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FREFACE

The building of the Golden Gate bridge brought te
realization an old dream of Bay area residents. Planned in
the Golden Twenties and censtructed during the Depression
Thirties, the Golden Gate prcject sranned an important
period of California history. Outside of E. Cromwell Mensch,
~The Golden Gate Bridre (San Francisco, 1235) and Joseph B,

Strauss, The Colden Gate Bridee (San Francisco, 1937), both

of whkich provide detailed ;echnical descriptions, little
effort hitherto has been madé to place the bﬁleing of the
Golden Gate bridge in its historical setting. This study is
the first general history that has been written abéut the
bridge from original materials. -

| To uncover the story of the movement-to build a
bridge, to assess public opinion on toth sides of the Golden
Gate respecting such a structure, and to be cognizant of

other current problems, the author exsmined several Bay area

newspapers. In San Francisco, the Chrericle, Examiner,  News,

and Bulletin (after August 1929, the Cali-Bulletin) we;e
studied. The newspaver index of the California State ii»
brary in Sacramento pfo&ided several hundred references in
the Chronicle and Examiner relating to the bridge. An exam-
ination of the articles appearing in these two San Francisco
papefs léd to information contained in other Bay area

iv



Journals. Complete files of these newspépers were found in
the San Francisco City Library.

Beyond the Golden.Gate to the north, newspavers pos-
sessing a Qide local circulation were studied. The San &

Rafael (Calif.) Independent contained approximately 200

stories dating back to 1916. Additional bridge material was
obtained from the Marin (Calif.) Journal, a weekly also pub-

lished in San Rafael. Files of the Independent were located
1

in the litrary of the_San'Rafael quenendeht Journzl.

¥arin Jourral was found in the San Rafael City Library. A

third Korsh Bay newspaper examined at length was the Santa

Rosa (Calif.) Press Democrat. Santa Rosa was a ceedbed of

pro-bricge agitation, thus particular attention wzs given to

the editorial and news coverage of the Press Dercerat in the

years 19190 to 1932,
Other newspaper$ consulted included the Ukiah
(Calif.) Recutlican Press, Sausalito (Calif.) News, Palo Alto

(Calif.) Times, and the New York Times.

Valuable primary materials located in the San Fran-
——,

cisco City Engineer's office aided in piecing together the

c——

history of the formative years of the bridge project. Here,iﬁ

two scrapbooks were discovered containing letters exchanged
in 1920-21 by the city engineer, M. M. 0'Shaughnessy, and
Joseph B. Strauss, later to become chief engineer cf the

Golden Gate bridge district. These scrapbooks also contained

1. The San Rafael Independent Journal is the result of a
merger, in 19Lf, of the Independent and the Marin Marin Journal.
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the correspondence between O'Shaughnessy and the U. S. Coast
ard Geodetic Survey in Washington concerning a federal survey
of the Golden Gate channel to cetermire the feasibility of a
bridge. Since neither the O'Shaughressy-Strauss nor the
jjl/O'Shaughnessy-Survey correspondence is svailable to the pub-
< 1ie, printed'copies of tke mcst eignificant letters are in-
cluded in'the aprendix. Other local gevernment repositories

investigated included the files of the San Francisco Board

of Supervisors, containing the Journzl cf Proceedings of that
tody, and the files of the Californiz State Public Utilities
Comnission, wrere the znnual etatistice en ferry traffic

across the Golden Gate durin; <te twenties and thirties were

LY

recorded.

In the Marin County Free Litrary in San Rafael, the
maruscript copy of Cliffofd Flack's Mzrin Chronology, 1880-
1032, provided valuable data on Marin County histery, in-
cluding early sentiment for a Golden Gate crossing.

The litigation involving the btridge district was one
of the 1mportént themes throughcut the preconstruction pe-
riod. Since the Colden Gate Bridge and. Highway District was
the first bridge district formed urder the enabling statute
passed by the State of California in 1923, the rulings of
the county'superior courts and the California State Supreme
Court on the constitutionality of the bridge district took
on urusual significance.

The Francis V. Keesling Farers in the Borel Collec-~
tion at Stanford University provided the most important
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single source of material pefﬁaining to the construction
period. Keesling, a bridge district director from 1929 to
1936 and chairman of the 1nf1uen£ial building committee
during the same period, assembled three file drawers of
material concerning the bridge district.- Included in this
collection were the "Memorandum of Minutes™ of the board

of directors, 1930-36;'a 200-page daily calendar-in which
Keesling recorded a day-ty-day account of his bridge activi-
ties; and three scrapbooks containing approximétely 2,000
newspaper clippings. In addition, the papers contained
several hundred letters, memoranda, telegrams, financial

and traffic reports, proposals, surveys, speeches, and other

L)

printed matter.
Lacking an adequate political history of the Bay

region during the period of the thirties, the author relied
heavily upon the iibrary of the San Francisco Chronicle and

upon converéations with Earl C. Behrens, political editor

6f the Chronicle since the 1920's. Correspondence with some
of the major contractors (such as Bethlehem Steel Company),
several San Francisco business and booster organizations,
and James Adam, general manager of the Golden Gate Briége
and Highway District, supplemented the contemporary coverage
of the economic conditions dur{ng the deprescion.

The annual reports of the bridge district, California
State Senate committee reports, and newspaper accounts were
utilized for the final chapter, which surveys the history

of the span since its opening in 1937. Blographies, memoirs,‘



special studies, textbooks, and magaztne articles pertaining
to the history of the Bay region and California provided a
general background for the narrative.

A chronological ordering of nhg material was used
in dealing with the history of the project to 1933, For the
reriod of construction, 1933-37, a topical organizébion was
followed; this portion of the study included tréatment of
the financing of the structure, the building of the bridge,
and the maneuvering and impact of politicians upon bridge
policies. Throughout the dissertation an effort has been
made to interrélate the story of the Qold;H,Gate bridge'with

the local and national economic and political developments

of the period.
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CHAPTER I
GROWTH OF THE IDEA

Introduction»

Few metropolitan areas have been blessed with more =
natural‘advancages than the San Francisco Bay region.l‘ |
Today (1958) the more than 3,000,000 reople w#ho reside ih
the area live in a climate_:hat is mild the year round,
tempered by the presence of the facific Ocean. Rich agri-
cultural valleys, particularly the 515,C00-acre Santa Cléra
Valley in the south ard the narrow 2?3,000-ac5e Napa River
Valley in the north, produce large amounts of farm and dairy-
rroducts for the expanding populgtion. The San Francisco
Bay, which forms one of the finest natural harbors in the
world, has made the port of San_Francisco a gateway to the
Pacific and a leading world traée center. To all these

attributes may be added the fact that the area is rich in

1. See map, p. 2. The San Francisco Bay reglon as referred
to in this study is comprised of nine count.ies; they are::
San Francisco, Marin, Sonnma, Napa, Solano, Contra Costa,
Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo. This nine-county unit
has been the basis for economic studies of the Bay area made
by state and local authorities. See California, Fact-Finding
Committee of the California Assembly on Tidelands Reclamarign
Development, Related Traffic Problems, and Relief of Con- °
restion on fransbay Crossings, Report on Development of the.
San_Francisco Bay Region, prepared by John L. Savage {San
Francisce, 1951}, p. 7; $an Francisco Department of City
Planning, The Population of San Francisco: A Half Century

of Change (San Francisco, 1954), p. 6. '

1
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3

natdrnl beauty, vearly attracting thousands of new residents .
and visit,or_s.2 _ o

The grokth of the.region, however, has.not’been with-
out its problems. Since the days of the Gold Rush, the neéd
of an adeqdace water supply for San Francisco and a satisfac-
tory baywide transvortation csystem has been a constant chali
lenge. Throughout Lherlatter half of the nireteenth century,
San Francisco's water supply was developed from local re-
sources., WNhen these failed to meet the requirements of the
rap;dly expanding metropolis, the construction of the Hetch=-
Hetchy aqueduct from Yosemite National Park in the Sierra
Nevada was undertaken. Begun'id 1914, and put into operation
in 1934, the Hetch-~Hetchy project has met the water needs_of
San Francisé_o.3

Unlike the development of water resources, howéver.
building an adequate transportation network in the Bay area
has been infinitely more complicated. Such significant
factors as geography, rapid pcpulation growth,-and the intro-
duction of the automobile had to be reckoned with in the

construction of any transbay transportétion system. San

Francisco, key to the area, is located on a narrow, hilly

2. Walter McElroy, ed., San Francisco: The Bay and Its
Cities (New York, 19L7), pp. L3-44. For a full discussion
of San Francisco's geography and points of interest see
Aubrey Dgury, California: An Intimate Guide (New York, 1947},
pp. 242-82. :

J. Ray W. Taylor, Hetch-Hetchvs The Story of San Francisco's
Strurrle to Provide a Water Supply for Her Future Needs (San
Francisco, 1926), pp. 9-13; McElroy, San Francisco, pp. h3-=h4.




L
tip of a peninsula bounded on the west by the Pacific Ocean,
on the ndrch by the Golden Gate, and on the east by the San
Francisco Bay. Across the Bay to ﬁhe east lies the city and
rort of Oakland, the western terminal for transcontinental
railroads. Immediately to the north beyond the Golden Gate
is Marin County; Fateway to the ?edwood country of Northern
California with its ricﬁ agricultural and lumber industries.k

The land-locked harbor of San Francisco with its many
bays ‘and inlets is a magnificent waterway, covering over 400
square miles much of which is navigable by ocean-going ves-
sels. The entrance to the Ray, the Golden Gate, is a pic-
turesque strait one mile wide at its narrowest pcint and some

L)

three miles 1ong. Through the strait flow all the waters
from California's Central Valley river sy_stem.5

The Spanish fouhded San Francisco in 1775 on the
water's edge from which they had access to ocean shipping
lanes. In the years to follow, however, the Spanish settlers
in the Bay area displayed little maritime interest. As late
as 1841, American vessels.visiting San Francisco found no

evidence that the Spanish had made any effort to enlighteﬁ

themselves concerning the maritime possibilities of the port,”

b

L. For a description of California's famed redwood empire
see Alfred Powers, The Redwood Country (New York, 1949) and
Howard Brett Melendy "One Hundred Years of the Redwood Lum-
ber Industry, 1850- 1850 (FPh.D. dissertation, Stanford Uni-
versity, 1952). :

5. 0laf P. Jenkins, ed., Geolopical Guidebook of the San
Francisco Bay Counties (San Francisco, 1951), pp. 79-8L,

6. John P. Young, San Francisco (San Francisco, 1912), 1
121-22, '
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The discovery of-gold in 1848 bfoughﬁ about radical
changes in the life of this coastal city. As hundreds of
ships sailed through the Golden Gate bringing with them tens
of thousands of gold-seekers, San Francisco hecame a world-
renowned pofcf Almost simultaneous with this developmeht
was the establishment of a river steamer cervice to carry the
heavy freight and passenger traffic moving from San Francisco
te Sacrarento and the gold fields that lay to the east.
These river steémers, which made their first regular rung in
1850, were brought to San Francisco around the Horn from_the
Atlantic seaboard.7

Also in 1850, the first regular ferry service was
inaugurated between San Fréncisco and the expanding settle-
ments on the eastern shore of the Bay centering arcund Oak-
land. By the time of the Civil War, the San Francisco-
Oakland ferry service had bteen increased to six trire daily.
The completion of the first transcontinental railroad in |
18692 with its western terminus at Oakland gave impetus to
a further expansicn of this service; on September 6, 1869,
the first ferry boat carrying transcontinental rail Fassen-
gers arrived in San Francisco from the train-ferry terminal

in Oakla'nd.8

7. Jokn W. Caughey, California (New York, 1946), pp. 202-301;
George H. Harlan and Clement Fisher, Jr., Qf Halkinr r_Beams
and Paddle Wheels (San Francisco, 1951) p. 16.

8. Neill C. Wilson and Frank J. Taylor, Southern Pacific:
The Roaring Story of a Firhting Railroad (New York, 19527,
P 1930




Throughout the remainder of the nineteenth ceﬁtury
and into the twentieth, the ferry boat facilities were ex- .
tended to many other points on the San Francisco Bay. New
‘routes were inaugurated, the number- of ferry boats was in-
creased, and the service was improved as the population in
the Bay region soared from 50,000 at the end of 1849 to over
1,330,000 by World War I. In 1917, the year America entered
the war, h},Ob0,000 passengers crossed the Eay on ferries.9

Up to the time the United States entered the world
conflict, the ferry systea had been able to meet the trans-
vortation needs of the San Francisco Bay area. There were’
some misgivings, hovever. A new form of transportation, thé
automovile, had made ite appearance on Califorpia roads
around the turn of the centufy. By 1910, the number of
motor cars in California had increaéed to L4,000; a decade
10

later that number had jumped to nearly 600,000, After

1010, the automobile tegan to appear in significant numbers
in ferry statiscicé. In the year 1917, over 60C,000 auto—
ferry trips across the Bay were completed. This upSurée in
automobile travel brought growing traffic congestion on the
ferry routes. The vessels, designed primarily to carry pase
sengers and a relatively few horse-drawn carriages, could

not accommedate the herdes of 'horseless carriages." The

9. Drury, California, pp. 243-4L; San Francisco, Chamber of
Commerce, Ninth Annuai_§tatistical Report of the San Fran-
cisco Chamber of Commerce, 1920 (San Francisco, 1921}, p. 8,

10. U. S., Public Roads Administration, Hiphway Statistics:
Summary to 1945 {Washington, 1947), p. R '




ferry owners continued to improve and qﬁgment their fleeCs,
but their efforts failed to meet the demands of the mounting-
11

number of car owners for more efficient transbay service.

A transportation revolution was in the making, one

‘which would have a great impact on the economic, social, and

political growth of the region. The an;omcbile was the key
to this new era, and to serve adequately this new form of
transportation it would te necessary to replace the ferry
boats with bridges. ? New York City, which since 1823 had
erected fdur bridges across the East Fiver linking Manhettan

Island with the mainland, provided an example for San Fran-

cisco.13 Building bridges in the San Francisco Bay, however,

presented many financial and engineering protlers which took
vears of careful planning, study, and public education to
resolve.

Tre Golden Gate bridege project, promoted as a partial

answer to San Francisco's transbay transportation problems,

11. The Southern Pacific Company constructed the first auto
ferry in 1908, followed by a second vessel in 1912. At the
time these two boats were evidently regarded as experiments,
since it was not until the twenties that the ferry companies
emphasized auto-ferry constructiori. At the height of the
ferry boat era--the late twenties and early thirties--a
fleet of over thirty vessels was devoted exclusively to
transporting automobiles. See Harlan and Fisher, Of Walking

'.59_317‘.§. pe 3

12. For a history of the automobile industry see M. M. Mus-
selman, Get A Horse! The Stery of the Automotile in America
(New York, 1950) and Allen Nevins, Ford: The Time, The Man,
The_Company (New York, 1954).

13. By 1910 New York was served ty the Brooklyn bridge
(1883), the Williamsburg bridge (1903), the Queensboro bridge
(1908), and the Manhattan bridge (1909 . 'See Encyclopedia
Britannica, IV, 127.




originated during World War I. Today (1958), twenty-one
years after its completicn, the role of this crossing is
still expanding, contributing to the development of an ever-

enlarging metropolitan area.

Bridge Froposals’
The most celebrated of the early bridge proposals
for the San Francisco harbtor was advanced by the fabulous
"Emperor Norton I* in 1362. In sugust of that year "Emperor"
Norton issued a proclamation-directing'that a suspension

bridge be constructed from Oaklznd to Yerba Buena Island to
Sausalito (Marin County), and from there to the Farallon
Islands. Although this scheme wis impossible of execution,
it, did underscore the basic desire for closer unity among
the variove Bay area communities . *
The proposal to bridge the Golden Gate had been agi-
tated for a number of years. The first definite considera-
tion given to the idea reportedly came in the 1870's, during
the initial railroad building era in California. In 1872,
Charles Crocker, one of the "Big Four" in the Central Pacific
railroad, presented a plan to the Marip County Board of Su~

pervisors calling for the construction of a railway bridge

across the Golden Gate. The purpose of the span was to make

1L. Emperor Norton I, Emperor.of the United States and Pro-
tector of Mexico, a real person who assumed a legendar{ role
during the early days of San Francisco. See Allen S, Lane,

~ Emveror Norton: The Mad Monarch of America (Caldwell, Idaho,
1939) and Albert Dressler, ed., Emperor Norton (San fran-
cisco, 1927), p. 20. :




San Francisco the western terminus of the-transcontinental
railroad which had been completed in 1869.15 During the re-
mainder of the nineteenth century and.into the first decade
of the twentieth century, plans to bridge the Golden Gate
were frequently supgested. But, like Crocker's, they were
all considered too visionary to be of practical value.16
After the beginning of World War I and prior to
American involvement, the idea was put forth again, this
time to take root and prosper until the bridge was planned
and constructed. The man primarily responsible for initi-

—

ating the movement wis James H. Wilkins, a local engineer

and newsctaperman from Marin County.

LY

Wilkins came to California in the year 1861, as a
vboy of seven. With his family he settled in Marin in the
town of San Rafael, twenty miles nofth of San Francisco.
Following his graduation in engineering from the University
of Califofnia in the late 1870's, Wilkins returned to Sén
Rafael. There, instead of pursuing hié engineering train-
ing, he established a weekly newspaper, th;FIgggig,.and began
" to take an active interest in public affairs. Shortiy after

1910, he. accepted a position on the San Francisco Bulletin.

15. San Francisco Bulletin, Aug. 26, 1916.

16. Another proposal that received some currency was made by
Thomas A. Box, a resident of Sausalito in Marin County. In
1296 he presented his plan to William Kent, at that time a :
United States Congressman from Marin. Kent evidently did not
take the cugpestion seriously; however, this did not prevent
Box from pursuing his project winning for himself the dubious
title of the "crazy old man" who wanted to bridge the Golden
Gate. San Francisco Chronicle, May 27, 1937.
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It was while he was on the staff of the Bulletin that he
published the first of several artiecles outlining the need

and a plan for a bridge across the Golden Gat.e.17

At the time of his first article in August 1916,

a—

Marin's economy was devoted almost entirely to agriculture,
x ’ "

In fact, one of the most striking féatures in the history of

the Bay area was the sharp contrast between the rate of
growth of San Francisco and that of Marin County, separated
as they were only by the Golden Gate. In the decades fol-
lowing the Gold Rush, San Francisco had grown to the status
of a major seaport on the Pacific Ocean, serving as the
regional capital for a large portion of the West. Since
1760 her population had grown from 57,000 to 417,000 by
1910.18 Marin, meanwhile, retained its tE:Si_EEESERE££E~
and occupations. During the 1870's, when the first railronds
were constructed in the county, some of the civic and busi-
ness leaders had a vision of developing a rival port on
their side of the bay. These plans'never materialized, how-
ever, as the momentum of an early start put San Francisco

)
in a commanding position.‘9 By 1910, Marin's population

7. Florence Donnelly, secretary, Marin Couhty Historical

Soclety, to author, Nev. 12, 1956.

19, U. S., Bureau of Census, Thirteenth Census of the_United
ctates: 1910. Population, II, 1l4%.

17, Marin County (Calif.) Journal, April 6, 1872; June 29,
1272, See J. P. Munro-Fraser, History of Marin County (San
Franzisco, 1280) for detailed coverage of Marin's early his-
tary. The best source for more recent events is Clifford
Flack, Marin Chronology, 1880-1932, an unpublished manuscript
{n the Marin County Free Library.
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stood at 25,000--only a fraction of that. of the major
metropolis that lay but one mile .away across the Golden
Gateazo

Water communication between Marin and San Francisco
was established on a permanent basié in 1868, when the first
regular ferry service was inaugurated.. Gradually this'route
was exﬁanded, and by 1917 a flourishing nascenger—freight-
auto cservice exist ed operating between San Francisco and the-
town of Sausalito. In 1917, over five and one-half million
passengers crossed the Golden Qate.21 The number of motor
cars carried in that year is not available, but in 1919 over
i?3,000 vehicles made the trip by water.22

James Wilkins was one of the growing nimber of
tusinessmen who traveled daily to San francisco from his
home in Marin County. Since the 1870's he had watched this
ferry traffic-grow and had experien§ed firsthand some of
the commuter's problems. By 1916 Wilkins had reached the
decisian that the future of Marin lay in closer transporta-
tion tiés with San Francisco. DraWing upon his knowledge of
engineering and using his faculty for writing, he launched
a one-man campaign in the Bulletin to win support for the

construction of a span across the Golden Gate.

20. U. Bureau of Census, Thirteenth Census of the United
States: iO. Population, II 146.

21. -San Francisco, Ninth Annual Statistical Report, p. 8;
George M. Harlan, "The Saga of the Ferries," fausalito
(Calif.) News, Feb. 27, 1941, pp. 1-2. '

22. Golden Cate Bridge and Highway District, Vol. II:
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The structure Wilkins envisioned was a su;pension
bridge stretéhing from Lime Peint on the San Francisco sidé
to Fort FPoint in Marin. The susperided portion, or center
span, would be 2,000 feet long with two 1,000-foot side spans

to connect with either shore. Wilkins ectimated the cost at

310,000,000, This proposed bridge, said the author, although

of unprecedented size, was not cnly structurally possible
but, in view of the rapid growtﬁ of the BRay area, was econcme
ically feasible. Furthermore, once the bridge was completed,
Marin and the other north BRay counties wculd have eacy access
to the large metrcpoiitan markets in San Francisco. This,
in turn, would enhance San Francisce's role as the regional
capital. In addition, and nct of least importance to
Wilkins, the bridee would eliminate the "costly and vexa-
tious ferry crossings™ which cravgréed ocean ship#ing
lanes,23
FolloQing.the publication of his article, Wilkins
sought recognition and support for ﬁis proposal fromilocal
officials. In San Francisco, he presgnted the projeét to

the city engineer, Michael M. O'Shaughnessy.zh While the

idea appealed to him, O'Shaughnessy believed Wilkins' cost

Traffic Analysis and Report of the Traffic Engineer (San

ancisco, 1930}, Appendix A, p. 19.
_23.) San_Francisco PBulletin, Aug. 26, 1916.

2. Michael M. O'Shaughnessy, city engineer of San Fran-
cisco, 1912-1932. Known as the “father™ of San Francisco's
Hetch-Hetchy water resource development, O'Shaughnessy became
an early and avid supporter of the Golden Gate bridge pro-
rosal. See Nho Was Who in smerica, 1897-1942, p. 921,
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estimate of $10,000,000was too high to make the bridge |
- practical at that time(if:>ln Marin leaders hailed the pro-

posal as of immediate and permanent importance. It was an

idea, sald one observer, that should appeal to all the norths

ern counties whose pfogress had been halted more or less by

their comparative isclation from the great movements of San
-~

Francisco's commercial life.<6 In August 1916, the San
p :..
Rafael City Council and the Central Marin Chamber of Commerce

e ——————— . " e

went on record in support of the preoject. The following

~momtih—the Yarin Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution,

—sutFequently forwarded to the surrounding counties, in which

]

the board urged the construction of the cross ing 27

—

The initial reaction to Jilkin*’ idea while gener-
ally favorable, was of short duratten. The brief flurfy of

activity in the months of August and September 1916 soon

—

faded away as the attention of the igzgifcitizenry was fo-~
cused increasingiy on the forthcoming presidential election
and the war in Europe. By the end of the year, Wilkins®
plan to bridge the Golden Gate was'receiving no further

attention from the local press.

(EEE) San Francisco Bulletin, Aug. 31, 1916,

26, Wallace Foster, president of the Central Marin Chamber
of Commerce, as erorth in the Sap_Francisco Bulletin,
Aug. 23, 191

27. San Rafael (Calif.) Independent, Aug. 29, 1916; San
Francisco Bulletin, Sept. 6, 1016; San Franc1=co Chronicle

Sept. 9, 1915,

N
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‘The Fostwar Movemeni'

While America's war effort precluded giving much
attention to purely local matters, the Golden Gate préject
was not entirely forgotten. During 1917, City Engineer
O'Shaughnessy conducted a private survey among fellow ehgi-
neers. asking their opinion on the prospecte for such a
structure. For the most part the men he talked to confirmed
his own doubts as to the feasibility of the span, particu-
larly in reference to the oversll cost. Many of the esti-
mates ran as high as $100,000,000. |

The one positive reactior came from Joseph B.
Strauss, a Chicago engineer who had returned to San Fran-
cisco in 1917 to confer with O'Shaughneésy aboGt the

B ——ad
construction of some esmall bridges on San Francisco streets,

28
Strauss was not new to the Bay area. Besides operating a
branch office of his bridge company in San Francisco for
several years, he also had designed and constructed the
famous aeroscope at the Panama-Facific Exposition held in

San Francisco in 1915. “hen 0'Shaughnessy broached Wilkins'
——

plan, Strauss ventured that such a crossing was both ecdnom-

—

ically and structurslly possible. Moreover, he agreed to

22, Joseoh Baermann Strauss was born in Cincinnati in 1870.
In 1892 he was graduated from the Univeresity of Cincinnati
in. ¢ivil engineering. Thereupon he entered the bridge engi-
‘neering profession as a designer and in 1904 formed his own
bridpe company, with offices in Chicago and San Francisco.
During his career, which ended with his passing in 1938,
Strauss built more than 40O bridges. The Golden Gate bridre
was his last, and greatest, achievement. See Winfield S.
Dwns, ed., Who's Who in Engineering (New York, 1937),

P 1338, ‘
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draw a set of plans, provided he received an accurate set of
soundings of the channel. 'Encouraged by Strauss!' suggestion,
O0*Shaughnessy agreed to secure the data. No definite time
was set.29

Following the signing of the Armistice in November
1918, movements developed to arouse new public interest in
the span. The pro-bridge appeals, however, still lacked
organization and, for the most part, were confined to San
Francisco and Marin counties. In San Francisco, the Bulletin
recumed its campaign with editorials and more articles by
its staff writer, James Wilkins.>O  The San Francisce Board
of Supervisors, in recognition of the grewing sentiment for
the span, passed a resolution calling upon California's
Congressional delegation to promote legislation which would
provide for a federal survey of the Golden Gate channel.
In this way it would be possible for O'Shaughnessy to supply
Strause with the information that the latter desired.3l

The recommendation frem the supgrvisors elicited
sympathetic responses. from Bay area lggislators. Congressman
Clarence F. Lea of Santa Rosa (1917-1949), for example, gave
immediate and warm support. He envisioned a-crossing tﬁat

would btenefit all of Northern California and, in view of the

29, Joseph B. Strauss with Frank J. Taylor, "Here's Your
Bridge, Mr. O'Shaughnessy," Saturday Evening Post, May 29,
1937, p. 20.

30, San_Francisco Bulletin, Nov. 15, 1918,

"

31. San Francisco, Board of Supervisors, Journal of Pro-
ccedings, XITI (1918), au3.
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transportation problems in the Bay area arising out of the

war, Congressman Lea felt thest the btridge was a military

necessity. Congressmnﬁ Julius Kahn of San Francisco (1899-
1924 ) stated that such a ;;;;_;:Gid be one of the most im-
presaive works undertaken by man, and promised to support
any legislation calling for a survey at federal expense.32
dithin a few weeks a till was introduced into Congress, co-
spensored by Californiass Senator James D. Fhelan (1915-1921)
and Congressman Lea. B; early 1919, lLowever, it was evident
that the legislation would te tlocked indef{nitely in com-
mittee.33

In_@grin County, meanwhile, the other branch of the

span~the-Gglden Gate movement was quick to revive following

the end of the war. Spurred on by the San Rafael Inderendent

and James Wilkins, a concerted effort was made to enlist pub-

? .
lic support.’b By the middle of 1©1¢, the Independent

claimed that an extensive grass-roots movement in favor of
constructing a Golden Gate crossing existed throughout North-
ern California. To organize these open exprgssions of sup-
port, the Independent scheduled a public meeting in August

1919 at San Rafael.>’

32. San Rafael Independent, Nov. 27, 191¢.

33, Ibid., Jan. 29, 1919.

JL. See issues of the San Rafael Independent for Noiember
1918 and January 1919.

35. Itid., July 2, 23, 1919.
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When the meeting convened, approximately one hundred
representatives from organizations in San Francisco, Marin,
and Sonoma countles were present. Included were prominent
business and civic leaders such as Frank P. Doyle, a banker
from Santa Rosa; Robert Trumbull, a well-known rancher from
north Marin County; former Congressman William Kent, alSo of

N 36

arin; and Supvervisor Andrew Callagher of San Francisco.

In discussing ways and means for accomplishing their
roal, the delerates agreed that a considerable amount of
oreliminary study remained before further organizational
steps could be taken. There was need of a detailed engi-
neering olan drawn by a recognized bridge engineer. (Wilkins
was a civil encineer with no bridge experienc;.) There was
1l¢o need of a counc program for financing the huge project.
Once these two basic stepsbhad been accomplished the bridge
supporters felt they would then te in a position to organize
the movement and. to enlist public support.37 |

Of particular portent to .the bridge project was the
friendly attitude of Supervisor Qiilgghgg_of San Francisco
during the San Rafael conclave. Gallagher promised to return
to San Francisco and seek that city's aid in obtaining a sur-
vey of the proposed site. A few days following the San

Rafael meeting, the San Francisco Supervisors, acting upon

motions introduced by Gallagher and Richard J. Welch, passed-

A, Santa Rosa (Calif.) Press Democrat, Aug. 3, 1919; San
Pafae]l Independent, Aug. 6, 1919. )

37, San Rafael Independent, Aug. 13, 1919; Sept. 3, 1919,
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two resolutions directing the city engincer to make a
fensibility study of the proposed Golden Gate bridge and

report his findings to the Board.38

O0'Shaughnessy, who as yet had not been able to fulfil
a similar request made by Strauss, took his problem to the
United Statgs Coast and Geodetic Survey. In a letter to
headquarters in Washington; the city engineer asked whether
or not such a survey might not be made bty them in performance
of thelr regular dut.ies.39

The idea was given a friendly reception in Washington
and, follow1ng an exchange of letters, an order was issued
from Nashington to the branch office of ﬁhe Survey in San
Francisco directing it to take soundings of the%:h:mnel.l‘o
The work was begun in February 1920, and ty the end of April
21l the basic reodetic information had been assembled and
for#arded to the city engineer's office. Upon receipt of
the data, O'Shaughnessy mailed it to Strauss and te two other

L1

engineers.

3#. San Francisco, Board of Superviscrs, Proceedings, XIV
(1019), 697. See also appendix, p. 220, |

32. 0'Shaughnessy to E. Lester Jones superintendent, U, S,
Coast and Geodetic Survey, Jan. 5, 19 40 City Engineor files,
San Francisco. .

0. E. Lester Jones to M. M. O'Shaughnessy, Jan. 28, 1920,
City Engineer files, San Francisco. See alsc appendix,
p. 221,

(;;:)The other engineers were: Francis G. McMath, preeident
he Canadian Bridge and Iron Cempany of Detroit and a con-
culting engineer on the Quebtec bridge, and Gustav Lindenthal,
cenculting engineer for the Fort of New York Authority. See’
C'Shaughnessy to Strauss, May 14, 1920; O'Shaughnessy to
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San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge '
The next eighteen months were spent waiting and
watching--waiting hopefully for a practical plan to be devel-
oped by one of the three engineers, and watching, in the .
meantime, a popular movement develop.in support of the con<
struction of a Bay bridge from San Francisco to Oakland.
Only two of the engineers to whom O'Shaughnessy had

supplied data replled--Joseph Strause and Gustav Lindenthal.

pa——

Ltndenthal's response, the first to te received, was enthu-
sfastic, ", . . an interesting and grand proposition,™ he
caid, "entirely practicable from an engineering point of
view." However, his cost estimate of #36,0C0,0C0 was too
hirh to make his plan attractive to San Francisco officials.hé

Strauss' prorecal was submitted in.the fall of the following

vear (1921), Based on the gecdetic information supplied to
e | Ak
him, Strauss still censidered the bridge structurally pos-
cible. The total cost he estimated at 317,000,000.%2

wWith the receipt of Strauss' plan, the supporters of
a bridge across the Golden Gate felt they had, for the first

time, a complete and practical proposal. The cost figure.

w1s considered to be within the economic capabilities of the

lindenthal, May 18, 1920; O'Shaughnessy to McMath, May 18,
1020, City Engineer files, San Francisco.

4?. Lindenthal to O'Shaughnessy, June 22 1020, City Engi-
reer files, San Francisco.

L3. Strauss to O'Shaughnessy, Aug. 3, 1921 (appendix,

tp. 225-26); Oct. 6, 1921, Ctty Enbineer files, San Fran-
¢isco. For a complete record of the Strauss-0fS Shaughnessy
-errespondence during this period see aprpendix, pp. 220-26.,
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reglony with the number of cars constantly grow{ng, the
anticipation that toll revenue woeld pay for the bridge
scemed reasonable. Also, Strauss'! detailed plans, replete
with sketches and specifications, gave the bridge proponents
something tangible to present to the fublic. By the summer
of 1921, however, it was the San Francisco-Caklanrd Bay bridge
and not the Golden Gate span that thellocal press, city offi-

cials, and business organizations were urging. In the inter-

——

val_gggﬂeez_ihe meeting at San Rafael in August 1919 and the

receipt of Strauss! plan in the summer of 1921, the support-

ers of the Goldenm GATe bridge had lost the initiative to the

proumoters of the EBay span.

The ToootttItTes of a crocsing between,San Francisco
and Oakland had long appealed to local leaders on btoth sides

of the Bay. As early'ac 1912, the San Francisco Board of

Supervisors had passed a resclution ecommending the con-

T eion Ll
struction of such a span. Two yearq ‘later Charles E.

—

Fowler, a prominent bridge engineer, unfolded his Bay bridge

project. Enthusiastic over Fowler's proposal, Bay area
officials forwarded the scheme to the United States War
Department requesting its approval. After studying the

plan, however, the War Deparﬁment refused to grant permission
to construct the bridge on grounds that it would obstruct

shipping.hs

m ?an Francisco, Becard of Supervisors, Proceedings, VII
2), 347.

L5. Charles E. Fowler, The San Francisco-Onkland Cantilever
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Organizing the Movement
The sudden and unexpected collapse'bf the Bay bridge

project left a vacuum in the ﬁinds of the btridre-conscious
citizens of the Bay region,; and when the proposal to build a
‘bridge across the Golden Gate was afain presented, support
wAs immed{ately forthcoming. Strauss, who had recently sub-
mitted hiz plans for the Golden Gate structure, came to San
Francisco td assist in a public informnnion campalign to ex-
plain his proposal. In cooperation with City Engineer
0'Sraughnessy, James Wflkins, Frank P. Doyle of Santa Rosa,
Thomas 4. Box of Sausalito and others, Strauss launched a
ceries of speeches before service organizations and business

. :
In a-crusnding mood, the bridge engineeY rereatedly

emphasized that the proposal, once considered "a wild flight
of the imagination,™ could now become the "crowning achieve~

ment of American endeavor," a fitting tribute to the Great

Golden West.he' TN

ma———

By the end oé\&?ﬁfA)an impressive list of local
newspapers, civic groups, and booster clubs endorsed the

rlan. In addition, the San Francisco and Marin boards of

Q .
surervisors reaffirmed their support.b’ In December sug-

restions that another Bay-wide meeting of Golden Gate bridge

=

cuprorters be convened came from Mayor Rolph's office in

®an Francisco and the San Rafael Independent. In the

2

.?, Joseph B. Strauss with M. M. O'Shaurhne sy, Bridring of
- t+s Golden Gate (San Francisco, [1922]), p. 1.

