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I. Executive Summary  
 

This report summarizes the research and coordination which occurred in the process of selecting the 
preferred architectural alternative for the seismic retrofit and rehabilitation of the Georgia Street 
Bridge.  The Technical Report identifies that rehabilitation is a feasible approach that would retain and 
modify the existing bridge and retaining walls to provide the additional strength needed to withstand a 
seismic event.  The Report further identifies ways to accomplish the seismic retrofit without sacrificing 
the historic integrity of the bridge and associated retaining walls.  The approach used to prepare the 
Report included a review of the various elements of the rehabilitation and identification of options 
which would balance the goals of rehabilitating the bridge and preserving its historic character.  Based 
on the preferred rehabilitation alternative which was ultimately developed during this process, the 
Report evaluates the potential effects of the rehabilitation on the historic value of the bridge and 
associated structures, including the retaining walls which extend beyond the buttress beneath the 
bridge, in accordance with procedures contained in the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation.  After review of all presented alternatives for the Georgia Street Bridge Rehabilitation, IS 
Architecture has found Rehabilitation Alternative #1, to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation.  The cumulative elements of the design have ‘No Adverse Effect’ on the 
existing historic resource while meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

II. Introduction  
 
This report summarizes the research and coordination which occurred in the process of selecting the 
preferred architectural alternative for the seismic retrofit and rehabilitation of the Georgia Street 
Bridge.  During this phase of the work, IS Architecture worked closely with the project engineer, Simon 
Wong Engineering and City of San Diego staff, to review the various elements of the project and identify 
options which would balance the goals of retrofitting and rehabilitating the bridge with preserving its 
historic character.  Based on the preferred alternative which was ultimately developed during this 
process, this report evaluates the potential effects of the rehabilitation on the historic value of the 
bridge and associated structures including retaining walls which extend beyond the abutment beneath 
the bridge in accordance with procedures contained in the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation. It is anticipated that this report will be used by the City of San Diego as part of the 
environmental documentation prepared to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
Similarly, the information from this report is intended to be used by Caltrans as part of the 
documentation for the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).   

A. Report Organization  
The report is organized per the City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, Historical Resource 
Technical Report, Guidelines and Requirements as delineated as part of the Land Development Manual, 
Historical Resources Guidelines, Appendix E, Part 1.2, issued February 2009 and revised May 2009.  The 
report briefly describes the bridge physically, reiterates the statement of significance and designation 
criteria from the National Register Nomination, and restates the character defining features. The report 
then discusses the proposed options and focuses on a preferred option with an element by element 
analysis of the potential effects. 
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B. Project Area  
 

Located in San Diego, California the Georgia Street Bridge, Caltrans Bridge No. 57C-0418, crosses over 
University Avenue and serves as a physical demarcation between the neighborhoods of Hillcrest and 
North Park.  The project area borders the community planning area of Uptown and is within the 
community planning area of Greater North Park.  The location has no Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN).  
The resource has three elements: the three-hinge arch bridge, the abutment walls which are contiguous 
with the anchor-block retaining walls and the separated travel way below the bridge extending from 
Park Boulevard to Florida Street. 
 

 
Figure 1. Project location map. Star indicates location of Georgia Street Bridge. 

 

C. Project Personnel  
 
The primary investigator from IS Architecture, Ione R. Stiegler, FAIA, meets the National Park Service, 
qualifications for “Architectural History”, “Architecture” and “Historic Architecture,” as published in the 
Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61.  IS Architecture served as a historic preservation consultant 
to HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX), represented by Bruce McIntyre, a Senior Project Manager 
with HELIX.  HELIX served as a consultant directly to the City of San Diego.  The prime consultant for the 
bridge design is Simon Wong Engineering led by James Frost, P.E., Principal Bridge Engineer, assisted by 
Nathan S. Johnson, Ph.D., Senior Bridge Engineer P.E. and Karibia Encinas, Assistant Engineer.  
Representing the City of San Diego were Brad Johnson, Senior Civil Engineer and Mark Giandoni, 
Associate Civil Engineer. 
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III. Project Setting  

A. Physical Project Setting  
 

The resource currently sits within an urban environment.  After the establishment of the bridge in 1914, 
retaining walls, and grade-separation development of the adjoining residential area commenced.  
Initially the area developed with modest single-family residences and religious buildings. (Sanborn Map 
Company, Insurance Maps of San Diego, California, Volume Three, 1921. Blocks 330, 332, 344 and 346.) 
On the north side of the grade-separation, between Georgia Street and Florida Street, a series of single-
family residences were purposely situated to front towards the pedestrian access sidewalk and retaining 
walls of the grade-separation. Single-family residences gradually gave way to medium to large multi-
family apartment complexes and small-scale commercial and entertainment buildings at the Park 
Boulevard end of the grade-separation. Today, the area is a mixture of a few of the original single-family 
residences and the later infill of medium to large multi-family apartment complexes. 
 
The three-hinge arch structure is 30 feet wide and approximately 70 feet long.  It is supported on three 
arch ribs with floating end spans supported on approximately 30-foot-tall anchor-block closed-end 
strutted abutment walls.  The abutment walls are contiguous with anchor-block retaining walls which 
extend beyond the bridge to create an approximate 670 foot-long, grade-separated travel way below 
the bridge extending from Park Boulevard to Florida Street.  One-way side service roads parallel the 
grade-separation retaining walls on the north and south sides, between Park Boulevard and Georgia 
Street.  The road bed in this area directly abuts the guard rail of the retaining wall, and pedestrian 
access is via a sidewalk within the right-of-way that abuts the adjacent private lots.  This configuration 
changes to pedestrian-only between Georgia Street and Florida Street.  Here there is no roadway only a 
sidewalk in the right-of-way between the adjacent private lots and the guard rails of the retaining wall.   

 

 
Figure 2. Detail of Point Loma Quadrangle, California-San Diego Co., 7.5-Minute Series, USGS Map, 1942. 
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Figure 3. Aerial photograph showing Georgia Street Bridge and grade-separation. Dashed line indicates resource location. 

 

 
Figure 4. Georgia Street Bridge and grade separation, looking west. Photo taken 2012, IS Architecture. 
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B. Project Area and Vicinity  
 

The historic development of the project area and vicinity was previously comprehensively described by 
Alex Bevil in his 1999 National Register of Historic Places Registration Form. The following quotes 
succinctly retell the historical development of the area. 
 

