. 
 
Forge (noun): A furnace or a shop with its furnace where metal is heated and wrought. 
 
Manufacture (verb): To make from raw materials by hand or by machinery. 
 
Mill (noun): A building or collection of buildings with machinery for manufacturing. 
 
Plant (noun): The land, buildings, machinery, apparatus, and fixtures employed in carrying 
on a trade or an industrial business.17 
 

In The Rolling Mill Industry, an early twentieth-century book detailing operations of iron- and steel-
producing rolling mills, the typical process is described: “The progressive steps in a complete plant to 
convert the ore into the finished product are as follows: From the blast furnace to the mixer, to the 
steel works, to the soaking pits, to the blooming, cogging or slabbing mills [for rolling rails, shapes, 
or plates, respectively], to the various finishing mills, to the hot beds, through the saw and 
straightening departments to the shipping yards.”18 From this account, it is evident that a mill—or 
“plant”—is a factory having many components. 
 
Pacific Rolling Mills Co. at Potrero Point 
When the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. was established in San Francisco in 1866, its operations were 
located at Potrero Point (now the site of Pier 70) until the company terminated its operations in 
1898. The 1900 Sanborn map contains a note stating that the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. was “not in 
operation [and] closed since May 1898.”At Potrero Point, the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. operated 
facilities that are identified in the map and include “works,” “warehouses,” “shops,” “factory,” 
“foundries,” “boiler house,” “coal bins,” “rolling mill,” “sheds,” and “furnaces” (Figure 2). The 
sprawling Potrero Point mill was a large industrial complex and its operations appear to have been 
numerous, varied, and consistent with the above description of rolling mill operations from The 

                                                      
16 “Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation: Spanning the Bay with Steel,” San Francisco Chronicle, 31 August 1956, 7. 
17 Mirriam-Webster Dictionary, web site accessed 5 July 2011 from: http://www.merriam-webster.com. 
18 F.H. Kindl, The Rolling Mill Industry (Cleveland, Ohio: Penton Publishing Co., 1913), 13, 20. 
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Rolling Mill Industry. See Appendix for additional historic photographs of the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. 
at Potrero Point. 
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Figure 2. Sanborn Fire Insurance map of the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. at Potrero Point, 1900. 
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Pacific Rolling Mill Co. at 17th and Mississippi streets 
As described above, the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. had been liquidated in 1898. At the same site, a new 
company formed by the Nobles, the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., was operating with only a small staff. 
But after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire caused an increased demand for steel, the new company grew 
and needed a larger facility. Since its occupation of the 17th and Mississippi streets site (the subject 
property) beginning in 1906, the fabricating operations of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. have not been 
associated with any other address.  
 
In the 1914 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps—the earliest to depict the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. 
operation at the 17th and Mississippi streets location—the individual buildings are labeled “stock 
shed,” “punch shed,” “column shed,” “structural shed,” “machine shop,” and “storage” (Figure 
3).19 The 1914 city directory lists the company’s offerings as “steel angles, beams, channels, plates, 
castings, bolts and forgings.” In comparison to the former mill at Potrero Point, the facilities at the 
17th and Mississippi streets site are fewer in number, smaller in scale, and less varied in function. 
Since research did not uncover any other mention of a mill, plant, or factory operated by the Pacific 
Rolling Mill Co. after 1906, it can be concluded that steel products were fabricated at the subject 
property as early as 1906. A 1909 article reports that “the steel used [in San Francisco] is mostly 
brought here from Europe or the east in long lengths of about 60 feet and then cut to any desired 
lengths for fabricating…Besides the structural steel business line Pacific rolling mill company 
operates a large cast iron foundry in which it specializes on architectural work, such as columns, 
bases, wheel guards, etc., although it is in a position to manufacture all kinds of cast iron.”21 
However, based on the size of the plant and the names of the facilities labeled in the 1914 Sanborn 
map, it is unlikely that steel was forged or manufactured there. Furthermore, a structural analysis by 
Telesis Engineers concludes that: “It is clear from the lack of any indicators in the foundations, slabs-
on-grade, and roof trusses that it is highly unlikely that there were ever any furnaces, large heat 
treating ovens, kilns or other elements typical associated with large scale steel making, rolling or 
forming, or of iron casting.”22 Instead, the buildings were likely used for stock storage and/or 
fabrication, and may have had modest-sized equipment and overhead cranes. 
 