", San Francisco_Examiner, Dec. 8, 1922,
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following January, Frank Dogle and the Santa Rosa Chamber of
Commerce took the initiative and sent out invitations for an
open meeting to te held in Santa Rosa.so ' \qlfj

The meeting, which opened on January lé, was an imme-
diate success. Three hundred delerates from nearly every
county in Northern California came to Santa Rosa to hear of
the progress which had been made towards building a crossing.
Fayor Rolph of San Francisco, a large cdelegation of San Fran-
cisco supervisors; Frank L. Coombs, State issemblvman from
Napa County; larry Sceas, president of the Golden Gate Ferry
Company; and a reprecentative of a large financial house in
San Francisco were nmong.thosé present. The only key sup-
rorter miesing was Strauss, who remained in Cﬁicago to
direct his company's bridye business.51

Themas A. Box of Marin County, -and 2 Golden Gate
bridge backer since 1806, presided over the meeting. Speak-
ing to the assembled, O'Shaughnessy related the history of
the entire movement from the time Wilkins launched his one-
man campaign in 1916 in the columns of .the Bulletin. A
number of other speakers followed, all of whom, according
to newspaver reports, enthusiastically supported the pro-
posal. Even President Speas of the ferry company whichk had

the ferry franchise acrocs the Golden Cate expressed the

belief that there wruld be ample btusiness for both bridge

50, San_Rafael Independent, Dec. 6, 20, 1922; Santa Rosa
'ress Democrat, Jan. 13, 1923. '

S1. Santa Rosa Press Democrat, Jan. l4, 1923,



and ferry. Defore closing, the delegates voted to form the

——

"Ruilding of the Golden Gate Bridge Association." The pur-

<o, m—

rose of this voluntary citizens' organization wse to coordi-

nate and advance construction plans. In their first formal
action, the bridge association named an cxecutive committee

headed by W. J. Hotchkiss, a prominent San Francisco busi-

52

nessman, to carry ferward the objectives of the association.

Summary .

The Santa Rosa meeting had launched the bridge proj-
ect., In a little over six vears, the movement had grewn from
2 few ccattered supporters to a formal organizstion with
widesrreai baéking in the Bay region ard throughcout Northern
California. The rise of the automqbile gave‘voice and mean-
ing to demancs for a Golden Gate crossing; and the citizens
vho first realized the need--newcparermen, businesemen, and
local covernment officialc~-assumed leadership. Oprosition:
to the rroject, not yet crystaliized, existed and would be
heard from as the bridge asscciation took sters to find ways

snd means of building the span.

2. Santa Rosa Press Democrat, Jan. 14, 1923; San Francisco
ulletin, Jan. 15, 1923; San Rafael Independent, Jan. 17,
1723. Other members of the executive committee included
Frank P. Doyle of Santa Rosa, Assemblyman Frank L. Coombs

of Napa, Captain I. N. Hibbard of San Francisco, and Super-
visor Richard J. Welch, also of San Francisco.




CHAPTER II
FORMATION OF THE BRIDGE DISTRICT

Intpoductibﬁ'
The vehicular traffic pfoblem across the Golden Gate
tecame more urgent with each passing year. By 1923 the
annual auto-ferry crdssingé had increased to approximately

500,000 cars and trucks. The 1919 figure stood at 125,000,

TABLE I

AUTO-FERRY TRAFFIC ACROSS GOLDEN GATE,~1919-19281

Year Golden Gate Traffic Total Bay Traffic
1919 . . .« . . . 123,200 1,063,200
1920 & ¢ 4 o s 184,800 . 1,335,900
1921 . . b . . 241,300 1,556,400
1022 . 0 0 0 . 301,800 1,789,400
) 75 R 476,730 _ 2,420,330
192’4 . L L] L] e o 566’025 - 2.717'325
1925 L] (] [ L ¢ o 763’882 3,23’4’282
1926 4 b 4w w . 919,835 | 4,768,035
1927 v v v e w s 1,497,043 6,933,743
1928 . 4 4 e 4 o 2,195,520 . 8,553,529

1. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Vol. II: Traf-
fic. Analysis, Appendix A, p. 19; Golden Gate Ferry Company

of San Francisco to Railroad Commission of California, Annual
Reports, 1923-1928: California Railroad Commission, "éan
Francisco Bay Ferry Statistics, Vehicular, and Passenger
Traffic, 1920-1932," prepared 5y Ward Hall (San Francisco).

25
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Since 1907, passenger and auto'traffic across the
Golden Gate had been handled by the Northwestern Pacific
Railroad, a subsidiary of the Southern Pacific Company..  In
the years following World War I, the Northwestern Pacific
was unable to meet the.growing demands for auto transporta-
tion; consequently, a second'ferrylline was formed in 1922,
This new, independent organization; the Golden Gate Ferry
Company, brought into operation new and faster boats, espe-
cially designed to carry automobiles. Also, it constructed
more conveniently locateduferry slips to handle the rising
nunter of motorists. In spite of these improved and expanded
cervices, however, the protlem of handling peak traffic loads
rer#isted, as each year brcught larger traffie jams to the

ferry terminals.?

Passage of the Bridge Act

The newly established Golden Gate Bridge Association
took advantage of the growing traffic congestion to press
for-the Golden Gate crossing. Tﬁe first objective was to
seek an enabling act from the state legislature which would

e —any,
permit the formation of a bridge district. Such an act was
considered necessary for two reasons. First, the additional
engineering surveys which would be needed would cost in the
neighborhood of one million dollars, far beyond the means of

any one group of citizens. This amount, however, could be

raised by a bridge district, since such a body would have

2. Harlan, Sausalito News, Feb. 27, 1941, p. 6.



27
the power of taxation. Second, a stage-sponsored district’
was needed because the federal governhent granted construc-
tion permits for bbldges over coastal'Waters only to public

bodies established by state legislacures.3

In January 1923, the association's executive com@}t-'

am——

tee, headed by W. J. Hotchkiss, organized a campaign to seek
public support for the desired legislation. ‘EBEZFﬁ_ngausg,

e

whose plan had become the basis for the proposed bridge; was

named to serve as the engineering consultant. To give advice

.

on legal matters, George H. Harlan of Sausalito was appointed

m——

counsel.b During February and March, Strauss, Harlan, and
méﬁgz;;—;f the executive committee delivered a series of
sveeches throughout the Bay area, concentrating on the larger'
business and civic groups. In their appeals, the speakers
emphasized the immediate need of the proposed bridge; S;rauss
promised his listeners that the bridge could bte completed by
1927, provided a bridge district was promptly formed. Ac-
cording to the Chiéago bridge builder, three Eastern con-
struction concerns had expressed interest in the bridge, and

several financiallfirms in San Francisco reportedly informed

3, San Francisco Chronicle, March 13, 1923. According to

an act passed by Congress in 1899, a bridge lying entirely
within the boundary of one state could be constructed in a
harbor if the project had been authorized by the state legis-
lature and if the plans had been submitted to and approved

by the Chief of Army Engineers and the Secretary of War.
Seelg.ls., Statutes at Large, 55 Cong., 3 sess., chap. 425,
p. 51.. ' .

L. Joseph B. Strauss, The Golden_Gate Bridpe: Report of the
Chief Enrineer to _the Board of Directors of the Golden Gate
Bridre and Hiphway District (San Franciszco, 1937), p. 28.
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Mayor Rolph that they would sell the bridge bonds without
. ; .

expense to the proposed district.

As_in the case of the 1921 drive to construct a San

Francisco-Oakland bridge, newspapers and organizations re-

sponded enthusiastically. Representatives of the San Fran-

ety

cisco Civic League and Improvement Clubs and Assocliations,

apasld

“which in 1919 had attended the initial Golden Gate bridge
meeting in San Rafael, aggressi#ely campaigned in behalf of

the span, as did the Down Town. Association, a group of busi- .

nessmen also from San Francisco. In addition, the California
M--

Automobile Association, formed in 1907 ‘to promote. the con-

ctruction of more and better highways, and the Redwood Empire

Association, a promotional organization made up of eight

—r—

northern California and one Oregon counties, lent their

6

influential aid.
The two groups that offered the strongest support

vere the Motor Car. Dealers Association of San Francisco and

the Bay area newépapers. 'The car dealers, headed by Mr. Wil-

liam L. Hughson, the world's first Ford dealer, and Mr. Leon
J. Pinkson, also prominent in San Francisco automotive cir-
cles, launched an aggressive bridge-building campaign using

the slogan, "Breaking the Chinese Wall Around San Francisco."

5. San Francisco Chronicle, March 13 to 16, 1923; San Rafael

Independent, March 14, 19233 San Francisco, Board of Super-
visors, Proceedings, XVIII {1923), 243.

6. San Francisco Examiner, March 18, 1923; George P. Ander-
son, president, Redwood Empire Association, to Keesling,
Dec. 2, 1936, Keesling Papers. '
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Headquartefs were éstablished in dcwntoﬁn San Franciscoj in
the years to ﬁollbwfthe car dealers spent upwards of 475,000,
publicizing the need for a Golden Gate crossing as wellias
other Bay bridges.7
The newspapers' contribution to the bridge movement
was both direct and indirect. Through their editorial pages -
most of the San Francisco and North Bay newspapers gave the
promoters of the projectfmuch encouracement. At the same
time, the journals indirectly abetted;ghe movement by devot- ?
ing several pages each day, particulérly on Sundays, to the |
* maytomobile age."” "Blossom time tours" around the San Fran-
cisco Peninsula and travel hints for bfips into the redwood
empire were discussed at great length. The effect of this
newspaper pubiicity was to focus public attention on the
need for more.and better roads and bridges.8
As pbpular support for the Goiden-GaCe project in-
creased, preparations were made to seek passage of legisla-
tion authorizing tﬁe establishment of bridge districts. With

———

the aid of tridge councel Harlan, Assemblyman Frank L. Coombs

— e

of Napa framed a bill which he introduced into the California

Assembly in February 1923. In support of the measure,

<;;:> Amos T. Crowl, manager, Motor Car Dealers Association of

an Francisco, to author, June 1, 1956; San Francisco Chron-

icle, March 18, 1923. Mr. Hughson is still active (1958) in
his own company, and Mr. Pinkson is gresently the automobile
editor for the S$an Francisco Chronicle. '

e —— S —————

8. See Sunday issues of the San Francisco News, Bulletin,
Call, Examiner, and Chronicle for 1923. dlso weekday issues
of the Santa Rosa Press Democrat for the same year.
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several officers of the bridge association, including W. J.
Hotchkiss, Joseph Strauss, James H. Wilkins,9 Thomas A. Box,
;nd others went to Sacramenpo to appear before the Assembly
Committee on Réads'and Highways. Tﬁe most persuasive testi-

mony again came from Strauss, the engineer and architect of

the proposed Span.lo

After one month of Hearings, during which little
opposition was manifested to the ﬁill, the acssembly committee
voted to recommerd passage. In the weeks thap followed, sup=-
rort for the measure in the state capitél mounted rapidly,
arnd in NMay the legislators passed 2 joint recolution urging
the Secretary of War to approve the construction of a Golden
Gate croseing when and if the propesition weré precented to |
him. i few days later, the Coombs' bill was passed under.

the title of the "Bridge and Highway District Act."ll

Approval of the War Department
Bridge officials moved rapidly to take advantage of

the momentum which had been generated by the legislative

9. As events in the history of the Golden Gate bridge move-
ment unfolded, the role of Wilkins ss the "father of the . .
Colden Gate bridge proposal" became generally recognized. In .
1928, the San Francisco Board of Superviscrs passed a resolu=
tion in which they officially acknowledged Wilkins' contribu-
tion as the instigator of the modern movement to bridge the

Golden Cate., See San Francisco, Board of Supervisors, Pro-

ceedings, XXIII (1928), 2679.

10. San Francisco Examiner, March 21, 23, 1923; San Rafael
Independent, May 16, 1923. '

11. Statutes of California, 45 Legis., Reg. Sess.,, ASSembly
Joint Resolution No. 2, p. 1671;.h5 Legis., Reg. Sess.,
Chap. 228, p. 452, -




victory at Sacramento.. Legally it was now possible fbr th-~
interested counties to proceed with the organization of tha
district. Before this step was undertaken, howovef, the

leaders of the movement sought to obtain prior approval of

i

the ar Department. ' ;

~ The attitude of the ¥ar Department at this time re-
mained a matter of con81derab1e speculation. In 1921, when
local authorities won approval for the £an Francisco-Oakland
cressing, the Army-issued a ban on the construction of any
other bridge north of Hunter's'Foint. Fresumably, this in-

12

"cluded the Golden Gate. Strauss, however, claimed that he

had received astsurances from Secretary of War, John W. Weeks

—

(1921-1925), and certzin members of Congress that the con-
ézgzﬂzz—;;;-federal government would be forthcoming as‘soou
as an acceptable scheme was submitted. 13 t
The job cf drawing up detailed plans and <pec1f1ca-

tions, along with making up-to-date traffic studies of the
Bay area, was a vast dndertaking, particularly when the
eponsors of the proposal had to volunteer their time and
financial support. Strauss and other officials of the Golden
Gate Bridge Assdciation spent the better part of one year

working on the prpject.‘ Finally, by the spring of 1°2L all

the drawings and studies had been completed. At that time

“the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, acting in behalf of -

12. San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 13, 1921.
13. Ibid., March 13, 15, 16, 1923.
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lans to Washington for

the bridge association, forwarded t!

approvai. The War Department set(May 16 as\ th

open hearing on the petition.lh

s

The meeting, held in the San Francisco City Hall;

qu——

assembled the most ihpressive array of bridge supporters to

15

date. Delegations from ten northern California counties;

including San Francisco, attended the parley. Mayors, rep-

resentatives from several chambers of commerce, state offi=-

/
cials from Sacramento, in addition to the backers present at

the organiZational meeting in %izﬁiﬁggaa_in—lgza,.crowded

. -
{nto the supervisors! room at the city hall to urge federal

approval of the bridge. Colonel Hertert Deakyne, district

engineer for the United States Army, precided over the pro-.

ceedings; Supervisor Richard J. Welch, chairman of San Fran-

cisco's special bridge committee, was in charge of the
presentation of the bridge proposal.16
The military was particularly concerned with the

possibility that a bridge across the Golden Gate might

14. San Francisco, Board of Supervisors, Proceedings, XIX
(1924), 474.

15. A partial list of the counties and organizations repre-
sented at the hearing included: Counties--Del Norte, Hum-
boldt, Lake, Marin, Mendocino, Napa, Sacramento, San Fran-
cisco, Solano, and Sonoma; organizations--Golden Gate Bridge
Association, Down Town Association of San Francisco, Cali-
fornia State Automobile Association, Sacramento Valiey
Develorment Association, State Highway Commission, State
Board of Harbor Commissioners, and various chamters of
commerce.

Francisco Chronicle, May 17, 1924; San Francisco

iner, May 17, 1924.:




reported n§‘opposition to the spah. On the contrary, ob-

| k)
obstruct shipping in either peace or war. In reply, Joseph |
Strauss and City Engineer O'Shaughnessy stated that lights
mounted on the bridge towers and piers would serve as excel=
lent channel markers. And, in the unlikeiy event that the
span should be destroyed by earthquake or enemy gunfire, the
channel was sufficiently déep to prevent the sunken structure
from blocking the entrance to the harbor. OCther speakers,
varticularly residents who lived on the_north cide of the
Bay, pleaded for federal approval of the span on grounds

that it woﬁld remove the "water barrier" which presently
separated San Francisco from the surrounding area. To re-
assure the War Department that California State officials
approved of this project, a member of the State Highway
Commission stated that his office was prepared to spend

several million dollars to develop approach roads for the

‘new bridge.

Newspaper accounts of the three-hour-long hearing

Y

~~—=ervers were again Impressed by the enthusiasm with which

the bridge adherents £ought for their plan. At the conclu-

sion of the meeting, Colorel Deakyne observed that the most

I}

important question facing the War Department concerned the ¢
possible threat of the proposed bridge to ocean shipping.
The district engineer did not indicate what his recommenda-

tion to Washington wquld be.17




b

Before the year's end the suppoéteré of a Golden Gate

crossing had their answer. In a letter dated Depeﬁber 20,

1924, Secretary Weeks approvedwghe project and instructed San -
' 18

FFancisco to draw up final plans. dith the endorsement of

the #ar Department the Gcl&;n Gate Bridge'Association had
achieved its original otjectives--the passage of enabling
legislation, providing for the establishment of a bridge dis-
trict, and the approval of the federal government. Now it
was upr to the counties to take tﬁe initiativevapd form the

bridge district. Wwew

'.Passage of County Crdinances

The Bridge Act of 1923 provided that "a bridge and
highway district may. be organized corsisting of one or more
ccunties or parts of a county or counties and including a
city and a.couﬁty.?IQ There were irree methods outlined by
which a county could signify its intention of joining: in
the final analysis, however, only cne of these was used.
This method called for the passage of an ordinance by -each
county board of supervisors staping that the county "in-

‘tended to unite with such other ééunties as may adopt like

18. San Francisco, Board of Supervisors, Froceedings, XIX
(1924), 1541. :

19. Provision for the inclusion of a "city and county" was -
made necessary since the boundaries of San Francisco city and
county are identical. This city~-county combines some of the
features of both forms of government. The mayor is the chief -
executive, while the board of supervisors acts as the legisa
lative body. See Winston W. Crouch and Dean E. McHenry,
California Government, Politics, and Administration (Berke-:
ley: University of California Fress, 1949), pp. 222-24,




| . 35
ordinaﬁces.ﬂ In édditioﬁ, a petition signed by ten pércenc f
of the number of qualified electors who voted at the last |
election for'governor was to accompany the ordinance to the
Callfornia Secretary of State. _-‘

The act thenvprovided for a time limit, set by the
e —

Secretary of State, in which protests could be received from

ARy property owner who‘paid taxes in .the county where a

gfidge ordinance had been passed. These protests were then

—

N o mmren . .
to be forwarded to the superior court of the county in which
the property was situated. If any protest was sustained, .

the property in question was to be eliminated from the dis-

trict. After a2ll protests had teen adjudicatgd and the

bridre district boundaries determined, the Secretary of

State was to issue a certificate of ineorporation.zo

_ é Colden Gate

~ During the month of Janua

Bridgé Association submitted propof®dordinances to the

boards of supervisors in the eight countief wiich had indi-

cated a desire to join in a bridge™¢ ct. To the offi-

cials of the bridge association, particularly those from
the North Bay area, the key county of the group was San

Francisco because of its large population, long tax rolls,

and strategic location. According to the 1920 census, San

Francisco contained 500,000 residents or approximately

gE?ZDeighty-five percent of the population of the proposed

P

eight-county district. Also, nearly eighty-five percent

20. Statutes of California, 45 Legis., Reg. Sess., Chap. 228,
p. 452 and passim.




of the properﬁy valuation lay in San-Fréncisco, which ﬁeant
that the San Francisco rolls would produce considerably more '
than threé—fourths of the distrfct's tax income. Geograph-
fically, the city by the Golden Gate was-V1ta1 to the district
because the southern half of the proposed sran, plus approach
roads, lay within its borders. For these reasons the north-
ern counties waited until San Francisco had made its stand
known.21 |

In San Francisco, a resolution to bring the city into
the district was presented to the board of supervisors in
January.22 Discuséing the step, many supervisors expre;sed
concern over the city's disproportionately large financial

responsibility as compared with her representation on the

bridge directorate. Under the Bridge Act of 1923, San Fran-
- — e —

" cisco was entitled to five directors on a twelve-man board.

I,

This, said the surervisors, was not adequate, and before

—r

;giing a bridge ordinance they asked that the statute be
N— .
charged so as to give San Francisco at least one-half of

the membership on the directorate. . With this membersghip

dTvision, San Francisco could not be out-voted by the rural
counties, whose aggregate population and property values

were only a fréction of San Francisco‘s. In April, with-

all the North Bay counties endorsing the proposal,'the state

= Z3

{Egislature-passed'the desired amendment.

21. San Francisco Chrenicle, Feb. 14, 18, 1925,

22, San Francisco,-Bbard of Supervisors, Proceedingg, XX
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Further assurances thar the interests of San Francisea
would be safeguarded came from Strauss and Harlan. Strauss,

— j
the enpineering consultant, vowed that the total cost of

the bridge would not vary ten percent from his estimate

(321,000,000 in 1925). Bridge ccunsel Harlan stated that

am———

any bonds voted by the district would not affect the bonding

limit of San Francisco, thus assuring the city that it would

/ rrcjects. On the basis of these pledges, plus the knowledge
that San Francisco wculd be entitled te one-half of the ?/ Jl

embership on the board of directors, the supervisors. voted ‘%>}
\k’/jnanimOUQIy in April 1925 to join a district.”
In the next few months the fOrmation-of the district
_progressed rapidly. By Nove'nb five other counties--
arin, Sonoma, Napa Vendocino, aﬁa-;:T=§;;Z:3—had paesed

e e
ordinance= and filed petitions with the Secretary of State

indicating their intention cf Joining a district. Humboldt

-

and Lake counties, where there was substantial resistance

to the projeét, declined to Qnite with the other six coun=

ties. By December, all the necessary papers had been filed

in Sacramento and the bridge association requested that the

Secretary of State, __gnk_ﬂi_ig;dgp publish the petifions ,

(1925) 107.
23. San Francisco Chronicle, March 27, 1925; Statutes of

T e ———.

California, 46 Legis., Reg. sess., Chap. 387, p. 71k,
(i:::>San Franecisco Chronicle, Jan. 31, 1925; March 27, 1925,

|

not have to. forgo the construction of other necessary civie V
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and set the time for receiving protests from individual |

taxpayers who wished to be e'xcluded.z-S

Protests Against Formation g
of a Bridge District - ' : |
The steady progress of the Golden Gate bridge idea
since the bridge association was formed in 1923 was chal-
lenged for the first time as taxpayers in counties where
bridge ordinances had been passed sought to oprese the mecve-

ment. The first indication of this oprositien came when

Secretarf of State Jordan refueed to publish the bridge

—
retitions, givinv as his reason that Mendocino County had |

/

repealed the ord1nance which had brought it into the dis-
o __-==_-g—-——‘--~

trict. The action ¢f the Mendocino supervisors and Secretary
V—-—-

. Jordan was a'direct challenge to the lezal framgwork of the

district: thus officials of the bridge association immedi-
ately sought a court order to compel Jordan to issue the

petitions.

In the case of Doyle v. Jordan (200 C 170; 1926) .

the California State Supreme Court upheld the validity of

the Bridge Act of 1923, as amended in 1925. The state tri-
¢ . : The stave *T

bunal ruled that the ordinance of intention rassed by the

- R . — W

Mendocino supervisors was binding and could not be rescinded.

The court also rejected the plea of amici curiae that tax- 1

payers in Mendocino County were being'depfived'of their

[ e——

property without due pfdcess of law. The writ of mandate

25. Ibid., Aug. 8, 1925,

e
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soucht by the Golden Gate Bridge Association was granted, _""
and Secretary Jordan was directed to publish the petitions
and to set a time limit for receiving protests.

The final date for submitting protests was ordered
for May 31, 1927,'giv1ng residents in the six counties well .
over one year to make their decfsions. During this interval
2,308 property owners indicated their desire to be excluded

26

from the district. The highest number of protests oripgi-

P el

nated in Mendocino, where 902 were filed. The next highest
T ~ - — -

"

came from Napa_ﬁith 823, followed by Sonoma with 57L4. Mariﬁ

\_"'—mf
and San Francisco each had less than ten protests and Del

Norte had none.27 Following the receipt of these petitions

—

in Sacramento, the Secretary of State forwarded them to the

superior courts in the five counties concerned.

The Sonoma Hearings _ "
as the first to hold hearings on the !
retitions. Hereq—#m71927, cogent arguments, drawn up by

competeént engineers, were presented in behalf of the bro-

testants to convince the court and the public that Strauss!
scheme"waé structurally unsound and economically unwise. By
the conclusion of the hearing every phase of the proposed
Colden Gate structure had been critically analyzed and

appraised.

26. Santa Rosa Press Democrat, Nov. 4, 1928.

27. Ibid., Nov. 29, 1927.
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The fact that Strauss' bridge plan went far beyond
existing engineering expertence placed the enbife projéét in
a vulnerable position. Coing back to 1921 when.Stréuss pre-
sented h{s drawings to San'Francisco, the longest bridge in
the werld was the 1,800-foct Quebec cantiléver bridge across
the St. Lawrence River. The longest suspension bridge--and
this was the only type that could be constructed across the
Golden Gate because of the depth of the channel--was the
1,600-focc Williamsburg bridge in New York City.28

The maximum lengthrof suspensioh bridges.had remained
fairly constant since the completion of the Brboklyn bridge
(1596 feet) in 1883. Since the 1890's, however, many engi=-
neers had been theorizing on the pqssibilities of breaking
the length barrier and constructing a épan several thousand
feet in length. In 1894, for example, when the United States
Congress was considering a bid by Néw York and New Jersey to
build a crossing over the Hudson River, the Army engineeﬁs'
concluded that a 4,300-foot suspension span was structurally
possible.zg' Later,-in the early twentieth century, David B.
Steinman‘and.Charles E. Fowlef;.consulting engineers for the
" Port of New. York Authority, both stated that, in view of
advances made in the theory of bridge building and in the

28, Encyclopedia Britannica, IV, 127. For the story of the
zrowth ol the science of bridge engineering see David B,
Steinman and Sara R. Watson, Bridges and Their Builders

(New York, 1941).

29. U. S., Senate Executive Documents
No. 12, pp. 31-32, 38-39. '

, 53 Cong., 3 sess.,




science of metallurgy, suspension bridges four to five .
thousand feet long could be cdnstructed.3o And at the time
that Strauss was drawing plans for the Golden Gate span,
Gustav Lindenthal, consulting engineer for the port of New
York, was revising plans for a 3,240-foot suspenéion bridge
across the Hudson.31 | :

' Although optimistic about the prospect for a bridge
across the Golden Gate, Strauss did not share the general
professional opinion as to the mgximum length of a“su5pension
bridge. In his judgment 3,000 feet was the maximum, and-
since the Golden Gate Channel would require a span of appréx-
imately 4,000 feet, Strauss felt it necessary to'arfive at
an entirely new design. The result was a "symmetrical cén-
tilever suépen;ion," as he called it, in which the designs.
of the canﬁilever and suspension'bridges were combined.
When completed, the bridge would have a center span of L{OOO

feet and two sidé spans of 1,320 feet each.>?

30. David B. Steinman, Susrension Bridges and Cantilevers
(New York, 1913), pp. 118-19; Charles E. Fowler, "The Longest
Possible éridge épans," Scientific American, CXVIII (June,
1918), 504-505. For biographical sketch of Steimnman and ™
Fowler see Winfield S. Downs, ed., tho's Who in Engineering
(New York, 1941), p. 1700 and ¥ho 'Was Who in_ America, 1943~
1950 (New York, 1950), p. 195. At the time of this study,
Steinman was in charge of constructing the 3800-foot suspen-
sion bridge across the Straits of Mackinac, connecting Upper
and Lower Michigan. See Steinman, "Bridges," Scientific -
American, CXCI (November, 195&),‘61. ' :

31. American Society of Civil Engineers,'Transgcbiong,
XCVII (1933), 9. The span referred to was the George Washe
ington bridge completed in 1932,

32, Joseph B. Strauss, "The Strauss Cantilever Suspension
" Bridge," Oct. 6, 1921, p. 1, City Engineer files, San Fran=
cisco. A photograph of Strauss' design is shown on p. 42,
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Since his new design represented a departure from |

standard. types Strauss sought professional backing. In
1921, before submitting his plans to San Francisco, Strauss
forwarded them to Charles R, Ellis, Department of Civil Engi-
neering at the'Unfversity of Illinois; H. A. LaChicotte, a
New York engineer; and F. L. Thqmpson, ch;:?=::Z?i:;r of ﬁhe
I1linois Central Railrogi?EQXTrj;; them responded favorably.
Ellis congratulated Strauss for combining two designs in |
which the end product seemed "to péssess the virtues of both
and the vices of neither." LaChicobte thought the design
well conceived and executed and ecornomical to build. Thomp-
son concluded that Strauss not only a workable design
but one that was pleasing to the eyeZi%>

after his bridge plans had been success-
fully defendédbefore hearings of the California State
~ Legislature (1923) and the War Department (192&); Strauss
sent his drawings to the prominent New York bfidge engineer;
Leon S. Moisseiff, for fur;hef study. Moisseiff, who had
worked on several bridges in the port of New York, affirmed
the earlier findings as to the practicability of Strauss!
design.Bh | . |

The ehgineering phase of the bridge was only one

part of Strauss' proposal, however. The span had to bte

33. -Ellis to Strauss, June 13, 1921; LaChicotte to Strauss
July 27, 1921° and Thompson to Strauss, Oct. 2, 1921, City
anineer filee, San Francisco.

34. Moisseiff to Strauss, July 27, 1925, Francis V; Keesling
Papers. : S
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economical, within the financial capability of the proposed
district. In his original estimate in 1921 the cost was
put at $17,000,000. By 1927 the—price had increased to

327,000,000, The method o

as proposed by the

“bridge proponents, was based 0 eory of a toll bridge

supported bty the taxing power of the bridge district. From

p——y

statistics compiled by Strauss and other officials of the
Golden Gate Bridge Association, the revenue from tolls would
be adequate not ohly to pay for the bonded debt incurred to

build the structure, but to raise 328,000,000 in interest

N\ in the forty-year period required to retire the bonds.35
|

At the Sonoma County hearings, where Judge C. J.

S

Luttrell had opened the litigation in the fall of 1927, the

D il

had pooled their resources in an effort to convince the

court that Strauss' plan was of little or no ‘benefit to

e ey e

them. George Harlan represented the Golden Gate'Bridge
36 '

.

Association.

35. Santa Rosa Press Democrat, Nov. 5, 1927,

36. The hearings in Sonoma had originally opened in the
summer of 1927 with Judge Rolff Thompson, presiding. He
immediately disqualified himself, however, on grounds of
ossible personal bias since he was a local prorerty owner.
Eater, the Judicial Council of California appointed Judge
Luttrell to hear the cases, not only in Sonoma, but in all

the counties where protests had been filed, with one Jurist -

sitting in judgment, the Judicial Council hoped to achieve
uniform lepal rulings. See Santa Rosa Press Democrat,

Nov. 1, 1927; George Harlan to San Francisco Board of Super-
visors, Jan. 16, 1928, in Proceedings, XXIIT (1928), 141-42.

Taxpayers! Protective League spoke for a group of over 550:§%5rJ5T
. — - : ‘ :
landowners from Soroma, Napa, and Mendocino counties who

\n$%
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On November 1, the Taxpayers' League_laid before

Judge Luttrell a report on Strauss' Golden Cate pfoposal
which had been drawn up by'the Joint Councii of Engineering
Societies of San Francisco,37 The genesis of this report
went back to a resolution placed before the Joint Council
in 1926 in which several of the local engineering societies
viewed with alarm the claims made by the bridge proponents.
Members of these groups felt strongly that the project had
not been suffictently investigated and that it was entirely
premature for Sprauss to make such positive statements in
regard to the etructural rossibilities of the bridge or its
final cost. Thus the Joint Council voted to.make an inde-
rendent study of Strauss' proposal and transmit their recom-
mendations to the affected counties. J. B. Pope and W. J. H.
Fogelstrom, consulting engiheers for the'city of San Fran-
cisco, and Chafles B. Wing, chairman of the Department of
‘Civil Engineering at Stanford University, were named to a-

board of engineers which made the siudy.3§

Appearing on the stand at- the behest of the Tax-

payers' League, Pope, Fogelstrom, and Wing unleashed a

37. The following national societies were represented in
the Joint Council; American Society of Civil Engineers
American Society of Mechanical Engineers, American Institute
of Mining and Metallurgical Engineers, American Institute

of Electrical Engineers, Pacific Association of Consulting
Engineers, American Association of Engineers, and the Amer-
ican Chemical Society.

J. B. Pope, Charles B. Wing, and W. J. H. Fogelstrom,

o¥len Cate Bridee: Report on Estimated Annual Cost to Tax-
payers _and Engineering Studies Preliminary_ to_ the Formation
of a Bridee District (San Francisco, 1927), p. L.
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frontal assault on the entire project, including the chief
engineer, Strauss. Using charts and maps of the Goiden Gate
Channel based on studies made by the U. S. Coast and Geodetic
Survey, Pope presented evidence indicaﬁing that the rock
formations at the site of the proposed ‘south pier were unsat-
isfactory. In view of weakened condition of the rock at this

~point, the sﬁortes; practicable‘span was a 4,600-foot cross-
ing, some 600 feet longer than that envisioned by Strauss.
The ideal span, Fope concluded, barring economic considera-
Liohs, should be 5,000 feet long.

To arrive at engineering costs, the toard of engi-
neers compared Strauss'! plan with the George ¥ashington
bridge, then uhde: construction in NMew York. On the basis
of this study the engineers stated thaﬁ the foundations for
a Golden Gate span alone would cost $29,000,000--$2,000,000
more than Strauss' estimate for his entire plan. The bridge
superstructure would add another 3?2,006,000 to that figure.'
Preliminary 6rganization,‘admxnistration costs, and interest
during construction Qould bring the fingl bridge figure to
over $112,000;OOO. What this would mean to thé,taxﬁayer;

'said the engineering board, was clear. In orcder to retire

the debt, the property owners, in addition to paying the

O ————

bridge toll, would have to be asSessed;annrox;mately
$120,000,000 over a forty-year period.B?

During the remainder of their testimony, lawyers

39, Ibid., p 5 26-39; see a]qn Santa Rosa Press Democrat,
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for the Taxpayers' Protective League raised other questions

of which
the

as to the feasibility of the bridge, not the lea

was the threat of earthquakes. The San Andreag
cause of the disastrous 1906 San Francisco quake} locéted
only five miles west of the bridge site. Also, thé opposi-
tion made it clear that they considered engineer-Strauss an
outsider who had come to San Francisco to sell the people a
rroject which had been inaccurately and inadequately de-
scribed. 0 |

In defense of their prepesal, the Golden Gate Rridge
Association asked Strauss to fly frem Chicago and take the
stand. Arriving on November 5tk, Strauss appeared tefore

Judge Luttrell and éenied all ‘claims of the opposition.

Witk a self-confident demeanor which had characterized all

;is_previous bridge apreals, the Chicago:engineer stated

N

that his cost estimate of 327,000,000 was based on several

TS

years of careful study and experience. The amount of antice

N —————— .

ipated revenue for-the:bridge was arrived at only after a
close analysis of the gréwth of»auto-ferry traffic. The
bridge income, Strauss emphasized, would give the bridge
district a $90,000,000 return over a forty-year period, more
than sufficient to meet all outstanding obligations. As far
as the rock foundations for the south pier were concerned,
he confidently prédicted that further geological studies

would confirm his judgment as to their adequacy. The

40, Pope et al., Golden Gate Bridge, pp. 26-29.




earthquake hazard was a calculated risk that all SanFrancis
had to accept. An earthquake of the magnitude to desti~y
the bridge would also btring destruction to most of Sa.
Francisco.&l' |

Following Strauss, many citizens of Sonoma Ceunty
testified that the bridge would be of great benefﬁp to t"~
ccunty and to the individual landowner and businessman,
Ofposing the viewpoint of the Taxpayvers' Learue, the Jorsl
real estate interests, retail businesses, and newspapers
envisioned a new era in thé_economic grovth of the ehtire

‘ ’ .