“The present Georgia Street Bridge is not the first to carry Georgia 
Street over University Avenue. In 1907 the City of San Diego initiated 
the construction of a smaller wooden bridge to allowed (sic) street and 
pedestrian traffic to cross over the newly dug University Avenue Grade 
Separation Cut. Cut between Park Boulevard and Florida Street, the 
grade separation cut passed through a steep escarpment overlooking 
Florida Canyon to the east. Because of the cut's narrow width, the 
sloping earth sides were left bare. Once completed, it allowed the 
streetcars of the San Diego Electric Railway Company [SDERy] to 
proceed eastward beyond San Diego's city limits toward City Heights.” 
(Bevil, 1998, section 8, page 1) 

 
“By 1911, City Heights' population had increased dramatically from 400 
to over 4,000 residents. As a result, on November 7, 1911, it 
incorporated into the City of East San Diego, and remained so until its 
eventual annexation by the City of San Diego in 1926. In addition to East 
San Diego's phenomenal growth, between 1906 and 1914, no fewer 
than nine residential additions sprang up along the University Avenue 
shuttle line. Among these was the present community of North Park. 
Laid out on April 8, 1912, the former site of a lemon orchard developed 
into a major suburban commercial center around a trolley transfer point 
at the intersection of 30th Street and University Avenue. 
The resulting increase in population along University Avenue east of 
Park Boulevard caused a converse demand for improved streetcar 
service. So much so that in 1912 SDERy negotiated with the City of San 
Diego to widen and pave the grade separation cut between Park 
Boulevard and Florida Street. This would facilitate the eventual laying 
down of an additional set of tracks along University Avenue between 
Park Boulevard and the 30th Street intersection in North Park.' The 
widening and paving of University Avenue was also due in part to the 
growing popularity of automobiles in San Diego. Privately owned cars 
were now starting to compete with the streetcars for space along 
University Avenue.”  
(Bevil, 1998, section 8, page 2) 

C. Historical Overview  
 

The broad context within which the resource was evaluated for significance was previously identified by 
Alex Bevil in his 1998 National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: 

“Completed in 1914, the Georgia Street Bridge and the adjoining 
retaining walls lining the University Avenue Grade Separation Cut are  
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Figure 5. Historic view of Georgia Street Bridge ca. 1940. Note the original concrete lamp posts which were later removed. 

Photo by Richard Kurylo, www.railwaypreservation.com. 

among the most visible and important manifestations of early 20th 
century civil engineering projects in San Diego's urban environment. The 
bridge's three-hinge, open-spandrel reinforced concrete arches, along 
with the tall blind-arcade-faced reinforced concrete retaining walls, is a 
unique solution to a difficult local engineering and transportation 
planning problem. Built in response to the need for improved electric 
railway and automobile traffic through the University Avenue Grade 
Separation Cut, the new and wider roadway was directly responsible for 
the growth of at least nine residential districts in San Diego's 
northeastern "streetcar suburbs" prior to World War I. 
 
Designed by local civil engineer James R. Comly, the graceful design of 
the reinforced concrete bridge and retaining walls reflect the growing 
national trend toward the material's use for its strength, durability, and 
aesthetic design possibilities. Comly, like other innovative American civil 
engineers at the time, regarded reinforced concrete as an 
extraordinarily versatile building material that could be used for 
utilitarian, ornamental and monumental purposes. The bridge and the 
deep roadway that it spans are essential components of an emerging 
public works foundation that supported American transportation 
networks during the early part of the twentieth century. In addition, 
they possess high artistic value as local architectural engineer James R. 
Comly's interpretation of the Beaux-Arts/ American City Beautiful 
Movement's penchant for monumental civic architecture. The 84-year-
old bridge and retaining walls serve as a monumental and artistic 
gateway between the communities east and west of the historic 
University Avenue Grade Separation Cut.”  
(Bevil, 1998, section 8, page 1)  

http://www.railwaypreservation.com/


 

Page 9 of 35 
 

 

 

Figure 7. Original as-built drawings of Georgia Street Bridge designed by J.R. Comly. 

Figure 6. Original drawing of concrete walls and rails for University Avenue for the Georgia Street Bridge, design by J.R. 

Comly. December 1912. 
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IV. Methods and Results  

A. Summary of Previous Work / Archival Research 
 

The author of this report reviewed the following extensive studies of the bridge, which have occurred 
over several years including: 

 City of San Diego. Office of the City Clerk. Resolution No. R-9409281. Designation of Georgia 
Street Bridge as San Diego Historic Landmark No. 325, 28 September 1994. 

 Project Study Report for the Repair and Retrofit of Georgia Street Bridge over University Avenue 
and Repair of University Avenue Ramp Retaining Walls/Barrier Rails from Park Boulevard to 
Florida Street, Libby Engineers, dated August 10, 1995. 

 Project Study Report for the Replacement of Georgia Street Bridge over University Avenue, 
Libby Engineers, dated August 10, 1995. 

 Historic Property Survey Report for the Georgia Street Bridge and Retaining Walls, Architect 
Milford Wayne Donaldson, dated August 28, 1998. 

 United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, National Register of Historic 
Places, Registration Form, Georgia Street Bridge and University Avenue Grade Separation Cut 
Retaining Walls, City of San Diego/Caltrans Bridge I.D. # 57C-418, authored by Alexander D. 
Bevil, June 5, 1998. 

  Georgia Street Bridge Seismic Vulnerability Study, Libby Engineers, dated September 30, 2002. 

 Character-Defining Features of the Georgia Street Bridge and University Avenue Grade-
Separation Cut Retaining Walls, by ICF Jones & Stokes, September 4, 2009 by David T. 
Greenwood Architectural Historian III 

 Georgia Street Seismic Strategy Report, Simon Wong Engineering, dated March 23, 2012 

 Caltrans Bridge Inspection Reports for City of San Diego Bridge #57C-418 
 

 Primary documentation reviewed includes: 

 City of San Diego.  Engineering Department. "Concrete Walls & Rails for University Avenue." 
Document No. D5220-1 [Microfilm], December 1912. 

 City of San Diego. "Reinforced Concrete Bridge to Carry Georgia Street over University Avenue." 
Document No. D5220 [Microfilm], December 1912. 

 Sanborn Map Company, Insurance Maps of San Diego, California, Volume Three, 1921. Blocks 
330, 332, 344 and 346 
 

B. Field Survey  
 

Ione R. Stiegler, FAIA a qualified  professional in “Architectural History”, “Architecture” and “Historic 
Architecture” as published in the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61, conducted two field 
reconnaissance visits on: 

 February 16, 2012 with Nathan S. Johnson, Ph.D., P.E. of Simon Wong Engineering and Mark 

Giandoni of the City of San Diego. 

 May 5, 2012 with Nathan S. Johnson, Ph.D., P.E., of Simon Wong Engineering and Brad Johnson 

of the City of San Diego. 
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The initial field reconnaissance involved a site visit to review the previously identified character-defining 
features and to concur with or amend previous findings. A comparison was made between the present 
and past physical condition regarding the survival of those architectural characteristics that existed 
during the resources historic period of significance. Digital photographs were taken, including detailed 
images of some of the individual elements of the structures. 
 
The second field reconnaissance visit examined in detail the extant original concrete and the layers of 
surface coatings. Special note was taken of the textural finish and color of the concrete at the extant, 
sidewalks, guard rail, bridge arch rib and retaining wall.  
 