                                                      
19 The office was located at multiple Market Street and Mission Street addresses from the 1880s until the early 1900s, and 
this off-site practice may have still been in use in 1914. See City Directories; The Railroad, Telegraph and Steamship Builders’ 
Directory (New York, NY: Railway Directory Publishing Co., 1888), 279. 
21 “Structural Steel Plants Kept Busy.” 
22 Telesis Engineers, Letter to Josh Smith, Walden Development LLC, 7 July 2011. 
24 “Mechanic Caught in Belt and Mangled,” San Francisco Call, 17 February 1907, 44; “Crane Hits Man Working on Girder,” 
San Francisco Call, 28 February 1911, 24. 
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Figure 3. Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, 1914. 

 
The Rolling Mill Industry includes several circa-1913 photographs of rolling mills in the midwestern and 
eastern United States, many of which depict interior spaces. From what can be deduced by 
comparing the historic photographs with the subject buildings, the structural systems are visibly 
similar, and therefore must have been robust enough to support the company’s steel fabrication. 
Heavy machinery, such as a “belt wheel [twenty feet above the ground],” and a “traveling crane” that 
fatally injured laborers in 1907 and 1911, was in use at the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. plant at the subject 
site, and the industrial buildings would have required a structural system suitable to support the 
operations within (Figures 4, 5, and 6).24 
 
In addition to the 17th and Mississippi streets location, the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. owned other 
properties in San Francisco. In 1912, it was reported that “the spur track [of the Ocean Shore 
Railroad Co.] at Twenty-second street and Potrero avenue, which it had been ordered to move, is the 
property of the Pacific Rolling Mill company.”25 In 1925, the company planned to vacate the 17th and 
Mississippi streets location and purchased a four-acre site “from the Ocean Shore Railroad…on 
Marin street, near Kansas and adjacent to Army.”26 Research did not determine what operations, if 
any, took place at these other properties. 
 

                                                      
25 “News Items from Scattered Districts,” San Francisco Call, 21 July 1912, 43. 
26 “Growth Forces Larger Areas.” 
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Figure 4. 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street (subject property), 2011. Although it has been altered since its original 
construction, this building had commonalities with other stock sheds and fabricating shops from this era. 

Source: Page & Turnbull. 

 

Figure 5. Rail mill, Bethlehem Steel Co., South Bethlehem, PA, ca. 1913. Source: The Rolling Mill Industry, 18. 

 

Figure 6. Plate mill, LaBelle Iron Works, Steubenville, OH, ca. 1913. Source: The Rolling Mill Industry, 38. 
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SITE HISTORY AND CONSTRUCTION CHRONOLOGY 

The following provides a timeline of the history of 1200-1210 17th Street, including construction and 
major alterations. 
 
1866:   The Pacific Rolling Mills Co. was established at Potrero Point (now Pier 70). 
 

1898:   The Pacific Rolling Mills Co. was liquidated. “The mills [at Potrero Point] were [eventually] 
wrecked but one of the provisions of the liquidation was that Superintendent Patrick Noble 
was to have whatever machinery he wished and was given permission to use the name of the 
firm.” The company’s name changed to the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Under the company’s 
superintendent, Patrick Noble, the Potrero Point plant continued to operate in a limited 
capacity with the help of Noble’s son, Edward, and “some of the ablest mechanics of the 
mills.”28 

 

Figure 7. Bird’s-eye view of Potrero Hill, ca. 1892. Original site of the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. at far 
right; future site at 17th and Mississippi streets is shaded red.  

Source: Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley; edited by author. 

 

1900:   The two blocks comprising the subject property were adjacent to a pond, and the Southern 
Pacific Railroad ran through the intersection of Mississippi and 16th streets. The only 
building on the site was a small one-story structure located on 17th Street between Missouri 
and Texas streets (Figure 8).29 

 

                                                      
28 A Romance of Steel in California. 
29 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps (San Francisco), 1900. 
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Figure 8. Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, 1900. 