' L . I
North Bay region cornce the span wzs completed.”’

The Conoma hezrings ended in late Noyember, and

Judrse Lutirell rrerﬂred’tofmove on to Naba'Codhty. Before
— .
leaving, the Siskiyou County jurist stated that he would
~ withhold decision on the protests until all cases kad bteer
heard. The arguments presented in the other four cduntﬁ;i
folibwed the same lines laid down in Santa Rosa., Twelve |
months later, in November 1922, all 2,300 cases had been
presented. | |

In handing down his.rulings, Judge Luttrell found
the preposed bridge district valid, benefiting nearly al.
hose holding property within its boundaries. He disalli -z

bl

all protests from San Francisco, Marin, and Sonoma count!

wh;ie excluding a few‘propertieé in Napa and Mendocino

A ——— <

4L1. Santa Rosa Press Democfat, Nov. 5, 1927.

hz. Ibido, NOV-2' 3’ 19270
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c:ounties.l‘3 On Decemter 2! 1928, Lgtqrell's rulings were
Tiled in the state capitgffhzgz-tWS é$§§'latéé Secretary of
State Jordan issued a certificate of incofporation for the |
Golden Gate Bridge and Highway Dist.rict:.“’4

| Subsequently, Jddge Luttrell's decisions were appealed
to the California State Supreme Court on grounds that the
Bridge Act of 1923 establfshéd illegal brocedures. HoWever,

in Wheatley v. Superior Court (207 € 7223 1929),-and its
L5

companion cases, the supreme court upheld Luttrell's rul-
ings and, as in the case of Qgglg v. Jordan (1926), declared
the bridge act to be constitutional. One of the companion
cases was appealed to the United States SupremeTCourt, but
the aprreal was dismissed for want of a substantial federal
quest;ion.LF6 | _ , | |
Suhmary

The incorporation of the bridge district in December
-1928 brought to a ciose the official activities of the Golden
Cate Bridge Association, the voluntary citizehs’ group which

had been formed in January 1923 to find ways and means to

construct a bridge. Progress had teen slever than hoped

3. Ibid., Nov. 4, 1928,

Lh. Jordan to San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Dec. 4,
1928, San Francisco Board of Supervisorstfiles, City Hall.

L5. Demster v. Superior Court, 207 € 795 (1929); Esaisa v.
Superior Court, 207 C 796 (1929); Crawford v. Superior Court,
207 € 797 (1929). -

46, Crawford v. Superior Court, 281 U, S, 692 (1930).
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for, but i{n the five-year interval the state legislature, the
War Department, and lastly the state courts héd glven the
project their bleésings; Newsbapers, civic and business
organizations, and an undetermined numter of citizens had
approved and were actively supporting the project. One 1m-
portant voice to ally itself with the_briage cause by 1928
was the Commonwealth Club of California, Earlier, in 1922,

a study made by the Commonwealth Club stated that a Bay
brideIWOUid not be needed in the next twenty years. By
1925, however, the organization had completely reversed its
stand and placed its meﬁbership solidly behind the movement

for the immediaﬁe construction of a Golden Gate crossing.h7

LY

During 1927-28, the opposition presented powerful

érguments against the proposed bridge. Large landownersL; N

Sonema, and Napa counties objected strenuously to the inclu-

particularly the -lumber and ranching 1n€;pests in Mendocino, dyr

_sion of their propérbies. Many of them sincerely féit that

the bridge was an unknown--if not an unknowable--quantity,
which in 21l likelihood wpuld place a heavy-finaneial burden
on their holdings. ' .

Of greater concern to the bridge éupporters, however,
was the opposition which came from the local engig?ers. The
questions they raised coﬁcerning the south pier foundations

and probable high costs could not be finally answered on

4L7. Commorwealth Club of California, "Trans-Bay Transporta-
tion," Transactions, XVII (San Francisco, June, 1922), 162;
"Bay Bridges," Transactions, XX (San Francisco, Aug., 1925’,
214.20 . ’
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the basis of existing information. The first task of the
bridre dtstricﬁ, following its organization, would be to

find answers to these basic problems.




CHAPTER I11

THE BONDS ARE VOTED

Introduction

There was considerable optimism among the bridge
. 1

proponents when the incorporation papers «were received froni'd§

Sacramento in December 1928, The favorable rulings handedg‘y,
' ' =N
down bty Judge Luttrell were interpreted as a complete vic- .

QTR

tory, and the formal organization of the distfict could nowég
£0 forward.1

The burden of proof, hoﬁever, clearlf lay with the
tridee proponents. 1In the wike of the sharp attacks on the
project during the course of the protest hearings, it was
{mperative that a competent group of engineers be named at
the earliest .practicable date to undertake an exhaustive
study of Strauss! plan. If, in the judgment of the bridge
directors, the investigations confirmed thé adverse findings
of the Joint Council of Engineering Societies, the only
course open would be to reject the project. On the other

hahd, i1f Strauss' proposal was found to be feasible, then

the construction of the.bridge would be recommended to the

district;

1. Santa Rosa Press Democrat, Nov. 6, 1928.

52
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Organizing the_District |
Candidates for the btoard of directors were many as

the supervisors in each of the six counties hastened to ap-

roint the’'r respective members. Under the provisions of the

1925 amendment to the bridpe act, half of the twelve-man
board would come from San'Franpisco. Schoma Couﬁty was en-
titled to two members, and the rémaining four counties--
Marin, Napa, Mendo¢ino, and Del Norté--were to have one
director each..

In San Francisco three supervisors, one United States

——

Congressman and two businessmen, were appointed. The best

knoewn of the group in terms of past and then current support

cf the bridge project was Congressmah Richard J. Welch.2

Sveemm—

The other appointees--willf;;_;T—;ilmer and Carl A. Henry,
both prominent San Francisco businessmen, and supervisors
Warren Shannon, William P. Stantbn, and.Franck R. Havenner--
were strong advocates of the district.’ -

Ip Marin Cognty, James H. Wilkins and Thomas Allen
Box, both rememberéd for their long association with the
bridge movement, were widely mentioned as candidates. 'When
the vote was taken; however, the Marin Sﬁpervisors favored

the selection of a.younger man, Robert H. Trumbull, a suc-

cessful businessman and rancher who lived in the small

2. Who's Who in America, 1948-1949, p. 2627. Welch was a
San Francisco Supervisor from 1919 to 1926. From 1927 to
1949 he was U. S. Congressman from the 5th California
District. o

3. San Francisco, Board of Supervisors, Proceedings, XXIII
(1928), 2725, - :
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community of Novato. In Sonoma County, the prominent bridge
protagonist, Frank P. Doyle, was unanimously selected to fill
one of the county's twc-posté. By the middle of January
1029, less than six weeks following the incorporation of the
district, all six counties had completed their sel'ect,ions.’+

The iniﬁial meeting cénvened in the San Francisco
City Hall (which.remained tﬁe officiél meeting-place during

the construction period) on January 23, 1929. ‘Immediately

following the election of William Filmer of San Francisco

nm—

‘ﬂ
— R — Sy —

the directors turned'tq the important task of appointing top

as president and Robert Trumbull of Marin as.-vice-president,

administrative officials. To these men would belong the day-
tc-day responsibility of conducting the final ‘engineering

surveys and, later, of btuilding the bridge. -

San Francisco Chronicle, Jan. 23, 1929. ‘A complete list
of the original board of directors is as follows: 3San Fran-
cisco--William P. Filmer (president), Carl A. Henry, Warren
Shannon, William P, Stanton, Richard J. Welch, Franck R,
Havenner; Marin--Robert H. Trumbull (vice-president);
Sonoma--Frank F. Doyle, Joseph A. McMinn; Napa--Thomas
Maxwell: Mendocino--A. R. O'Brien; Del Norte--Henry West-
brooke, Jr. Supervisor Havenner of San Francisco resigned
his appointment prior to the first meeting of the directors
and was replaced by Francis V. Keesling in September 1929.
See San Francisco, Board of Supervisors, Proceedings, XXIV
(1929), 1721-22. .

In 1930 the boa w four n _members.
George T. Cameron, editor of the San Francisce Chronicle, and
Harry Lutgens, editor of the San Rafael Independent, were
named to the new pesitions. During the construction period
other appointments were made to fill vacancies caused ty
resignations, retirements, and deaths. These included:
Milton M. McVay, Del Norte County, who replaced Westbrooke
in 1932; Hugo P. Newhouse, San Francisco, who replaced
Cameron in Novemter 1933; John P. McLaughlin, San Francisco,
who succeeded Henry in December 1933; and wif1iam D.
Hadeler, San Francisco, who filled the vacancy created by
‘the retirement of F. V. Keesling in 1936, See Joseph B.
Strauss, Golden Gate Bridge (San Francisco, 1937), p. 33.
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In view of the appeals pending before the California

State Supreme Court arising out of the protest hearings, the

appointment of legal counsel was considered first. For this

important position the directors'fetained George H. Harlan,

the same lawyer who had successfully guided the legal for-
tunes of the voluntary btridge organization since its lncep-
tion in 1923.5 By April three other‘important places had
been filled. Alan MacDonald, a pértner in a local contract-
ing and engineering firm with wide experience in railroad

and ship building, was selected to serve ac general manager
of tte entire entefprise. W. W. Felt, Jr. of Santa Rosa,

for thirty-four years the county recorder and clerk of Sonoma
and a charter member of the Golden Gate Eridge tssociation,
was named secretary. John R. Ruckstell of San Francisco was
arrointed auditor.6 | | .

| The last important'position‘to-be filled, thét of
chief en%ineer, proved to be a stumbling block for the direc-
tors. Th;'most obvious candidate.fdr the job was Joseph
Strauss who, over a period of twelve years, had contributed
freely of his time, talent, and money. Beginning with his
conversations with City Engineer O'Shaughnessy in 1917, fol-
lowed by the sutmission of his original plans in 1921, and
then through the extended period of state and federal hear-

ings and public debate, Strauss had aggressively contended

for a bridge across the channel.

5, San Francisco Chronicle, Jan. 24, 1929.
6. Ibid., April 11, 1929.
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Yet for all his qualifiéations and contribunions, the
famed engincer had béco%g_a 1iability to the movement. His
self-confident and self-assertive peréonality had been offen-
sive to a few people--particularly those who were opposed to
the project. Members of the Joint Council of Engineering
Societies, for example, 1ooked.upon him as a "visi@nary" and

"{rresponsible" prombtef. During the protest hearings in

P e

1927-22 this group had disparagingly referred to the "low

order" of engineering talent een employed by the

o ———
bridge proponents.

R S

Realizing that Strauss' personal and professional
qualifications were under attack, the bridge directérs under-
ul study of several other qualified candidates.

/ﬂ;ggk—&
0. H. Ammann,

ndenthal, architect for Hell Gaﬁe Arch tridge over

chief engineer, Fort of New York Authority;

the East River in New York; and Charles E. Fowler, bridge
engineer since 1887 and designer of the proposed 1915 San
Francisco-Oakland crossing, were among the dozen-odd candi-

dates considered. When the work_2£;ggglgg&lnz_nandidaaas_;

was complete, however, the directors voted to continue the

services oféig}aussj\jﬁis long association with the project,
the tremendous‘;EZI";;th which he approached the project,
and his long record of bridge achievements made his selection

logical, however unpopular.8

7. Pope et al., Golden Gate_Bridge, p. 5.
8. San Francisco Chronicle, July 25, 1929; Aug. 16, 1929.
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To assist and corroborate the work of the chief

enrineer, the directors named three consultants: O. H.

e ST

Ammann, Leon S. Moiééeiff, and Chafles Derleth, Jr., the’

latter on the staff of the College of Enpgineering at the

University of California, Bérkeley; These three, along with

Strauss, constituted a board of engineers responsible to the
o ‘ : e

‘bridge directorate.”

Preliminary Surfeys

Following his arpointment in August 1929, Strauss
nroceeded immediately with the final engineering and traffic
curveys. He employed the entire resources of hie own bridge
company, including manpower and facilities. In addition,
Strauss hired a number of outside experts such as Andrew C.
Laweon of the Univeresity of Califorﬁia, consulting reologist,
and Sydney W. Taylor, Jr. of Berkeley, California, traffic
10

engineer,

The investigation into the controversial rock founda-

tions was begun in the following November, when a Minneapolis

- firm was hired for $30,000 to make borings at the site of the

proposed piers and anchorages. Simultaneously,'other phases

9. GColden Gate Bridge and Mighway District, Vol. I: Report
of the Chief Enrineer with Architectural Studies (San Fran-
cisco, 1930), pp. 21-22.

10, Strauss, Golden Gate Bridge, pp. 34-36. In 1931,
Strauss appointed Clifford E. Paine, vice-president of
Strauss and Paine, Inc., as principal assistant engineer
for the Golden Gate bridge. During the construction years,
Strauss! company had four offices working full time on the
project--two at the construction site, one in downtown San

~Francisco, and one in Chicago..



of the construction problem were attacked, including a
restudy of the bridge alignment, the type of bridge to be
built, the construction of approach roads, and a traffic |
analysis. By February.1930,.thé investigations were com-
pleted. In pherfollowing‘month a full report, encompassing
all the projects which had been undertaken in the previous
autumn, was submitted to the bridge directors. The bridge;
said the board of engineers, was feasible econcmically and

strucﬁurally.ll

Final War Department Approval
In view of the optimistic report from the board of
engineers, the directors moved to submit the bridege plans
to the War Department for final federal approval. This move
was to be the last in a series of - steps which had been out-
lined in the War Department's 1924 directive approving con-
struction of a bridge acrogé the Golden Gate. |

The 1924 letter from the Secretary of War was a basie

document in the legél fabric of the bridge movem;ht. It not
only gave the bridge promoters the authorization to proceed,
it also held out the assurance of final approval once the |
plans had been worked out in detail. In the interval be-
tween 1924 and 1930, the district was organized, taxes

levied, engineers engaged, and final investigations cbmpleted.

11. "Contract between the Golden Gate Bridge and Highway

District and Joseph B. Strauss," September 1929; Strauss,

"Report of the Chief Engineer: A Preliminary Report to the
Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, March 12, 1930,"

Keesling Papers. _ ‘
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In April 1930, therefore, the revised bridge plans were -
readied and submitted to the War Department. _
As the directors awaited final approval the federal
agency suddenly announced that another hearinp would be held
on the petition for a bridge across the Golden Gate. This

untoward development confirmed suspicions that some of the

bridge officials had privately voiced for many'months: \S?&:;

viz., the long interval between the original approval and

the submission of the final bridge plans, plus the growth

of stronpg, opposition Irom lIocalengifieering societies, had

prompted Army authorities to order a review of the entire

\_—\_
request. : s
—_—a |

Once apprised of the War Department's decision to §

call for a new investigation, Bridge Fresident William

Filmer and legal counsel Harlan hurriedly left for Washington
to protest the decision on grounds that it was a breach of
the 1924 agreement. Following their arrival in the nation's

capital, Filmer and Harlan, with the aid of California sen-

ators Hiram Johnson and Samuel M. Shortridge, prevailed upon
the Army to rescind its order. < -
The victory, however, was short-lived. Back in San
Francisco a whispering campaign, as the News described it,
was under way suggesting that the clearances of the proposed

span were inadequaté to permit passage of many of the largest

ships afloat.13 As this agitation, promoted mainly by Bay

12. San Francisco Chronicle, May 15, 16, 1930,
13. San Francisco News, March 26, 1930.
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area shipping in:eresps, grew in inteﬁslty, the Army again
expressed concern Ever the possibility that it might have
been mistaken in appr&ving_the clearances as presented to .
them in 1924, Thus the War Department again reverééd ftself
and called for a public»hearing. In reorening the case,
however, the government stated that the only issue to be
discussed would te bridge clearances. All bther qgestions
relating to the feasibility of the bridge would not be
entertained since they had been previously settled to thek
satisfaction of the Army.lb |
when the hearing opened on;June 30,.1930 in San
. e —
Francisco, the two Bay area shipping groups, the Pacific'
American Steamship Ascsociation and the Shipowners'! Associa-
tion of the Facific Coast, entered their protests against

the plan. If the bridge were built to Strauss' specifica-

tions, said the skippers, eight of the world's largest

vessels would te denied access to San Francisco, thus reduc-’

ing the effectiveness of the pért. In retuttal, witnesses
for the bridge district asserted that Strauss! figures were
minimum computations, and that during many hours of the day
the clearance would be éonsiderably higher. They also tes-
tified that the trend in ship building was away from the

high-masted ships.15

14, "Agenda for Fublic Hearing on the Golden Gate Bridge,"
June 9, 1937, Keeeling Papers; San Francisco Chronicle,
June 8, 13, 1930. '

15, San Francisco Chronicle, July 1, 2, 1930,
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The hearings were completed by the Qirst week in
July, and for the remainder of the month thg War Department
reviewed the-testimony. In August, the Secretary of Wa55
Patrick J. Hurley, 1§sued a ruling rejecting the protest of
the local shigping industry and'approving the clearances as
proposed by the district. He gave the district permission
to proceed with construction in accordance with the plans
which had been sutmitted the previous April{16

With approval of the federal gcvekﬁment-the directors
were finally in a position to give unqualified endorsement
to the entire project. This they did in late August 1930,
when they published a three-volume.report on the final engi-
neering and geological surveye and traffic studfes. In this

report, the directors recommended that the voters of the

district approve a 335,000,000 bond issue for construccion.17

Board of Directors' Report
The publication cf the directors!? report was the
teginning of a hard-fought campaign to w;n'gdblic approval
for the multimillion-dollar bridge bond proposition. The

16. "Approval of Location and Flan of Bridge," Aug. 11, 1930,
signed by Patrick J. Hurley, Secretary of War, and Maj. Gen.
Lytle Brown, Chief of Engineers, U. S. Army, Keesling Papers.
The shipping interests desired clearances of 225 feet at

the piers and 250 feet at the center. The order from the

War Department set clearances at 210 feet at piers and

220 feet at center. Heights were based on mean higher

high water. -

(;;:) Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Vol. I: Rerort
the Chief Enrineer; Vol. 1I: Traffic Anaiysis; Vol IIT:

—— i

Engineering Plans (San Francisco, 1930).
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three-volume work presented exhaustive studies and, in the
minds of the directors, convinging proof that ‘a bridge Equld
and should be constructed. | )

In the engineering portion of the document Strauss
and the engineering board presented searching studies and
analyses of all structural problems, pérticularly those
which had been.brought into focus by the Joint Council of
Engineering Societies during the proteét hearings in 1927-28.
The most serious criticism leveled by the Joint Council had
been against the rock foﬁndations at thé site of the pro-
posed piers. To clear up this controversial péint Strauss
had hired a Minnearolis concern to make sixteeq diamond-drill
torings at the pier and anchorage sites. The results of this
investigation, said the chief engineer, ". . . conclusively
established the full sufficiency of the foundgtion conditions
at the site of the piers and anchorages for this structure."18

The cost of construction was likewise carefully re-
viewed by the bridge engineers in view of opposition charges
that the price would run upwards of $100,000,000. Strauss'
first estimate, made in 1921, was $17,000,0C0--minus interest
charges, administration costs, and contingencies; By 1927
this total had grown to $27,000,000, but this time it in-

cluded the engineering fees and interest on bonds;

Strauss, "Preliminary Engineering Réport," March 12,
930, Keesling Papers. The authority for this study was

Professor Andrew C. Lawson, former Dean of the College of
Mining, University of California, who made the report to
Strauss.,



63

In drawing up a revised cost sheet in 1950, Strauss
drew.upon the knowledge and gxperience of two mémbers of the
board of engiheers, 0. H. Ammann and.Leon S. Moisseiff. Be-
sides being consultants for the Golden Gate strugture, both
of these men were engaged in'building the 3,500-foot George
Yashington suspension bridge across the Hudson--Ammann as

chier.engineer and Moisseliff as a consulténﬁ. Using the

| George Washington bridge (as had Fope, Wing, and Fogelstrom
in 1927) as a basis for pricing the various units of work,
the New York engineers arrived at a final cost estimate of
$32,815,000 for the Golden Gate span.l® This figure, said
Strauss, included ", . . steel work, cables, foundations,
fenders, anchorages, flocr and sidewalks, railing architec-
tural treatment, lighting, plazas, oortals pylons, toll
houses, lateral roads--in other hords, the facilitv completn
in every detail, ready for traffic."” In addition, the esti-
mate provided for interest on bonds during the construction
period, engineering and general expenses, intgrest for the
first six months of operation and contingency items.zo

The second phase of the rerort stressed the economic
and social aspects of the undertaking. From the outset, the
bridge directors were keenly aware that one of the primé is-
sues in the hond election would revolve around the subject

of thHe "general prosperity." The fact that the nation's

19. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District Vol. I: Report
of the Chief Engineer, p. 71.

20, Ibid., p. 68.
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economy had undergone a-drastlc reversal since the time t
district was incorporated in December 1928 made it necessary
for éveryone, proponents and opponents alike, to reassess the
entire project. During the twenties when the Goléen Gate
bridge idea was'GVOJVing, prosberity was geheral.- Each year
the automobile industry established new production records
and the stock murket exuded confidence as well as profits.

But by the fall of 1930, when the bridge bonds were cubmitted

e

P

to the voters, prosperity had come to an abrupt halt--wages

had fallen, unempioxmenh.had.monnted,-and.the.national pro--

duction had sharnly dpclineg.?l

P

In'commending the bridge to the voters, the director
sought to convince the public that their tax doilars would

:_ nct have.to be used. Under the financial plan adopted, said
the directors, the bridge district would lend its credit
only, and reliahce would be placed in the demonstrated abil-
ity of toll bridges to retire their bonds. From é_study of
the Bay area'au:o-ferry traffic curves since 1920.and extrap-
olated to 1935 (the estimated date of operation for the
bridge), the bridge officials predicted that a daily average

of 5,870 vehicles would cross the span. This volume would

produce revenue sufficient to pay dperating expenses and

interest, to retire the bonds, and to build up a large sur-

plus. At the expiration of the forty year bond debt, the .
22 '

b bridge would be free.

S

Q:iii) farquie James and Bessie Rowland James, Biography of a
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To minimize further the taxpayers'! financial risk the
~

directors made an unusual commitment.’ They promised first to
seek bids on all brIEE;-;;;:;;:ls. If the copai of all con-
tracts came to more than the $35,000,000 bond issue, no con-
tracts would be awarded. Instead, the enﬁire project would

be recubmitted to the voters'.23

The directors! report noted many other economic rea-
sone why the span should be built. The bridge would be a
prime tourist attraction, bringing many thousands of tour-

istst dollars. The ferry sy tas described as inefficient

and wasteful. Also, th s/indicated that the rate .

of growth for the San Franc{sco Bay area during the twenties

—— —
was much lower than that for Los Angeles.zh

This latter point--the loss of populatibn leadership

to Loc Anpeles--was particularly irritating to civic-minded

citizens in San Francisco. At the end of the first decade

S

of the twentieth century, San Francisco had.a pppulation of
417,000 as opposed to 319,000 for Los Angeles. By 1920 the
balance of populatibn had shifted in favor of the southern

metropolis by 70,000 inhabitants. A decade later, the

Bank: The Story of the Bank of America (New York 1954),

LD o 305 306.
‘ GColden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Vol. I: Report

he Chief Engineer, pp. 37, 63.
Ibid., p. 24.
bid., p. 32; San Francisco Chronicle, May 22, 23,
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relatively small population advantage held by Los Angeles in
1920 had grown'to a convincing 600,000 lead.25 : |
The reason for San Francisco's poor showing in 1930,

said the bridge directors, was obvious. The accessibility

of the Los Angeles basin had led to the construction of

numerous highways into the area. Over these new highways

an ever-increasing number of automobiles brought thousands

of new residents and tourists into Los Angeles., As for San

Francisco, she was "bottled up," without direct rail or high-

Y or north, The onl e
slow an SErvice.

¥ .
In summing up their reasons for urging the electorate

to approve the bonds, the directors again referred to the
deepening deoression which confronted the Bay area. "The

immediate starting of the Golden Gate btridge," said the

directors,

is the contribution which San Francisco and the northern
counties can make toward the revival of business pros- -
perity, toward the furnishing of immediate work to
thousands of their own péople, toward the releasing
of millions of dollars to be t in the co :)

e completed structure will be an asset oI immeasur-
able value, not alone to the community itself, but to
the entire State of California.27

25. U. S., Bureau of Censusi Thirteenth Census of the United
States: 1°910. Population, I 149, 151; ibid., Fourteenth

Census of the United Statés;'i?ZO.' Ponﬁlat;on' I, 95, 184
ibid., Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930. "Popula-

tion, 1, 137, 14.

26. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Vol. I: Report
of the Chief Engineer, pp. 31-36.

(:§?> Ibid., p. 35.
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As in the case of many general elechidn;, a local

" The Bond Campaign

~ Issue oftentimes stirs up more discussion and debate than a
national problem. Such was the case of Fropo=ition 37, the
bridge tonds. By this time the bridge 1dé§'FZE"§'ISBg his-
tory during which many controversies had developed., Up to
this point all the crucial contests had bteen decided in
favor of the proponents. The state legislature, the courts,
and the federal government had all over;uled objections to
the structure. Now the proposal was tefore the people. If
a two-thirds "yes" vote was received by-the tond proposition,2/5
then a method of finahcing would be ascsured and cdnstruction
could berin. Otherwise phe entire ﬁrojeét would be delayed
indefinitely. '

To carry the case for a Golden Gate bridge to the

people, the district directors organized a srecial speakers!
bureau with a full-time director. Armed with a 350,000 cam-
paign fund the bureau supplied several speakers to Bay area
groups, in addition to purchasing radio time and placing
advertisements in local neWSpapers.za

Opposition to the bondc developed as soon as the M
bridge directors -announced their intention of placing the
bond issue on the November ballot. The local shipping indus-

. try renewed its attack on the project by urging that the

28, Golden Gate Bridge and H1gbway District, Board of Direc-
tors, Memorandum of Minutes, March 14, 1930; Sept. 16, 1930;
Oct. 8, 1930, Keesling Papers. (Hereinafter cited as "Golden
Cate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of Minutes.)



vertical clearance requirement be raised to 250 feet. In
letters to President Herbert Hoover, Sécrétary of VWar ﬁurley,
Mayor James Rolph of San Franbisco,'and to other loéaI,
state, and federal offi@iaIS'the shipping interests pressed
their point of view and in large advertiséments in Bay'area
newspapers, the shippers predicted that i1f the Golden Cate -
bridge were built as planned it ™. . . would destroy the -
effectiveness of the harbor and work serious harm to San
Francisco and its dependent territory."zg To support their
contention, the shipowners cited the example of the Brooklyn
bridge over New York's East River. This span; completed in
1883 at a height of 137 feet, was not ten years old when
most of the new chips then coming intp service ;ere compelled
to use the North-River on the other side of Manhattaﬁ.lsland.
Similarly, they said, it would not be long beforg several
ships of the world's growing maritime fleet would be denied
access to San Francisco Bay.BQ

One dissenting voice among the prominent Bay area

shipowners was Captain Robtert Dollar; president of the Dollar

—
Steamship Line. In an interview with two members of the

bridge directorate, Dollar maintained that the clearance

29, San Francisco Chronicle Sept. 23, 1930; Oct. 13, 1930;
Nov. 3, 1930; Francis V.'Reeéling, Daiiy Caléndar, Seﬁt. 23:
1930, keesling-?apers. - . .

30. "In this Golden Gate Matter, the Shipping Interests of
San Francisco are not 'Serene, Indifferent to Fatel'" A
brochure prepared by the Shipowners Association of the
Pacific Coast and the Pacific American Steamship Associa-
tion, San Francisco, 1930, Keesling Papers.
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proposed by Strauss was sufficient for modern shlbping. The N

ship executive was reluctant, howevef, to take an active ﬁéﬁ€= 

in the campalgn owing to strong otjections from his'competi-

tors. There also appeared to be pressure applied by officials

of his own company nét to do'so;al' “

Supporting tﬁe poéition of the shipowners was a group

of influential Bay area citizens, self-siyled the "Taxpayers'!
. P L iy

Committee Against the_Goldén Gate Bridre Bonds." Eight for-

Ter presidénts of the San Franciggg‘eg;;gs;-gT Commerce, who
had broken with the present chamber administration after the
latter had passed a resoiubioﬁ suprorting the bonds, took
.the lead in the formation of this organiza:ion., Setting up
offices in downtown San Francisco, the Taxpayers' Committee
adorted the clogan that a vote for the tond meant a vote for
hizher taxation. On the radio and in the newspspers, this
group emphasized the gro&ing weakness of the nation's economy
which made costly pfojects increasingly hazardous to finance.
They reiterated the charges made by the Joint Council of |
Engineering Societies in 1927 that the proposed pier founda-
tions were founded on faulty rock formations and that the
span would cost over $100,000,000. Further, the Taxpayers!
Committee stated chat; contrary to the claims of the propo-
nents, not all toll bridges were outstanding sﬁccesses.

Right here in the San Francisco Bay the San Mateo-Hayward

31, Keesling, Daily Calendar, June 26, 1930, Keesling
Papers; Ukiah (Calif.) Republican Fress, March 19, 1930;
San Francisco News, Nov. 3, 1930. '




70
bridge and the Dumbarton bridge both had lost money in their
first years of operation.3? . : :

Another organization to raise its voice against the
bridge was the influential Commonwealth Club of California.
In a report presented to the club in October 1930, the sec-
tions on Harbor Development and State Highways reversed the
pro-bridge stand taken by the same committees in 1925. In
their latest analysis of the Golden Gate project, the Common-
wealth Club sections concluded that, while the bridge was

desirable, it was. an inopportune moment to begin construc-

tion. Several oﬁher public developments, such as the San

— . .
Francisco~Oakland Bay bridge, should take precedence. Fur-

a—

ther, the Commonweslth Club report argued that‘thg district
. planners bad left too manj questions unanswered. More in-
vestigations into the foundation problem as well as a closer
study of probable bridge reven in vieﬁ of the worsening
economic situation were neede
: Odtside of the three o zations.juét mentioned,
a few promineﬁt citizens publicly opposed the bridge. Note-

worthy aﬁong this group was M. M. O'Shaughnessy, the San

Francisco city engineer. FoF';';;n who had once been one of
the bridge's strongest supporters, O'Shaughnessy's opposition

role at this time presented a paradox. From 1917 through the

32. San Franeisco Chronicle, Oct. 13, 24, 28, 1930; Nov. 1,
1930,

éé:» Commonwealth Club of California, "The Golden Gate
dge,"” Transactions, XXV (San Francisco, Oct., 1930),

293-319,
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middle twenties, the city engineer could be seeé and heard
advocating the construction of a Colden Gate span. Towards
the end of the decade, however, O'Shaughnessy began to enter-
tain doubts as to the financial wisdom of the venture. The
onslaught of the depreésion, plus the fact that the Hetch-
Hetchy water projectJL had already cost many miilions more
than anticipated, brought him to cppose the bridge.35 In
addition to O'Shaughnessy, a few San francisco citizens
- opposed the span on aesthetic grounds. Such a structuré_of
steel and mortar, they said, would permanently disfigiire one
of Nature's most perfect pictures--the Colden Gaté.36

Supporters of the bridge movement were aumerous and
very active. The sources of strength were the szme as be-
fore--the newspapers, business and civic cluts, local gov-
erning officials, -and the majority of the motorists. The
San Francisco Civic League of Improvement Clubs and Associ-
ation, for example,icalled a membership meeting in September
at which proponents and opponents of the proposed Golden
Gate span were invited té present their arguments. After

receiving new assurances from the War Department that the

34. Supra, p.-3.

35. San_Francisco Chronicle, Sept. 19, 1930; San Francisco
News, Oct, 13, 1930; May 16, 1931. _

36. San Francisco News, Nov. 1, 1930. One prominent Bay
area citizen who opposed the bridge on the grounds that it
would mar the natural beauty of the area was Gertrude Ather-
ton. Nearly ten years after the completion of the structure
she still was of the same mind. See Gertrude Atherton, My
San Francisco (New York, 1946), p. 48. :
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bridge clearances would permit the passage of all shipping,

the league members voted to give the bridge bonds thelr full
37 |

support.

The Sén Francisco_Chambef of Commerce, after a pro-
longed internecine struggle between the "transportation
interests" and the incumbent administration, came out in

32 The 1ocal labor movement, repre-

support of the bends.
sented in the San Francisco Lator Council, the Building
Trades Council, and the Bay Counties District Council of
Carpeaters called Froposition 37 the most important issue
on the November ballot. In their opinion, its passage meant
work for a large numter of unémployed laborers.39

In addition tec these groups, the Califdrnia State
Automebile Association, the San Francisco Notor Car Dealers!
Association, the Redwocd Empire Association, Marvelous Marin,
and appfoximateiy twenty other prominent veterah, civic, and
bocster clubs in the six-ccunty district contributed thou-
cands of dollars in subport of the campaign.

Throﬁghout September and into October the bond cam-

paign had followed the pattern of previous bridge debates,

37. Telegrams, James P. Sweeny, president, Civic Clubs, to
P. J. Hurley, éecretary of War, Sept. 13, 1930; Hurley to
Sweeny, Sept. 17, 1930, Keesling Papers; San Francisco Chron-
icle, Sept. 26, 19307 ' |

38. "Report of the Bridge Committee of the San Francisco
Chamber of Commerce on the Results of the Investigation of
the Proposed Golden Gate Bridge," Oct. 2, 1930, Keesling
Papers. .

39. San Francisco Chronicle, Oct. 10, 1030; Santa Rosa Press .
Democrat, Oct. 29, 1930, ' ' |
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with such subjects as the economiec and structural feasibility
being argued most frequently. Towards the middle of October,
however, a more evxplosive issue was injected into the cam-
paign. At this time, newspapérs and bridge officials began
wondering out loud about the sources of suppert for the tax-
payers' committee opposed to tﬁe rassage of the bornd propo-
sition. Many of thé bridge'é backers suspected that the
twenty-five names that appeared on the tax committee's
political advertisements were merely a front for other
interests. Some of the newsparers surgested that the power
behind the Taxpavers!' Committee Against the Golden Cate

Bridce Bonds was the Southern Facific-Golden Gate Ferries,

the company that had controlled and operated the ferry -
lines across the Golden Cate since 1929. This conclusion
led these same journals to accuse the Southern Facifie
Company--the major stockholder in the ferry line--of master-
minding the entire'opposition.ho Throughout the remainder
of the election campaign, the newspapers belabored the
railroad-ferry interest for obstructing the progress of
the bridge."1

| Up to the time of the bond election, the ferry compa~
nies and the Southern Facifie Company had said little on

the subject of Bay bridge crossings. At the Santa Rosa

40. San_Francisco Chronicle, Oct. 13, 1930; Nov. 3, 1930,

L1. San Francisco Call-Bulletin, Oct. 24, 27, 1930; San
Francisco News, Oct. 9, 13, 1930: Sausalito News, Oct. 17,

- 1930,




meeting in 1923, the president of the Golden Gate Ferry
Company, H. E. Speas, had spoken in favor of a span across
the channel. Two years later in 1925, the Southern Pacific
went on record as opposed to the constrdctidn of the San
Francisco-Oakland Bay bridre. Following these incidents,
however, neither the ferry company nor.the'Souchern Pacific
'hai taken a oub11c stand on the tridge issue.