C. Description of Surveyed Resources 

1. Narrative Description 

The Georgia Street Bridge (#57C-0418, which serves as the official alphanumeric designation for the 
structure) spans University Avenue between the 3800 and 3900 blocks of Georgia Street, between 
Florida Street and Park Boulevard in the City of San Diego, in the County of San Diego. The Georgia 
Street Bridge and University Avenue grade-separation cut retaining walls are three interrelated 
structures. The first is an open-spandrel, single-span, reinforced concrete-ribbed arch bridge that 
crosses the University Avenue grade-separation cut midway between Park Boulevard to the west and 
Florida Street to the east. The bridge's 69-foot-long by 30-foot-wide asphalt covered reinforced 
concrete deck permits two lanes of automobile traffic across the University Avenue grade-separation 
cut. The cantilevered sidewalks extend out laterally beyond the roadway some 5 feet, allowing 
pedestrians to use the bridge to travel between two moderately built up residential districts along 
Georgia Street. The second and third interrelated structures consist of the anchor-block retaining walls, 
and their associated guard rails, ranging from 1 to 34 feet in height, along University Avenue. These 
retaining walls extend to the east and west of the bridge abutments on either side of University Avenue. 
 

 
Figure 8. Georgia Street Bridge and grade separation, looking east. Photo taken 2012, IS Architecture. 
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Both the bridge and retaining walls were placed on the National Register of Historic Places (NR) on 
February 12, 1999. They were automatically listed in the California Register of Historical Resources as a 
result of the National Register listing. The City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, in 1994, 
designated the Bridge and Retaining Walls as Historical Site Number 325. 

2.  Architectural Style 

The architectural styles of the bridge and grade-separation retaining walls were described in the 
National Register nomination as follows: 
 

“The overall design of the Georgia Street Bridge follows closely the 
principles of the Beaux Arts/American City Beautiful Movement. Its 
graceful, yet massive arch acts as a monumental gateway straddling the 
University Avenue Grade Separation Cut. The view from either of the 
bridge's cantilevered balustrades offer sweeping vistas in the best 
tradition of Renaissance Revival and Neo-Baroque city planning. For 
example, an approximately 4-foot tall open-arched concrete railing ran 
along the bridge's cantilevered sidewalks and along the twin retaining 
walls entire upper length. In addition, the retaining walls' dull concrete 
surfaces was broken up by blind arcades composed of semi-circular 
arches, modeled after the bridge's open-spandrel arches, set between 
tall engaged pilasters resembling stretched modified Doric capitals.” 
(Bevil, 1998, section 8, page 6) 

 

 
Figure 9. Historic photograph of Georgia Street Bridge. Courtesy of Simon Wong Engineering. 

3. Minor Features and Alterations 

According to Bevil, three features are embedded in the reinforced concrete retaining wall’s surface. 
Bevil described them as follows:  
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“The first is a pair of metal eyebolts. Once used to anchor the overhead 
trolley wire running above the roadway, each eyebolt is affixed near the 
top of the wall approximately 8 feet west of the wall/bridge junction. 
The second feature is a small bronze plaque beneath the southeast 
comer parabolic rib/wall junction at eye-level above the sidewalk. 
Dating from the time of the bridge's completion, the plaque 
commemorates the work of its designing engineer, James R. Comly and 
builder, Edward T. Hale. Directly below the plaque is the third and final 
feature: a brass U.S. Geodetic Survey Benchmark installed in 1927.” 

(Bevil, 1998, section 7, page 1) 
 
Post 1947 but of undetermined specific date, alterations to the bridge, guard rails and retaining walls 
include filling in the open arcade design of the guard rails along the crest of the retaining walls and the 
bridge. The formerly open pattern was filled in with concrete to create solid panel railings between the 
modified Doric-style piers. Perhaps concurrent with these repairs, but again of an unknown date, the 
bridge, retaining walls and guardrails were textured with a spray coating of gunite. Other alterations 
include the removal of the four 4’-6” tall cast concrete lamp posts and globe light fixtures from the rail 
ends at the north and south approaches to the bridge as well as, 4-5 inches of asphalt on the bridge 
deck. 
 
The 115 feet of new sidewalk pavement directly replaced the location of the original sidewalk 
pavement. The sidewalks have all also been modified at all of the corners to provide disabled access 
ramps. The first 40 feet of the north sidewalk, on the east side of Georgia Street, adjacent to the top 
barrier rail have been replaced. The continuation of this sidewalk, as it moves down the hill to the east, 
has had a substantial amount of cutting and patching in the concrete and includes several sections of 
missing pavement and heaved or lifted slabs. The west end of the north sidewalk, adjacent to University 
Avenue, and at the base of the retaining walls has been removed, west of the bridge overpass, in order 
to provide for a left hand turn lane to Park Boulevard. 
 

 
Figure 10. Alterations to the bridge, guard rails and retaining walls include filling in the open arcade design of the guard rails 

along the crest of the retaining walls and the bridge. Photo taken 2012, IS Architecture. 
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4. Character Defining Features of the Resource 

Contributing Character Defining features of the resource: 
The area or feature retains integrity from the period of significance (1914) including: 
 
Bridge Elements: 

• three parabolic, reinforced concrete ribbed arches beneath the bridge deck;  
•  the series of columns at the top of the ribbed arches, which are joined by small semicircular 

spandrel arches, producing an open-spandrel arched arcade; 
• cantilevered sidewalk slabs projecting off the bridge deck, supported by reinforced concrete 

beams; 
• hinged arch design (the three parabolic arches are hinged at either end to the abutments and 

at mid-span, 30 feet above the roadway); 
• horizontal reinforced concrete beams; 
• reinforced concrete bridge deck;  
• reinforced concrete abutments; 
• concrete pedestrian sidewalks (at the top of the deck), and 
• two-lane asphalt-covered roadway (at the top of the deck). 
 
Retaining Wall Elements: 
• anchor-block retaining walls, ranging from 1 to 34 feet in height; 
• engaged pilasters running at I0-foot intervals; 
• semicircular arches that connect the pilasters, forming a blind arcade; 
• small bronze plaque, located beneath the southeast corner of the parabolic arch rib/wall 

junction; 

 metal eye bolts from street car overhead wire; 

  tie-back anchors, consisting of l-inch iron bars incased in 13-foot-long 6- by 6-inch concrete 
squares, which are attached to a reinforced concrete rectangular block (anchor); 

• pair of metal eyebolts, once used to anchor the overhead trolley wire running above the 
roadway; 

• brass U.S. Geodetic Survey benchmark that was installed in 1927; and 
• unaltered associated sidewalks, scoring patterns and curb and sidewalk-date stamps. 
 

Non-Contributing (NC) features of the resource: 
The area or feature no longer retains integrity from the period of significance (1914) including: 
 
Bridge Elements: 

• panel railings along the outer bridge deck, at top of the cantilevered sidewalk slabs; 
• infill of concrete, between the panel railings; and 
• spray coating of gunite over the exterior bridge surfaces and panel railings. 

 
Retaining Wall Elements: 

• concrete posts, railings, and crown at top of the retaining walls; 
• infill of concrete between the panel railings;  
• spray coating of gunite over the exterior surfaces of the truncated parabolic retaining 

walls, railings, posts, and crown; and 
• altered associated sidewalks, scoring patterns and curb and sidewalk-date stamps. 

 



 

Page 15 of 35 
 

 

V. Significance Evaluations and Integrity 
 

The discussion and analysis of the significance of the resource against designation criteria was 
previously identified by Alex Bevil in his 1998 National Register of Historic Places Registration Form and 
is provided below. 
 