 

1906:   The site was leased to the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. by the Real Estate and Development 
Company.30 Machinery from the old plant at Potrero Point was relocated and it continued 
“as a structural fabricating organization.”31 

 

1906-1914:  The Pacific Rolling Mill Co. erected a complex of industrial buildings on the southern 
half of the block bounded by 16th, 17th, Texas, and Mississippi streets, as well as a cluster of 
small buildings in the Texas Street right-of-way. The buildings included a punch shed, 
column shed, machine shop, structural shed, and storage. A spur of the Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railroad bisected the blocks, running east-west across the site (see Figure 3).32 

 

Ca. 1908:  The large stock shed at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street was constructed.33 

 

1914-1950:  The partially-recessed south façade of the stock shed is altered, creating a flush façade. 
The connected shop and shed structures were replaced with one large warehouse with a 
wood roof and steel frame.34 

 

1925:   The Pacific Rolling Mill Co. purchased land for a new mill with the intention of vacating the 
17th and Mississippi site: “It is proposed to abandon the present plant at Seventeenth and 

                                                      
30 Dudley F. Westler, “Rolling Mill Pays $140,000 for S.F. Site,” San Francisco Chronicle 3 February 1928, 10. 
31 A Romance of Steel in California. 
32 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps (San Francisco), 1914. 
33 San Francisco Assessor-Recorder; Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, 1914. 
34 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps (San Francisco), 1914 and 1950. 
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Mississippi streets, which has been divided by street improvements.”35 The operations 
continued, however, at the 17th and Mississippi streets location. The Pacific Rolling Mills Co. 
opted to renew its lease and “inaugurated a new building program… Structures representing 
approximately $120,000 were built and equipped with machinery and other necessities 
involving another $200,000.” 36 

 

1925-1928:  Texas Street was closed between 16th and 17th streets, giving the new owners “frontages 
of 380 feet on Seventeenth street, 200 feet on Mississippi street and 140 feet on Sixteenth 
street.”37  

 

Ca. 1926:  The 2,500 square-foot brick office building and the wood-frame industrial building clad in 
corrugated metal siding at 1200 17th Street were constructed (Figure 9).38 However, 
according to Sanborn Maps, by 1950, this wood-frame building was likely incorporated into 
a larger steel-frame building. 

 

Figure 9. Employees of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. in front of the newly constructed brick office at 
1200 17th Street, ca. 1926. Source: A Romance of Steel in California. 

 
1928:   A negotiation “at the expiration of the company’s three-year option from the Real Estate 

and Development Company” brought about the purchase of the property, and this act was 
concurrent with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’s merger with Judson Manufacturing Co. to 
form the Judson Pacific Co.39 

 
1945:   The Judson Pacific Co. merged with the J. Philip Murphy Corporation, forming the Judson 

Pacific-Murphy Corporation. Signage on the buildings changed that year to reflect the new 
ownership (Figures 10 and 11). 

 

                                                      
35 “Growth Forces Larger Areas.”  
36 “Rolling Mill Pays $140,000 for S.F. Site.”  
37 Ibid. 
38 San Francisco Assessor-Recorder. 
39 “Rolling Mill Pays $140,000 for S.F. Site.” 
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Figure 10. Office building at 1200 17th Street, 1945. In the right foreground is a large scale (no longer 

present). Source: A Romance of Steel in California. 
 

 
Figure 11. Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation, looking northwest from intersection of 17th and 

Mississippi streets, 1945. Source: A Romance of Steel in California. 
 
 
Post-1945:  The east façade of 1200 17th Street and the east portion of the south façade are altered. 

The low shed structure on the east and the Dutch gable on the south are removed, leaving a 
simple rectangular structure with a gable roof (Figure 11). 

 
1946:   The Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation abandoned the 17th and Mississippi streets site, and 

moved their operation across the bay to Emeryville, California. After this year, the Judson 
Pacific-Murphy Corporation was no longer listed in the city directory as occupying the 17th 
and Mississippi streets site.40 

 

                                                      
40 City Directories. 
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1950:   The Sanborn map shows the Owens-Illinois Glass Co. as the occupant, although the city 
directories from this era do not list an address for the company’s factory (Figure 12).41 

 

 

 

Figure 12. Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, 1950. 