The extent of the intervention of the railroad-ferrv
combination was not resnlved during the course of the camn-
paign or thereafter. Clearly, however, a tone of bitternes=
had crept into the discussions as the bridge surporters be-
came daily more ccnvinced that the Scuthern Facific was

covertly opresing the bridee. Said the Santa Rosa Press

Derocrat on the eve of the election: "Ko element, however
wealthy, can step the building of the tridge. They may

delay but never prevent."az.

Caught in the middle of this campaign was the mo-

. torist who found the traffic jams at the ferry terminals the
worst since the problém first developed in the early twen-
ties. This in spite of the fact that the two ferry companies
that had operated over the Golden Gate in the twenties--the
Northwestern Pacific Railroad and the Goldgn Gate Férry
Company--had merged in 1929 in order to provide improyed

ser'vice.l‘3 On the Labor Day weekend preceding the November

L,2. Santa Rosa Press Democrat, Oct. 31, 1930.

43. Harlan, Sausalito News, Feb. 27, 19&1{' The new line was
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elecﬁion, for ékample, over 86,000 vehicles were fefried |
across various parts of the Bay. On the final night of this
three-day weekend, an outsized traffic jam developed on the
Marin side, with cars backed up approximately fifteen miles
from the ferry slib at Sausalito: It was well past midnight
before the last weekend tourisﬁ was returned to the Hyde
Street terminal in San Francisco.gh_ :

The electorate pave the bridge district an overwhelm-
ing victory with a margin of better than three to one. In
Marin and Sonoma counties the vote for the'thds was eight to
cre, which was an indication ¢f the widespread entlusiasm for
the rroject in the northern counties. In Santa Rosa, the
nighs foilowing the election, an impromptu "viclory celebra-
tion" wis held as a crowd estimated at 5,0CC assembled to
hear speeches by the chief engineer, Stréﬁss, and Santa
Rosa's own bridge director, Frank P. Doyle. Construction
of the bridge and employment for a large number of workers,

said Strauss, were only a very few months in thé‘future.hs

: Summary

Sustained by court decisions, apprpved by thé federal
government, and supported by public opinidn, the Golden
Gate Bridge and Highway District by 1930 had emerged.as

called the Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd., a
subsidiary of the Southern Pacific Company.

k4. San_Francisco Chronicle, Sept. 3, 1930.

k5. Santa Rosa Press Democrat, Nov. 5, 6, 7, 1930; San Frxn-
cisco Chronicle, Nov, 6, 193 0. The final’ count was 5,05

in favor of bonds; 46, 95& against. :




T
an effective public agency, preparedigq:Qrécegd with the
construction of the bridge. Since '21‘92'j',"r';'::v.hén ‘the bridge act
was passed, the state 1egi$1atﬁre had enacted into law two
amendments. In both 1nsfances iﬁportant_changes were ef-
fected to meet the pafticular requiremehbskof the proposed
bridge district. This friendly attitude on the part of Sac-
ramento was_fufther mapifested when; in 1929, the legislature
passed a validating act in wﬁich ail the proceedings relative
to the formation of the district (the 1924 agreemenc with the . .
War Department and the act of incorporation of 1928) were
acknoWledged and approved.lf6

. Likewise, the state and federal courts‘and the
national government gave the district their unqualified
support during the formative period. The courts declared
the district conetitutional and Washington, through the War
Department,-apéroved the bridge plans and also authorized
the construction of approach roads across the military res-

ervations which surrounded both bridgeheads;h7

4L6. Statutes of California, 48 Legis., Reg. sess., Chap. 87,
p. 165. In all, three amendments to the 1923 Bridge Act were
passed. The first, in 1925, gave San Francisco one-half of
the membership on the board of directors and provided for the
formation of a district made up of non-contiguous territory
(Del Norte County). See Statutes of California, 46 Legis.,
Reg. sess., Chap. 387, pp. 714-22. The second, in 1927, made
it mandatory to name the counties which were to constitute
the district. Also, the district could sue or be =sued by its
corporate name. See ibid., 47 Legis., Reg. sess., Chap. 344, -
pp. S74-75. The last change, in 1931, explicitly authorized
the use of tax money to pay the interest or principal on
bonds during the construction period. See ibid., 49 Legis.,
Reg. sess., Chap. 70, pp. 77-80. '

47. Santa Rosa Press_Democrat, Oct. 29, 1930.
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" The cohtinuous chain of victories, however, did not
leave the district withcut problemﬁ. The depression, benih-
ning to be severely felt in the BRay area, remained uppermost
in the minds of many leaders. Also, the shipping and rail-
road-ferry interests, in spite of setbacks, remained adamant

in their cpposition to the project.



CHAPTER IV
VESTED INTERESTS

Introduction
The Golden Gate tridre movement of the 1920's

culminated in the pacsace of the bond issue in November 1930,

During the 1920's, resicstance to the sran had been forming,
becominrs mere determined as the decade drew to a close.
This resistance fully crystallized ini1°31 and 1?32!as the

railroad-ferry moropoly sought to prevent the btuilding of

—

the tridre. The main iscues were the financial leosses the
—_—

ferry companies weould incur chkould the tridre be built and
the alleged threat to the district taxpayers now that the

voters had approved the 335,000,000 btond issue.

Calling for the Bids
In the wake of the convinéing bond victory, the
directors moved quickly to make arrangements for the letting
of contracts and marketing the bonds. To oversee construc-
tion and éxpenditure of funds, the board of directors estab.
lished a building committee with Director Francis V. Keesliﬁg

1

h (]
of San Francisco, chairman.” In accordance with their

1. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, Nov. 13, 1930; Filmer to Keesling, Dec. 12, 1930,
Keesling Papers. ' o

78
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campaisn pledre not to-exceed the $35,000,000-tond ceiling,
the building committee called uvpon Strauss to draw up a com-
plete set of plnns.For all units of work. Bids would then
be invited and the total cost determined;

Cririnally Strauss had planned to have the bridge
~drawings completed by January 1031 and to hiave construction
begin the following spring. Several large Eastern manuféc-
turing firms had expressed an eagrerness to bid on the prime S}ﬁv

bridee contracts for steel surerstruciure and cables as soon

N

ne they weore advertised. By January, however, Strauss was
convinced that asking for bkids would have to te delaved in
view of the encrmous task of drawing up all thke vlans in
alvance of construction. In addition, the ad;quacy of the
couth pier foundation-was again quest,io_ned.3
The foundation prctlem proved ié te cne of the

thorniest issues that the directors hai to face--past, cur-
rent, and future. This problem, originally broached by the
Joint Council of Engineering Societies of San Francisco in
1927, had been settled to the satisfaction of mest bridge
directors and a majority of the voters. PBut the rumblings
of disbelief persisted. In view of this. continued criticism,

the board of directors authorized another foundaticn study.b

2, Strauss to Meisseiff, Nov. 22, 1930; Moisseiff to
Strauss, Dec. &, 1931, Keesling Papers.

3. Board of Engineers to Board of Directors, Golden Cate
Rridre and Highway District, Jan. 21, 1931, Keesling Fapers.

., Golden Gate Bridpe and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, Jan. 22, 1931, Keesling Papers.
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To carry out this new investigation, a committee consisting
of Professor Andrew Lawson, consulting enrineer for the dis-
trict, and two prominent West Coast reolorists, Allan Sede-
wick of the University of Scuthern California and Robert'A;‘
Kinzie of San Francisco, wars formed.5

Strauss was confident that the new korings would con-
firm his belfef in the sufficiency of the foundations; thus
le proceeded teo draw up rlans based con his criginal piler
locations. By the middle of Harch his btridce drawings were
complete, and bide were called for in april. June 17, 1231
was set for the orening of ihe_bids.é 4s the Jure deadline
irproached, however, it was acparent that the three geol-
orists were not in accord as te their founda:{En findinge.
In May, Rotert Kinzie informed the tuilding committee that
the resulte of the new berings indicated that the rock ferma-
tions were not strong encurh tc meet construction require-
ments. Profescers Lawson and Sedawick, meanwhile, had
arrived at the oppesite conclusibn;7

Many directors feared that this controversy over the
bridre foundations would overshadow the original purpose of
the June 17 meeting. Farticularly were‘they apprehensive

concerning the reaction ¢f rrospective bidders to this

5. MacDonald to Kinzie, Jan. 29, 1931, Keesling Papers;
San Francisco Chronicle, Feb. 12, 1931,

6. Golden Gate Bridre and Highway District, Board of Engi-
neers, Minutes, March 12-20, 1931, Keesling Papers.

7. Kinzie to Keesling, May 7, 1931; Keesling, Daily Cal-
endar, May 7, 11, 1931, Keesling Papers.
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diveryence of opinion among the. experts. Some anxiety was

also exrressed over the attitude of George Cameron, bridge
—————— '

director and editor of the San Francisce Chronicle. Cameron

had teen responsible for the aprointment of Kinzie to the

board of ieologists jnvestiga:ihg the foundations.8

The Juné 17 meeting tecgan with presentation of the
geolopisse? findinge. In the majority rerort, Sedgwick and
Lawsen stated that the lates: torings fully supported pre-
vicus findings as to the adequacy cf the foundaticn rock rar
the south pier. As expected Kinzie discenzed virorcusly,
Rejectinr tre Kinzie statement, the directors aprroved the
majority report and proceeded to cpen the bids. The sun of
the lowest qualified bids on each of tre eleven contracts
came to nearly 33,000,000 less than the estimate presented
to the voters in Ncvember 1930.9

Tke meeting ended on an optimistic note. Fears that
contractors would refuse to bid on the rroject as 3 result
of Kinzie's unfavorablé findings never materialized. The
Chroniglg gave extensive coverage to the Kinzie dissent and
expressed some doubts as to the feasibility of the structu;g.

Within a matter of days, however, the Chronicle resumed its

cstrong defense of the projec e !

10

e

de&ifigggto proceed with this great civic undertaking.

LA
;
LR

1, Kéesling, Daily Calendar, May 14, 27, 1931; June 5,
1931, Keesling Papers; San Francisco News, June 11, 1931
9.

Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum af;?
Minutes, June 17, 1931, Keesling Fapers. : :

10. George Cameron, in his dual capacity as bridre direc&?r
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This would have been the end to the story of the
original contract bids except for one unusual episode which
occurred prior te the opening of the bids in June. FEntirely
unsolicited by the building committee, a large engineering

firm rroposed that it undertake the construction of the en-

tire bridge, including the disposition of the $25,000,000

bond issue. In urging their offer, the company pointed out

that the bridge directors could avoid many of the pitfalls

encountered in negetiating separacé contracts and selling

tke btonds piecemeal.l1
The tuilding committee studied the plan and heard

further explanations from company répresentatives. From

the ocutset, however, they were not faverably dfsrosed to

a single, lump-sum offer. Much preiiminnry work, reaconed

Keesling's committee, such ns the_pfeparétion of plans and

advertisements for bids, had been accomplished already.

Also the roles of many administraﬁive officials employed

by the district weuld have to be redefined. Lastly, in view

of the declining prices of materials and labor, it was genere

ally accepted that the bridge could be constructed for

and editor of the Chronicle, was a target of much abuse
during the so-called Kinzie affair. OSome of the bridge
directors, particularly chairman Keesling of the building
committee and a few of the local newspapers, became quite
exercised over the adverse publicity the br{dge‘received in
the columns of the Chronicle. See Keesling, Daily Calendar
for months of May and June 1931; San Rafael Independent,
June 19, 20, 193{.

11. B-L Engineering Company to Board of Directors, April 22,.
1931; May 20, 1931, Keesling Papers. The B-L Engineering
Company was composed of H. M. Byllesby and Company of Chi-
capo and New York, Loveland and Company of San Francisc¢o and
Chicago, and Loveland Engineers, Inc., of San Francisco.
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considerably less than ﬁhe 335,000,000 figure. From every
vantage point,.ahe bhilding committee concluded, the district
would profit by proceeding éccording to construction plans.
On the basis of the committee's recommendation, the bridge
directers turned down the bid, thus bringing to a cloce the

incident of the dramatic offer.12

Marketing the Bonds

Intimately joined with the problem cf letting con-
struction contracts was the need to market the bonds. A
committee chzrred with the responsibility of rreparing the
bonds for sale was appeinted in November 1030.13 To assist
this committee on financial policies and rrocegures, twe bhend
specizlist firme were hired, one from the East coast and one
from the Vest coast.lb

ifter studyins the requirements of the district, the
bond committee decided to offer §6,000,C00 in the initial

sale, with emaller blocks to follow as the need arose. In

——

Franciscce Chronicle, May 21, 1931. The only voice ralse
support of the offer was the Marin Board of Supervisors.

12. Keesling to Filmer, May 12, 1931, Keesling Fapers; San
d in

13. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, Nov. 13, 1930, Keesling Papers.

14. Ibid., Dec. 10, 1930. The Western firm was Orrick,
Falmer, and Dahlquist of San Francisco. The Eastern company
was Masslich and Mitchell of New York. Chester B. Masslich
was not unknown to some of the bridge officials. In 1916,
the Eastern bond consultant had come to San Francisco on
tehalf of a buver who was interested in the Marin Municipal
Water District bonds. Masslich's opinion, in support of

the lepality of these bonds, plaved a significant role in
promoting the successful sale of the securities. See Harlan
to Keesling, Feb. 13, 1930, Keesling Papers. :
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querying various financial houses7throughoyt the nation,
however, it became apparent that resurgent criticism of the
foundations plus worsening economic conditions had made the
bridre bonds unattractive from an investor's point of view,

Because of this noticeable resistance on the part of the

investment houses, Masslich and Mitchell, the Fastern tond
corsultants, suggested to the committee that a court test
was needed to remcve doubt as to the legality of the bonds,
There had to be the'positive assurance that, if the tridge
failed, the taxpayer would be requnsible for redeeming the

15

investor's dollar.

This sugrestion, first made in January of 1931,
brought forth a prompt rejection from the dire%tors. To
bfing the matter before the courts at this juncture might
possibly delay the btridge for many months, if not years,
since it would give the opposition:an opportunity to inter-
pose legal bbjeccions.16

The date set.for opening tond bids was July &, some
three weeké after the opening of bids on the work contracts.
As the date drew near, pressure to bring about a iegal test
case ﬁounted. fhe-directbrs, hcwever, remained adamant

and optimistically predicted that several bond bids would

be forthcoming, the demand for a favorable court ruling

15. Keesling, Daily Calendar, Jan. 29, 1931, Keesling
Papers.

16. Ibid., Feb. 2, 3, 1931; March 18, 1931,
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notwithstanding.l7 To pgive further substance to their stanﬂ,
the directors pointed to the latest amendment to the bridge
act. In this statute, passed in March 1931, the State vali-
dated all steps taken by the district in connection with the
issuance of bonds. In addition, the act specifically author-
ized the levying of taxes within the bridge district to pay
prinqipal and interest on the bonds during construction as
well as after completion.18 |
Contrary to their prognostications, only one offer
was made when the directors opeﬁed the bids in July. The
offer, submitted by a San Francisco financial house, étated
nplainly that before they would agfee to market‘the 36,000,000
bond issue, it would be necessary to obtain a ruling from the-
California State Supreme Court upholding the legality of the
bonds. In additiorn, they reserved the right to call in
engineers of their own choosing to study the pier foundation
problem. The bid also provided for the cancellation of the
offer by the investment company any time before delivery of
the bonds. This last proviso was necessary in view of the

weakening bend market.19

p——

The terms of the offer were unacceptable to the

directors, thus the bid was rejected. A few days later, a

17. San Francisco Chronicle, June 20, 24, 1931; San Fran-
cisco Examiner, July 7, 1931.

18, Statutes of California, 49 Legis., Reg. sess., Chap., 70,
pp . 77‘80 .

19. GColden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, July 8, 1931; Keesling, Dally Calendar, July 8,
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sacond offer was tendered, this time by an investment ayndi»g
cate headed by Bankamerica Company of California. The terms

,——-ﬂ"—'/—' —
of the bid were almost identical to the first offer, with the

proviso for a court ruling remaining basic to the signinﬁ el
a firm contract. In face of this solid wall of resistance 3
from the financial houses, the directors had no choice but
to seek court arproval of thke tonds. Thus, the directbrate
accepted the Bankamerica offer aﬁd directed the district
cecretary, W. W. Felt; to endorse the bonds over to the

syndicate. By pre-arrangement with the board, Felt refused

to do so; whereupon, the district asked for a writ of mandat~

to compel the secretary to fulfil his official duties.20

LY

The Litigation is Renewed

In the cace of Golden Gate Bridre.snd Highwav Dis-

trict v. Felt (214 C 30%; 1031), thre last phase of the legal

battle was joined. During the next twelve months the
railroad-ferry interests challenged the legality of the
Eonds'and the right of the district to levy and collect
taxes. Also, they again raised the question of the consti-
tutionality of the Bridge Act of 1923. _
The cornstitutionality of the bfidge district had been

clearly established in the earlier court decisions beginning

1931, Keesling Papers; San Francisco Chronicle, July 9, 1931,

20. San Francisco Examiner, July 9, 1931; Golden Cate Bridge
and Highway District, Memorandum of Minutes, July 16, 1931
Keesling Papers. The bord syndicate consisted of Bankamerica
Company, R. H. Moulton Company, and the American Trust

Company.
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in 1926 with Doyle v. Jordan. In 1929, the California State

Supreme Court. in the case of ¥heatley v. Superior Court had

reaffirmed the validity of the bridge district. In the case

now pending hefore the courts, the district sought legal
confirmation of those portions of the Bridge Act of 1923

which gave them the right to levy taxes and to gell tonds.

Amici Curiae

Rridre Fresident Filmer hoped that <he case would be
adjudicated swiftly and that a decision would te reached by
early Septerbter 1921, in time to save the tids on the con-

21. The first indication that the bridge

tracte and bonds.
dissrict would tecome involved in extended litigation came
in August when a San Francisco law firm anceared tefore the
court in behalf of "unnamed taxpaversc" ?equesting that the
suit be dismissed. 'When, in September, it was discovered
that the Southern Facific-Golden Gate Ferries headed the
list of ninety-three unnamed taxpayers, several other organi-
zations entered petitions protesting the maneuver. By the

‘time the case came up for trial in Novemter, the numter of

anici curiae (friends of the court) had grown to five. The |

ferry company sought to oppose the bridge district; the

remainder--the city and county of San Francisco, the San

21. Under terms set down by the directors in July 1921, the
district had six months in which to sign a contract with the
lowest qualified bidder. On the other hand, tke tond bid
submitted by the syndicate headed by Bankamerica had to bte
approved by the district within four months, by Novemter 16,
1931. See Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Memoran-
dum of Minutes, July 16, 1931, Keesling Papers.
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Francisco Chamber of Commerce, the Métropoliﬁan Water District
of Southern California, and Los Angeles County~-appeared in

22

behalf of the bridre district. The interest of the South-

ern California groups had teen prombted by the fact that the
1212 enabling act making possible the estabtlishment of water
districts was similar in language to the Bridge Act of 1923,
Thus, reasnned the Metroprolitan Water District of Southern

California, if the bridpe tonds were declared illegel, the

precedénée would have.been established for overthrowing the
constitutionality of their bond issug.23

In opening arguménts tefore the California State

v —— e s o

Supreme Court, the ferry company charged that the action

brought Ly the bridge directors arainst W. W. Felt was ficti-

‘ticus and collusive and therefore should bte summarily dis-

missed.ZL The ferry company also challenged the legality

of the bonds and the right of the district to levy taxes.

—The statutory changes brought about ty the 1931 amendment
passed by the state legislature made substantial changes in
the conditions authorizing the sale of bonds and the levying
of taxes. These cbanges,'said the ferry company, 1nva11dabed.

the bonds. Finally, they questioned the legality of the

22. San Francisco Chronicle, Aug. 21,-1931; San Francisco
Call-Bulletin, Aug. 29, 1931; San_Francisco Examiner,
Nov. <6, 1931, '

23. Marin Journal, Dec. 10, 1931.

24,. The San Francisco legal firm representing the ferry
company was McCutcheon (Edward J.), Olney (Warren Jr.),
tannon (J. M. Jr.), and Greene (A. Crawford).
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district by presenting evidence which indicated that the
number of signatures on the petition, which in 1925 brought

San Francisco into the district, was insufficient.

In a sweeping eicht-to-one decision the California

——————rtmns - s e i S

State Supreme Court ruled against the ferry company. A re-

<

count of the sipnatures on the petition from San Francisco

revealed that there were fewer names than required by law.
Mowever, said the high court, this irregularity could no
lonser be arrued since sutsequent judicial decisions had
removed all doubte as to the constitutionality of the dis-
rrict. In reference to the amendment of 1731, which specifl-
ically authorized the district to levy taxes for the payment
~f principal and interes: during the construction reriod,
the changre did not alter thre conditicns under which the

bonds had treen authorized. Finally, stated the majority

decision, the bridge district was a quasi-municipal corpora-
______—————-‘

tion, erected to tenelit the entire state; thus under the

q— —

rrovision of the bridge act, it had the power to assess a
e 52 .

feneral tax. |
”—__———_ﬁgth the decision in the Felt éase, every important
provision of the enabling act had been reviewed by the Cali-
fornia State Supreme Court and found to be valid. Taking.

the only course remafning to them the opposition, on Novem-

ber 28, filed an appeal in the Federal District Court of

Appeals in San Francisco asking that the directors be

25. Golden Gate RBridre and Hirhway District v. Felt, 214 C
308 (1931) .
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. restrained from selling the bonds. .Grounds for the sult lay
in éﬂallenging the validity of the taxing power of the dis-
trict under the due process clause of the United States Cone-
stitution. The sult was entered in ﬁhe name cf the Garlaﬂd'
Company of San Francisco. The Southern Pacific-Golden Gate

26

Ferries was not mentioned.

Railroad-Ferry Interests Attacked

Py tke time the anpezl was announced, the public was
much less interecsted in the legal prinéiples esroused than in
the nazes and motives of the opposition. From the outset of
the court action in the summer of 1931, the pro-tridge forces
had maintained that the Scuthern Facific Company and twe of
ire cutsidiaries--the Korthwestern Facific Railrcad and the
Southern Pacific-Golden Gate Ferries--were resrensible for

financing and directing the case égainst the bridge.

In 1931, the Southern Pacific was enly two decades

removed from an éra in which her officfals and her treasury

P

had exercised a controlling inrluencé‘over Califernia poli-

tics. In 1910, mainly through the efforts of Hiram Johnson,
tgg_gzuthern Pacific.was forced to abolish fte political
slush fund and to withdraw from the political arena. Even
so, their monopoly on local rail aﬁd ferry transportation in.
the San Francisco Bay area remained absolute. North of the
Golden Cate, for example, the Northwestern Pacific supplied

Marin and other North Bay counties with rail transportation.

26, San Francisco Examiner, Nov. 29, 1931.
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Since 1929, the Southern Pacific-Golden Gate Ferries held a
monopoly on the ferry route across the éhannel.27

After the bond election in November 1930, many bridge

proronents felt that the Southern Pacific interests were
crerating covertly to disrupt the proceedings of the bridpge
district in order to protect their investments, Thus, when
the "unnamed taxpayers" petitioned the courts in Aupust 1931
to have the bridre district's suit dismisced, many newspapers

openly attacked the railroad-ferry group. The San Rafael

Independent and the Ukiah Republican Fress charged that the

Southern Pacific-Golden Gate Ferry Company was attempting to

2
destroy the tridce dis't,rict.“8 The San_Francisco Newg, in

a front-page letter to the Southern Facific, asked the com-
rany to sdmit to complicity in this latest maneuver.‘9 The

Sausalito News charged that the anti-bridge litigation of

the ferry company and the Northwestern Facific were prolong-
ing the depression in the Bay region, since their stand had
forced postponement of ccnstruction.30

Public indignation towards the railroad-ferry inter-

ests mounted rapidly following the November announcement that

27. Wilson and Taylor, Southern Pacific, pp. 119-20, 172,
197'98 '3

28, San Rafael Independent, Aug. 14, 1931; Ukiah Republican
Fress, Aug. 16, 1931, : : : | _

29." San_Francisco News; Aug. 17, 1931.

3J0. Sausalito News, Aug. 21, 1931. In the same editorial
the News sugpgested that the Southern Pacific~Golden Gate

Ferries should change the motto on their ferries from "We Care

a Great Deal What Our Patrons Think of Us," to "The Public be
Damned 1" : : '
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the decision of the California Scapé Supreme Court would be
appealed through the federal ccurts. Most of the business
groups, civic organizations, and booster clubs that had sup—
rorted the bfidge in the past entered the fray. The San
Francisco Chamter of Commerce, for éxnmplc, in addition to
hiring legal counsel to help defend the district in court,
distributed broadsides in which they ccndemned the legal
machinations of the Southern Pacific.31 The NMotor Car
Dealers' Ascsociation of San Francisco passed a resolution
condemning the railway company, cha:ging that the Southern

Pacific had already cost the taxpayér several hundréds.of
thousands of dollars in litigaiion and lost bond premiums.
This unkarpy set of circumstances, concluded the resolu-
tion, placed the ". ., . Southern Facific, the Southern
Facific-Golden Gate Ferrjes, Ltd., and tﬁe Northwestern
Facific in the light of public enemies;"Bz

In Decembter, the puﬁlic sougst additional ways and
—
means to retaliate against the "bridge busters' brigade"--as
one newspaper referred to the railroad-ferry interests.
Early in that month 2 group of citizens organized the Golden

Gate Bridge Associaticn with the avowed purpose of directing

a mass btoyccott against the Southern Pacific.33 Frank C.

o

pE——_

11, "A Statement from the San Francis¢o Chamber of Com-
merce: The Golden Gate Bridge," Aug. 26, 1931, Keesling

Papers.

32. San_Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 2, 1931,

33. This organization was not connected with "Bridging of
the Golden Gate Association" formed in 1923 at Santa Rosa.
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MacDonald, precident of the San Francisco Labor Council and
a strong proponent of the bridge, was elected chairman of the-

proup. Many civic leaders, particularly {rom the North Bay
Iy 3

counties, joined the movement.

This wave of anti-Scuthern Pacific feeling came to a
climax at a public meeting called by the California State
Automobile Asscciation to hear both'sides of the argument.
Instead of being a fact-finding meeting, however, it turned
into a "Southern Pacific baiting bee," the great majority of
the reople present being aviZ bridge surporters. ‘'hen a
resolution was introduced corndemning the Scuthern Pacifie,
the chairman refused to entertain it, stating that it was
tevond the scope cof the meeting. Aimid cries of nearly 400
bridre suppo}ters brofesting the ruling, the chairman ab-
ruptly adjourned the gathering. As he étepped dovin frem the
rostrum, his place was promptly taken by MacDonald, the newly
appointed head of the Golden Gate Bridre Association, who
caveled the meeting back to order.

By the conclusion of the ‘gathering, resolutions had
been passed and sent to Governor James Rolph and other state
and local officials asking them t6 use their influence to
- persuade- the Southern Pacific to withdraw their legal oﬁjéc-"
tions to the bridge. As far as implementing a btoycott, how-
~ever, the btridge associationvfailed-to make any headway at

this time or in the mcnths to follow.. The depression, the

34. San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 3, 4, 8 1031 Santa Rosa
Press_Democrat, Dec. 3, 1931 Marin Journai Dec. 10, 1931,
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fact that the Southern Pacific had a virtual monopoly over
rail transportation in California, placed the businessman and
average citizen in a position of cohpletc'dependence on the
railroad. The individual stood to lose considerabtly more

35

than the large corporation.

Railroad-Ferry Interests Reply
Officials of the railroad and ferry companies had not
rublicly expresesed themselves on the ceniroversvy. As the
charges against the railroai-ferry interests tecame more
rointed, however, the directors of the trancsportation com-
ranies presented their arguments to the putlic. Faul Shoup,

13 - . st
rresident of the Southern Facific, issued a statement early

./ " \
in December 192) categorically cdenying the charge that his

—

company or the h

ent litigation before the federal court, or had even sup=-

ported it. Instead, he placed the responsibility on the

- Garland Company, in whose name the present suit had been

appealed, and on the minority interests within the Southern

Pacific-Golden Gate Ferries.3®

A short time later, S. P, Eastman, president of the
Sp— S

rgzzz_sgmggny, came forward with his view of the entire con-

troversy. He denied any collusion between his company and

35. San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 11, 1931; Santa Rosa Fresgn
Democrat, Dec. 11, 1931, '

36. San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 5, 1931. The Scuthern
Pacific owned 5% of the stock in the Southern Pacific-Colden

Cate Ferries.
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the Garland Company. Hewever, he did state that his company

was oepposed to the bridge, giving as his reason that the tax-

payers in thre district were ultimately responeible for the

bonds.| Ee went on to observe that if the Golden Gate bridge \

were placed under the California Toll Bridge Authority,

thereby relieving the district taxpayers of direct responsi-~

tility, he would ". . . firmly recommend to my toard of

directors and other interested taxpayers that all litipgation
immediavely cease."37 |
f’

'The bridge directors were prompt to refuse Eastman's .

auid rro cuo. To place the bridge under the Toll Bridge

tuthority w-uld mean that funds would be ralsed through the

. . . A
sale c;/;evenue bcndsv/anstead of bonds secured bty the taxing

rower of tre district., ‘At that time, feyehue tonds were a
drug on the market; thus to put the bridge under the state
wouid mean that cohstruction would be delayed indefinitely.
Such a move, said the directors, would undouttedly prolong
the profits of the ferry cempany, but it could hardly te

38

considered in the interests of the general public.

Rounting anti-Railroad-Ferry Attacks
In spite of assurances from the presidents of both
the railroad and the ferry companies that their organizations

were not partisans favoring the litigapjon, public suspicion

37. Itid., Dec. 14, 1931.

<§§> Keesling to Burkhardt, Dec. 19, 1931, Keesling Papers;
3h Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 22, 1931; Marin Journal,
Dec. 24, 1931, | '
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of their activities continued to grow. lIn Marin County,
where anti-Southern Pacific sentiment was running especially )
hirh, a group of citizens sponsored and incorporated a new
ferry company to run competicion with the existing line

across the Golden Gate.-2 In San Francisco, the Board of

Supervisors also took direct action. On December 22, 1931,

they ordered the full force of their legal machinery into the

battle on the side of the bridge district. In particular,
the city attorney was directed to investigate the franchise
of the ferry company to determine whether or not there had
been any violations which would bé caucse for revoking their

license.ho .

Simultaneous with these developmeﬁts cane the sugges-
tion from the newly formed Golden Gate Bridge Association and
a leading newspaper editor that leghl proceedings be initi-
ated against the Southern Facific in'ordef to recover puni-
tive damages resulting from the delay in selling the bonds.l"1

In an atmosphere charged with threats and recrimina-
tions, the possibility of bringing the matter to a quick,

amicable solution grew dimmer with each passing day. Neither

side showed a disposition to back down. From the mayor's

39. Marin Journal, Jan. 7, 1932; Feb. 4, 1932; San Rafael
Independent, Dec.'il, 1931. . ,

40. San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 2?, 1931; San Francisco,
Board of Supervisors, Proceedings, XXVI (1931), 3320-83. -

L1. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, Dec. 16, 1931; W. N. Burkhardt, editor of the San
Francisco News, to Keesling, Dec. 29, 1§31, Keesling Papers.
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office in San Francisco, Angello J. Rossi proposed that the
two sldes.meet face to face in an effort to negotiate a
solution.t? | ’

The matter reached a crisis when the San Francisco
supervisors passed a resolution demanding that the ferry
company either spend several hundred thousand dollars in
improving and extending their Hyde Street ferry elip in San
Francisco or relocate the slip. The ferry company regarded
this maneuver as unglosced bribery and, in a letter to Mayor
Rossi; President Eastman stated his reaction to the implied
threat of the supervisors. The litigation, said Eastman,
whuld be drawn out indefinitely if San ?rancisco rersisted
in its plan to force the ferry company to make a choice be-
tween improving or removing ies Hyde street terminal, If
the threat were wit rdrawn, however, he promiced to do every-
thing possible to expedite the present. litigation. Thus,

arain, tre Southern Pacific—Colden Gate Ferries indicated

that its relationship to the present appeal before the fed-
eral courts was more than that of a qympathetic byqt:landex'.l‘3

The meeting proposed by Mayor Rossi was held early
in February. In the exchange which took place in the mayor's
office, representativee of the Board of Supervisors received
a promise from ferry officials to speed up the legal machin-

ery. In return, the supervisors agreed to_ehelve their -

2. San Francisce Chronicle, Dec. 18, 1931.
43. Ibid., Jan, 26, 1932,




resnlution to force the removal of the terminal. The ferry
cempany, however, did not renounce their right to appeal,
which meant that the litiration could éontinue for months,
if not years.hb
The trial before the Federal District Court in San
Francisco opened on February 16, 1932 with the Garland

Company and the Del Norte Compzny rlaintiffs, and Bridge

Fresident Filmer as defendant. During the course of the

‘¢

trial, Fresident Eastman of the Southern Pacific-Golden

G4Te Ferries took the stand where, under cross-examination,

e admitted to consicderably more then a community of inter-

est with the plaintiffs, Eastman stated that his cempany
LY

had been responsitle for the present litigation, although
not officially a party to it. He recalled that he had

written the Garland and Del Norte companies at the time

the counties were taking first steps towards formation of
the district. Hearing that the companies were opposed to
the district, Eastman sought (and was given) permission
to employ a lawyer in their behalf if and when the occasion
arose.,

Such a situation developed following the decision
of the California State Supreme Court in November 1931
overruling the protests of the ferry company. Rather than
risk further publié displeasure by appealing the verdict

in the name of the Southérn Pacific~Colden Gate Ferries,

L. Ibid., Feb. 4, 1932; San Francisco News, Feb. 3, 1932;
Keesling, bally Caiendar Peb 3, 1932 Keesiing Papers. .
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Kastman financed the appeal in the name of the Garland and

Del Norte companies.l‘5

The admission of complicity ignited another storm of
protest against the railroad-ferry monopoly. Observed the

Gan Francisce News: MTattered, flimsy, and transparent, the

last rag of the disguize donned by the Southern Pacific inter-
ests has been torn away and the company steps out into the
open at last as the instigator and author of the suits that

have blocked the terinning of work on the Golden Gate

vridge.n®

| The Bridge Waits

The delay tetween the court hearing ip February 1932
and the handins dowr of the judsment was a long and extremely
critical period for the bridge district. The danrer lay ﬁot
onlyv in the possitility of an adverse decision but also in
the lack of werking capital. The $470,000 that had been
raised through taxes levied in 1029 and 1930 was exhausted.
The additional foundation study made in early 1931, followed
by the e#tended litigation, completely consumed these tax
funds. By April 1032, the district was in debt to the extent
of 224,5,000, with regular monthly expenses running approxi-

mately $h,b00.h7

45. San Francisco Chronicle, Feb. 20, 1932.

6. San Francisco News, Feb. 20, 1931.

L7. San Francisco Examiner, April 20, 1932. (Information
_in this article was supplied by district auditor, John R.

Ruckstell.) '
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During the spring of 1932 many bridge officials began
to question the abiliby of the dirtrict to continue opera-
tions., Chief Engineer Strauss, for example, with his large
staff of highly pald aids and ccensultants, was faced with a
payroll he could not mcet; the Chicago éngineervhad given up
all outside business to concentrate on the Golden Cate span, -

and he had no prospect of other incc:me.l‘8

To meet this financial crisis, the directors proposed
two differing remedies. The first, and most obvious, was to

exercise their taxing pcwers and call for a third assessment.