National Register Criteria Considerations 
The Georgia Street Bridge and the University Heights Grade Separation Cut 
Retaining Walls are eligible for designation to the National Register according to 
the following criteria: 
 

A. Criteria A:  Association With Events That Have Made A Significant 
Contribution To The Broad Patterns Of Our History  

Completed in 1914, the Georgia Street Bridge and the adjoining retaining walls 
lining the University Avenue Grade Separation Cut are among the most visible 
and important manifestations of early 20th century civil engineering projects in 
San Diego's urban environment. The Georgia Street Bridge and the University 
Avenue Grade Separation Cut Retaining Walls are directly associated with the 
expansion of San Diego's early streetcar and automobile highway systems. Built 
in response to the need for improved electric railway and automobile traffic 
through the University Avenue Grade Separation Cut, the new and wider 
roadway was directly responsible for the growth of at least nine residential 
districts in San Diego's northeastern streetcar suburbs" prior to World War I. 
The bridge and the deep roadway that it spans also represent an emerging 
public works foundation that supported American transportation networks 
during the early part of the twentieth century. 
 

B. Criteria C:  Design/Construction 
The Georgia Street Bridge and the University Avenue Grade Separation Cut 
Retaining Walls embody the distinctive characteristics of a particular type, 
period, and method of American bridge design and construction. Together, they 
are a unique design solution to a difficult local engineering and transportation 
planning problem. Designed by local civil engineer James R. Comly, the graceful 
design of the reinforced concrete bridge and retaining walls reflect the growing 
statewide and national trend toward the  use of concrete for its strength, 
durability, and aesthetic design possibilities. Comly, like other innovative 
American civil engineers at the time, regarded reinforced concrete as an 
extraordinarily versatile building material that could be used for utilitarian, 
ornamental and monumental purposes. Both the bridge's graceful open 
spandrel arches and the tall, blind-arcade retaining walls, exhibit the innovative 
use of reinforced concrete in their construction. In addition, they possess high 
artistic value as local architectural engineer James R. Comly's interpretation of 
the Beaux-Arts/City Beautiful Movement's penchant for monumental civic 
architecture. 
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C. Criteria D:  Information Potential 
The Georgia Street Bridge is a rare local variation on a state and nationwide 
standard for the design and construction of a reinforced concrete open-spandrel 
arch bridge. Its associative retaining walls, with their massive anchor abutments 
and anchors, contribute to the study of a unique design solution for the 
containment of the University Avenue Grade Separation Cut and the availability 
materials and the expertise of early 20th century civil engineers like James R. 
Comly.  
(Bevil, 1998, section 8, page 9) 
 

The discussion and analysis of the Integrity of the resource using the seven aspects of historic integrity 
was previously identified by Alex Bevil in his 1998 National Register of Historic Places Registration Form 
and restated below. 

 
Evaluation of The Structures' Historic Integrity 
Despite the filling in of the railings, the coatings of gunite, and the definite need 
of replacing rusted rebar and spalling concrete, the Georgia Street Bridge and 
the University Avenue Grade Separation Cut Retaining Walls have kept all seven 
aspects of their historic integrity. They convey this significance by their location, 
setting and feeling, giving an understanding of why they were built in the first 
place 84 years ago. The bridge and the retaining walls reinforced concrete 
construction also convey the historic materials that went into their construction 
and the workmanship of San Diego's early concrete masons. Finally, the bridge's 
ribbed arch design, as well as the blind arcade along the flanking retaining walls, 
combine to create a form, plan, and unique structure reflecting a local example 
of early 20th century American reinforced concrete bridge design and 
construction.  
(Bevil, 1998, section 8, page 9) 
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VI. Review of Proposed Design Alternatives 
 

The need for major seismic strengthening of both the bridge and the retaining walls was identified by 
Simon Wong Engineering in a Seismic Strategy Report prepared for the City of San Diego on March 23, 
2012. Within the report, Simon Wong Engineering indicates: 
 

It was further established through the current analysis that both the bridge and 
walls are exceptionally deficient with respect to seismic loading. The bridge deck 
and supporting arches have a lack of continuity which leads to instability under 
the design seismic event. Bridge column and supporting arch reinforced 
concrete elements are not properly detailed to resist shear forces and would be 
subjected to non‐ductile shear failure. Both the abutment walls and retaining 
walls are significantly inadequate to resist soil pressures that would be applied 
under earthquake loading. Even static loading (without seismic forces) suggests 
many portions of the walls to be on the verge of instability. These 
determinations were made through analysis that assumes materials are in 
repaired condition. In reality, the structural materials, especially the retaining 
wall concrete are badly deteriorated.  
(Simon Wong Engineering Seismic Strategy Report, 2012, page 1) 
 

IS Architecture was initially tasked with a review of five bridge design alternatives and three retaining 
wall alternatives proposed by Simon Wong Engineering. IS Architecture reviewed Table 5, from the 
Georgia Street Bridge, Bridge No. 57C-0418, DRAFT, Bridge Rehabilitation Report, April 2012, which 
succinctly described the alternatives. In the course of this review process, IS Architecture made specific 
recommendations for ways to accomplish the seismic retrofit without sacrificing the historic integrity of 
the bridge and associated retaining walls which resulted in the preferred alternative which is currently 
being processed by the City. A summary of the preferred alternative is provided in Table 1.    
 

A. Bridge Design Alternatives 
Two general categories of modifications were initially considered as a means to strengthen the bridge 
and retain walls: replacement and rehabilitation. Replacement would entail the complete removal of 
the bridge and retaining walls and the construction of new bridge structure. Rehabilitation would retain 
and modify the existing bridge and retaining walls to provide the additional strength needed to 
withstand a seismic event.   
 
Due to the National Register historic designation of the Georgia Street Bridge and University Avenue 
Grade-Separation Cut Retaining Walls, any changes to the bridge and/or retaining walls must be done in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation (Standards). There 
are four approaches to preservation treatments permitted under the Standards: Preservation, 
Restoration, Rehabilitation and Reconstruction.  In the course of reviewing the historic preservation 
treatment options, it became clear that rehabilitation was feasible. Thus, the replacement options #1, 2 
and 3 were not considered in detail since the designs proposed could quickly be determined to not 
meet the Standards.  The retrofit and rehabilitation alternatives #1 and 2 were identified as potentially 
feasible alternatives that merited further review.  Table 1 provides a general comparison of the 
rehabilitation alternatives with the existing bridge structure. 
 



 

Page 18 of 35 
 

 

The primary difference between the two bridge rehabilitation alternatives is related to the way in which 
they provide the strength needed to withstand anticipated seismic events. Bridge Rehabilitation 
Alternative #1 uses a shear wall to connect the bridge deck with the underlying arch. Concrete would be 
added to the center arch to create the shear wall. Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative #2 would take a 
different approach to providing the needed seismic strength. This alternative would add a series of 
isolation joints between the spandrels and the arch to allow for controlled movement between the 
bridge deck and arch during a seismic event. 
 