 
1954:   1200 17th Street is occupied by the Fiberglas Engineering & Supply Division of the Owens-

Corning Fiberglas Corporation.42 
 
Ca. 1950s:  Extensive alterations were made to the brick office building, including the 

reconfiguration of some interior spaces and the construction of a large eastern annex.43 
 
1967:   Miscellaneous construction was done in the offices for the estimated cost of $12,500, 

including demolition of non-bearing partitions, new entrance doors, new private office at the 
southwest corner of the second floor, conversion of the first floor coffee and lunch room to 
a men’s washroom, addition of a women’s toilet and lunch room adjacent to the second 
floor men’s room, painting, and minor electrical alterations. The property owner was City 
Transfer & Storage and the general contractor was Spencer B. Bagge, Inc.44 

 
1969:   An opening was made for a new roll-up metal door on 17th Street. The estimated cost was 

$2,000 and the general contractor was Phoenix Simpton.45 
 

                                                      
41 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map (San Francisco), 1950. 
42 City directories. 
43 San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Drawings #155388 (no date) titled “New offices, Project ‘C,’ Roll 
#9322074-C292-434-2. 
44 Building Permit Application #339088, 1 February 1967. 
45 Building Permit Application #370190, 29 May 1969. 
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1978:   Unidentified roof joists failed, calling for “an emergency repair to prevent further damage or 
possible collapse at [the] failed area.” Twelve new roof joists were installed and the roof was 
repaired for the estimated cost of $1,800. The engineer was H.J. Brunnier Associates and the 
general contractor was Jacks & Irvine, Inc.46 

 
1984:   An unidentified failing wood truss was replaced with a new steel beam for the estimated cost 

of $12,320. The property owner was Macor, Inc., the engineer was Peter C. Tardes, and the 
general contractor was the Nibbi Brothers.47 

 
1992:   A concrete transformer vault was constructed between the two roll-up metal doors at 1210 

17th Street for the estimated cost of $10,928. The general contractor was NorCal Waste 
Systems, Inc. and the engineer was Preece/Goudie & Associates.48 

 
1994:   The parapet of the brick office building was reinforced for the estimated cost of $5,500. The 

engineer was Delta Design and the general contractor was Glazier Seismic Construction, 
Inc.49 

 
1996:   A fire sprinkler monitoring system was installed for the estimated cost of $3,700, including a 

fire alarm control and communicator and the replacement of existing water flow switches. 
The lessee was Raymond Garment and the general contractor was National Guardian 
Security Services.50 

 
 

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT IN POTRERO HILL & SHOWPLACE SQUARE 

 
The Potrero Hill neighborhood is located in the eastern part of San Francisco, east of the Mission 
district and south of the South of Market district. The area is roughly bounded by 16th Street to the 
north, Potrero Avenue or U.S. Route 101 to the west, Cesar Chavez Street to the south, and the 
Central Waterfront to the east. Historically, Potrero Hill has been a working class industrial and 
residential neighborhood. 
 
Within a decade of California’s admission into the Union in 1850, Potrero Point was on its way to 
becoming the most important heavy industrial precinct on the West Coast. The construction of the 
Pacific Rolling Mills Co. in 1866 and the Union Iron Works shipyard at Potrero Point in 1883 
consolidated the industrial character of the area, forming the economic linchpin of Potrero Point for 
the next seventy years. Observers of the “New Potrero” remarked on the growing residential 
character of the district, much of which was steadily being transformed into a workingman’s suburb.  
 
The 1906 Earthquake and Fire left approximately 250,000 San Franciscans homeless. Especially hard 
hit was the working-class industrial and residential South of Market district. After 1906, the railroads 
benefited from the disaster by actively encouraging downtown wholesalers and industrialists to 
relocate onto their holdings of undeveloped land.51 The industrial buildings developed primarily in 
the flat areas to the north and east of Potrero Hill. The neighborhood continued to develop as a 

                                                      
46 Building Permit Application #7802560, 22 March 1978. 
47 Building Permit Application #8410558, 25 September 1984. 
48 Building Permit Application #9212983, 28 August 1992. 
49 Building Permit Application #9322074, 13 January 1994. 
50 Building Permit Application #9600056, 8 February 1996. 
51 Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting, 41-42. 
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working class industrial and residential district into the 1950s, with workshops and factories 
interspersed with small cottages and flats.52 
 