This they did in July 1932, much to the dismay of San Fran-

cisco cfficials wko thought the move would te‘very unpcpular
in view of the worsening economic situation and the excessive
tax demands imposed by the Hetch-Hetchy project. A second
colution called for an appeal to the federal. government for
financial assistance through the recently established Recon-
struction Finance Corporation. If the latter plan were suc-
cessful, then the tax levy could bte resc.:inded.’49

As the directors were sﬁudying the possibi}ity of
federal aid, the district court handed down its decision.
The ruling held that the rights of the Garland and Del Norte
companies under the United States Constitution had not been
violated. The district was within tts legal rights to levy

taxes and to sell bonds.50

L8. Strauss to Filmer, March 22, 1932, Keecling Papers.

49. San Franeisco Examiner, April 21, 1931; Keesling, Daily
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The ruling, however, appeared to be a.Pyrrhic
victory. As the directors were considering steps to resume
nepotiations for the work contracts and sale of bonds, the
Southern Pacific-Golden Gate Ferries ahnounced that they

would appeal the verdict. They would take it to the United
51

“States Surreme Court, if rneed be. This announcement was

the occasion for another avalanche of anti-~-Jouthern Facific

opinien. The Ukiah Rerutlican Fress pleaded,

We poor taxpavers are fcoting the bills toth going and
coming. We are called uron to pay the bridge and high-
way district an extra tax on account of the delay in
retting the tridre started and at the same time con-
trituting to the fat fees the lawyers of the railroad
and ferry companies are [teing paid] in order to rro-
lonr the time when the btridpge will be built.

Everyvtime we buyv a railrozd or ferry ticket or pay
a freirkt bill we are contritmting toward the fight
arainst us on the bridre. We can't Lelp it. We are
hor-tied, as it were. e pay if we win and we pay if
we loce.b2

Suddenly, the ferry company announced that the arpeal
would be dropped. 'Iﬁ a carefully prepared statement, the
ferry president recounted his company's past and present
attitude toward the bridge. The project to span the Golden

Gate, said S. P. Eastman, was an ill-founded and ill-advised

Calendar, June &, 1932, Keesling Papers.

50. Garland Co. and Del Norte Co. v. Filmer, 1 F Supp 8
(1932} . -

51. San_Francisco Chronicle, July 17, 1932; San Francisco
News, July 18, 1932,

52. Ukiah Republican Press, July 27, 1932}h For other anti-
Couthern Facific opinion see Marin Journal, July 21, 1932
san_Francisco Chronicle, July 22, 1932,
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scheme which would be a great burden on the taxpayer. It
was for this reason alone that the ferry company had opposed
the bridge. However, he continued, in light of the fre-
quently exrressed allegation ﬁhat his company was opposing
the bridge because of tke financial benefit it would bring,
the Southern Pacific—Golden Gate Ferries had decided to
2bandon plans to aopeal.

In this decision, the ferry cempany feceived the
wrolehearted suppoert ef the Southern Facific. However, offi-
ciale of the railroaﬁ_company arain stated that the Scuthern
Facific w1s not then and never had been a party to the anti-
bridce litigation.”> ‘

| Irrespective of declared or uﬁdéclared intentions,
the tension was visibly relieved when the ferry company.an-
nounced its decision to drop the legal preceedings. The
accusations which had been'heaped on the Southern Facifie
and the Southern Facific-Golden Gate Ferries the past months
cuddenly ceased, and the bridge officials and the general

rublic looked forward hopefully to an early teginning of

bridze construction.

Summary
The last stage of the court struggle had been marked
by frequent denunciations of the Southern Pacific Company,

the Southern Pacific-Golden Gate Ferries, and, to a lesser

. San Francisco News, Aug. 10, 1932; San Francisco Chron-
le, Augo 10, 1932. ’ .

53
ic
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extent, the Northwestern Pacific Rallroad for their oprosition
to the project. The newspapers, bridge 6ff¥éialé, and the
reneral putlic were convinced that the railroad-ferry monop-
oly was interested mainly in their own investment and put
the interests of the Bay area secord. Suck a conclusion came
all the easier in vies of Southern Pacific's past domination
of state pelitics.

Throughout the extended reriod of litiration the
Southern Facific maintained that it never was a party to the
suits. Instead, the railroad company placed the full respon-
sibility on the minerity interests in the Southern Tacific-
Golden Gate Ferries. Whry, as the majority stockhelder, the
Southern Pazific cculd not have cverruled the ‘decisions of
the mineority rroup was never explaihed.‘ t was this obvious
anomaly which prompted much of tke anti-railroad campaign,
For their part, officials of the ferry company contended that
the Golden Ja-e bridee would bte a burden to the taxpayer and
sought, unsuccessfully, to have the pro-bridge decisions of
the lower courts overturned.

All contract negotiations came to a standstill,

awaiting a final outcome cf the court cases. As months

passed with no further action taken towards construction,

the district grew financially weaker; by the time the Federal

District Court's verdict was handed down in July 1932, the

bridge district had a deficit of over $200,000.

The unswerving perseverance of the bridge officials

during the extended trial period supplied the bridge movement
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with the needed impetus and leadership. Throughout this
agprravated period.or delay there was never a serious sugges-
tion, by the bridge officlals of supporteré, that the project
be disbanded or delayed. Instead the'bfidge lawyers arpgres-
asively contested and countered every move of the opposition.
In view of the latest pro-bridge court decision, the next
challenge to the bridge leadership was to re-establish the

district's credit and find a way to finance construction.



. CHAPTER V
THE CONSTRUCTION PERIOD, 1933-1937: FINANCING

Introduction |

The iast phase of the litigation, which centered
around the right of the district to levy taxes and float
bends, underscored the lasting importahce of the money prob-
lem. Throughout the twenties the financial plan for the
tridge was one of the strong seiling points of the tridge
rroporents. Accefding to thé_pfomdtééé; a small levy would
te msde on each-takpayer for the first:two yeats following
the incorperation of the district; then-reVEnue.frqm the_sal§
of bornds would eltmihate the need for éaditional taxatioﬁ;
After the bridge was opened, continuéd?the premoters, revenue
from the tolls would be more than adequate to meet the needs
of interest, bond retirement, and administration costs.

For the first two years, beginning‘in 1929, the
prescribed pattern was followed quite closely. Taxes were
levied and final engineering surveys were completed. Begin-
ning in 1?31, untoward events altered the construction
schedule. The need to make additional foundation studies,
plus the renewed litigation in July 1931 diverted fund;
that were required to complete the pre-construction plan-
ning. Of greater import was the fact that the economic
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collapse which began.in 1929 was bepginning to be seriously

felt on the West coast.

The Golden Gate DBridre and a Reconstruction

;//"\ Finance Corporation Loan

The bridre directors' decision in 1932 to seek a loan
from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation was but another
example of a grewing nation-wide movement on the part of
localities and states to turn to the federal government for
finsncial aid. The directors realized that their new tax
ascessment of July 1932 was unporular, particularly in San
Francisco where Mavor Angello J. Rossti had expressed strong
ofrosition. Further, the additional meonies raised by the
new levy would provide only a shert term solution to their
rroblems. “What was really néeded, conclhded the directofs,
was a financial plan enccmpessing the entire construction
prog;ram.1

The ReconStruction Finance Corporation was signed
into law by Fresident Hertert Hoover in January 1932. Its
original purpose was to lend money to railroads, banks, agri-
cultural agencies, and private industry needing emergency
support as a result of the depression. In June, the benefits
of the agency were extended to celf-liquidating projects,
owned and operated by public bodies. The Golden Gate Bridge
and Highway District, a quasi-municipal corporation es-

tablished under the authority of the California State

1. San Francisco Examiner, April 21, 1932; Keesling, Daily
Calendar, June &, 1932, Keesling Papers.
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Lepislature, was a publicly owned, self-liquidating project.z.

| When Director {also Congressman) Richard J. Welch
informed the district in the spting of 1932 that the law
establishing the Reconstruction Finance Cofporation might
be amended to include projects such as the Golden Géte span,
Chairman Francis Keesling of the building committee went to
Washington to jein Welch in preliminary loan -nerotiations.
Following a meeting with Generel Charles G. Dawes, head of
the Reconstruction'Finahce Corroration, the twe bridge offi-
cials returned to San Francisco optimistically predicting
that a loan would be f‘orthcoming.3 To_ihcrease the probs-
bility of a grant, Eastern firms holding tentative contracts
with the district were urged to make their views knéwn in
Washington. |
_ The submission of the formal application for federal
aid followed the court decision in July upholding the righﬁ
of the district to levy taxes and sell'bonds. In the re-
quest for funds, the district asked that the Reéonstruction

Finance Corporation purchase the entire'bond issue of

$35,000,000.4

2. U. S., Financing the Construction of Self-Liquidating
Fublie¢ Projects Through the Reconstruction Finance Cornora-
tion (Washington: U. S. Covernment Frinting Office, 1932).

3. Keesling, Daily Calendar, May 23, 1932; Welch to Strauss,
May 28, 1932, Keesling Papers; San Francisco News, July 24,

1932,
L. San Francisco_ News, Aug. 18, 1932.
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The San Francisco-Oakland'Bay'Bridge
and an RFC Loan

Until mid-summer 1932, prosrects for government help
arpeared encouraging, since the Golden Gate project seemed
pre-cminently qualified under the pfovisions of the Recon-

struction Finaﬁce_Corporation. These hores suffered a sharp

setback, however, when it became kncwn in July that prd;;;

nents of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay bridge had applied

for a similar grant.

L .

This was not the first instance in which the inter-
ests of these two huge Bay area projects had crossed. In
1721, both btridges had cempeted fer rpublic attention and

LY

support. In that contest the Golden Gate span emerged vic-
terious as plans for the Bay btridpe failed to materialize.s
The years to follow witnessed the continﬁed rrogress of the
Gelden Gate project while plans for a Bay crossing lan-

ruished., In 1926 and 1927 San Francisco scurht War Depart-

ment approval for the Bay bridge, but the Navy withheld

ConSent on Frounds That any bridge within the Bay would be

a danger to fleet mobilization.6

e 4

- In 1929, when Herbert Hoover succeeded to the Presi- .
dency, the plan for a Bay crossing underwent a renaissance.
Hoover, a long time friend and resident of the Bay region,

was sympathetic toward efforts to build the bridge and, as

5. Supra, pp. 19-21.

6. Robert Ridgway, Arthur N. Talbot, John D. Galloway,
Report of Board of Engineers: Transbay Bridre (San Francisco,
1 '

7277, p. 70.
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‘Secretary of Commerce (1921-1928), had vainly attempted to
ret military authorities in Washington and civiiian Officials
tn San Francisco to reconcile their differences.’

President Hoover announced--jointly with Governor
C. C. Young of Cnliforniﬁ--the appointment of‘é committee
to solve the problems associated with locating and designing
a Bay bridge. This committee, made up of federal, state,
nd military officials, tegan an immediate study. Thkeir
‘report, presented to the President and Governor in iugust
of 1930, stated that a Bay bridge was feasible and recox-
mended that the project te approved. Following federal con-
sent to construct the span, the California Legislature, 4n
1030, approrrlated $650,000 to cover initial construction
surveys. In the follewing year, the San Francisco-~Oakland
Bay Bridge division of the California State Department of
Fublic Works was orranized.8

Under the California Toll Bridre Authnrlty estab-

ot
lished in 1929, the Department of Public Works was empowered

to 1tsue revenue tonds to finance the Bay bridge. This typé

T;f financing had been successfully employed by the Port of
New York Authority in the construction of many of New York's [J
larger bridges. Since 1929, however, the bond market, par-

ticularly in reference to revenue bonds, had collapsed,

7. Herbert Hoover, The Memoirs of Herbert Poover Vol,., II:

The Cabinet and the Presidency, 1920-1930 {New lork 1952),
pp. 251-52,

8. San Francisco Daily Commercial News, San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge Edition, 1936.
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leaving the Bay bridge projecﬁiwithout visible means of
raising the Heééséﬁry capital. With the birth of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation aﬁd the grﬁnting of funds to
self;liquidattng projects, the state saw 1ts opportunity to
rescue the Bay bridge from almost certain financial.oblivion.

Thus Sacramento applied for a loan in July 1932.9
In view of President Hoover's active interest in the
.project, the San Francisco-Oz2kland 2ay tridge project was in
a favored positicn to receive federal aid. Hoover repeatedly
referred to the Bay bridge as an idedal example of a repro-
ductive public works which should qualify for federal aid
under the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act.lo In
‘addition to this encouragemeht, the tcard of en;ineers, which
kaj been appointed by the white House to process loan appli-
catiens, was headed by Professor Charles D. Marx, friend and

_ _ <__
cormer teacher of the Fresident while the latter was a stu-

dent at Stanford University. Marx had served on the Hoover—

— P

Younr Bay Bridge Commission in 192¢-30, and had viforously

~

endorsed the Bav crossing. This endorsement, saidg&ig_gg}den

Cate bridge officials, undoubtedly would influence Marx's
15 S —

—

decision.
B )

In October, the local duel for federal favor ended

when the Reconstruction Finance Corporation officials in

9. San_Francisco Daily Commercial News, loc. cit.

10. Hoover, The Memoirs of Herbert Hoover, II, 251-52.

11. Keecling to Rickey, White House, Washington, D. C.
Aug. 9, 1932, Keesling ﬁapers; San_Francisco_Chronicle,
Aug. 12, 13, 1932; San Francisco Examiner, Aug., 1932.
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Washington announced the approval of a loan fqr the construc-
tion of the Bay bridge. In December the federal government
purchased $61,h00;000 of bridge bonds, supplemented by an |
additional $10,000,000 in»Décemher. -Construqtlon began in
May 1033,12 | |

President Hoover's long interest in the project and
appointment of.ProfessorvMarx,as ckairman of tﬁe toard of 7*
ensinecers relp to éxplain why the Bay bridge-wés selected in
rreference to the Golden Gate. But there were other signif-

icant factors. The Bay bridee, if constructed, would be of

direct tenefit to a much larger segment of the Bay area's

Torulation. In 1930 the population cf San Francisco was
LY

635,000, while in Alameda County, where the eastern terminus
‘of the btridre would be located, there were 475,000 residents. p=

In conirast to Alameda, Marin County, which would contain

the north entrance to the Golden Gate span, had only 42,000
inhabitants in 1930};3 J
- Another deciding factor was the difference in the
types of bonds to be floated for the respective bridges. 1In

the midst of a deepening depression, Reconstructien Finance
Corporation officials considered the Golden Gate bridge secu-
rities (which were general obligation bonds authorized by the
electorate and backed by the taxing power of the_district)

more marketable than the Bay bridge securities, which had

12. San Francisco Daily Commercial News, loc. cit.

13. U. S., Bureau of Census, Fifteenth Census of the United
States; 1930. Population, I, 131. '
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to rely exciuﬁively on revenue obtained from tolls for
redemptions. | | |

Although it appeared to be the most direct solution
to their financial problems, federal aid was not the only
course pursuéd. Selling the bonds privately still appeared
rocsible, and as the prospects for aid frsm Washington dimmed
the btridge difectors concentrated on negotiations with pri-
vate financial houses. The deposit cn the oririnal bend bid
by Bankamerica Company in July 1931 had teen returned in the

following Novemter. After the court decision in July 1932,

p—

the directores advertised for new

14

36,000,000 tlock of tonds. In all, approximately sixty

. . .
hond houces were invited to make offers. “hen the bids were
cpened, two offers had bteen received, and of the two cnly
one met the requirements outlined by the district. This

i

offer, from a syndicate headed bty the Bankamerica Company;

rrovided for the purchase of the entire 36,000,000 issue

plus the payment of 3200,000 in advance."3 The unexpected

g;;mise of immediate working capital injected new life into
the bridge project. This optimiem, however, was premature.
In New York, Masslich and Mitchell, the bond consultants fer

the bridge district, ruled that the tond offer was illegal

.

14. Keesling, Daily Calendar, Aug. 17, 1932; Keesling
Papers; San Francisco Chronicie, Nov. 17, 1931.

15. Bankamerica Company, Syndicate Manager (Bankamerica Co.,
Blyth and Co., Dean Witter and Co., Weeden and Co, R. 4.
Pressprich and Co.), to Board of Directors, Aug. 31, 1932,
Keesling Papers.



since it authorized an interest yield of more than five
percent, the limit permitted by the Bridge Act of 1923,16
The opinion of the bond consultants created another
impasse, threatening again to delay coﬁétruction. In seeking
ways and means of keeping the Bankamerica offer nlive,'some
of the directors rropocsed that the'contractors absorb the
discount on the bohdﬁ. This plan was quickly vetoed by the
two largest bridge contractqrs;17 This avenue closed, the
directors returhed to thé Bank cf'Amefiéa to discuss théir
financial dilemma. In Névember the California tanking firm
made a new tid. In this revised offer,uBahkamerica suggested
that the criginal tender to btuy 36,000,090 in tonds te ap-
proved subject to a court ruling as to the légality of the
interest rate. In the meantime, the syndicate cffered to
purchase immediately 33,000,000 werth of securities at the
approved rate of five bercent, with a second 33,000,000 lot
in March 1Q33, also at five percenf. The second purchase
would be canceled if the original $6,000,000 bid were de-
clared legal.18 This offer was accepted .quickly in its
entirety by the district. In November 1932 the proceeds
from the first bond sale were placed on account with the Bank

of America and in December a friendly suit was instituted

16. Keesling, Daily Calendar, Aug. 31, 1932; Sept. 1, 1932;
Oct. 10, 1932, Keesling Parers. .

17. Ibid., Nov. 4, 1932; San Francisco Chronicle, Nov. &4,
1932. ' '

18. San Francisco Chronicle, Oct. 25, 27, 1932; Nov. 1,
1932. :
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for the purpose of'determining the legality of the original.
bido - . |

The Bank of America and the Depression _
The.decision?of the Bank of America to raise its bond
bid so that construction could'begin was another -chapter in
the amazing story of an extrsordinary financial institution.

By the fall of 1932, carital for investment purposes had

virtually disappeared throughout the natior. Rational income
for 1932 was down to $41,000,000,000, atout one-half of the
1929 figure. The number of unemployed wzfe earners had
reached an estimated thirteen to fifteen million. The na-
tion's banks--the bulwark of the efono&y—-we}e élosing-their
doors at an alarming rate. The lack qf effective national
leadership following the presidential election in November
1932 added to the deterioréﬂing situaticn.l9

The ecornemy of the San Francisco Bay area was, by
and large; a carbon copy of the national sceéne. In Marin
County, for example, unemployment in July 1932 had reached
a critical stagé. The number of persons on relief had risen

| sharply and local officials appealed to the more fortunate

20

citizens for immediate contributions. Acroés the Golden

Gate in San Francisco, Frank C. MacDonald, chairman of the

‘State Building Trades Council, estimated that there were

50,000 jobless in the Bay area.?l

19. James and James, Biography of a Bank, pp. 346-47.

20. Marin Journal, July 28, 1932, Articles in the Marin
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As on the naticnal scene, effective leadership in |
Caiifornia publiec life was absent. Governor James Rolph was
no match for the exigencies of the time, and city officials

in the Bay region found it difficult to take remedial action

since local taxes already were conaidered too high. %%ﬁ the

Caliﬁ@%ﬁih'_ g ﬁtonfidence a1<o

'PQ 0iannini unveiled his plan for

22

A. P. Giannini, fcunéer and c“airman of the. bo«ru of
directors_of the Bank of America, NKational Trust and Savings = -
Association, had an unorthodex solution-for California's .
(and the nation's) econcmic woes. Eeginning iﬁ 1932,

Giannini launched his *"PBack to Good Times" campairn, coining
such slogans as "Keep Your Dellars Neving," *California Can

Remove the Mation's Blue Glasses," and the like. He iscued

A

several statements in which he expressed confidence in the
courage and resourcefulness of the American people to meet
the existing erisis. In particular, said Giannini, "'I have
unbounded faith in the people and resources of California.

A movement such as ours, can give the momentum so necessary
to complete restoration of public confidence and normal busi-

ness conditions.'"23 As a practical illustration of his

Journal for the last six months of 1932 describe the economic
scene in that county.

21. San Francisco ”hron{cle Nov. 23, 1632.

22. Robert G. Cleland, California In Our Time: 1900-194L0
(New York, 19L7) pPp. 209-10.

23. James and James, Biorraphy of a Bank, pp. 356-57.
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philosophy, the Bank of America, in 1232, purchased numerous

local bond issues, the largest of which was the 36,000,000
2 -

Golden Gate bridge offer.

—~
When the bond consultants declared Barnkamerica's

fnitial bond bid illegal, Giannini invited Director Keesling
to télk over the financial protlem with btark Fresident
"will F. Morrish. At this meeting the groundwerk was laid
for the new Bank of America bid which 6ontained the five
rercent interest rate authorized ty the Bridge Act of 1923.25
The decision to take the entire $6,CCC,O@O iesue at the lower
interest rate, said President lMorrish, was ronivated by the
desire ". . , to expedite the bridge tuilding ard put men
to werk, thus alléyia:ing the unemrleyment si:zuation over
tke winter."26 |
The cale of the tridge btonds in the {all of 1932,
however, occurred during the."banking crisis"--that period
bewween the presidential election in Novembter 1232 and the
inzuguration in the following March. After the fall elec-
tions, the drain on, tanks throughout the country grew in
intensity. Giannini and other California financial experts
watched the situation closely, particularly in Southern Cal-

ifornia where many transplanted Nidwesterners lived. It was

Sacramento, however, where the bank panic first struck.

2,. 1Ibid.

25. Keesling, Daily Calendar, Oct. 31, 1932; Nov. 3, 1932,
Keesling Papers. :

26, San_Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 4, 1932.
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There, on January 7, 1933, the'Calirornia.National Bank and
its saving affiliate failed to open. This event precipitated
a full-fledged run on all Sacramento banks, including the
five branches of .the Bank of America. |

To meet this emergency, Glannini transferred, in a
‘matter of hours, #13,000,000 in cash from San Francisco to
Sacramento. With money on hand to meet withdrawal deménds,
public confidence was gradually restored. After a few days,
the panic weakened, then died out, leaéing all ‘the Bank of
America branches still in business.. All of the other banks,
too, survived. | | |

The month of Fetruary turned out to be the worst
month in the history of Aﬁerican banking. A4s the rate of
withdrawals continued to climb, banks in state after state
were forced to close their doors. By Mafch L, when Franklin
D. Roosevelt took office, the nation faced an ecoﬁomic—l
political crisis in many respects comparable in gra&ity to
that which facea Lincoln in 1861 when he succeeded to the
White House. . To meet the banking emergency, Rboﬂevelt pro-
claimed a banking holiday, beginning on March 6. 27

Up to this point the Bank of America had weathered
the economic storm and it had succeeded in keeping all of
its branches open. With the declaration of the national
bank holiday, however, Giannini ran into an unexpected prob-

lem in the form of an adverce financial report from the

27. James and James, Biogcraphy of a Bank, pp. 362-64,
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Twelfth Federal Reserve District to;the.United States
Secretary of the Treasury. On the basis of this unfavorable
report the Treasury Department issued an order prohibiting
the reopening of the Bank of America on March 13, the date
solvent banks in the twelfth district were scheduled to
resume business. Refusal to permit the fourth largest bank
in the United States to continue operations at that time
would have given Califoernia and the naticn a tremendous
reychological and financial setback; as far as the btridge
district was concerned, it meant that ail cash balances
would be frozen, leaving the disﬁrict unaﬁle to meet cur-
rent obligations.28 | .

Fortunately, the original order from the Treasury
Depsrsment was not allowed to stand. Tﬁrough the interces-
sion of California senators Hiram Joknson and Nilliam'Gibbs
MacAdoc -and publisher William R. Hears;,'plus the tireless
rersistence of Cidnnini himself, the Treagﬁry Debartment was
persuaded that the adverse rerort submitted by the Tweifth
Federal Recerve District was based on financial statements
over twelve menths old ahd did not refleét the true status
of the Bank of America; With only a few hours remaining
before the March 13 deadline, the closure order was rescinded

and the Bank of America opened its doors for business.29

2. On March 2, 1933, proceeds from the second $3,000,000
tord installment were deposited in the main office of the
Rank of America in San Francisco. Keesling, Daily Calendar,
March 2, 1933, Keesling Papers.

29. James and James, Biograchy of a Bank, pp. 369-74.
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The reopening of the Bank or'Aﬁerica made possible
the continuation of the bridne construction pronram_under way
since January 1933.' In April, the Cailfcrnia State Supreme
Court issued a ruling upholding the riﬁht-of the district to
sell bonds at a rate whichk would give.the purchﬁser a yleld
of more than fivevpercent.3o Following the court decisioh,
negotiations wére reneﬁed with the bond syndicate, headed
by Bankamerica, for the pﬁrpose of disposing of additional
{ssues. Shortly, an agreement waé drawn up between the dis-
trict and the invéstment houses in whiéﬁ the latter agreéd
to market the fematning $2°,600,000 in bonds at par value.
By the end of 1933, $2,000,000 in bridge bonds had been
31

transferred to this group.

| South Fier and Sale of Bonds

In spite of Giannini's optimistic statements about
the return of prosperity, the economic situation remained
critical. ;n Decemter 1933, the Bank o£ America informed
the district that there was no possibility of further bond
purchases except at a heavy discount. At this moment the
district had approximately 31,500,000 cash on hand,lsuffi-
~cient to meet obligations for the next two months. Faced
with the immediate need to raise more capital, t;e directors

turned again to Washington for aid. This time they sought

——

30. San Francisco Chronicle, April 13, 1933; Keesling,
Daily Calendar, April 12, 1933, Keesling Papers.

31. W. W. Felt, Jr., "The Golden Gate Bridge" (San Fran-
cisco, n.d.), p. 3, Keesling Papers,
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funds through the Public Works Administration, a federal

arency which had beé;—;g:;;II;hed in 1933 to provide work
for the growing army of unemployed wage earners through an
extensive program of public works.32 .
By now it was obvious that the.south pier was the
weakest link in the entire project, a fact that became all
the more apparent as the bridge district officials undertook
their second attempt to obtain federal-aid. Construction
work on the south pier, which began early in 1933, was lo-
cated 1,100 feet offshore in sixty-five feet of water. In
this storm-swept location, the builders had to cope with
Feavy ground swells, a tidal current of up to seven knots,
and a high-velocity cross-wind. By the end of~the year two
mishaps, both caused by heavy seas, had put the rier con-
struction far behind schedule. During this troublecome
period, two allegations concerning the south pier gained
currency. One was that the site of the pier was in truth
a steep slope and not the generally level area as depicted
by the briage engineers. The other allegation was that
divers had discovered a large cavern in the vicinity of the
eite which would substantially weaken the pler foundations.
Some credence was given these rumors when the bridge direc-
tors announced in December 1933 that a revised constfuction

plan for the south pier at an additional cost of £330,000

had been approved.33

32. San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 28, 1933; San Francisco
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By January 1934, at the time the directors were
preparing the application for a Fublic VWorks Administration
srant, a full-fledged row over the safety of the south pier
wns under way within the board of directors and in the press.
Defending the projecb, the district enpineers--Strauss,
Ammann, Moisseiff, and Lawson--disputed the claims of the
opposition, pointing te numerous engineering surveys which
had confirmed the adequacy of the pier foundations. To most

of the directors the entire argument reprecsented a last-ditc

effort on the part of the opposition to subvert the bridge

m——————

rroject. Chairman Keesling of the building committee called

—
the tridree oppcnents traitors to 3an Franciscow-diehards who

. Sk

refused to let progress take ites course. Another director,

A. R. O'Brien, stated his position with equal candor:

Every member of the board of directers knows, full well,
his job is a thankless one. Yhen they have built the
sreatest bridge in the world and traffic is flowing over
it, probably not one will ever get a bit of credit for
what they did, but that should not make a particle of

difference.
The thing the board of directors of the Golden Gate

bridge must do now is not to let the bridge enemies run
them off their feet.35

Regardless of their-personal feelings on the matter,
the directors called for another study of the foundations--

the third since the districﬁ was formed in 1929. On

News, Dec. 29, 1933, Baumberger to Reed, Jan. 30, 1934,
Keesiing Papers. -

33. San Francisco Chronicle, Aug. 15, 1933; San Francisco
News, Dec. 14, 1933; San_Francisco Examiner, Dec. 17, 1933.

3, San Francisco Examiner, Jan. 11, 1934.
35. Ukiah Republican Press, Jan. 17, 1934.
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January 2, 1934 én outside engineering concern was hired to
cend divers down to inspect the site. Three weeks later a
report was submitted to the district in which the south pier
site was given a clean bill of health. No caverns or steep
declivities were located, and in strong language the engi-
neering repoft denounced the persistent rumors of faulty pier
foundations .36

Following the receipt of this favorable engineering'
study, the directors forwarded their lean arplicatien to the
district office of the Public Worke Administration in Los
Anpeles, and Géneral-Manager Reed traveled to washington
personally to present the dirtrict's case.37 In March 1934,
Senator HMiram Johnsen and Representative Rich;}d vwelch for-
warded word that at least a porticn of the district's request
would te awarded.38

Many local engineers and scientists, however, were
still not convinced that all was well with tEe tridge. One
such scientist waé Bailey Willis, emeritus professcr of geol-
ogy at Stanford University. In April 1934, Willis unleashed
a sweeping denunciation of the entire tridge project, with

special emphasis on the weak foundations for the south pier.

In a letter to state Public works Administration officlals

36. San Francisco Chronicle, Jan. 21, 1934; San Francisco
News, Feb. 9, 1934; Keesling, Daily Calendar, Feb. 3, 4,
1934, Keesling Papers. »

37. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, Jan. 3, 1934; San Francisco News, Feb. 16, 1934;
San Francisco Chronicle, Feb. 22, 1934.

38, San Francisco Examiner, March 23, 1934 .
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considering the district's application for a loan, the |
Stanford authofity stated that according to 1nformatioh
supplied him by the U. S. Coast and Geodetic Survey the
south pler was being constructed on a steep slope in anvarea
where slides were common. In time, the weight of this mas-
sive concrete pier'would cause another slide which would,
according to Willis, ". . . block the entrance to San Fran-
cisco harbor, change the tidal prism and consequently the
level of tides, and would seriously affect the future of the
city, as well as cause the loss of the ‘bridre." His solu-
tion, involving untold millions, was to excavate the founda-
tion of the pier down to the floor cof the chanhel, some 348

feet below sea level,39

—

illis followed up his initial attack with a visit

to Washington where Fublic works idministration officials

———

were quick to resrond to his charcges. Théy informed the ‘

bridge directors that before any loan could be approved,

Willis' statements would have to be investigated by federal

officials. Further, Senator Johnson, a valued friend of the
bridge since 1916, served notice that he had serious doubts
as to the future safety of the bridge and could not whole-

heartedly support their money request.ho

39, Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Investipation
of Critici%m of the Foundaticn bv Dr. Bailev Willis {San

Francisco, 1934), p. 5.

0. Senator Hiram Johnson to Filmer, May 1, 1934; Filmer to
Johnson, May 10, 1934, Keesling Pnperq° San 'Francisco News,
april 21, 1934."
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The need for funds in the spring of 1934 appeared
particularly urgent to the directors, and, therefore, they
looked for ways to prove to Washington that Willis? allega-
tions were proundless. . In May, Director Keesling went to
the nation's capital where he, along with Congressman telch,
csourht to present the other side of the pier foundation
question. Keesling spent five days in Washington in a
fruitless attempt to meet with high government officials.,
“hen re left, he was convinced that if the district's wel-
fare was to be properly and adequately cared for it would
te necessary to have a counsel ﬁermanently ascigned in
WAshington.hl | | .

As the summer months rassed, Willis' attacks con-
tinued. In Septémber,'he sent a telezram to the bridge
directors asking them to halt construction immediately.hz
Not receiving any satisfaction, Willis turned to thke btond
syndicate and requészed that its members recbnsider their
plan to buy additional bridge bonds .43 |

In view of the Stanford professor's persistent and
determined effort, the directors decided on one final at-

tempt to win full exoneration for their project. An open .

hearing was conducted in October at which time Frofessor

41. Keesling, Daily Calendar, May 31l-June 4, 1934, Keésling,“‘
Fapers. : ' -

42. Willis to Board of Directors of Golden Gate Bridge and
Highwayv District, Sept. 19, 1934, Keesling Papers.

43. Willis to Charles Blyth of Blyth and Company, San Fran-
cisco, Oct. 11, 1934, Keesling Papers. , -
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Willis was asked to present his analysis bf.the pier founda-
tions, Willis accepted the invitation. Again he repeated
his contention that the south pier was being constructed on

b In answer

a slippery incline on the "edge of an abyss.'
to questions from the district engineers, however, Willis
admitted that he had never mzde a rersonal inspection of the
site and had not availed himself of the recent enginecering
studies made by the district or outside companies. Instead,
he had based his observations on data obtained from an out-
dated U. S. Coast and Geodetic Survey map. In some instances,
the bridge engineers charged, willis' contour drawings of the
b5

channel were as much as sixty feet in error.*’

thSﬁiﬁeaafiagtactical victéry*ﬁér-the bridge propo-

nents, the hearings.did not change the status. of the dis-
e e A 22 ey e —
trict's applica;iqn'before-:héﬁ?ﬁhlie_ﬂgrks,AdmiqisErgi}on.

Washington officials were inélined to: aceept the veracity of
Willis® ~@fer eight months of negotiations, they
gurned e

Ll . San Francisco Examiner, Oct. 9, 1934.

L5. Andrew C. Lawson and Allan E. Sedgwick to Board of
Directors, Nov. 13, 1934, Keesling Papers. The motive for
'Willis' attacks was never clearly established. He certainly
must have been aware of the foundation problem for many
years, since it had been debated publicly on previous ccca-
cions. His friendship with members of the Joint Council of
Engineering Societies of San Francisco suggests that he may
have been influenced by their long-standing antagonism to
the Colden Gate bridge. Some support for this view can be
found in the fact that wWillis displaved a clay mcdel of the
Golden Gate bridge and channel before the Joint Council in

1934.

s, ‘Oct. 105719343 San Franeisco
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Tﬁe Rond Syndicate Returns :
During the furor over the south pier and the
aphltcation for a loan from the Public Yorks Administration, <>\

the bridre direccprs had been in close contact with the bond \

cyndicate, headed by Bankamerica. Fortunately for the dis-

trict, members of the syndicate had not perceptibly been

cswayved by the anti-bridge arzuments and had even partici-

pated in a public information campaign to rresent a complete

ricture of the construction problems.b7

Early in Janvary 1934, when it arreared certain that
district funds would be exhausted tefore federal aid arrived,
Director Francis Keesling arpproached Presiéent ¥ill NMorrish
of the Pank of America and asked that the synd{catg agree to
disrose of a small offer so that censtruction wculd not be
intefrup:ed. This request followed by only a few keeks the
statement ty Bankamerica that future bond purchases could
only be made at a heavy discount. In this short interval,
however, the tond market had shown signs of strengthening.
Consequently, in February, the syndicate purchased 31,500,000
worth of bonds at a price only slightly lewer than the last

purchase made in 1933."8

Examiner, Oct. 24, 1934; San_Francisco News, Dec. 12, 1934.
See alco Keesling to Ray Lyman Wilbur, president, Stanford
University, Nov. 1, 1934, Keesling Papers.

L7. Keesling, Daily Calendar, March 12, 1934, Keesling
Papers. ' ' _

L. Ibid., Jan. 18, 1934: Golden Gate Bridge and Highway
District, Memorandum of Minutes, Feb. 21, 1934, Keesling
Papers; San Francisco Chronicle, Feb. 22, 1934.
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Two months later, in April, when Willis' allegpations

further undermined the tridre's reputation, the bond houses -

TR ————

Ld

stepped forward with ahother timely purchase. Throughout
the remainder of 1934 while the district awaited the outcome
of their, federal applicntion, the syndicate hought other
small offers, sufficient to enable the builders to make

L9

steady progress.’