 
Figure 11. Detail of center arch to be strengthened with the addition of a shear wall. Photo taken 2012, IS Architecture. 
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Table 1.  Bridge Design Alternatives 

Alternative Description 

Rehabilitation 

Bridge 
Rehabilitation 
Alternative #1  

(Preferred 
Alternative) 

 Replace deck and spandrel columns 

 Reinforce arch ribs 

 Protect arch ribs (concrete coating) 

 Abutment wall stabilization  

 Soil improvements and abutment retrofit 

 Arch end guides  

 Spandrel shear wall 

 Lower roadway approximately 2 to 2.5 feet from current road elevation and about 1.4 
feet to 1.9 feet at the center of the roadway from the historic road elevation. 

 Stabilize walls  

 Replace bridge and wall barriers with architectural enhanced barrier (C411 Modified) 

Bridge 
Rehabilitation 
Alternative #2  

 Replace deck and spandrel columns 

 Reinforce arch ribs 

 Protect arch ribs (concrete coating) 

 Abutment wall stabilization  

 Soil improvements and abutment retrofit 

 Arch end guides  

 Spandrel isolation bearings 

 Arch rib hinge shear guide 

 Lower roadway approximately 2 to 2.5 feet from current road elevation and about 1.4 
feet to 1.9 feet at the center of the roadway from the historic road elevation. 

 Stabilize walls  

 Replace bridge and wall barriers with architectural enhanced barrier (C411 Modified) 
 

Alternative Description 

Replacement 

Bridge Replacement 
Alternative #1  

 

 Replace bridge with an in-kind arch structure 

 Match existing bridge details where feasible 

 Alternative includes 52 foot wide (R1A) and 32 foot wide (R1B) 

 Lower University Avenue approximately 1 to 1.5 feet 

 Stabilize walls  

 Replace wall barriers with architectural enhanced barrier (C411 Modified) 

Bridge Replacement 
Alternative #2 

 Replace bridge with an modern arch structure 

 Alternative includes 52 foot wide (R2A) and 32 foot wide (R2B) 

 Lower University Avenue approximately 1 to 1.5 feet 

 Stabilize walls 

 Replace wall barriers with architectural enhanced barrier (C411 Modified) 

Bridge Replacement 
Alternative #3 

 Replace bridge with an conventional precast beam structure 

 Stabilize walls  

 Replace wall barriers with architectural enhanced barrier (C411 Modified) 
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Figure 12. Center of Arch Elevation Comparisons of Existing Condition, Rehabilitation Alternative 1, and Rehabilitation 

Alternative 2. 

 

An in-depth review of Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative #1 (with shear wall) and Bridge Rehabilitation 
Alternative #2 (with bearings) determined that Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative #1 would be the 
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preferred alternative. Based on the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Bridge 
Rehabilitation Alternative #2 had the following concerns: 

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

The introduction of rubber and steel isolation joints would have significantly altered the 
distinctive materials, finishes and construction technique of the existing reinforced concrete 
structure.  

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

The exterior alteration of the introduction of rubber and steel isolation joints would have 
significantly altered the historic materials that characterize the resource.  In addition while the 
new material would have been differentiated from the historic it would not have been 
compatible with the historic materials and features of the existing reinforced concrete structure.  

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in a 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 exterior alteration of the introduction of rubber and steel isolation joints could not be 
installed in a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the 
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.  

 

B. Retaining Wall Design Alternatives 
Three basic techniques were considered for retrofitting and rehabilitating the bridge abutment and 
associated retaining walls (see Table 2). Two of the alternatives involve replacing the existing retaining 
walls.  The third involves rehabilitating the existing walls by adding soil nails and/or soil anchors to 
better anchor the wall into the existing geological formations behind them and re-facing the wall with 
an in-kind reconstruction of the wall face. 
 
The wall replacement alternatives would involve two approaches. Wall Replacement Alternative #1 
would add tie-back anchors with the sequential removal and replacement of the wall in approximately 5 
foot lifts from the top down. Wall Replacement Alternative #2 would add temporary soldier piles in 
front of the wall, permanent tie-back anchors and sequential removal and replacement of the wall in 
approximately 5 foot lifts from the bottom up. According to Simon Wong Engineering, both of these 
approaches are considered risky due to the instability of the existing retaining wall system and the 
retained soil which supports adjacent buildings.  Thus, Simon Wong Engineering concludes that 
strengthening the existing walls represents the most appropriate technique for achieving seismic 
stability.   
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Table 2.  Retaining Wall Design Alternatives  

Alternative Description 

Rehabilitation 

Wall Rehabilitation 
Alternative #1 
(Preferred 
Alternative) 

 Place stabilizing soil nails and/or soil anchors through existing wall face 

 Lower roadway approximately 2 to 2.5 feet from current road elevation and about 
1.4 feet to 1.9 feet at the center of the roadway from the historic road elevation. 

 Construct 9 inch thick concrete overlay; re-facing the wall with an in-kind 
reconstruction of the wall face.  

 Placement of new vertical crack control joints adjacent to the reconstructed historic 
pilaster details. 

 

Replacement 

Wall Replacement 
Alternative #1 

 

 Place tieback anchors through existing wall face and vertical beam 

 Remove and replace wall face in 5 foot lifts 

 De-tension and Re-tension tiebacks with each lift 

 Lower roadway approximately 2 to 2.5 feet from current road elevation and about 

1.4 feet to 1.9 feet at the center of the roadway from the historic road elevation. 

 Construct 6 inch thick permanent concrete facing with historic architectural 
treatment (in-line) 

Wall Replacement 
Alternative #2  

 

 Place temporary soldier piles in front of existing wall full height  

 Place temporary tieback anchors through existing vertical beams 

 Remove and replace existing wall facing from bottom up in 5 foot lifts 

 Lower roadway approximately 2 to 2.5 feet from current road elevation and about 

1.4 feet to 1.9 feet at the center of the roadway from the historic road elevation. 

 Construct 6” thick permanent facing with historic architectural treatment (in-line) 
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D. Preferred Project 
 
Based on the alternatives evaluation project, the City selected a preferred project scenario which it 
intends to process.  The preferred project includes the following elements identified in Tables 1 and 2: 
As depicted in Figures 13-15, the preferred bridge alternative would replace the deck and spandrel 
columns. The spandrel columns would be removed and reconstructed in-kind. The bridge would have 
arch end guides installed, but hidden from view. 
 

 
Figure 13. Elevation diagram of preferred bridge alternative #1. Simon Wong Engineering 



 

Page 24 of 35 
 

 

 
Figure 14. Plan diagram of preferred bridge alternative #1. Simon Wong Engineering 

 
Figure 15. End elevation diagram of preferred bridge alternative #1. Simon Wong Engineering 
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The center arch would be filled with concrete to enhance seismic stability by connecting the bridge deck 
to the arch. The fill would be recessed, retaining the arch design as a blind arcade to keep the shadow-
line of the arch and diminish its impact on the appearance of the bridge. The arch ribs would be 
reinforced and coated with a concrete coating. To reflect the original design, the concrete coating 
would be finished in the color of the original concrete and with a texture that emulates the original 
parged plaster/grout coat.  
 