The relocation of the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. from Potrero Point to the Showplace Square area in 
1906 helped ensure the development of the surrounding neighborhood as a wholesale district. The 
area was well suited to the purpose, being served by a system of railroad spur lines which ran from 
Potrero Hill north through Showplace Square and on into the South of Market. Materials from the 
warehouses and manufacturing facilities were transported in this way to the piers.53  
 
Construction activity was heaviest in Showplace Square between 1906 and 1913, and metal and glass 
manufactories were among the most important industries at the time. Industrial development slowed 
down briefly after 1913, but picked up again during the First World War as demand increased for 
American-made machinery and weapons. By the end of the war, concrete-frame construction became 
the norm in San Francisco for industrial architecture, due to its strength, durability, cost, and 
flexibility. As the core of the city’s industrial district, the Showplace Square area remained vital to the 
region’s prosperity from the 1920s on through the Great Depression and World War II, when San 
Francisco’s industrial employment was almost at full capacity.54 The industries in Showplace Square 
and Potrero Hill only slowed in the 1950s, as local industrialists began moving their operations to 
fast-growing industrial suburbs like South San Francisco, San Leandro, and Richmond.55  
 
Beginning in the 1970s, many warehouses in the Showplace Square area were renovated to provide 
wholesale and design space for furniture makers, designers, and contractors. The industrial buildings 
at 1200-1210 17th Street currently function as warehouse storage. 
 
For additional information on the history of the Showplace Square area, see Showplace Square Survey, 
Historic Context Statement, prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck in October 2009 for the San Francisco 
Planning Department. 
 
 
INDUSTRIAL ARCHITECTURE 

The design of the modern industrial building has its roots in the Industrial Revolution; by the early 
twentieth century, technological advances and changing ideas about manufacturing had dramatically 
altered attitudes towards industrial architecture. Manufacturing has not always occurred in buildings 
constructed specifically for that purpose; early industrial uses were often housed in converted sheds, 
barns, commercial buildings, and even houses.  Industrial buildings that were purpose-built were 
often erected quickly, only sometimes with the help of an architect, and were designed to be practical 
using traditional construction techniques.  Furthermore, the warehouses, mills, and factories of the 
nineteenth century were typically viewed as places that merely housed the means of production, and 
nearly any structure was considered adequate for manufacturing purposes if it had four walls, a roof, 
and a few windows.56 
 
As the manufacturing process became increasingly automated and mechanized, such as with the 
development of the assembly line, new industrial buildings were expected to meet unprecedented 
demands. The growth of American industry gave further incentives to improve the design and 
construction industrial buildings, and resulted in an increase in factory construction. Manufacturers 

                                                      
52 Page & Turnbull, 18. 
53 “Community Plan Area Profiles- Showplace Square, Potrero Hill and Central Waterfront,” web site accessed on 24 
February 2009 from: http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/planning/communityplanning/pdf/chapter_6-3.pdf 
54 Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting, 40-43, 55. 
55 Ibid, 66-67. 
56 Betsy Hunter Bradley, The Works: The Industrial Architecture of the United States (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 15. 
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and architects also realized that the facility could improve the production process and the quality of 
life of industrial workers. More attention was therefore paid to the planning and design of industrial 
and manufacturing complexes, and twentieth-century factories responded to the environmental 
requirements of the new mechanical equipment, the complexity of the manufacturing process, and 
the needs of an increasingly empowered workforce.57   
 
Twentieth-century factory complexes were often constructed based on their proximity to raw 
materials, transportation, and the workforce. In addition to the primary manufacturing space, these 
complexes also had a means of organization and method of supervision, a power unit, transportation 
links, and sometimes worker welfare and housing.58  The main manufacturing area typically 
maximized floor space for large-scale production, and took advantage of natural light and air. By the 
1930s, artificial lighting, air-conditioning, and forced-air circulation systems had been developed, and 
were used to optimize working conditions in buildings with fewer openings.59 Facilities for 
warehouse, power, transportation, and auxiliary department uses were incorporated into the overall 
design of the complex; included as either freestanding buildings or part of the larger manufacturing 
building, designed in a utilitarian fashion to meet these specific needs. Industrial facilities were 
typically designed by engineers, and many engineering firms established themselves as specialists in 
the design and construction of industrial buildings.60   
 