In January 1935, a block of bridge btonds was sold at

—e,

-

a premium for the first time. ~Thereafter, the prescure on

—

the district to seek federal aid for bridge w~rk fadéd, and

the bonding hcuses confidéntly bought the remaining bridpe &y

securities. By the time the last bonds were sold in 1937,

enmpm——

the district had received #34,612,000 net for 335,000,000

P

face value. The averare interest rate on the par value of
—_— :
the entire hond issue was only 4.34%, well below the five

50

rercent authorized.

Summary
No other phase of the bridge construction was of
greater moment than the timely disposal of the bonds at an
acceptable price. The great depression and arguments cdn-
cerning the réliability of the south pier foundations made
the job of financing extremely difficult and at times threat-

ened to halt construction.

L9. GColden Cate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of
Mnutes, April 11, 1934; May 29, 1934; Dec. 12, 1934,
Keesling Papers. o

0, San Francisco Chronicle, Jan. 17, 1935; Golden Gate

c
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Giannini's "Back to Good Times" campaign in 1932,

followed by the Bank of América's purchace of the bridge

district's original bond offering, also in 1932, ushered in

the construction period. From that moment forward, the bond

syndicate made timely purchases which enabled the bridge

district to continue construction without interruption.

rennray

Commerting on the significance of the role played by

the Bank of America and the other members of the bond syndi-

CAZe, John R. Ruckstell, treasurer of the bridge district,

obs orved that the purchase of bonds in the fall of 1932 gave

the district the necessary financial recogniticn in a world

stricken by an economic¢ collapse. "The pubtlic" continued

ﬁuckstell, "now saw that the bridge would be built; the tax-
payers? earlier éonfidence in the enterorise was now con-
firmed; unemployment looked ferward to large relief; merchants
could foresee tusinecs improvement; and San Francisco was now
to become one of the most prominent centers of revived activ-
n51

itjes on a large scale in the United States. In a similar

statement, the financial editer of the San_Francisco Chron-

icle credited the Bank of America with a daring finaneial
investment which not only proved to be profitable to the

syndicate, but contributed materially to the recovery of the

Bay region.52

Bridge and Highway District, Third Annual Report of Opera-
tions, 1939-1040 (San Francisco, 1040), €.

51. "Financing the Golden Gate Bridge," by J. R. Ruckstell
May 10, 1935, Keesling Papers.

52. San_Francisco Chronicle, June 27, 193&.
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Federal aid for the bridge failed larpely because of

the uncertainties surrounding the construction plans for the
—————

south pier. Attacks on the San Francisco pier footings began

{;_ISF;—;FE, to . preater or lesser extent, have continued

to the period of this writing. The most celebrated bridge
antagonist in this regard, Bailey Willies, was biamed directly
for the failure of the district in 1934 to obtain a Puﬁlic

53

Yorke Administration loan.

@ala i

—

53, Keesling to Ray Lyman Wilbur, Nov. 1, 1934, Keesling
Papers. Although no federal funds were used to build the
bridpe itself, small sums were later given to aid the dis-
trict in the construction ol Teeder roads., The Works Prog-
7655 Adminlstration in 1935 granted approximately 3$150,000
for the Sausalito lateral on the Marin side. A smaller sum

was appropriated for the San Francisco approaches. See San
Francisco_News, Nov. 27, 1935. '

S
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CHAPTER VI

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD, 1933-1937:
BUILDING THE BRIDGE

Introduction

The lcw bide which were sutmitted in June 1931 came
to a total of 324,455,000, two and two-thirds millions less
than Strauss' 1930 estimace.1 Not until the tond litigation
‘had been resoclved, hewever, was it pessible o sign firm con-
tracts. Accordingly, agreements were entered into with each
of the prime contractors whereby the district rad the option
of sccepting any or all low bids within a six-month rperiod,
teginning with July 1921. In return, the district ﬁledged
to sell a specified amount of tonds. In January 1932, these
arrangements were extended for another sixlmonths. By the
following July, with the outlock for an end to the legal
battle more remote than'ever, the directors released all
bidders and awaited the California State Supreme Court's

decision.?

1. San Francisco Chronicle, June 17, 18, 1931. Strauss!'
1930 estimate for bridge construction was 327,165,000, See
Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Vol. I: Report of
the Chief Enrineer . 71. The total of the low bids sub-
nitted in June 1931 was $24,455,000, or $2,710,000 less than
the 1930 figure. '

2. Golden Cate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of
Mirutes, Jan. 13, 1932, Keesling Fapers; San Francisco Exam-
iner, Aug. 10, 1932. :

130
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Less than a month following the release of the
contractors, the litigation suddenly was resolved and the
way cleared for construction. However, instead of asking
the successful bidders ﬁo renew their former offers--snd they
all expressed a willihgness to do so--the building committee -
decided to ask for new bids on all but one of the eleven
prime contracts. The drop in commedity prices and labor
costs, reasoned the directors, protably would be reflected
{n lower bids.’

The new offers, which were opened on October 14,
1212, confirmed the committee's estimate of the changes which
had taken place in the nation's economy. The latest cost
ficure for tridge construction dipped te #23,250,000, two-
thirds of a million less than the previous bid.b The only
contract which had not been readvertised was for the struc-
tural steel, Here, McClintic Marshall.Corporation, a sub-
sidiary of Bethlehem Steel Company,5 had offered to supply
all the steel for the towers and suspended structure for
ten and one-half million dollars. Although over a year old,
the price was considered reasonable, thus the district en-
tered into negotiations with the steel firm in the hope that

thev would be willing to extend their original offer.6

3. San Francisco Examiner, Aug. 10, 19323 San Francisco
News, Sept. 22, 1932,

. San Francisco Exaﬁiner, Oct. 15, 1932. The exact total
was 323,843,004, or 366,939 less than the June 1931 figure.

5. Hereafter the name ¢f the parent company, the Bethlehem
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During the months of November and December detnails
of the various contracts, including the steel agreement, were
worked out between representatives of the individual com-
panies and the district. By January 1933, -all major con-

tracts had teen awarded and signed.7

Sround-Breaking Ceremonieé

The official ceremonies marking thé tepinning of
construction took place in San Francisco on February 26,
1933, DNot since the Fanama Pacific Exposition in 1915, which
colebrated the opening of another famous avenue of transpor-
taticn--the Fanama Canal--had any event generated sc much
rublic interest and enthusiasm. Approximately 200,000 recple
were on hand to witness the colorful parade up Market Street
and the grcund-treaking ceremcnies at Crissy Field. Units
of the Army and Navy, official dignitaries from British
Columbia ard Mexico, delegations from several Western
states, and numerous local civic groups and business organi-
zations participated in the festivities. A message from

President Hoover and speeches by Mayor Rossi and Governor

Steel Company, will te used.

6. GColden Cate Bridge and Highway District te McClintie
Marshall Corporation, Aug. 17, 1932, Keesling Pagers.
Keesling surcested another reasen behind the building com-
mittee's reluctance to readvertise the steel bid--the possi-
bility of orice collusion between Rethlehem and United States
Steel Corporation, the only two companies capable of filling
the order. See San Francisco News, Sept. 22, 1932.

7. San Francisco Chfonicle, Nov. 5, 1932; San Francisco
Examiner, Jan. 12, 1933. |
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Rolph heralded the project as one of the lact links in a
vreat Pan-American hipghwiy which someday would stretch from

ilaska to South Amorica.g
TABLE 11

BRIDGE COETRACTS. SUCCESSFUL BIDDERS, AMOUNTS®
dctober 1232 '

Contracts Bidders amounts
5~cel Superstructure McClintie lMarshall Corr. 310,424, ,000
Steel Cables, Sus-

renders & Accesso- Jokn A. Roebling's Sons
rics o o o o o o COMrany « + « o o o o 5,455,000

€an Francisco Fier
and Fender & - v

Yarin Pier . . . . Facific Eridse Comrany . 2,235,000
i‘nchoraqses & Fiers

of Aprroach Spansg Rarrett & FEilp o o o o 1,959,855
Steel Surerstructure, . Y. Fomeroy & Co.,

S.F. & Karin and Raymond Concrete

fprroaches o . . File Cocmpany .+ « « o« o« 034,700
Fresidio Approach

Road « v o o o o o Eaton & Smith . . . . . ¢a6,000
Faving of Barrett & Hilp; Facific .

Main Span . . . . Bridge Company .« « « & 555,0C0

Alta Electric &

Electrical Work . . Mechanical Company . . 154,000
Sausalito Approach

Hoad [ ] . L] L ] L] L] [ * [ ] * [ L ] ] L] L L J [ ] L [ ] 59’ 780a

Total « + « o .« . $23,8.3,435

No contract awarded at this time. Eventually constructed
as a WPA project, with contributions from the district.

¢. San Francisco News, Feb. 27, 1933; San_Francisco Call-
Rulletin, Feb. 27, 1933; San Francisco Chrcnicle, Feb. 27,
(,)3 .

1
9. San Francisco Chronicle, Oct. 15, 1932; Strauss, Golden
Gate Bridre, p. 48.
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Chqngcg in Bridge Deoiyn, 1917-1937

The conqtruction site for the bridge had been the
ohject of 1ntenoe study by the chief engineer, Joseph Strause
since 1917, the year City Engineer M. M. O'Shaughnessy first
broached the idea to him. .The design, alignment, location
of piers, and the ﬁrincipal dimensions all had been care-
fully prlanned and plotted ﬁy Strauss in the ensuing years.,

In his 1921 propesal to San Francisc&, the chief
engincer placed the bridge between Fort Point on the San
Francisco side and Lime Point on the Marin side. Subsequent 3
studies confirmed tbe validicy of this alignment, since it
was the narrowest point in the channel and provided‘the best
location for the construction of the approach roads. The
span desifn was to be a combined cantiléver-suspension bridre
with a center span of 4,000 feet and two side spans of 1,320
feet each. The center spran would have 2a verticél clearance
of 2C0 feet. To suppbrt the two twenty-inch cables, from
which the suspended structure would be hung, two massivé
steel towérs, each extending 950 feet into thg sky, would be
constructed. The bridge_would be eighty feet wide, suffi-
cient for two transit lines, four vehicular lanes, and two
pedestrian walks.lo .'.

By 1932, additional geodetic surveys and engineering

studies, plus advancements made in the science of bridge

10. Strauss and O'Shaughnessy, Bridgine the Golden Gate,
p.?. ‘See p. 35 for a picture-drawing of Strauss' orivinal
design.
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buiiding itself, prompted Strauss.to make some modifications
and deletions. 'The most significant chaﬁge was to substi-
tute a full suspension design for his>original cantilever—

sugpension plaﬁ. In this regard, Strauss was one of the last

eminent bridge authorities to acknowledge the pfbgress;mh1Ch

—~—

had been made in the science of métallurgy and the art:of .

building long-span bridges. By 1920, many prominent bridge

experts had stated that a 5,000-foot suspension span was pos- g

cible. However, Strauss steadfastly oppoééd this view until

the latter part of the twenties, at which time he reversed \iE

his earlier plans and called for the construction of a clear

cusrension span.

L4

Another change was in the location of the two main

‘piers. Foundation borings made in 1930 confirmed earlier

assumptions as to the adequacy of the rock formatlons in the
reneral area of the pier sites. Hewever, scundings taken at
the latter date revealed m{scakes in earlier recordings re-
garding the slope cf the channel flecor on the Marin side.
Instead of a shelf extending channelward scme 1,300 feet,
as reported in 1921, the north shore sloped off{ rapidly.
Consequently, the length of the center span had to be ex-
tended from 4,000 feet.to 4,200, with the ‘south pier iocated
1,100 feet offshore and the north pier on the -water's edge.
Cther significant modifications of the original
drawings included the lowering of the total tower height
from Q50 to 746 feet; increasing the size.of the cables from

twenty to thirty-six inches; widening the bridge from eighty
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to ninety feet; and removing the rapid transit feature making
room for a six-lane highway. To conform with federal re-
quirements, the vertical clearance cf the center span was
raised from 200 fcet-to 220 above high water.
| One important addition to the design, made by Strauss,
called for the erecticn of pretentious péétals_at toth ends
of the bridge. As drivers approached the.San Francisco en-
trance, they would pass through a massive portal structure
dominated by two immense terminal pylens lecated on elther
side of the tridpehead. Overhead, spanning the distance
between the two pylens, would te a monumental gilded wrought
iron gate tearing the inscriptidn "Golden Gate Efidge." The
Marin portal, while impesing, was to te iess elaborate.

This idea never materialized and it was later abandoned in

faver of more functional entrances.11

Construction
With the letting of the contracts in the winter of
1932-33, the chief engineer and his staff made final plans
for a construction schedule. This séhedule was dependent on
the manufacture and timely arrival of the 75,000-ton steel
order from the East coast mills of Bethlehem Steel Company.

[ et

In negotiations with officials of the steel company;‘?sélan

was evolved wherety the Eastern mills manufactured the re-
quired items far in advance of the need. Once fabricated,

they were loaded into cargo vessels and shipped via the

11. Gdlden Cate Bridge, Vol. f: Report of the Chief Engi-
neer, pp. 47-57.
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Panama Canal to San Franclsco where they were unloaded and
stored in Alamédé, at a plant formerly occupled by the Beth-
. lehem Shipbuilding Corporation. As the varfous fabricated
pieces, shapes, and plates were required for construction,

ther were transferred by barge to the bridge site.12

TABLE III

CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE, 193313

Unit of Work Date of Completion

Marin pler o v ¢ 0 6 0 e e 0 e e e e September 1, 1933
San Francisco pier and fender . « « o Arril 1, 1934
Anchorage base blocks and anchor blocks Cctober 1, 1934
San Francicce and Marin steel towers . January 1, 1935
CableS « v v v o v v o s e e e e e e January 1, 1936
inctorare weight block .+« « « « « « . June 1, 1936
Stiffering trusses and floor steel . . - June 1, 1926
Concrete pavement .« o« « o o o o o o o o December 1, 1936
Oren for traffic « « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o & January, 1937

The basic structural divisions were the plers, an-
chorages and towers, cables, and the floor system. The Marin
pier, the first major unit to be built, presented no unusual

construction problems in itself. BRefore work could begin,

12. Letters, C. H. Blakelev, president, McClintic Marshall,
to Filmer, April 24, 1933, Keesling Fapers; F. A. Strouce,
reneral manager, Bethlehem Steel Company, to author, June 28,
195G6. Steel for the Golden Gate bridge was produced in four
mills located in the following cities: Rethlehem, Steelton,
and Pottstown, Pennsylvania, and Sparrows Point, Maryland.
The last mentioned plant was a tidewater mill in the Chesa-
peake Bay from which ships could be loaded directly.

13. Strauss, GColden Gate Bridre, pp. 122-23.



138
however, it was nececsary to build a 1700-foot access road
down the side of a steep hill to the water's edge. Work con
this project bepan in Decemb?r 1932, and the road was re#dy
for uce ty the following March,

The next step wis to erect a U-shaped cofferdam out
from the shore, enclescing the pier site. Thén the water was
rumped out, the site excavated, and the pler begun. By mid-
1033, cix menthe afser work on the access road had started,
the pier was completed and officially accepted by the dis-
trict.lb

Across the channel, on the San Francisco side, work
on the south pier had been slowed by the need to, develop
cpecial rlans <o meet the extraordinary conditions found
there. The exrosed nzature of the site--the oren éea, the
swift tidal current, the prevailing winds, and the general
aritated conditions of the water--required the ajoption of
unique construction techkniques and procedures. |

Strauss! original plan called for the erection of a
1,100-foct access trestle from thc shore from which a large
concrete fender-wall was to be constructed around.the pler

foundation. Inside this fender-wall, a pneumatic caisson15

14. San Francisco Chronicle, June 30, 1233. For a careful,
detailed description of each stage of construction--the con-
struction procecures and techniques, material used, and the
probleme encountered--see Strauss, Golden Gate SBridge,

pp. 78-246. in adequate account, but of less value since

it was written before the bridge was completed, is found in
E. Cromwell Mensch, Golden Gate Bridge (San Francisco, 1935).

15, Preumatic caisson: A watertight chamber used for under-
water construction work.
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was to be placed and used to excavate the site and construct -
the.pier, |

Twin disasters, however, forced Strauss to modify
these plans. The first change was made as a result of a
storm in November 1933 in which séveral hundred feet of the
access trestle were swept away.16 ‘lork on a new, strbnger
structure was bhegun immediately énd'by March 1934 it was
completed to tke site of the proposed pier. Large metal
fer.der frares were then lowered from the trestle to the chan-
nel floecr and filled with coacrete. This operation was re-
reated dozens of times until the fender ring, except for one
had bteen raised to its rre-planned hcighﬁ of fifteen

and,

feet above water. Through the crening in tﬁe,fender, the
rreumatic caisson was towed and moored.l7
At this point a second disaster beset the bridge
tuilders. Before the fender rirng could bte élosed and work
cecmmenced on the pier, high winds and heavy seas cauced the
caisson to strike the walls of the fender with great force.
The possibility that this tattering action would destroy the
caisson and at the same time do considerable damage to the
fender forced the engineers to remove the caisson. This
oreration accomplished successfully, Strauss abandoned the
caiesson construction concept, closed the fender, and poured

concrete directly into the pier base.18

16. San_Francisco News, Dec. 14, 1933; San Francisco Chron-
icle, Dec. 14, 1933.

17. San Francisco News, Oct. 9, 1934.
18. San Francisco Chronicle, Oct. 10, 1934.
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By December 1934, the pler surface had been raised to
within thirty-four feet of the water level. At this point,
with the concrete fender-wall serving as a cofferdam, the sea
water was pumped out and the remainder of the pier erected
under dry-land conditions. In Januvary 1235, workers com-
nleted the Herculean task. The final dimensions of the San
Francisco pier were impressive: from an averare depth of
cixty-five feet below the surface, the pier had teen raised
to fortv-four feet above the water; at its base, the pier
enclosed an area of 155 by 300 feet--approximately the size
of a football field.t?

Construction of the steel towers tegan first with the
Marin spire, then with the San Francisco tewer. The function
of the two tokers was to suppert the 4,200-fcot center span
and the tws 1,125-foot side spars through the uce of two
‘hirty-six-inch (diameser) steel cables. In addition to the
veirht of the strucﬁural members, the tcwers had to be ca-
patle of withstandiﬁg the weight of cars and trucks and the
force of wind and earthquake. To ensure the required strength
and stability, each tower was constructed of prefabricated
cteel sections called "cells." These cells were piled, box~
like, one on top of the other and riveted ﬁogether. Fewer
and fewer cells were used as the tower tapered to its height

af 600 feet.20

1. Ibid., Dec. 4, 19343 Jan. 10, 1935.

7, Strauss, Golden Gate Bridge, pp. 90-105.
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Steel_for the largest steel unit éver ascembled began
arriving from the East in March 1933. Vork on the Marin
toxer commenced in June 1933 and was finished in May 19314.21
The delay in the San Francisco pier construction postponed
the erection of the south tower by about eight months. After
the first cteel cells were riveted into place in January
1735, however, work progresced rapidly and the towver was
readv for cables by the end of the followine June, only six
months behind schedule. Each tower conﬁained over 22,000

tons of carbon silicon steel and some 600,000 field-driven

. 22
rivets,©

As coon as the towers were finiched, the, cable con-
cractor, John /. Roebling's Sons, bepgan the challenging task
of spinning the cables. Design spebific;tions called for two
cables, each 7,650 feet in length from anchorage to anchor-
sre. Each contained ever 27,000 wires arranged in what
Strauss called the conventional hexagonal cross-section.

In the last step, the thirty-six-inch cables were compressed
into a circular shape, then bound with a wire rOpe.23

Again, the unprecedented dimensions of the span,

coupled with the seaward exposure of the site required new

colutions to the problem of stringing the cables. The wire

21. San Francisco Chronicle, March 28, 1933; San Francisco .
Examiner, May 5, 1934.

22. San_Francisco Chronicle, Aug. 3, 1935.

23, FEach cable was made of 27,572 wires, grouped into 61
strands of 452 wires -each. Strauss, Golden Cate Bridpe,
pp. 106-107, 151-72.
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for the cable had been drawn and galvanized in Rocblings'
Trenton, New Jersey, plant. From there it had been shipped
by water tﬁrounh thke Fanama Canal to a tidewater recling
plant in the San Francisco Bay.

The strincing oneration was accomplished through the
use of four separate spinning carriages, two working frem
each anchorage. Following the installation of the construc-
tion cables, upon which the carriages traveled, spinning
began. As one carriage left its anchofage base and preceeded
up ané over the tower and down to the center of the main
span, it was met by ancther carriage bringing wire from the.
orposite anchoraze. The btights were exchanged, and each
carriace returned to its resrective starting point. In
August 1925, the first wire rope was succes sfully strung
hetwecen the two towers. Spinning continued from that date
forward withcut incident, and by May 1936 both of the 7,650~
foot cables were completed.zh

The floor of the bridge was erected on steel string-
ers hung from the main cables. A considerable amount of
study had been devoted to tuilding the bridge floor, since
pressures from the prevailing winds and seésonal storms would
cause a considerable amount of sidesway plus some up and down
motion. The bridge engineers determined that the center sec-
tion should be constructed to withstand a downward deflection

25

of eleven feet and a maximum upward motion cf six feet.

2,. San Francisco Chronicle, Aug. 3, 1935; May 21, 1936.

25, Strauss, Golden Gate Bridge, p. 73.
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The building of the suspended structure began on

June 18, 1936. Barges loaded with the various fabricated

units were towed to the site from Alameda and the steel
placed on specially built plntfofms at the bacse of ench_
tower. Thence, the steel members were lifted to the road-
ted level and were carried out to-the.construction scene.
Crews worked outward from both towers, and, in November 1936,
the twc groups met at mid-channel. This spectacular achieve-
ment was marked by cpecial cerémonies, as Bay area newspapers

heralded the bridge "that couldn't be built,"26 This event,

?_ as in the case of all previous stares of tridge construction,
kad teen covered in great detail by Lhe_r&pers."For a
derression-minded public, the Golden Jate bridge and its
counterpart, the Bay bridce, were symbols of progress and
of better times ﬁo'come. |

Paving the rcadbed, completing the side spéens, and
applying the innumerable finishing touches, all took place
in the first few months of 1937. Opening day for traffic
was set.for the latter part of May, some five menths after

the date envisioned by Strauss in 1932.27

Approach Roads and Traffic Reserveirs
Building the approach roads was of no less importance

than the bridge itself, if the span were to fulfil its

26. San Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 19, 1936; Ukiah Republican
Press, Nov. 25, 1936, :

27. San Francisco Chronicle, Jan. 27, 1937; April 27, 1937.
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frimary purpose of providing an'uninterrupted flow of
vehicles. Furthermore, the Golden Gate span had been con-
ceived and justified as a toll bridge, which meant that
feeder roads, strategically placed to tap traffic reservoirs,
would be of signal importance to the financial success of
the structure.

The prospects of funneling traffic across the Golden
Gate arreared unlimited. With San Francisce servirg as the
rerional capital of a large rorticn of the. West coast, the
irea tributary to the Golden Gate bridge, according to the
bridre officials, included much of the region west of the
Sierra Nevada and the Cascades. The engineers,divided this
vast hinterland inteo three gfeneral areas, or potential reser-
voire, from which cars and trucks could te diverted to the |

Golden Sate bridece. The first, and most important, was the

traffic carried by the ferries betweeﬂiggn Francisco and

Marin counties\ This trade included both the daily ccmmuters

-

and the extensive holiday and weekend travelers into the

Redwood Country. In addition td the anticipatéd annual in-
crease in this traffic, experts predicted that the opening
of the span would stimulate the purchaSe of automobiles in
the Bay area, resulting in more holiday excursions on the
part of city dwellers.

The traffic reservoir next in impbrtance was the

Sacramento to San Franciscoﬁ;;;?§:> Up to 1933, travel origi-

nating in the Central Valley of California, as well as trans-

continental movement over United States highway routes 40
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and 50, entered the Bay area via the Cafquinez Straits, down
the East Bay shore route to Oakland, and thence by ferry to
San Francisco. To interrupt thié well-establishted pattern,
tho‘bridgc engineers proposed that the state develop a new
hipghway system betwech Sacramento and the Marin tridgehead
of the Golden Gate crossing. This highway would provide the
craveler with a shorter route to San Francisco than presently
in use. Also, the approach Gould te one of great scenic
teauty, at;facting an untold number of out-of-state visitors.

The last source--the through travel nerth and scuth
/- )

on the coast--was muck harder to evaluate. Lack of knowledge

~—

as to rresent and future road and hipghway cenditicns in the

stztes of Oregon and washington, said the traffic engineers,

plus the uncertain role that the rrojected Fan american

" kirkway would play in the total travel scheme, made it diffi-

cult to extrapolate figures. This source, hcwever, was con-

sidered an important potentia

enue-producer and figured
rrominently in the vehicul: forecasts.z;
Ferry statistics for the Tee; traffic checks;

local, state, and national population trends since 1900; and
a close study of other toll bridge projects formed the basis
for estimating the number of vehicles which would cross the
%lden Gate epan. In 1937, the year the bridge was scheduled

+0 open, the district experts estimated that 2,460,000

2¢. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Vol. IT:
Traffic Analysis, pp. 18-20. '
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vehicles would use the span. The net income from tolls would

amount to approximately $600,OOO.29'

TABLE 1V

BRIDGE DISTRICT INCOME STATEMENT, 1936%°
(Estimate)

Sources of Revenue ' Amount

Vehicles (2,456,600 at 8,.2¢ ea.) « o+ . . . 32,200,310

Rapid transit passengers a
(5,380,500 at 4.7¢ ea.) « « o o . . 256,340
ConcessSions o o o « o o s o o o ¢ o ¢ o s e 35,000a
Gross Income . . . 32,491,650

Operating Exrense and Interest . . . 1,900,000

NET INCONE . . . ° ¥ 591,650

Avken the projected traffic revenues ware computed
in 1912, the rapid transit and small buSiness concessions
were included in the estimate. Except for one restaurant,
the transit and othler cancessions were deleted.

Building the Marin Appfoach
Three main approach roads to the bridgeheads were
planned--two on the San Francisco side and one in Marin
County. All were planned as rburnlane roads. In the origi-
nal contracts of 1932, the district budgeted for only one
approach, on the San Francisco side. The other city approach
was made. the responsibility of San Francisco as a part of its

own road construction program. Responsibility for building

29, Ibid., p. 23; Appendix A, p. 23.
30, 1bid.
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the Marin access (Waldo grade) was assumed by 6he California .
State Highway Department.

Of the three approach hiphwayq the Marin road pre-~
sented the greatest problem, chiefly because of its cost and
the fact that state and bridge district officials were in
disagreement as to when and how to froceed. In July 1930,
the State Highway Commission pasced a resolution in which it
agcreed o finance and build the ¥aldo approach at an esti-
mated cost of 22,500,000, In December 1922, as bridge con-
struction got under way, the-highway commission reaffirmed
its pledge. By the end of 193&, hcwever, with bridge con-
struction well advanced, the state still had noz included
ect in the highway budget.31
ifter 1932, tridge officials, newsparers, and civic
orranizations urged the state to tet1n building, eince it was
imperative that the road be ready for traffic when the span

opened.32 In the state capital, meanwhile, times and atti-

tudes had changed. From the first flush of enthusiasm for

the project expressed in 1930, Sacramento hai steadily re-

treated. Lack of funds in a deepening depression and heavy
\...____\ )

demands from other counties for highday and road improvements

31. Golden Gate Bridve and Hiwhway District, Vol. I: Repor
of the Chief Enrineer, pp. 100-101; file, "Aoproach Road,
“arin," Keesling Paperq. )

J2. Strauss to Earl Lee Kelly, State Highway Commissioner
Sept. 3, 1932; Strauss to John ¥W. Howe, qecretary, California
Highway Commiscion, Jan. &4, 1934; James Reed to John W, Howe,
June 13, 1934; Redwood Empire Association to Earl Lee Kellv,
fov. 16, 1934, Keesling Papers.
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played a part in this changed attitude. To strain relation-
ships further, the charge of "rolitics" was exchanped be-
tween directors of the bridge district and state highway
cﬂ‘f‘icials.33 » _

Finally, in late 1934, the highway commission an-
nounced 1ts intention of including the Waldo project in the
next bhiennium budget (1035-1937). As the commission pre-
rared te do fo, however, the California-State Leéislature

suddenly reduced the highway allocation by 6,000,000,

s

thereby eliminating, at least temporarily, prospects for

state financing of the Marin approach. Seeking another

solution to this problem, State Highway Coxmissioner Earl
Lee Kelly turned to the federal government and the newly
estatlished Works Frorress Administration, a federal agencf
which provided funds for public rrojects. In his request
for federal aid for California, Kelly included a request fer
31,700,000 which would be used to construct a three-lane
highway to the Marin bridgehead.?b

Kelly's announcement that the highway commission was
pressing for the construction of-a three-lane rather than a

four-lane passage raiced a storm of protests. A three-lane

approach feeding into a six-lane bridge, said bridge oﬁﬁcials;

33. San Francisco News, Dec. 8, 1934.

j4. John W. Howe to W. W. Felt, secretary, Golden Gate
Bridge and- Highway District, Dec. 13, 1934; Clarence W.
‘orris, attorney, State Department of Public Works, to Felt,
Sept. i3, 1935, Keesling Papers. San Francisco Chronicle,

Sept. 14, 1935.
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was unthinkable; many.nccused the highway commissioner of

deliberately trying to undermine the success of the bridge.35

Undisturbed by these verbal jarrings, Kelly followed
through with his plan. Meeting with bridge leaders, he out-
lined the requirements for a viorks Prosress Administration |
| Lo
to make the span free once all indebtedness had been paid. (O

oarm—

Sv:condly, the federal government required that the state be

loan. In the first place, the district would have to agree

riven equal voice in the administration of the bridge during 6A?J

the period the tonds were teing retired. In order for the \JO

district tc meet these two cenditions, said Kelly, the Bridge I:
Act of 1223 would have tc be amended. Since this could not O
te done rrier te 1937 (whken the next legislnturé cenvened),

it would te necessary for the district to pass resolutions_
ctating their intention of goihg to facramento and asking

that these changes be made. In forceful language, the high-

w2y ccemmissioner made it cleér that the federal grant was

the district's only hope. "If," Kelly concluded, "your PBoard
does not see fit to enact these resolutions making this

bridge ultimately free and enforcing the law making it free,

we will go to the Legislatdre in 1937 and advocate that the

bridge become free and that proper legislation be enacted to

bring atout the desired result."36

35, Ukiak Reoublican Press, Sept. 18, 1935; San Francisco
llews, Oct. 15, 1935; Nov. 15, 25, 1935; Keesling, Daily Cal-
endar, Oct. 18, 1935, Keesling Papers.

36. "Proposition sutmitted by Earl Lee Kelly, State Director
of Public Works, te Directors, Golden Gate Bridge and Highway
District in San Francisco, Nov. 20, 1935," Keesling Papers.
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‘and direct the construction of the 335,000,000 project.
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There was never any doubt as to the answer the
directors would give, although one of their strongest cham-~
piéns, the San Francisco Chamter of Commerce, urged that
Kelly's plan be accepﬁed. After all, said the Chamber, a
three-lane road was better than no road at all and the latter
prospect ceemed a very real cne in view of the money problems
facing the state as well as the district.

The directors repeated their stand that the State

¥ijhway Commission was committed to construct the aprroach,

a works Fropress idministration loan nctwithstanding. The.

directors vehemently stated that they would never agree to

a threc-lane rozd nor corsent to a plan giving the state
equsl veice in the tridge administration. This 1attef»prop-
orition, said Director Keesling, was not only contrary to
the bridge act, but was oppeced to the wishes of the -voters

who, in 1230, authorized the tridge directors to supervise

37

\.

The majority of local officials, newspapers, and

business and booster organizations sided with the bridge

et

directors in this controversy. Maycr Rossi and the San Fran-

cisco Board of Supervisors sent letters to Kelly in which
they contended that the state should fulfil its promises to ;

the district. Kelly's reply to Rossi indicated a willingness

-to retreat from his eérlier~stand. He reaffirmed the state's

37. Keesling to George T. Cameron, editor, San Francisco
Chronicle, Nov. 25, 1935, Keesling Papers; San Francisco
News, Nov. 21, 1935.
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pledre to construct an "adequate and fitting" road; if
federal aid were not feasible money could, perhaps, be made
available through readjustments in the state highway con-
struction program.38

The consictently strong cupport g{ven the tridge
directore in this contest with the State Higtway Commission
finally forced Kelly to caritulate on the entire issue.
“ithin ttree weeks of hie all-or-notking ultimatum to the
bridge officials, the highway commissioner anrnounced that
the staze would'finénce a four-lare approach rather than
attemps to force the district to accept state control in
arder to qualify for federal atd.>? ‘

“ren the bridre orered in May 1937, the Waldo ap-
rroach and one of the two San Francisco arrroaches were ready
for traffic. Feeder roads had not develeped as expected.-
The rew highway from Sacramento tc the SOIQGn Gate tridge,
envisionéd by thre district, remained in the.planning stages
with no indications that the highway cpmmission would apﬁfcve
{t. The San Francisco approach was also in need of addi-

tional access roads in order tec tap a greater percentage of

the motorists residing on the San Francisco Feninsula.

The Golden Gate Bridge and Business
The awarding of millions of dollars in bridge con-

tracts had extraordinary economic meaning for the workers and

3#. San _Francisco News, Nov. 18, 30, 1935; San Francisco
%gg%giglg, Nov. 18, 30, 1935; Ukiah Republican Press, Dec. 4,

39. San Francisco Examiner, Dec. 12, 1935.
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businessmen in the Bay area, as well as to those in the steel
centers in the East. The potential rehabilitating effects
of these contracts were apparent to everyone.

In San Francisco, industry and lator leaders urged
and pleaded with the bridge directors to award the contracts
40

within the district whenever possible. The San Franciseco

Ruilding Trades Council went so far as to suggest that all

structural steel be fabricated in the district; the San
Francisco Chamher of Commerce requested that the directers
set aside the accepted businecs practice of awarding cen-
tracts to the lowest, qualified tidder, if the choice were
tetween two low bids in whick <he hirher of the two was

Ll

located within the district.
The bridre directors, members of the local business

community themselves, wanted to funnel money into the lecal

—

economy. But their freedom to do o was strictly limited.

The Tact that the West coast was Tndustrially dependent upon.
Eastern steel mills was the most obvious reason why the larg-
est contracts--struptural steel and cables--had to be placed

in the East. The ten and one-half million dollar steel order

was awarded to the Bethlehem Steel.Company in Pennsylvania.

L. Harry ¥. Wernse, Richmond Industrial Commission, to
Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Aug. 28, 1931;
Ceorfe W. Gerhard, president, Civic Learue of Improvement
Clubs and Associations of San Francisco, to Colden Gate
Bridge and Highway District, Oct. 21, 1932, Keesling Papers;
San Francisco News, Sept. lé, 1932,

L1. Golden Gate Bridge and Yighway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, July 29, 1931, Keesling Papers.
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In reply to demands by the San Franciscoé Lator Council and
others to produce the steel units in plants within the Bay’
area, the steel company clearly stated the problem which
faced it and the district. The character of the work in-
velved iIn a project.as large as the Golden Gate bridge, said
a Bethlehem official, required unusual facilities and work-
manship. There were enly a few plants in the country--all
in the East--where these conditicns existed. ' Therefore it
w1s necessary that substantially all the steel fabrication
be performed .in the East.*?