The guard rail along the bridge would be replaced with a railing which meets current safety standards 
while more closely reflecting the original railing details (see Figure 16). Using FHWA (Federal Highway 
Administration) nomenclature, the railing would be a modified version of a C411 “Texas Classic” barrier. 
The proposed replacement would include open pickets, top rail and pilasters. The pilaster and picket 
depth would be increased to about 10 inches (from 8” and 3” respectively) to meet current design 
standards for vehicular impact loads and crash testing. In addition, the top rail and bottom rail shape 
and pilaster details would be modified for the vehicular side of the barrier to meet safety requirements 
and prevent vehicular impact “snag” concerns. 
 
The C411 “Texas Classic” barrier is a crash tested standard that meets test level 2 (TL-2) criteria and is 
an FHWA accepted standard suitable for the project conditions.  The modifications proposed for this 
project are to adjust the baluster spacing to match the spacing of the bridge spandrel columns and 
retaining wall blind-arcade architectural treatment per the as-built details.  Further modifications to the 
C411 “Texas Classic” proposed for this project are to adjust the picket spacing and opening size to 
compliment the spacing of the original bridge architectural treatment, however, they cannot duplicate 
the as-built details without compromising the test rating of the barrier rail.  
 

 
 
 

Figure 16. Preferred guard rail – “Texas Classic” C411 Modified 
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The abutment and retaining walls would be stabilized by inserting soil nails and soil anchors through the 
existing walls to anchor the wall to the soil behind the wall. To hide the soil nails and retain the original 
appearance of the walls, the walls would be faced with up to 9 inches of concrete with a reconstruction 
of the historic blind arch arcades and attached pilasters. 
 

The surface elevation of University Avenue, beneath the bridge would be lowered by as much as 2.5 
feet from the current conditions and about 1.4 feet to 1.9 feet at the center of the roadway from the 
historic road elevation. The surface elevation is being proposed to be lowered to meet the vertical 
clearance required by FHWA. The roadway surface lowering would extend to the east and west to an 
appropriate transition point. The adjoining sidewalks would be reconstructed to respond to the 
elevation change. 

 

 
Figure 17. The surface elevation is being proposed to be lowered to meet the vertical clearance required by FHWA. 
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VII. Findings and Conclusions 

A.  Findings 
 

In evaluating the potential effects of a project on a historic resource, one of the following conclusions 
must be reached. 
 

 No Effect:  This finding means that a proposed project will not affect the qualities that make the 
historic resource eligible for the National Register. Affecting only non-contributing elements will 
generally be found to constitute no effect on the resource as a whole. 

 No Adverse Effect:  This finding means that the project could have an effect on the qualities that 
make the resource eligible, but the effect will not be adverse; i.e., the undertaking will not 
diminish the resource’s integrity. Project effects that would otherwise be adverse can be found 
to be not adverse when they meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 

 Adverse Effect:  This finding includes but is not limited to physical destruction, damage, or 
alteration of the resource; isolation from or alteration of the setting; introduction of intrusive 
elements; neglect leading to deterioration or destruction; and transfer, sale, or lease of the 
property. 

 
Non-contributing features or components may be altered if necessary. However, the character of 
the alteration should be compatible with the existing historic character of the bridge and retaining 
walls. The primary project elements which are considered to potentially affect the historic integrity of 
the bridge and retaining walls are discussed below.  
 

1. Shear Wall (Figure 13 – Retrofit Legend #3) 

The center arch opening will be reconstructed to exactly reflect the historic configuration. The new 
work will be differentiated from the old and be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, 
scale and proportion, and massing as follows. 
 

 Material: apply texture finish that subtly varies from historic materials, yet is noticeably 
different from the proposed finish material for the entirety of the structure.   

 Shadow Line Features: to be constructed to fill historic arched opening and be recessed 
to the maximum structurally feasible beyond the outside surface of the structure. The 
shear wall does not need to be recessed from the interior face of the structure. 

 Spatial Relationships: Center arch opening to be reconstructed to reflect the historic 
configuration and shadow lines.   

 Size: The arch shadow lines should be the same size as the original.  

 Scale: The arch shadow lines should be the same scale and proportion as the original.  

 Massing: The arch shadow line will emulate the massing but cannot maintain the 
transparency of the original opening.  
 

Finding:  No Adverse Effect 

Inclusion of these design features into the sheer wall would avoid an adverse effect on the historic 
character of the bridge. 
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2. Arch Rib Shear Retrofit (Figure 13 – Retrofit Legend #4 ) 

The Arch Rib Shear Retrofit will remove the cover concrete, strengthen with additional reinforcement 
and replace the cover concrete as follows. 
 

 Material: color and texture-match new concrete to visually convey original concrete 
color and finish. 

 Design: partial reconstruction of arch rib to reflect original size, proportion, and 
massing. 

 
Finding:  No Effect 
Inclusion of these design features into the arch rib retrofitting would not have an effect on the historic 
character of the bridge. 

3. Spandrel Replacement (Figure 13 – Retrofit Legend #5) 

Spandrel replacement is designed to be in-kind and no changes will be visible on the exterior surface.  
Affected surfaces surrounding the replacement should be patched, as needed, with finish matching the 
original in design, color, texture, and were possible, materials as follows.  
 

 Material: texture-match new concrete to visually convey original concrete finish. 

 Size: to reflect original size, proportion, and massing.   

 Historic Material: apply texture finish that color and texture-match new concrete to 
visually convey original concrete color and finish. 

 Size: the spandrel will be the same size as the original.  

 Scale: the spandrel will be the same scale and proportion as the original.  

 Massing: the spandrel will emulate the massing and maintain the transparency of the 
original openings.  
 

  
Figure 18. Detail of spandrel arches. Photo taken 2012, IS Architecture. 
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Finding:  No Effect 

Inclusion of these design features into the spandrel replacement would not have an effect on the 
historic character of the bridge. 
 

4. Arch End Guides (Figure 13 – Retrofit Legend #6) 

The Arch End guides will be concealed into the structure of the “built-out” abutment wall.  Effected 
surfaces surrounding the retrofit should be patched, as needed, with finish matching the original in 
design, color, texture, and materials. 
 
Finding:  No Effect 

Concealing the arch ends in the retaining wall would not have an effect on the historic character of the 
bridge. 

 
Figure 19. Detail of location of proposed arch end guides. Photo taken 2012, IS Architecture. 

5. Deck Replacement 

The new work will be differentiated from the old and be compatible with the historic materials, 

features, size, scale and proportion, and massing as follows. 

 

 Size: The deck will be the same depth as the original (10 to 12 inches).  

 Scale: The deck will be the same scale and proportion as the original.  

 Design: The deck would be reconstructed to visually convey original configuration and 

design. The sidewalks would be rebuilt in-kind at the same current elevation and 

location. 



 

Page 30 of 35 
 

 

 Material:  new concrete will be textured to visually convey original concrete color and 

finish as seen from University Avenue. The asphalt top layer, as seen at Georgia Street, 

will not be replaced.  