Most factories housed their associated office and administrative uses in either a freestanding structure 
or a portion of the main industrial building. Uses ranging from the company’s executive and business 
offices to product designers’ and engineers’ workspaces, record-keeping, and general offices were 
found in this portion of the modern factory. The office was usually placed either in a central location 
or near the main entrance to facilitate supervision, but sometimes it was placed more remotely to 
separate valuable records and clerical work from factory noise and the danger of fire. Of all the 
buildings in an industrial complex, the office or administration building was more likely to have 
architectural effect—often serving as the centerpiece of the factory—and was designed by an 
architect more often than the other building types.61 
 
San Francisco has relatively few examples of large factory complexes, as high land prices and 
changing land-use priorities pushed most of the Bay Area’s production to Oakland and other cities in 
the East Bay and on the Peninsula. However, there were still a number of factories and large 
industrial complexes constructed in San Francisco, namely in Bayview Hunters Point and the Central 
Waterfront, as well as scattered examples in the South of Market Area. For instance, Pier 70—the 
original location of the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. and the Union Iron Works shipyard—is an especially 
well-preserved example of an industrial complex in the city, with various buildings designed for the 
production of steel and ships (Figure 13).  
 

                                                      
57 Ibid., 15-21. 
58 L.H. Bucknell and C.G. Holme, Industrial Architecture (London: Studio, 1935), 15-16. 
59 Bradley, 4. 
60 Ibid., 15. 
61 Ibid., 35-36. 
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Figure 13. Building #21 at Pier 70, built in 1900, “was probably originally constructed by Pacific 

Rolling Mills.” Source: Port of San Francisco web site, 2011. 



Preliminary Assessment  1200-1210 17th Street 
  San Francisco, California 
 

July 8, 2011  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 
- 22 - 

III.   CONCLUSION 
The San Francisco Planning Department has determined that the three buildings at 1200-1210 17th 
Street are historic resources individually eligible for listing in the California Register because of their 
association with the Pacific Rolling Mills Co., and has assigned them a status code of “3CS” to reflect 
this significance. Page & Turnbull concurs with the Planning Department that the Pacific Rolling 
Mills Co. was an important San Francisco company that was liquidated in 1898, and that the 17th and 
Mississippi streets site was the heart of the newly formed Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’s operation in the 
early twentieth century. However, after conducting additional research about the history of the 
subject buildings, it appears that only the brick office building at 1200 17th Street retains sufficient 
integrity to qualify for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources; the other buildings in 
their current form have been altered to the point where they no longer reflect a remarkable enough 
association with the company to qualify.   
 
Whereas the 17th and Mississippi streets site is the largest and most intact example of the new 
company’s operations, it is not the original location of the Pacific Rolling Mills Co., which was 
established in 1866 at Potrero Point (now Pier 70) in San Francisco. According to the Pier 70 
website, Building #21, constructed in 1900, “was probably originally constructed by Pacific Rolling 
Mills.”62 The subject buildings, therefore, are not significant for being the first or only architectural 
remnants of the Pacific Rolling Mills Co. 
 
From 1906 until the mid-1940s, the subject site at 17th and Mississippi streets was the location of all 
fabricating operations associated with the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. and its successors, the Judson-
Pacific Co. and the Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation. The firm’s eminence and longevity, though 
it had separate identities in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, contributed significantly to the 
character of San Francisco’s Central Waterfront and Potrero Hill districts as areas of heavy industry.  
 

 
Figure 14. Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, 1914. 

 
Figure 15. Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, 1950. 