Bethiehem Steel Company had cre fnnll plant in the
Bav area. From this mill in South San Francis¢o, a token
order of aprroximately 500 tons, consisting of handrails and
nortal bracings, was producea. Tﬁe_remﬁinder of the 75,000-
ton order, however, came from Bethlehem's mills at Fottstéwn
and Steelton, Fennsylvania, where the faﬁricating work was
accomplished, and at Bethlehem, Pennsylvania and at Sparfows

Point, Maryland, where plates and shapes were milled."3

The letting of the cable contggct further illustrated
the economic urgency of the times. From-the date the orig-
inal bids were submitted in June 1931 to Cctober 1932, when
new bids were invitea, the low bidder for the cables was the

‘American Cable Company of Monessen, Pennsylvania. Throughout

L2. G. H, Blakeley, president, McClintic Marskall Corpora-
tion, to Filmer, April 24, 1933; Blakeley to Filmer, May 9,
1933, Keesling papers.

43. F. A, Strouce, general manager, Bethlehem Steel Company,
to author, June 28, 1956.
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this i{nterval, the cable company and the citizens of Monessen
hopefully waited for the bridge construction to begin. %hen
the bridre district sourht federal ald to meet their financial
need, civic leaders of Monessen wrote to the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation ih Yashington {mplorinu them to apprové
the Joan. The greatly depressed industrial and commercial
conditions existing in threir communitv, said Moncssen's leads
ing citizens, had resulted in widesrread unemployment and
humerous business failures. If, hewever, the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation granted the bridge district a ioan, the
American Catle Company could terin work on the multi-million-
dellar tridre order. The influx of new capital into Mones-

economy wculd mean the creation of new jobs for
L

cen's sarging
thousands cf the city's urnemploved W3fe earners.
The bridge district failed to.receive a federal lean
and the American Cable Company was later released frem {its -
pid. In calling for new cable bids in the fall of 1932, the
bu11d1ng committee had to decide arong tkree low offers
one {rom the San Francieco Bay area and two from the East.
The low bidder from the 'West was the E., H. Edwards

Jre e

Company of San Francisco. A small concern compared'to the

.

size of the cable contract, the Edwards Company stated em-

‘phatically that it could perform the work. Furthermore, the
San Francisco company asserted that it desrerately needed

the business. "Like many other local plants at the presént

Lt4. Carl Woodward ‘Mayor of Monessen,’ Pa., et_al., to Recon-
struction Finance Corporation Aug. 8 1932 Keesling Papers,
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time," zaid an official of the compnny; "this one 1s idle,
and it would be pitiful and wrong to permit it to remain so
if possible to prevent it."hs In deciding against the Ed-
wards Company, however, the building committee faced the
economic fact that, in spite of its claims, the San Francisco
concern lacked the facilities, skilled workmen, and available
raw miterials adequately to complete the 36,000,000 cable
contract; |

The two Bastern firms submitting low bids were

John 4. Roebling's Sons and the-giigmgig_§teel Compqu. In
considering these Lwo bids, the building committee was under
rrecsure from thke San Francisco Chamter of Commerce, civic
erranizations, and newrbnpers to nward_the contract to
Columbia. Ceclumbia's bid was actually 321,C00 tigheé than
that of Roeblinps'; however, the formar had a prlant at
Fittsburg, California, on the San Francisco Bay, where much
of the wire ¢ould be manufactured With-local labor; With
the prospect that much of the multi-million dollar contract
would be spent locally, the Chamber and other local interests
sought to have the building committee waive the usual busi-
ness procedure of awarding the contract to the lowest, qual-
ified bidder and, instead, give it to Columbia.L'6

John A. Roebling's Sons, apprehensive over the pros-

péct of losing the contract, was quick to point out to the

"45. Bill Worden, E. H. Edwards Company, to Keesling,
Qct. 20, 1932, Keesling Parers.

46. San Francisco_Chronicle, Oct. 20, 1932; San Francisco
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hridre directors and the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
that it had maintained a San Francisco office for more than
sixty vears. Up to 1930, this local coffice had employed an
averare of one hundred workers. To reascure local interests
that a large portion of the cable contract would find its
way back into the Bay area economy, Roehling>promi$ed to con-
struct a new Bay area plant and spend at least fifty percent
of the contract locally.b7

In signing a contract with Roebling's Sons, the
Lridre district awarded the cont. 3ct té the lowest, qualified
tidder. The district also acknowledped the famed catle com-
reny's wide experience in making and cpinning cqbles for
suspension bridges.he

The letting of thre remaining bridee contracts af-
forded additional examrles of the keen and rometimes desper-
ate competition zmong members of the business community, many

Q
of whom faced bankruptcy because of the depression.b’ vhen

News, Oct. 20, 1032; San Francisco Busipess, XXITI, No. 44,
Oct. 26, 1932, '

L7. F. . Hammond, John A. Roebling's Sors of California

to Poard of Directors of Golden Gate Bridge and Hichway Dis-
trict, Oct. 20, 1932; Hammond to Keesling, Oct. 21, 1932,
Keesling Papers.

L2, For an account of the building of the Brooklyn bridge,
wrich estzblished the name of Roebling in the annals of the
bridre-buildine profession, cee David B. Steinman, The Build-

srs of. the Bridre: The Story of Jokn Roebling and His Som
(Wew York, 1950]. T _

47, An example of this competition was revealed in a letter
from Henry J. Kaiser, reporesenting Bridre Ruilders, Inc. In
this letter Kaiser sought to refute rumors that Bridre Build-
ers was financially weak and incapable of carrying out any
contract. See Kaiser to Keesling, Nov. 1, 1932, Keesling
Papers. : :
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//’;11 the contracts had been signed, West ccast industry
received aovproximately 37,500,000 of the 32&,000;600 in
construction contracts. The.remainder went to Bethlehem

Steel Company and Roebling's Sons.50
S |

The Golden Gate Bridre and Labor
Bay area labor shared common cause with Ray area
business in seekinr a share of ihe mories spent on bridge.
constructien., In 1930, far in advance of asking for bids,
Frank C..MacDonalél president of the State Ruilding Trades

‘Council of California, and Bayv arez union leaders met with

bridre officials to discuss working standards.c 4l construc-
o N i)

tion work, said the labor officials, chould bte based on an

F\ eirht-hour day, ¥enday through Friday werk week. Salaries -

raid ¢hould te based on the prevailing ware scale at the time

contracts were sirned. Also, union members shkould have job

+

priority over non-union workers. Another btasic cornerstene

in labor's fair employment platform was the demand that oﬁly

workers resiaent of the bridge district for one or more years

be hired.52

Q, Supra, p. 133.

Frank C. MacDonald to Keesling, with inclosures, April,
1991, Keesling Fapers. Other labor leaders present were
Thomas Doyle and F. P, Nicholas, Building Trades Council

of San Francisco; R. R. Corrie, Hoisting and Fortable
Engineers; Louis Dressler, Bridge and Structural Iron
Wworkers; and ‘alter imes and William Burke, Brotherhood

of Painters. '

52. GColden Gate Bridre and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, July 29, 1931, Keesling Papers.,
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Bridge officials accepted in principle the standarda:
for working conditions énunciated by labor spokesmen. Thres
years later, in 1933, following the sirning of contracts,
bridge chiefs and labor leaders met and reaffirmed the main

tenets of the earlier discussion. The forty-hour week, pre-

vailing wage scales, and the cne year local residence re- —

e
quirement for workers were all enforced during the construc-

__./i -
tion period.53

—Throurhout the building period there were no serious
violations of this lator-management agreement. A few werkers
were discharged because they could net document the residence

‘requirement; some cut-of—distriét worKers were Hired to fill
key skills. In the latter instance, i: was clearly estab-.
lished by the contractors that it was necessary to hire

ckilled workers from the East to perform certain construction

.jobs.5b

The most urgent problem that faced the union leaders

during the construction period concerned the alleged failufe

of some of the contractors to perform all the work they had

———

agreed to do within the district. This issue came to a cli-

max following the signing of the steel contract with Bethlg«

hem Steel Company.

53. Keesling to MacDonald, April 23, 1931, Keerling Papers;
San Francisco Chronicle, Jan. 31, 1923.

5,. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, July 26, 1933, Keesling Papers; San Francisco Chron-
icle, June 15, 1933, Jan. 13, 19343 San Francisco MNews,

March 21, 1934. o :
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In March 1933, Bethlchem announced to the bridre
directors that it would be necessary to move its San Fran-
cisco storage facility to a plant in Alameda, on the Oakland '
side of the Bay.55 San Francisco labor leaders, supported
by newspapers and business proups cceking to prevent such
an untimely development, protested the impending move. Ala-
meda, they reaconed, was outside of the district and had |
contributed nothing financially to the bridpe. San Fran-
cisco, on the other hand, had paid arproximately eighty-five
percent of the 462,000 in bridge énx levies., Bethlehenm's
local base of operations should remz2in in San Francisco,
caid the union officials, where district labor eculd be
hiréd at prevailing ware scales.56
As the number of'protes:s 6ppcsin; the mcve in-
creased, the toard of directers, in May, appointed a sfecial
committee to survey Bethlehrem's San Francisco facility to

determine whether or not the move was justified. At the

same time, a payment of 3$4,00,000 due to the steel company

55, San Francisco News, March 9, 1933.

56. GColden Gate Bridre and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, April 12, 1933, Keesling Papers. The gravity of
this situation yas underscored by the number of San Francisco
business and labor organizations which {oined together to :
oppoce Bethlehem's impending move. Inc uded were: Indus-
trial Association of San Francisco; Central Council cf Civie
Clubs; Civic League of Improvement Clubs; Down Town Associa-
tiony San Francisco Lator Council; Association of Machinists;
Boiler Makers and Iron Workers Union; San Francisco Chamber
of Commerce; San Francisco Real Estate Board; Motor Car
Dealers of San Francisco; and the San Francisco Junior
Chamber of Commerce. See San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
et _al. to McClintic Marshall Corporation, June 2, 1933,
Keesling Papers. '
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was withheld pending the report of the special committee.
Apprised of the rising tide of local cpinion against the
impending chnnge; Bethlehem.officials met with bridge admin-
istrators to explain their reasons in detail.

| Because of the size of the order, the steel company
stated, six to eight acres would be needed to store the.
steel. Also the site would have to te adequately equipped
with railreoads and wharfare to unload zhe steel from ships
and, in turn, relcad on barges for re-shipment to the con-
struction ahea. The only facility in the Bay region_ownéd
tv Bethlekem that met those requirements was the Bethlehem
Shipbuildiﬁg rlant lecated in Alameda.svl In spite of vig-
crous orpesition, Sethlehem's San Francisce oreration was
moved to the new site. A4s a comrromise, however, Eethleheﬁ
arreed to hire only districet labor.s8

It was difficult to measure tke number of jots cre-

ited by the bridge'project; 3y the end of 1933, an average

e e —
of 415 workers were employed directly at the construction

site. In March 1936, at <te height of the construction
activity, the average number of workers approached(lLPOO.

— .
Not included in these figures were the factory workers in

the East and West where bridge contracts were bteing perfohned.

57. G. H. Blakeley, president, McClintic Marshall Corpora-
tion, to Filmer, April 24, 1933; Blakeley to C. E. Paine,
Aprii 28, 1933, Keesling FPapers. . X

54, Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Memorandum of
Minutes, June 10, 1933, Keesling Papers.:

53. San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 4, 1233; March 9, 1936.
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Also not considered in thé statistics were the additional
employees hired by the small Bay area vendors who benefited
by the general rise in business activity.
Labor statistics, however, were only a part--perhaps

the least sirnificant part--of the bridre ctory. Of immeas-

urable importance wias the impact of the censtruction activity

on the local citizen's frame of mind. The newspapers repeat-

——— o ———

edly referred <o the San Francisco—Oakland.Bay bridce and
' 60

the Golden Gate span as "scenes of tremendous activity."

Labor leaders snd tusiness executives pictured San Francisco,
from 1233 to 1327, as one of the chief centers of revived

business activity in the United States.

’

Summary
In the spacé of four and one-half vears, labor,

capital, and the bridge engineers combined to construct a
susprensicn bridge which today (1952) remains the lengest of
its kind in the world. The enéineéring probtlems were, in
many instances, dnprecedented. The south pler, constructed
in sixty-five feet of water exposed to the open sea, and the
stringing of the cables presented unusualnchallenges.

Throughout the building period there were no strikes.

—

The violent waterfront upheaval in the summer of 1934, which

witnessed the rise of Harry Bridres' Longshoremen's Associa-

| i —_—
tion, did nat affect work on the Golden Cate ol
J- .

L]
—

‘Labor,

60. Ibid., March 9, 1936.

61. A vivid account of this strike is given in Walter M.
Camp, San Francisco: Port of Gold (New York, 1947), pp. L45-65.
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caurht in the crush.of the nation's worst depression, eagerly
sought the job openinge which developed whén building began.
Similarly, Bay area business was revitalized by spending |
approximately 390,000,000 in the construction of the two

Ray bridges.



CHAFTER VII

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD, 1933-1937:
STEWARDSHIP AND POLITICS

Introduction
One of the most apparent differences between the
Golden Gate tridre and the San Franciscc-Qakland Bay span
during the construction pericd lay in the administration.,

The State Toll Pridge Authority tuilt the Bay bridre and con~

—

struction was directed by paid emrloyees resronsitle to the

—

state. On the other hand, stewardship of the Golden Gate

—— - —

span was vested in a board of directors selected by each of

——

the six counties. This board, consisting of professional

—

peorle, bucinessmen, and labor leaders, was responsible to

the taxpayers of the district.

Local Stewardship: The Board of Directors
None of the directors had any practical experience
in bridge construction, but all were well qualified to exér—
cise considered judgment in the expenditure of money, hiring .
"of administrative officials, letting contracts, and the like.

'ﬁiliiam P.:Filmer, esident of the board of directors, had :

been a reslident of San Francisco for fifty-six years at the
time he tock office in 1929. Since 1900 he had been presie
dent of a local printing firm, a.position which had been

. - 163
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handed down from father to son. As the chief administrator
cf bridre affairs thr;ughout the construction period, Filmer
hrourht to the directdrate a'well-grouqded and practical
business approach which stood the district in good stead
during the tempestuous.depression da_vs.1

Next to Filmer, Francis V. Keesling of San Francisco
held the most important post on the board of difectors--that
¢f chairman of the building committee. Keesling was grad-
unated from Stanford University in 1898 and in the same year
was admitted te the California State bar. Early in his
career, he bhecame active in jolitics and in 1910 sought,
unsuccessfully, the Republican nomination for governor. In
1914 he was named chairman of the Republican State Central
Committee for a two-year term. After 1916, Keesling concen-
trated on his career as a lawver and insurance executive-~--
rursuits that Erought him many rewards and successes. ?hén
re was appointed to the directorate in the fall of 1929,
Keesling was presidént and general ccunsel for a large West
coast life insurance company.

Appointed chairman of the influéhtial building com-
mittee in the fall of 1930, Keesling displayed. an extra-
ordinéry desire to learn and understand the job before him.
In 1929, he visited New York where, in company with O. H.
immann of the Port of New York Authority; he inspected the

3,500-foot George Washington suspension bridge, then under

1. Ceorge F. M. Nellist, ed., Pan Pacific Who's ¥ho (Hono-
lulu, 1941), p. 219. |
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construction., In later years, Keesling returned frequently
to the Fast coast, monitoring the contracts held by Bethlehem
Steel Comp1nv and Roebling's Sons, and visiting Washington
officials from whom he sought federal funds. Keesling's wide
ranjge of personal cont1ct,, particularly in California, com-
bined with an unusual capacity for lorng hours éf,work, made
kim one of the most valuable memters of the hoard of direc-
tors. Also, the control he exercised over the letting of
millions of dellars in contracts made him one cof the most
tnfluential.?

Roﬁg;;-H;,Trumbq%l! a rancher from Marin County, was

vice-rresident of the toard. As a bus {neseman and citi7en

living in the town of Novato, Trumbull early enrou=ed an
interest in the possibilities of a Golden Gate crossing.

In 1010, he represented this North Marin community at the
§an Rafael public meeting held on behalf of a bridge, Trume
bull was alsc a charter member of the Colden Gate Bridge
Association organized in 1923 at Santa Rosa. During the
construction period his most significant contribu*ion came
as chairman of the bond committee charged with marketing the

bridge securities.

Congressman Richard J. Welch was elected to the
— e —
directorate by the San Francisco Board of Superviscrs in
December 1928. MHis association with the project dated from

1918 when, as a San Francisco supervisor; he introduced a

2. #ho's Who in America, 1948-1949, p. 1318; Keeqllnr, Daily
Calendar, 1929-1936, Keesling Papers; interview with Francis
V. KeesI{np, Jr., August 1955.
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resolution proposing that the city {nvesﬁigate the possibil-
fties of a Golden Gate span. During the early twenties he
was chairman of the supervisors'! hridre committee and, as
such, played an important role in the successful attempt to
win %ar Derartment approval in 1924. Elected United States
Corgreseman in 1927 from.San Francisco, Welch was unable to
attend most of the board meetinss. while in the nation's
capital, however, he conscientiously served as a representa-
tive of the district before the various federal arencies
from whom the district sought financial atd.’

Frark P. Dovle, a prominent tanker and civic leader

——

‘\.

from Santa Rosa, was also a charter member of the Golden Gate
ridre Assnciaiion. alorg with Trumbull, he wac one of the
few North 3ay citizens present at the 1219 San Rafael meet-
ing. During his tenure on ‘the toard ofadirectOrs, he served
on the bond and auditing committees.

A. R. O'Brien of Mendocino County, owner-editor of

the Ukiah Republican Press, was the meoet colorfuvl and out-

espoken figure on the directorate. Through the columns of
his newspaper, he waged an unrelenting fight against all
oppcnents of the bridge. His wrath struck hard at the Sounhe‘
ern Pacific Company and the Southern Paciflc;Golden Gate |
Ferries for their part in the anti-Bridge litigation during
1931 and 1932.L Harry Lutgens, like 6iErien, exercised an

influence on bridre affairs that extended far beyond the

3. dho's Who in America, 19042-1949, p. 2627,

L. Suora, p. 101,
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moetings of the directorate. As editor of the San Rafael

~Inderendent, a newspaper which had cuprorted the project

since- 1716, Lutgens kept his readers well informed on prob-
lems and propsress of the span. As a memter of the tuilding
committee, he workedlciosely with Chairman Keeeling in the

menumental task of planhing and monitoring bridre cornstruc-

tion.

Directors Warren Shannon and John F. McLaurhlin were
hoth promineﬁt figures on the San Francisce lator scere.
McLaushlin, elected to the toard of directors in 102, had
served as president and secretary of the Brotherhood of .
Teamsters local. Bo;h Sharnon aﬁd-NcLadghlin were active in
obﬁaining favorable wqfe scales and wbrking conditicns for
union labor emploved on the Gelden Gate:bfidge.s

Stewardshir of the Golden Gate span was not an easy
tack., The work load wés heavy and the outside pressures |
many. In additioen, each director had to care for his own
business. Beginning in>1929, the newly appointed toard met
cnce a month in the San Francisco City Hall. By the time
construction got under way in 1933, regular btoard meetings
had increased to twa per month, with each session taking an
afternoon or longer. In addition, there were numerous sub-
committee gatherings which aécounted for several more hours

of each director's time. None of the board memters received

5. San Francisco News, Jan. 3, 1934; Golden Gate Bridge and
Hirhway District, Fourteenth Annual Report of Orerations,
1950-51 (San Francisco, 1951}, p. 11.
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a salary, although each was pald a twenty-dollar fee for each

meeting attended, plus travel expenses.

The extent of the demands made on the time and ener-
ries of the individual directors is indicated by a twenty-
four-hour entry made in F., V. Keeslinp's daily calendar.

This record, kept by the chairman of the buflding commitﬁee
from the fall of 1929 until his retirement from the board in
1936, ran the gamut of activities of the Colden Gate project.
In the pre-construction vears, seldom more thkan a week would
elarse without an entry concerning a conference, telerhone
conversation, or the like. As the building reriod approacted,
the entries kecame mdre frequent and lergthy. After con-
s:ru:tion,coﬁmenced in the fall of 1932, Keesling's calendar
“was filled with memoranda and notes of arpeintments and con-
ferences. The entry for January 4, IQBL; affords an example
of 2 typical day in Keesliny's bridge-buiiding experience:

"BLDG. COMMITTEE: In conference with Reed [general man-
ager) at the Manger [restaurant].
Discussed engineering organization and
audit of demands for fees. Necessity
of consideration of the effect of de-
duction of cost cof.inspection and pay
and expense of consultants.

South Pier. Reviewing recent discov-
eries by diver Hanson, of the Pacific
Bridge Company, concerning the loca-
tion of crevasses approximately 250
feet northeast of the fender site.
Necessity of investigation to deter-
mine penetraticn and slope at that
roint. Inspecticn being organized .
by Reed. This tke first information

received by me.

"ADMINISTRATIVE: Telephone conference with Filmer
(board president] relative to dinner

for conference on Bridge District
matters.
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"BLDG. COMMITTEE: 1In conference with Reed and Felt
{bridre secretary) relative to data
to be transmitted to Lutgens and

Maxwell.

McClintic-Marshall. Mr. E. D. Hil1
called to inquire concerning prospece-
tive program by reason of possible
political activities, bond market and
budret.. Informed him relative to
plans for application to government.
for financing balance of tond issue
and arproximate time of filing the .
arrlication. Communication with Reed .
relative to ascertsining definitely
tke proper agency with which to file
application in order to avoid delay.%"

Folitics: Finn-Hirschberg Machine
The heavy wnrk load was not, at all times, the most
trying aspect of being a bridce director. Like any public
trust, the directors had to bte resrohsive.to the demands of
various special grours as well as public corinion in general.
Dividing between politically motivated charges and those
arising from the géneral populace was a continuing challenge.

The most publicized charge of "politics™ involving

the bridge district came in 1931 and 1932 at the time the

_railrcad-ferry interests brought suit to rrevent the con-

struction of the bridge. Simultaneous with this front-page

battle, however, was a subterranean political tug-of-war

within the district Egsg;f. Subtle, the issues and person-

alities involved were sometimes difficult to deflne,'but the

~ impact on bridge affairs was unmistakable. This latter polit-

ical struggle centered around the San Francisco Board of Su-

pervisdrs and its alleged effort to control bridge policies.

——
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Two names most frequently menticned in this contest

for power were Thomas F. Finn, long-time gheriff of San Fran-

cisco City and County, and Abraham "Murphy" Hirschbers, real -

a—

estate operator and confidant of politicians in and out of
city hall., Born and raised in the city by the Golden Gate,
Finn was elected to the state cenate arcurd 1280 on the Demo-
cratic ticket. While in Sacramentc he champicned the cause
of lator. In 1910, Finn left the state legislature and re-

turned to San Francisca where he was elected sheriff of the

6

county of San Francisco, an office he Feld until 1927.
Durine his tenure as sheriff, he was rereatedly commended by
srand juries for his efficient and fair adninistration.

By 1927, Finn wuic widely rerarded as a rower in both
local and state politics, neming candidates 2nd doling out
patronage, although, by tﬁis time, he haﬁlkhanged his polit-
ical allegiance from the Democratic to the Republiceh parpy.
His influence was particulafly strong in San Francisco where
e controlled the Republican County Committee which nominated
a number of candidates to the beard of sufervisors. In 1927,
Finn's pclitical power began slowly to decline. Opposed by
Mayor James Rolph, Finn was defeated in the race for sheriff;
never again did he hold public office.

Finn's control over the San Francisco County Repub-
lican Committee and the Board of Sdpervisors, however, con-

tinued throughout the remainder of the twenties and inte the

thirties. Since the county supervisors approinted the bridge

6. In 1914 Finn was defeated for a two-year term.
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directers, he was able to extend his {nfluence into the
brihne diserict's deliberations.7

Finn's continued influence in Republican circles
followinr, his defeat in 1927 was larpely the work of Abraham
Hirschberg. A controversial firure, Hirschberg never held a
nolitical office, nor did he have any official s:andthg in
the 2cmmunity. Yet, for a2 beriod of fifteen years, from
1025 to about 1940, th2 name Hirschberg'". . . poprred up in
the center of varicus rolitic2l matters with rreat refular-
ity" as Thomas Finn's-representative.8

Mirschberg achieved considerable success as a San
Francisco real esta:evbroker prior te "orld war,l. Following -
hie return from the war, ke expanded his interests to irclude
rolitics. His influerce oﬁer W, N, Bufﬁhardt, prublisher of

the San Francisco News, brourht Hirschterps to the attention

of Finn, who was in need of newsparer surport. Finn took
Hirschberg into his organization and, féllowing Finn's forced
retirement from politics in 1927, Hirschterg moved into the
frent office of the Finn political machine. For the next

ten years, Hi{schberg was in and out of the city hall and

the financial district,-advising,_questioning, or "passing

the time of day" on political matters with city officials

7. San Francisco Ckronicle, Jan. 6, 7, 9, 14, 1938; inter-
view with Earl C. Behrens, political editor of the Chronicle,
Aup. 19, 1957; Keesling, "Riographical Sketch of Abraham
Hirschberg and Thomas Finn," Keesling Papers; Justice B.
Detwiler, ed., Who's_%ho in California: A Biorraphical
Directoryv, 1028-1¢29 (San Francisco, 1929), p. 673.

8. San Francisco Chronicle, Sept. 21, 1932,
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and business leaders., Many of these conversations concerned

the Golden-Gate bridge.
The first political skirmish involving the Finn-

Hirschters combination came in 1928, "at the time the counties

i

were selecting candidates for the bridge directorate. Unlike

R
the other counties, Sah Francisco selected three of its own

memters to serve on the board. Two of “he appointces,

S

while the third, Frank Havenner, vigorcusly opposed this F

‘arren Shannon and ¥W. F. Stanton, were deminated by Finn,

rolitical faction. | Vol
“men the action of the supervisors was made publie,

a storm of protest aroce in the northern ccunties as well as

in San Francisce. Director-elect Frank P. Doylé of Soncma

Connty, sreaking for the interests of the rural countlies,

ctated that ke would fight attempts at "bie city" demination.

He exrressed the hope that thre arpointments would not be

allowed to stand.9

In San Francisco, meanwhile, Supervisor Haverner

accused Supervisor Shannon of consorting with Hirschberg in

——

drawing up a list of candidates acceptable to the Finn ma-

Y

e

chine. Shannon acknowledred that Hirschberg had conferred
—————————

with him prior te the naming of directers, but he vehemently

denied the charge that Hirschberg had urged the nomination
of particular candidates. Havenner replied'by sugresting
that all three supervisors step down from their newly-

appointed positions, a recommendation that was warmly

2. Ibid.

——="

Dec. 28, 1928,



173
endorsed by Mayor Rolph and the northern counties. Havenner
recipgned. Stanton and Shannon, however, refused to follow
and, instead, took their seats on the directorate.lo

Following this initial hassle over political influ-
ence, the roard of directors settled down to the more imme-
diate tasks involved in building a bridce. Drawing up final
nlans and specifications, carrying on the litigation with
the Southern Facific intercscs, and seeking voter npproval
of the bonde. required the wrolehearted cooperation cof each
directer. It was through'unity that these gonls were
achieved. Towards the er® of 1932, Eowever, criticism of
the reneral manarer, Alan MacDbnald, develeped amnng some
of the bridee directers. Rasis for the attacks was Mac-
Doraldts asscciations with Hirschberg.

MacDonald came to th2 bridge district well recom-
mended, a censtructicn enpineer who had . tuilt such San
Francisco show places as the Hotel Mark Hopkins and the Fox
Theater. Ye also was associated with Six Companies, the
firm that was building the Hoover Dam. Several months prior.
to the start of construction of the Golden Gate bridge, Mac-
Donald.had'been seen in the company of Hirschberg which led
some observers to believe that the general manager was
friendly with the Finn organization. In addition, some of
the direciors accused MacDonald of meddling in bridge busi-

ness which did not fall within his province.11

10. San Francisco, Board of Supervisors, Proceedings, XX1V
(1229), 203, 205. _

'11. San Francisco Chronicle, June 9, 1935.




In September 1932, the fiery director from Mendoecino
County, A. ﬁ. O'Bfien, ﬁroughb the matter into the open by
introducing a resolution stripping the general manager of
many of his powers. MacDonald,-O'Brien charged, was an
associate of Hirschberr and had supplied the San Francisco
rolitician with confidential bridgé infermation. One result,
stated the Mendocino editor, waé that. Finn h2d maneuvered
himeelf into a position where he would receive tre lion's
cshare of the lucrative surety tond business.lg

O'érien's moticn was warmly debated throughout the
fall of 1932, with the main discussion.centering on the al-
lered influence of the Finn organizatien in bridege affairs..
The News took up cudrels for MacDonald, while Ebe Qhronicle,
Examiner, and other San Francisco newspapers publicized the
alleged machinations of former -Sheriff'Finn and his rolitical
ally, Abraham "Murphy" Hirschberg.l?

Caught in the swirl of political controversy, Mac-
Donald's effectiveness as general manager btegan to decline
rapidly. At a time when crucial bridge business--such as
the sale of bonds and the signing of construction contracts--
was being negotiated, the debate threatened to undo the hard-
‘won victories that the district had achieved in the courts

and at the polls. This point was dramatized in a letter from

12. 1bid., Sept. 22, 1932; San Francisco Examiner, Dec. 25,
1932. Every contractor was heavily bonded to ensure perform-
ance of contract.

13. San _Francisco News, Sept. 19, 22, 1932; San_Francisco
Chronicle, Sept. 21, 1932; San Francisco Examiner, Dec. 23,
1932,
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President Morrish of the Bank of America. The precent lack
of effective manarement, Morrish said,'posed a serious threat
to Bank of America's large investment in bridpe bonds. He
asked that Immedlate remedial action Se,takon. Such action '
was implied in ancther resolution introduced by O'BErien
asking that MacDonald resign. PRefore the matter could come
up for a vote, MacDenald offered his resignation, giving as
his reason the desire to return to private engineerine

14

practice.” ‘
Otter than O'Prien, the newsparers and the remaiﬁder
of the_difectors conéidered MacDonald a carable encineer,
devoted to his job. FEe had the misfortune, hbw@ver, of
having teen caurght in the political cross-currents invelving
the Finn—Hirsctberg machine. This made him expendable. The
News and directers Shannon and Stantoﬁ main:ained.throurhout‘
that avgreat injustice had been committed. Farticularly,.
they were grieved at the role plaved by the Hearst press
‘(Examiner) in promoting the anti-MacDonald, anti-Finn cam-
paigns. The News vigorously denied the Examiner's charge
that Finn had received $100,000 in surety tond premiums.
Instead, the figure was much closer to 310,000, and no un-

15

ethical practice was involved.

In January 1933, James Reed, a former Naval officer

14. San Francisco Examiner, Dec. 15, 1932; San Francisco
Chronicle, Dec. 22, 29, 1932; Keesling, Daily Calendar,
Dec. 21, 1932, Keesling Papers.

15. San Franciséo News, Dec. 29, 1932; Keesling, Daily
Calendar, Dec. 30, 1932, Keesling Pavpers.
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with ship-building experience, was uppoinfed to i1l
MacDonald's position, and for the next few weeks the poiit-
feal controversy faded into the backpround. Urgent con- |
ctruction problems demanded immediate snlutions. In the
spring of the year, however, the political truce was broken
when the Finn-Hirschberg forces made a dramatic move to in-
crease their influence on the board of directors,

State Assemblyman Patrick J. Mcburray of San: Fran-
cisco introduced a bill in April to increase San Francisco's
bridre representation by five memtere¢. The purpoce of the

il1l, eaid the pre-Finn $an Francisco ¥ews, was to give San

Francisco a ﬁreater voice in bridgé affairs--cne commensu-
rate with her responsibilities. As the.ﬁirectorate now
steed, Szn Francisco aprointed ornly cne-half of the member-
chip, while raying eighty-five percent of the taxes levied
by the district. Furthermore, there were .indicatiens, con-
tinued the News, that several of the‘présenc directors from
San Francisco were too sympathetic to the northern counties.
By adding néw members from San Francisco, these disadvantages
could te eliminated.16

As far as the district supporters were concerned--
and this included most of the Bay area newspapers and a host
of civic and bﬁsiness organizationsé-the effort to increase

San Francisco's representation had the odor of bad politiecs.

On the board, itself, President Filmer and Director Keesling

16. San_Francisco News, April 19, 21, 1923,
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were adamantly opposed to the lepislation and they labored.
fovérishiy behind. the scenes to bring about the bill's de-
feat. Throurh letters, telephone calls, and personal con-
tacts,.those two directors sought to build up a fleod of
‘opposition. The responce was immediate. In San Francisco,
six major civic and turiness proups addressed a letter to
the California'Stace Lerislanure urring defeat of the
McMurray bill. Ite pacsearce, they said, would te detrimental.
to the best interests and orderly ﬁdmiﬁisbration of the die-
trict's affairs.17 The Examiner and Chronicle also orposed
the bill; and, in Southern California, Keesling was success-
ful in enlisting the aid of some state senators. The con-
certed efforte of the tricge subporters were snfffcient to
brini; atout the till's défeat, but Ey the narrow margin of -
only one vote.ls'

During the years 1934 to 1736 the political sirugglé
rolarized, with .the Firn-Hirschbterg organization on cne side
and directors Keesling and Filmer on the other. During thié

interval, Keesling and Filmer dominated bridge pqiicy making, -

in spite of the fact that the Finn-Hirschterg faction

17. San Francisco Chamter of Commerce et al. to Members of
the Legislature of the State of California, May 2, 1933
Keesling Parerc. Other cignatories included the Civic ﬁeague
of Improvement Clubs, Down Town Association, Junior Chamber
of Commerce, Motor Car Dealers Association, and the Real
Estate Board. '

1¢. Keesling, Daily Calendar, April 18-May 2, 1933, Keecling
Fapers; San Francisco Chronicle, April 26, Mey 3, 1933; San
Francisco Examiner, April 21, 26, 1933; San Francisco News,

Nay 5, 1933.
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8
increased its representation on the dircctorate.19 The
¢limax to the political tug-of-war came in December 1936, at
the expiration of Keesling's second term of office. Up for
renomination, the Finn-Hirschberg machine sought to replace
the popular building committee chairman with arother candi-

20 |

Keesling's original aprointment to the directorate
in the fall of 1929 reportedly had teen satisfactory to the
Finn group. At the expiratior of his first term in December
1932, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors unanimously re-
elected him for arother four yeafs. From this proint on, how-
ever, friction developed tetween Keesling and Finn, maturing
in the coen tattle over his succession to officé inr 1936.21

One source of irritation to Keesling's pelitical
edversaries was the tight rein he maintained on affairs of.
the building committee. Keesling closély guarcded and guided
the signing of contracts, disbursement of funds, and the
hiring of persbnnei. Furthermore, Hirschtefg disapproved
many of Keesling's administrative decisions, specifically
charging him with missed opportunities to reduce costs, pay-
ing extravagant wages to the genefal manager, and failure to
obtain more federal aid. He was»also disappointed with

Keesling's steadfast refusal to channel bridge jobs to the

19, San Francisco News, Jan. 3, 1934.
20. San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 4, 1936,

21. J. S. Dunnigan, clerk, San Francisco Board of Supervi-
sors, to Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Dec. 19,
1932, Keesling Papers.
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vheir support of the district's requests feor federal aid.
Aut with so many other demands on their time, they cculd not
"hand carry"® the requests through the maze of revernment
acencies. On this account, the dictrict's arplications were

l
frequently turned down,2®

As the dehbate over Keerlini's rearrcintment grew in
intensity, praice for his businese-like administration came
from neafly every serment of San Francisco's econcmic and
rolitical life., Besides the large btusiness rroups {whose
support wias not unexpected), laber orranizations came o nis
zid. Arpearing berére the San Francisco Ecazrd of Sube4xisors

ent of tre San Francieco Labor

L4

h

Q.

resi

cr

in December 1916,

D
-3

’

Council denied rumors that Keesling ha2d bteen unfair te
lator. The wage-hour apreements between the district and
the unions, said the labor cfficial, had teen very favoratle

o the werkingman, and it was Keesling who wzs largely re-

cr

sronsitle for the district's acceptance of thece working
standards.25 |

On Decemter 4, 1936, the San Franciesco Supervisors
voted to reolace Keeslins with Frank C. Sykes,_@ember of the
California State Board of Frison Directors. Shortly there-
after, che'Civic Learue of Improvement Cluts cobtained a court

injunction preventing the seating of Sykes, on grounds that

the candidate had been improperly nominated. Before a final

2L. Keesling to Adolph Uhl, San Francisco supervisor,
Dec. 11, 1936, Keesling Papers. .