Finding:  No Adverse Effect 

The deck replacement will remove existing 10 to 12 inch thick deck currently comprised of 7 to 8 inches 
of concrete and 3 inches of asphalt with a 10 to 12 inch concrete deck.  Asphalt will not be used in the 
replacement due to potential for water to become trapped and rust the reinforcing steel. Small 
modifications in historic design are permitted to correct innate design flaws. The new work will be 
differentiated from the old and be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing. Therefore the use of concrete in place of asphalt would not have an adverse 
effect on the historic character of the bridge. 
 

6. Guard Rail Barrier Replacement for Both the Bridge and the Retaining 
Walls (Figure 13 – Retrofit Legend #7) 

The existing barriers will be replaced with Modified Type C411 “Texas Classic” barriers to meet the 

following criterion: 

 Match the original historic barrier in color, texture, height, scale and proportion;  

 Retain historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the 

property; and   

 Replace existing rail caps along barrier to match original configuration (from non-traffic 

side).   

Finding:  No Adverse Effect 

The current barrier rail has been heavily modified from its original design intent. The proposed design, 
while not an exact historic match, is a significant improvement toward replacing a lost design element. 
The historic design drawings and field investigation have been researched to design the proposed 
replacement. The proposed design reflects the historic height of the guard rail, the pattern of pilasters 
and the design intent of a pattern of open arches.  Due to Caltrans requirements and life safety 
concerns the proposed design has a distinctly thicker cross section and elements of the restored historic 
design will only be applied to the non-traffic side of the barrier.  Therefore, it is determined that 
proposed railing meets the Secretary of the Interior’s  Standards for Rehabilitation and will have no 
adverse effect on the historic character of the bridge.  
 

7. Soil Improvements 

Soil amendments will be placed behind the walls to increase their ability to withstand seismic action.   
 
Finding:  No Effect 
The soil improvements will be completely hidden from view. Therefore, they would not have an effect 
on the historic characteristics of the bridge.    
 

8. Abutment Wall and Retaining Wall 

The abutment wall and retaining wall will be built as follows: 
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 Build-out wall nine-inches beyond the face of the current wall and conceal Arch End Guides 
into structure of the built-out abutment wall.   

 Reconstruct colonnade pattern to visually convey original configuration and design. With 
the addition of expansion joints semi-concealed at the pilaster to blind arcade juncture. The 
current design has an inherent flaw leading to relief cracks in the extant wall.  The lack of 
forethought on the expansion needs of the material must be corrected. Metal eye bolts, 
dedication plaque and survey marker to be salvaged and reinstalled. 

 Reconstruct historic railing/ barrier wall.  Site railing/barrier wall nine-inches toward 
University Ave. to sit atop new abutment and retaining wall.   

 Material:  texture-match new concrete to visually convey original concrete color and finish. 

 Size:  to reflect original size, proportion, and massing. Where needed to accommodate the 
lowering of University Avenue the added height to the wall will be added to the length of 
the blind arcade pilasters.   
 

Finding:  No Adverse Effect 
The abutment and retaining walls would be stabilized by inserting soil nails and soil anchors through the 

existing walls to anchor the wall to the soil behind the wall. To hide the soil nails and retain the original 

appearance of the walls, the walls would be faced with up to 9 inches of concrete with a reconstruction 

of the historic blind arch arcades and attached pilasters. Therefore, the proposed design has ‘No 

Adverse Effect’ on the existing structure and conforms to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation. 

 

9. Lowering of University Avenue 

In order to provide standard minimum vertical clearance over University Avenue, the roadway must be 
lowered approximately 2 to 2.5 feet from the current elevation.   In order to provide a smooth vertical 
profile, the amount of roadway lowering will taper over a distance of approximately 200 feet east and 
west of the Georgia Street Bridge.  This will allow the roadway to transition back to the current 
elevations prior to the intersections at Park Boulevard and Florida Street.  The preliminary street 
improvement exhibit in the Rehabilitation Report provides the limits for the roadway lowering. 
 
The historic elevation of University Avenue has been altered over the years since the Georgia Street 
Bridge was completed due to numerous asphalt concrete (AC) overlays by the City of San Diego.  Based 
on recent AC cores, the historic elevation is approximately 7 inches below the current roadway 
elevation near the center of the road.  Therefore, the net difference between the historic roadway 
elevation and the proposed elevation is only about 1.4 feet to 1.9 feet at the center of the roadway near 
the bridge.  At the shoulders, the existing elevations will more closely match the historic elevations 
since the sidewalk position relative to the retaining walls and bridge abutment appears to match the as-
built plans.  The difference between the current and historic elevations should vary linearly between the 
shoulders and the center of the roadway.   
 
Finding:  No Adverse Effect 
Reviewing the proposed change to the relative overall proportions of the roadbed elevation, the grade-
separation and the bridge the change was deemed visually negligible. Therefore, a finding of ‘No 
Adverse Effect’ on the existing structure while meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation can be found.    
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10. Replacement of Decorative Light Fixtures 

The decorative light fixtures will be built as follows: 

 Size: The decorative light fixtures will be the same height as the original.  

 Scale: The decorative light fixtures will be the same scale and proportion as the original.  

 Reconstruct decorative light fixtures to visually convey original configuration and 

design. 

 Material:  texture-match new concrete to visually convey original concrete color and 

finish  

 
Finding: No Effect 

The replacement of the light fixtures that were removed from the bridge will be a significant 
improvement toward restoring the historic resource to its original design intent. With the existing “as-
built” drawings for reference the light fixtures can be reconstructed. Therefore, a finding of ‘No Effect’ 
on the existing structure while meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation can 
be found.   

 
Cumulative Effect 
An evaluation of the interaction of the proposed improvements revealed that the combined effect of 
these actions would not result in a cumulatively substantial effect on the historic character of the 
bridge. The two design issues that were reviewed separately but could be cumulative are the 
combination of the narrowing of the University Avenue grade-separation by nine inches from either side 
while simultaneously lowering the grade approximately 18 to 27 inches from the historic roadbed 
elevation. The current height from the road bed to the top of the rail is approximately 30. 5 feet and the 
new height would be approximately 32.5 feet. This equates to a 6% change in elevation relative to the 
top of the bridge barrier guard rail. Further mitigating the impact of the change in elevation is that the 
grade change will taper and occurs at this depth through less than a third of the length of University 
Avenue. The current width of the University Avenue Grade-Separation is approximately 64 feet the new 
width would be approximately 62.5 feet, a change of 2.3%.  Given the relatively diminutive changes, 
they would not create a cumulative impact. 
 

B. Conclusions 

In conclusion, assuming the Preferred Project incorporates the elements discussed in Section VII.A, it is 
determined that the Preferred Project Alternative would not have an adverse impact on the historic 
characteristics of the Georgia Street Bridge and the associated retaining walls.   
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VIII. Conformance with Secretary of the Interior Standards: 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

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.  

Use – the resource will continue to be used as it was historically; the upper deck serving as a 
vehicular bridge and pedestrian walkway; the retaining walls purposed to hold back fill and act 
as passageway of travel into East San Diego.   