 
At the subject site, the height of activity for the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. was during the decades 
following the 1906 Earthquake and Fire: the company contributed greatly to the rebuilding of the city 
after the disaster by supplying steel for many new buildings. The 1914 Sanborn map illustrates the 
number and types of facilities in use immediately following the earthquake (Figure 14), but a large 
building campaign beginning in 1925 replaced most of the north-south-oriented wood-frame sheds 

                                                      
62 “Map of Pier 70 Structures,” Pier 70 San Francisco, web site accessed 15 June 2011 from: 
http://pier70sf.org/mappage/mappage.htm. 
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and shops on the property with a larger building in the former Texas Street right-of-way. The only 
extant structure dating from the Pacific Rolling Mill Co.’s early occupation of the subject site is a 
portion of the large industrial building (the “stock shed”) at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street. 
According to the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder, the brick office and a wood-frame industrial 
building at the southeast corner of the site (both addressed 1200 17th Street) date from 1926, 
although the wood-frame building on the site was likely incorporated into a larger steel-frame 
building by 1950 (Figure 15).  
 

 
Figure 76. Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation, looking northwest from intersection of 17th and 

Mississippi streets, 1945. Source: A Romance of Steel in California. 
 

 
Figure 87. Subject buildings at 1200-1210 17th Street, looking northwest from intersection of 17th and 

Mississippi streets, 2011. Source: Page & Turnbull. 
 
As the above photo comparison demonstrates, the subject buildings have been dramatically altered 
since 1945. The long industrial shed at 1210 17th Street/975 16th Street (1) has doubled in width and 
received a second story addition along 17th Street; the brick office building (2) has been remodeled on 
the interior, but has not changed on the exterior; the windows and siding have been replaced on the 
south façade of the large building fronting 17th Street (3); and the building at the southeast corner of 
the subject site (4) has had the low shed structure shown on the east and the Dutch gable shown on 
the south removed. This comparison also suggests that the building at the southeast corner (4) may 
have been entirely replaced—not just altered.  
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2 
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Figure 18.  Office building at 1200 17th Street, 2011.  
Source: Page & Turnbull. 

 
Figure 19. Office building at 1200 17th Street, 1945. 
In the ground plane on the right foreground is a 

large scale (no longer present).  
Source: A Romance of Steel in California. 

 
In order to qualify for listing in the California Register for its association with a significant event or 
company (Criterion 1), a building needs to demonstrate that it “existed at the time of the event or 
pattern of events.”63 The time during which the new Pacific Rolling Mill Co. made its greatest 
contribution to the city was 1906-1928, which covers the period from the Earthquake and Fire 
through the company’s merger with Judson Manufacturing Co.  Although remnants from this period 
of significance (1906-1928) are extant on the site, the corrugated metal buildings have been so 
dramatically altered since then that they no longer retain the integrity necessary to convey a 
significant association with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co.  
 
By examining the historic photographs of the subject site from A Romance of Steel in California, it is 
evident that of the three extant structures associated with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., only the brick 
office building retains sufficient integrity to be considered a historic resource. The brick office 
building was constructed by the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. as part of a large building campaign at the 
subject property, and reflects the success of the business during the first decades of the twentieth 
century. Of all the buildings associated with the company, the brick office building is the best 
remaining example of the company’s steel fabricating operation at 17th and Mississippi streets. The 
brick office building at 1200 17th Street has been minimally altered over the course of its existence 
and maintains a high degree of integrity (Figures 18 and 19). Because it meets the California 
Register eligibility requirements for Criterion 1, only the brick office building at 1200 17th Street is 
considered to be a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 
 
 
 

                                                      
63 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation, 12. 
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V.   APPENDIX 

HISTORIC PHOTOGRAPHS 

 
Figure 20. Pacific Rolling Mills at Potrero Point, ca. 1865-1879.  

Source: Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley. 
 

 
Figure 21. Pacific Rolling Mills at Potrero Point, ca. 1865-1879. 
Source: Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley. 
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Figure 22. Eighteen-inch bar mill, Pacific Rolling Mills at Potrero Point, 1878.  

Source: A Romance of Steel in California. 
 

 
Figure 23. Open hearth iron furnace, Pacific Rolling Mills at Potrero Point, 1880.  

Source: A Romance of Steel in California. 
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Figure 24. Open hearth steel furnace, Pacific Rolling Mills at Potrero Point, 1884.  

Source: A Romance of Steel in California. 
 

 
Figure 25. Pacific Rolling Mills at Potrero Point, ca. 1884.  

Source: Industries of San Francisco, 57. 
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DPR 523 A FORMS 

 
Prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck in 2009 as part of Showplace Square Historic Resource Survey 
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