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

The historic character of the property will be retained and preserved. The restored and 
rehabilitated portions of the bridge, the guard rail barrier, the abutment and retaining walls will 
be recreated thereby not altering features of the resource. The spatial relationship will only be 
minimally altered by the lowering of the elevation of University Avenue and the facing of the 
existing abutment and retaining walls. 

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.  

No changes that create a false sense of historical development, or additions of conjectural 
features or elements from other historic properties is proposed. 

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

No changes have acquired a historic significance in their own right. 

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

Every portion of the project preserves or reconstructs the distinctive materials, features, 
finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize the 
property. 

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.  
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The deteriorated fabric will be repaired and only where there is no other feasible option is a 
new feature proposed which will match the old in design, color, texture and materials. The 
replacement of the missing guard rail barriers and lamp posts will be based on documentary 
evidence.  

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.  

No chemical treatments are proposed and all physical treatments, when appropriate, will be 
undertaken using the gentlest means possible.   

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

Not Applicable 

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

As discussed above the new shear wall addition will not destroy historic materials, features, and 
spatial relationships that characterize the property by maintaining the visual demarcation and a 
shadow-line of the center spandrel arch. The new work will 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. 

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

Not Applicable 

 

After review of all presented alternatives for the Georgia Street Bridge Rehabilitation, IS Architecture 
has found Rehabilitation Alternative #1, to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation.  The cumulative elements of the design have ‘No Adverse Effect’ on the existing historic 
resource while meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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IONE R. STIEGLER, ARCHITECT, FAIA, NCARB – PRINCIPAL ARCHITECT 

The primary investigator from IS Architecture, Ione R. Stiegler, FAIA, meets the National Park Service, 
qualifications for “Architectural History”, “Architecture” and “Historic Architecture,” as published in the 
Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61.  IS Architecture served as a historic preservation consultant 
to HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX), represented by Bruce McIntyre, a Senior Project Manager 
with HELIX.  HELIX served as a consultant directly to the City of San Diego.   
 
Ione R. Stiegler, FAIA has established IS Architecture as an award-winning firm dedicated to the 
preservation and renewal of our built environment. Over the last 27 years, Ms. Stiegler has studied, 
authored reports on, and preserved a dozen of California’s rare and fragile historic resources. Many of 
these date to the Spanish occupation of California in the early 1800s. Her interdisciplinary methodology 
unearths a multitude of architectural details, making it possible to reach back in time to scientifically and 
authentically recreate previously lost architectural elements. Her comprehensive documentation fosters 
historically accurate reconstruction, preserves our historically significant architectural heritage, and 
provides disaster recovery records.  
 
IS Architecture is an award-winning firm with extensive technical experience not only in historic 
preservation. Our firm has considerable experience both preparing the many reports and studies required 
for historic resources, as well as the architectural design and construction documentation for historic 
resources. The firm specializes in applying the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Resources and has completed projects implementing all four approved treatments, Restoration, 
Preservation, Rehabilitation and Reconstruction. Many of the firm’s projects have applied the California 
Historic Building Code. Drawing on this expertise, IS Architecture has restored/rehabilitated 45 historic 
residences, 17 institutional historic structures, and 15 historic adobe structures.  IS Architecture has 
completed 47 historic assessment/historic nomination reports.  The firm has also been published 53 times 
and has received 38 awards for both its custom residential and historic preservation architecture. 
 
Education 
Bachelor of Architecture – 1983 
Master of Architecture I – 1983 

Tulane University, New Orleans, Louisiana 
Master of Architecture II, Historic Preservation Specialization - 1986 

Tulane University, New Orleans, Louisiana 
 

Architectural License 
California License C19425 
 
Certifications 

Small Business Enterprise (SBE) 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) 

State Women Business Enterprise (SWBE) 
Small Local Business Enterprise (SLBE) 

 

Summarized Project List 

 

Historic Structure Reports  
2011 Goldfield High School, Goldfield, NV 
2011 Wisteria Cottage and Balmer Annex, La Jolla 



 
 

2011 Torrey Pines Lodge, Torrey Pines State Park, San Diego 
2011 Mohnike Adobe Barn, Los Peñasquitos Preserve, San Diego 
2008 Sikes Adobe Farmhouse and Creamery, San Diego 

Reconstruction and Restoration after the 2007 Witch Creek Fire 
2006 Guy and Margaret Fleming House, Torrey Pines State Park, San Diego 
2005 Warner-Carrillo Adobe Ranch House and Barn, Warner Springs 
2004 Casa de Bandini/Cosmopolitan Hotel (adobe), Old Town, San Diego 
2004 Casa de Pico Motor Court, Old Town, San Diego 
2004 Sikes Adobe Farmhouse and Creamery, San Diego 
2004 Rancho Peñasquitos Preserve, Wing ‘C’ Adobe, San Diego 
2004 Verna House, Old Town, San Diego 

 

Historic Restorations 
2010 University of California, San Diego Chancellor’s House – Rehabilitation (estimated 

completion in 2013) 
2010 Sikes Adobe Farmhouse and Creamery, San Diego 

Reconstruction and Restoration after the 2007 Witch Creek Fire 
2010 Warner-Carrillo Adobe Ranch House and Barn Phase 2, Warner Springs 
2010 Blas Aguilar Adobe, San Juan Capistrano – Restoration 
2009 Casa Montanez Adobe, San Juan Capistrano – Restoration  
2005 Warner-Carrillo Adobe Ranch House and Barn Phase 1, Warner Springs 
2004 Sikes Adobe Farmhouse and Creamery, San Diego 
2004 Rancho Peñasquitos Preserve, Wing ‘C’ Adobe, San Diego 
2004 Verna House, Old Town, San Diego 

 

Historic Condition Assessment Reports 
2009 University of California, San Diego Chancellor’s House – Rehabilitation 
2008 Casa de Machado y Stewart (adobe), Old Town, San Diego 
2008 Casa de Estudillo (adobe), Old Town, San Diego 
2007 Edgemoor Farm, Santee 
2007 Olin Bailey Earthen Structure, Borrego Springs 
2004 Casa de Pico Motor Court and Hotel, Old Town, San Diego 
2006 Camp Lockett, Campo 

 

Historic Assessment, Vertical Archaeology and/or Construction Observation 
2012 Georgia Street Bridge – Historic Assessment, San Diego 
2012 Fleet Weather Center Building 14 – Historic Assessment, Naval Base Coronado  
2012 SDG&E Undergrounding – Historic Assessment, San Diego 
2011 San Diego Mission Architectural Improvements, San Diego 
2008 Cosmopolitan Hotel (adobe), Old Town, San Diego 
2000 Santa Margarita Ranch House (adobe), Camp Pendleton 

 

Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 
2006 Half Round Building, Escondido 
2004 Hi Hope Ranch, Vista 
2004 Oceanside Athletic Club, Oceanside 
1999 SANBAG State Route 30 – Isle Center Residence, Bethlehem Temple, Lageschulte Residence, 

Goerlitz Residence, San Bernadino 
1998 T.M. Cobb Warehouse, San Diego 
1998 Warner-Carrillo Adobe Ranch House and Barn, Warner Springs 
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