25. San_Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 14, 1936.
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ruling could be handed down, however, Sykes declined the
appointuent. Keecling supporters hoped ‘that Syvke's action
would redound to their favor. But suchk was not the case.
Cn December 14, by the same one-vote marrin which had un-
ceated him earlier in the month, Keeslinr was replaced by
another Finn nominee, William D. Hadeler, ar executive in
a local grocery chain store tusiness.26-.

"It is a séd commentary," said Frecident Filmer
commenting on the effors to replace.thé building commnittee
chuirman, "that the services of Prancie V. Keeslinr as a
directer of the Golden Gate tridre shculd te subjected to 
attzck manifestly to serve ;oliticai'purposes. , It is a pcor
reward for lens, dilircent and effective service, lnfrely as
2 refult of which the Golden Sate tridee will ever te an

imprecsive exanple of a public preject carried te cempletion

4]

tonestly and efficiently."27

' The Political Feud Erds
The retirement of Keesling from the btridce directo-
rate, followed in six months by the completion of the tridre,

trought the political struggle to a close. Keesling returned,

triefly, to deliver thre dedicatory address on May 2R, 1937.28

Fresident Filmer left the district following the selection

of a candidate to replace General Managrer Reed, who resigned

26. San Francisco Chronicle; Exaniner, News, Dec. 4-15, 1926,

27. San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 15, 1936,

2f, Ibid., May 29, 1937.



182

in July. Now that the bridge was completed, Filmer was

anxious to withdraw from a position to which he had riven 30

fenerously and ably.z,9

L//—- On tte other side of the controversy, Thomas Finn
ied suddenly in January 1938, His death brouirht to a close

i
V

one of the mest colorful political careers in Zan Francisco's
> history. Abratam Hirschberg, Finn's controversial assQCiatc
during.this reriod, withirew from the rolitical arena. Dur-.
inr the forties he was prominent in Cﬁiifornia Yorse racing
as a stable cowner. At the ﬁime of thic writing he still is

30

L active_in the real estate business in San Francisco.

Several memberc of the teard of direciers and admin-

jctrasive staff remained witk the dissrics whrile others fol-

lowed Filmer and Keeslins into retirement. Retert Trumbull
contirued to rerve as vice-rrecident of the district until
the end of his third term in December 1940, at which time he

etired. Harry Lutgens, editor of the San Rafael Indevendent,

resigned his position in November 1938, Direcwor A. R.
é'Brien retained his position on the board throughout the
Second World War. In 1945, the Ukiah editor was elected
bridge president. His passing in January 1947 brought to
a close a career which, since 1922, had been intimately
associated with the growth and success of the Golden Gate

Bridge District.

29. San Francisco Examiner, July 22, 1937.

30. San_Francisco Chronicle, Jan. 6, 103“° interview with
Earl C. Behrens, Aug. 19, 1957.
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Director Frank P. Doyle's constructive tenure as a-
director of the bridre district came to a close in hugust
19,8, when he passed away at the age of eiphty-five. His
twenty years of continuous service, in Qdditioﬁ to his
earlier efforts in behalf of a Golden Gate cressing, won for
him, alone with James Wilkins, the accolade of "father of the
Gelden Gate bridge." Congressman Richard Jelch continued to
hold his membership on the directorate while rerrecenting
Can Francisco in Washinnten. Ais he had done during the con-
struction period, Welch continued his liaison activities in
the nation's cénital on btehalf of the bridre district. His
moct notable accomplishment in this recard was the introduc-
vion and passage ¢of a federal statute rejutinr-the numter of
non-reverte crceeines on the Golden Gate spaﬁ. #“hen he diéd
in 19,6, he had cerved on the toqfd twenty-one years--;he‘
lonrest term of any member.

‘Thomas lMaxwell, last member of the orisinsl beoard of
directors to serve in that capacity, died in July 1950. His
tenure had not been continuous, since he had resifned in 1941
and was reappointed in 1949. Hugo D. Neﬁhouse, a director
since December 1933, and president of the district from 1941
to 1943, succumbed in June 1946. John F. McLaughlin, an-
pointed in January 1934, died in office in July 1950.31

On the administration side important chanres took

place immediately following the opening of the bridre. Chief

31. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway Dlstrlct Annual Repert
of Operations, 1942-1951 (San Francisco).
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Enpginecer Strauss resigned after submitting his final reporc.-
Strauss! ihtefest in the bridre spanned a_twenty;year beriod,
bepinning in 1917, That the tridre was planned, approved,
and finally construcped was 3ue larrely to the tireless per-
sistence of this one man. THe chief enrineer passed on in
May 1938, one year after tr3{fic bteran td—flow across the
svan. During his career, S:irauss had constructed 500 bridges
throurhout United States, Canada, and Europe.32

feneral Manager Jame: Seed, like Strauss, resigned
chortly after the bridge wis zempleted. As cverseer of the
construction phase since Jamuary 1933, Reed had the resporsi-
bilizv of cocrdinating and surervising the rlans 2nd rolicies
~= promulrated bty the directcre. The district's first audi-

tor, Jchn R. Ruckstell, resizned in 1725 and was rerlaced by

Roy S. West, whke cerved until 1%42. CEydirey R. Tavler, traf-
fic enpineer since Septemter 1220, died in office in 19L4.
W W, Felt, Jr., éecretary.cf the dis:trict and cldest em-
rloyee in terms of service, ra2tired in Apfil-l@bs. He had

held cffice since March 19—2?.33

Summary
Stewardship of the Gelden Cate bridre was the respon-
cibility of a rroup of busiress and professional men who were

"chosen for their ability and integrity. None had any bridge

32. San_Francisco Examiner, July 2¢, 1037; New York Times,
iay 17, 1938,

13. Golden Gate Bridge and Yighway District, annual Report
of Operations, 1942-1951 (San Francisco).
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building experience; but most were endowed- with an above
averare business ability which, along withk a sense of civic
rride, brought to fruitton a leng-standing dream of the Bay
area.

In spite of the fact that eiphty-five percent of the
district's porulasion resided in San Frwnc!scq, the norﬁherh
counties retained a larre mencure of control over bridre af-
fairs. Thie waes rossible since reven of the fourteen direc-
Lors came from the nerth. dlso,” come of tre San Francisco
memters, particularly Keesline, were partial <o the ocutlyving
areas,

Tl.e Finn-Eirsctbers forces sourht to ﬁ&ace its own
nominees on the beard of directers te ¢a2in n measure of cen-
trol over the disbursement of funds and the filling of admin-

-
v

They were only partially successful., The

mn
-

istrative po

]

oprosition of direcltores Keesling and Filmer, the metrepolitan

newspapers--particularly the Chronicle and Examiner-- and the
collective voices of numeraus business and labor groups ef-

fectively parried these political thrusts.



CHAPTER VIII
THE COMPLETED STRUCTURE

/ Introduction
The Golden Gate bridge was a fitting addition to
- California's galaxy of superlatives. It was the world's
longest, highest, and handsomest suspension bridge and San
Franciscans spared neither time nor money to let the world
know of their great achievement. Indeed, Bret Harte's dictum
that San Francisco was "serene, indifferent to.fate" had an
unfamiliar ring in a-city that appeared determined to have
the largest celebration since the Fan-Pacific Exposition in
1215 or the bridge ground-breaking ceremonies in 1933,

The official opening of the hridée to traffic had
been earerly anticipated for several months by an enthusi-
astic populace. The newspapers, their pages filled with
pictures and feature stories on the bridgé, reflected this
mood. One journal compared the forthcoming cccasion with
the completion of the first transcontinental railroad in
1869, another with the opening of the Panama Canal in 1913.1
And when the Golden Gate Bridge Fiesta commenced on May 27,

1937, a carnival spirit pervaded the city. Representative

1. San Francisco Chronicle, April 26, 27, 1937; San_Fran-
cisco Examiner, Aprile 27, 1937. : '

186
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headlines from San Francisco newspapers described the event

in these words:

“SAN FRANCISCO OPENS GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE TODAY::
CARNIVAL JOY RULES

SAN FRANCISCO GREETS GAY FIESTA THRONGS
IMMENSE CROWDS IN FULL PARTY ARRAY JAM STREETS
GREATEST ARMADA IN FORT: NAVY JOINS FIESTA FUN

MIGHTY BRIDGE RiICKDROP OF SPECTACLE

May.27 was pedestrian day. The great interest that
the pedple of the Bay area hai evinced in the bridce from the
‘day they overwhelmingly arproved the btonds in 1230 to the
conclusion of construction was strikingly.démonstrated in
this event. A crowc estimated ab 200,000 thronged across the
span adniring, pfaising, and enjoving. May 2f marked the
orening of the bridge to meter traffic. Top-hatted dignitar-

ies, including official emissaries from Canada and lexico,
governors from eléven Western states, high-ranking officers
of the Army, Mavy, and Marine Corps, Governor Frank N. Mer-
riam of California, Mavor Angello J. Rossi of San Francisco,
bridge officials, plus hundreds of other representatives from
communities far and near were on hand to participate.

The dedicatory ceremonies began 1n mid-morning under
{denl weather conditions. In a trief speech, Chief Engineer
Strauss presentea the span to President Filmer of the bridge-
district. Filmer, in turn, presented the bridge to the

people of the district and, in a larger sense, to all future

users. Former Director Francis Keesling delivered the
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principal address. During the progress of the ceremonies, -
anproximately 500 planes from units of the L,2-ship armada
sent by the United States Navy flew overhead. At twelve
o'clock noon, upon receipt of a telegraphic signal from
President Franklin D. Rooseveit in the White House, traffic
beran to flow across the bridge.

The bridge carnival which had tegun on May 27 cdn-
tinued for several days. Facgeants, parades, dances, and the
customary quota of "Fiesta Queens" were everyvwhere in evi-
dence. HKollywoed stars including Al Jolson, Victor Young,
Georre Jessel;.Suck Jones, and Victor McLaglen were bresent
to add lustre and to give of their talents. By the time the
celebration came to an end on June 2, most observers arreed
that few events in San Francisco's ristory had aroused more
interest or brought forth creater'public.participapion than
the orening of tke 335,000,000 structure that now swung -

across the Golden G_ate.2

Final Cost of Bridge

Termination of the construction period and adjusting
extra compensation claims were not completed until 1939. The
overall bridre cost (excluding the 3467,000 in tax levies
spent on surveys, litigation, and bond election)’came to
just under 335,000,000, This figure was considerably higher

than the 1932 estimate owing to unforescen construction

2. For complete coverage of this event see San Franciceo
Chronicle, News, Call-Bulletin, and Examiner, May 27-June 2,
1937. :
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in reference to the south pier, which

raised the construction cost by 24,000, 000 b The total cost

of the project is summarized below:

TABLE V

COLDEN GATE BRIDIE--FINAL CONSTRUCTION COST®

RECEIPTS:

Saie of tonds (par va
District tax levies |

Total

ZXFEKRDITURES:

Freliminary expenses
surveys, election

alue) . . . 235,000,000.00
1922-30 and 1970 31) . 467 367.75

construcsion furds . . 335,&67,}67.75

including
e C. . . . . . . . . [ $ 161 Q?A 8&

n~m1n151r1t‘or inciuninp litirazien . 7. . 736 728.97
Financing,. nf'iuo*n"r tond discours,

interest durings constructien, et¢c. .
“nrineering, including inspecticn . . .

COEStFUCtiOR . . ¢ o

Freliminary Maintenance and Operaticn

Total
ULYYFENDED BALANCE . .

4,219,963.05
2,077,663.53
27,6C6,733.75
50,501.51

disbursements . . . . 335,453,485,65
e 6 & e o s ¢ o o ¢ e 3 13,?82.10

~ After the bridge was opened, the main obligations of

the district were interest on bonds, bond retirement, and

maintenance and operation. The schedule of maturities called

for the first honds to
thereafter until 1971,

clear. In addition to

te retired in 1942, and each year

at which time the bridge would be

the $35,000,000 face-value securities,

3. Golden Gate Bridge
of the Chief Engineer,

and Highway District, Vol. I: Repnort
p. 68; supra, p. 133.

L. GColden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Second Annual
Rerort of Oporationsl,l°38 1939 (San Francioco 1939),

p. 10.
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accrued interest in the amount of $39,000,000 would have to
be paid. Thus, by the time the last bonds were redeemed in-
1971, the bridge would have cost nearly $7h,000,000;5

~ The firstrfew years of operatior were a testing time
as the directofs waited to see whether or not the revenue |
predictions would hold true. Throughout the twenties,
Strauss and others had promised the voters that there would
te sufficient revenue to pay for all hridre.expenses. -In
their rerort to the district in 1930, the directors reaf-
firred these pledges.6 The oppeonents, on the other hahd,
had charged that the bridgce would be a millstene around the
taxpaver's neck during the forﬁy years that the'bonds were

being retired.7

At the end of the third fiscal year -(June 30, 1940},
the district revenues and expenditures-kere only ¢cn a
slightly better than break-even basis. Durihg the first
fiscal year (July 1, 1939 te June 30, 1938), seventy-eight
percent of a normal year's obligatibn was coilected. The-
second yéar saw this percentage rise to ninety-three percent.
The third year witnessed a small surplus.8 The reasons rdr
“this slow rinaﬁcial start were in evidence‘from the beginning

of operations; the most obvious was that the predictions of

5. 3ee Table VI, p.v191.
6. See Chap, III. _
7. Pope et _al., Golden Gate Bridge, pp. 26-39.

8. Golden Gate Bridre and Hiphway District, Third Annual Re-
port of Operations, 1939-1940 (San Francisco, 1940), p. 6.
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Income made in the 1930's were based on an average toll of
eighty-four cents per vehicle. When the bridge opened, how-
ever, the automobile toll began at f{ifty cents per car with
higher rates for heavier vehicles. Thus, instead of the an-
ticipated feceipts of 22,320,000 for 1937-1938, the actual
revenue amounted to just under 31,600,000.9

Another factor contributing to low initial income was
ferry competition. At this juncture in the bridge's history
(1937-1940), the loss cf automcbile and truck traffic to
ferries was keenly felt.lo Frior tec 1937, the ferry toll
for a single trip was sixcy cents per car plus fifteen cents
rer cccurant. On March 1, 1937, anticipating the opening of
the bridge, owners of the Southern Pacific—Gold;n Gate Fer-
ries lowered this rate to fifty cents per passenger car. On
Aupust 11, the fare was again dropped to thirty cents one way

(with five passengers) and fifty cents round trip.ll

For one yvear the Southern Pacific-Golden Gate Ferries
competed with the Golden Cate bridge at thece uneconomical
rates. The number of units carried by the ferries fell off
sharply; they managed,_however; to retain a substantial num-
ter of their regular commuters. By the summer of 1938, the'

ferry company found it impossible to continue operations at .

©. Golden Gate Bridre and Highway District, First Annual Re-
port_of Operations, 1017-1038 (San Francicco 193] p. 12;

Vol. II: Traffic Anﬁ1v5i= 1930, p. 23.

10. San Francisco Chronicle, Sept. 23, 1937; Ukiah Repub-
lican Press, Nov. 24, 1937,

11. Golden Gate Bridre and Highway Divtrict First Annual
Report, 1937-1938, p. 9. .
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a profit-fthe fare was too lJow for the number of units
serviced. Since May 1937, the monthly traffic averare for
the ferries had declined from 125,000 vehicles to less than
70 OOO by July 1938, In face of a prowing deficit, the
outhern Pncific—:oldon Gate company on July 25, 1938 sus-

<

rended {ts auto-~-ferry operation.

The end. of regular auto-ferry service brourht about .
an immediate upswing in bridge revenue, al%hough the North-
western Facific Railrdnd continued to cperate a passenger
ferry service acress the Golden Gate which included carrying
a limited number of automobiles. In 1939,7due to a sharp
decrezce in revenue traffic, the Northwestern Pacific also
petitioned the State Raflroad Commissicen for permission to
atianden sarvice between San Francisce and Sausalito. Ap-
proval of the request was withheld until February 1941, at
which time an interurban bus éervice was substituted for the
rerular passenger ferry service. The last séheduled ferry
crossed the Golden Gate on February 2“ thus bringing to a
close a service which had been ‘continucus since 1868, 12

Of greater concern and longer duration than the ferry
competition was the loss of income to non-revenue vehicles.
Under the provision of the original War Department grant in
1924, Army and Navy vehicles were to have free transit over _

the span. Later, this agreement was defined to include all

Army and Navy military personnel, active and retired, their

12. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Second Annual
Report, 1938-1939, pp. &4- 9.
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dependents, and civilians employed by efther of the two
services. Transit was authorized for either business or
personal reasons.

As the war years approached this class of traffic
grew at an accelerated rate, amounting to 1,000 cars per day
by mid-summer, 1940. In March 19&1, in a suit brought by
the Covernment, the United States District Court in San Frane
cisco extended this toll-free privilege to include all gov-
ernment arencies. The result was'hnother larre upsurge in
the number of non-revenue cars and trucks using the Gelden
GCate br{dge. By lobh; the daily total of revenue-free
crossings had grown to 2,200 or 17% of the entire bridge
traffic.13

The loss of income to non-revenue users, courled
with the war-time restrictions on autoﬁdbile travel (gas
rationing began on December 1, 1942), presented a serious
financial challenge to the district. In 1942, the Bay érea
press, the California State Legislature, and bridge officials
began to seek passage of remedial legislation to correct what
they considéred to be an abuse bf federal power. Early in =
the following year, United States Congressmen Welch and _.
Clarence F. Lea introduced a bill into Congress which pro-
vided for restrictions on the use of this toll-free privi-

lege.!® 1In March 1944, over the objections of the War

13. San Francisco Chronicle, March 12, 1941; Golden Gate:
Bridge and Highway District, Third Annual Rerort, 1939-1040,
p. 4; Seventh Annual Rerort of Operations, 1943-1944 (San
Francisco, 1944}, p. 1.

14. San Francisco Chronicle, Jan. 12, 1943: Califarnia
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Departnent, the proposal was passed and signed by Président
 Roosevelt. Under the provisions of this statute, only Army
and Navy personnél and civilian employees of the War and N;vy
departments on official business could use the bridge withdyc
tariff. Follewing the implementation of this new regulatié#
on April 1, 1944, free-fare transits dropped'froh a daily )
average of 2,200 to 800. The result was a sharp increase in *°
bridge incomé.15

Fears of financial insolvency occasioned by sub-
standard revenues in the first few vears began to fade in
ﬁhe early 1240's, even before the abtuse of the non-revenue
rrivilere was corrected. Byll?hz,.when the first amortiza-
tien payment of $200,000 was due, a reserve fund of 3&00,000‘
tad been tuilt up to meet tond retirement. FEight years
later, in 1930, and in spite of sharp increases in the yeariy
tond retirement rate, the reserve bond fund stood at over

16 By September 1957,

$5,500,000; in 1956 it was 36,625,000.
the district's total cash reserves, plus the $21,000,000 in

bridge insurance, equaled the total outstanding bridge debt,

Journal of the Senate, Legislature of the State of Califor-
nia, 55 Sess., 1943, p. 1097; Golden Gate Bridge and Highway
District, Third Annual Report, 1939-1940, p. &4.

15. San Francisco Chronicle, March 15, 1944; Golden Gate
Bridge and Highway District, Seventh Annual Report, 1943-

1944, p. 1.

16. Golden Gate Bridre and Highway District, Fifth Annual
Revort of Operations, 1941-1942 (San Francisco, 1942), p. 2;
Thirteenth_Annual Rerort of Operations, 1949-1950 (San Fran-
cisco, 1950), p. 28; Nineteenth Annual Report of Operations,
1955-1056 (San Francisco, 1956), p. 12; Roy S. West, auditor,
Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, to Board of Direc-
tors, January 16, 1942, Keesling Papers.
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interest and principal. In the unlikely event that the
bridre should collapse, all obligations could be ‘paid off

from available funds without resorting to taxation.17

Structur31.3tability

The structural stability of the span, a sourcé of
controversy since 1927, has been carefully obserVed-since'
the opening of the bridge. Pefiodicnlly, the bridre adminis-
tration conducted thorough checks of every major bridge com-
ponent. In 1248, for example, a study was made of the
cables, anchorares, and piers. .The United States Coast ﬁn@
Geodetic Survey aided in this investigation by taking soun&f'
ings of the channel, concentrating on the area'aroﬁnd the
south pier. The bridre was found to be in excellent condi:
tion. No significant changes in the floor contour,.evidonce
of slides, or movement of piers were noted. After more thas
twenty vears, Professor Bailey Willis' assertion that the :
bridge could nct iong stand still was without proof‘.li8

The only major structural change made on the bridge
was the addition of a bottom lateral bracing system on the
main span. This was a precautionary measure taken in the
wake of a severe windstorm which cccurred in December 1951.
During the course of this prolenged storm, the bridge began
vibrating asymmetrically (one-half of the bridge moved,ﬁp-

ward, the other half downward) reaching a point, late in ihe

17. San_Rafael Independent Journal, Sept. 16, 1957.

18. Colden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Twelfth Annual
Rerort of Operations, 1948-1949 (San Francisco, 1949), p. 10,
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afterncon ef December 1, at which travel across the tridge
became hazardous. Thereupon, for the first time in §;£3
~ bridpre's history, the span was closed, remaining cloéed-fmr
three hours until the vibration subsided. Subsequent inver.
finntiohs revealed no structural damage te the bridge;,tiv
board of engineers cerducting the survey, however, concinu
that the span could be strensthened in cuch a way as to r: -
duce substzntially the "galloring" motion eof the centervfr;n
when subjected to high winds cver a leng pericd of'time.'

Q
This £3,000,0C0 improvement was ccmpleted in 195&.1’

Traffic Trends, 1237-1956

The steady growth in bridge inccme was made possitleo
by the rapid rise in vehicular'traffic. according to thre
1930 bosrd of directors! rerort, E,Lés,bOO care and trucks
woeuld use the bridge in 1937; an arnnual rate of 10,000,000
would be reached in 1970.20 Actually, the bridge's first
vear of operation saw 3,310,000 vekhicles cross the bridee.
The annual rate of 10,000,000 was attained in 1951, ninetesn

years in advance of predictions.21

19. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Revort on
Alterations of the Golden Gate Bridre, by ciirford E. P Pajine,
Othmar H. Ammann, and Charles E. Andrew (San Francisco :
1953); Eighteenth Annuel Rerort of Operations, 1954-19 2
(San Francisco 1055], p. 16. It was this "galloping ;e
of motion, pIUo structural defects not present in the Lulﬂb]
Gate span, which caused the collapse of the Tacoma N1rrow«
Suspension Bridge in 1940,

20. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District, Vol. I:
Report_of the Chief Encincer, p. 6.

21. See chart, p. 198,
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The traffic reservoirs for the Geclden Gate span

developed along somewhzt different -lines than had been ex-
pected.- The heavy stream of westbound traffic entering San
Francisco from the east continued to use the Carquinez
Strait—East Bay route. Instead of constructing a new high-
way connecting U. S. Hipghway 40 with the Golden Gatelbridge,
the state developed a multi-lane road system on the kast Bay
side cornecting Sacramento with the San Francisco-Oakland
Ray bridge wrich had opened in 1936.22

The losses that cccurred hhen this traffic source
failed to materialize were offset by the stimulation of new
craffic, particularly within the 8ay area. In Phe twelve-
month pericd rrior to the opening of the span, the ferries
carried a record average of 125,0C0 vehicles rer monﬁh across .
the Golden Gate. The first twelve months the tridge was in
oreration, the monthly bridge average was 276,0C0, or tetter
than double the ferry record. By 1956, <his averace had in-

creased to 1,300,000 cars and trucks every thirty days.23

State Control of the GColden Gate Bridge
In spite of the general excellence of the bridge's
financial condition throughout its first twenty years of oper~

ation, many interests sought the peassage of legislation which

22. Sydney W. Taylor, traffic engineer, Golden Gate Brid e
and Highway District, to Board of Directors Nov. 14,
Keesling Papers. '

23. Golden Gate Bridge and Hifhway District, First Annual
Report 132-103 pp. 6-9; Nineteenth Annual Report. 10556-
1956, p. 10.
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would have transferred énntrol of the span from the district
‘to the state. Alleredly at stake were the toll rates, tax
levies on property owners in the district, and the future
solvency of the district.

By'1939, fifteen years after the pnssage_of the
Bridge and Hipghway District Act, only‘one district--the
Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District--had teen organized.
Following thé formation of this district in 1928, thre Cali-
fornia legislature, in 1920, estatlished the California State
Toll Bridge \uthority. Since that date, all California tell
bridres have been constructed and operated $y the state,
leaving the Solden Gate bridge district as an isolated exam-
ple of locél control. |

The fiver indication of porular support to place the
Colden Cate tridre under state manafFement came in 1938 when
the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce charged the bridge
administration with ektravagance; Budget estimates prepared
by Strauss, said the Chamber, had been exceeded in most every
instance; in view of high operating costs and inadequété rev-
enue, drastic measures were needed immédiately to ensure
financial success of the bridge and protect the district tax-~
payer from unnecessary tax levies. The Chamber recommended
that the State Department of Public Works immediately take

over management and control of the span.zh

2L,. San Francisco Examiner, Sept. 27, 1938; W. W. Monahan,
executive vice-president, San Francisco Chanber of Commerce,
to Board of Directors, Golden Gate Bridge and Highway Dis-

trict, June 13, 1939, Keesling Papers. '
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The merits of this proposal.were discussed for many
months but with the gradual improvement in the'distridt's
financial position, demands for'economy measures became less
urrent and fewer voices were ralsed in support of state con-

trol. No legislation was passed.

response to complaints from commuter orranizations, reit-

erated its demand for state management. The Chamber pointed
to the state-controlled San Francisco-Oakland Ray bridge,
with its twenty-five-cent cash toll, as evidence that under
Sacramento's direction fares over the Geldern Onte could be

reduced. As the aritation increased, a till was {ntrecduced
5~ :

in January 1941 which would have made the tridee part of the
state highway system administered by the State Toll Bridge
Authority.25 _ . =

The measure failed to pass. Sufficient interest in
the problems of the Gelden Gate bridge district, however,

was generated to prompt'fhe Caiifornia State Senate to estgbe
lish an interim committée which would periodically study the
bridge's operation. Late in 1942, the senate bridge cohmi;-
tee opened the first of a series of hearings. Following an
exhaustive review of thé district's functions and pberatién,
the committee cbncluded that it would be in the interest of

the people of California to have the span operated by the

25. San Francisco Chronicle, Jan. 7, 21, 24, 1941,
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state. After World War 1T, this same group made additionzl
bridge studies, each time arriving at the same conclusion.
Bills to put these recommendations into effect were intro- -
duced in 1951, 1953, and again in 1955. HNone passed.26

There were séverai reasons why bills transferring
either ownershir or céntroi of the Golden Gate bridge to the
state failed of enactment., Most important was the fact that
the rublic never enthﬁsiastically supprorted such a move.

What interested tte Fay area motorist most, particularly the
commuters living in Marin, was lower bridge fares. Also ime
prortant were the rifhts of the bondholders and taxpayers.

e m——

Acccrding to the California State Attorney General, it would

be necessary for the legislature, prior te taking over con-
trol of the sran, to apprcpriate funds to pay off the bonded
indebtedness, a step which the lepislators never were willing
to take. |

On the subject of toll charges, the directors had
followed a conservative policy, based on provisions in the
Bridge Act of 1923. According to this statute, the district
was required to set aside each year sufficient funds to:
(1) pay operating expenses of the district, (2) provide for
repairs and depreciation, (3) pay interest on the bonds,
(4) provide for a sinking fund for payment of bonds as they
-came due, and (5) provide an emergency fund for use in the

event of damare to or destruction of the bridge.

26. California, Journal of the Senate, 55 Sess., 1943,
po. 1095-1100; San Francisco Chronicle, June 10, 10513
May 16, 1953; June 3, 1955, -
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In accordance with the sblrit and letter of these
obligations, the directors reduced tolls gradually, and only
when they felt reasonably certain it could te done without
Jeopardizing the bridrge's financial safety. From 1937 to
1950, the basic fares of fifty cents for a single crossing
and twenty cents for régular commuters remained unchanged.
By the latter date, however, the excellent financial condie
tion cf the disirict gave rise to public demands for lower
tolls. Recoznizing the need for a downward adjustment, the
directors appointed a srecial committee to study bridge
fares.27

Reporting back to the directorate in lay 1950, the
committee recommended and the board aprroved a toll redﬁction
from fifty to ferty cents for_s{nnle crqséings. This chansre
was made effective July 1, 1?50.‘ ho adjusiment was made in
the comiuters! rate.28

Failqre of the board of directors to make a bigger
cut in the cash toll, or to lower the commuter rate at all,
brought forth a number éf objections from local civie and
commuter groups and the newspapers. The'gbgggiglg, express=-
ing the thoughts of many bridge motorists, scored the dis=
trict for spurning the opportunity to promote the growth of

the Bay area by substantially lowering the bridge tariff,

The Chronicle described the board as a "private club," a

'27. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District,_Thifteenth

Annual Report, 1949-1950, p. 33.

28, Ibid., pp. 17-25.
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"closed corporation," which gave'each director a lar

expense account and encouraged him to use it freel
Marin County, mearwhile, commuter groups sought, unsuccess=
fully, to remove Marin's two directors, both of whom voted

for the minimum toll cut which excluded the commuter.30

The State Senate Committee on the Golden Gate Dridge
renewed its investigations into the district's operations.
Under the leadership of Marin County's enercetic young State
Senator, John ‘F. McCarthy, the committee invited county
supervisceres from the bridge district, representatives of
titizen commuter zroups, and bridre directors to testify.

By the end of 1952, McCarthy's cemmittee concluded that rub-
lic centiment favored stzte control since state administra-
tion of the btridge offered the test hope for an immediate
toll reductien. Administrative costs alone, said the re-
port, would be cut by 3#133,00C in the first year, since
several of the highly paid administrative posts could be
abolished. >}

The senate hearings led to the introduction of bridge
legislation, sponsored by McCarthy, calling for state owner-
chip, operation, and control, and an immediate lowering of
tolls. McCarthy's evaluation of public sentiment, however,

proved to be something less than accurate. Most of the

e e tsten. o—

San Francisco Chronicle, June 6, 23, 1950; Nov., 17, 20,
PAY Y . .

30. 1bid., June 1, 1950; Oct. 24, 1951,

31. California, Appendix to Journal of the Senate, Reg.
Sess., 1951, I, pp. 1-15; Reg. Sess., 1953, 1, pp. 1-9.
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county supervisors, in spite of their strong oppocition to
the directors' high toll policies, preferred local control
cver state centrel. In perticular, Marin supervisors were
concerned lest state gas tax funds be used for bridge mafp-
tenance and 6peration; If this were done, Marin offtcin]._
faid, fewer pgas tax dollars would be available for other
county hichway projec;s.32 Again, when McCarthy proposed
that tolls te used for mdintenance and opération San Fran-
ciscc surervisors objected since this implied a perpekual
to11,33 |

The drive to bring about lower tariffs contipned,
Ccmmuter grours in Marin rereated their demandsy and the
California State Senate twice possed memorials addres sed to
the bridfe directors asking for an immediate cut 1n.farv:;3h
In 1953, a till was pasced by both houses calling for sz man-
datory reduction of the cash tell te twenty-five cents
Only a rocket veto by Governor Earl Warren prevented ri.e
measure from becoming 1aw.35 - :

In 1955, in the face of another siege of anti-bridre
district proposals in Sacramento, the directors annouheai &

series of toll reductions, M"consistent with its policy Gl

continuing consideration of toll rates to fix them as 1v~ as

32. San_Francisco Chronicle, March 11, 1953,
33. Ibid., April 2, 3, 1953; April 26, 1955.
4. 1Ibid., April 12, 1952; May 29, 1952,

35. Ibid., Jan., 17, 1953; Golden Gate Bridrge and H*rhwav
Diatrlct S1xteenth Annual R_port of Onerations 1052 1953
(San Franc1sco 1953),
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financially possible." On February 1, the single fare charre
of forty cents was lowered to thirty cents. On the followirg
October 1, it was reduced further to twenty-five cenhs, where -
it now (1958) remains. Also on October 1, the forty-trip
comrutation ticket was lowered from }P.00 to its pres ent

(1958) level of $7.00.36

Future Bridge Pians

The 174,000,000 vehicles that crecsed the Golden Gate
bridge between May 28, 1937 and Kovemter 30, 1957, rerre-
sented a total which far outdistanced criginsl pfedictions.37
In January 1552, the bridre directors initiated a formal
study of the possibilities of a second span across the Golden
Gate. Traffic curves extrarclated tec 1960 indicated an an:
nual traffic load of 22,000,000 vehicles--seven times the
first vear's total. This number, said the diréctors, Qould
be difficult if not impossible for one bridge to accomrodate.
In 1955, the California State Legislature appropriated e
3150,000 to make a feasibility study of the proposed struc-
ture. Two years of aconomic and.engineering surveys, how-
ever, ended inconclusively, and in 1957 the state legislature

38

refused to vote additional funds for the investigation.

o

16. Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District Eighteenth An-
nual Report 1954-1 55 r. 15; Nineteenth Annual Rerort,

2§°1QE6 o 110

37. Golden Gate Bridge and P1ghway District, "Comparative
Record of Traffic for the lonth of November and Accumulated
Totals for Current Year to Date; and from May 27, 1937 to
November 30, 1957," December 13, 1957, files, Golden Gate
Bridge and Highway District, San Francisco.

38. San_Francisco Chronicle Jan. 28, 1952; March 12 1ar-
May 10, 19553 July 10, 1955¢ .fan A~ =~
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The lnck'of uranimity among Bay area leaders foﬁ a
gecond span across ‘the Golden Gate stemmed larpgely from the
rrowth of another solution to the Bay area's traffic problem.
Stnce 1950, many Bay area citizens reasoned that a satisfac-
tory solution to the transportation problem could not bhe ”
Achieved merely by building more bridge and highwav facili-
ties, What was needed was a diversified trdnsportation sys-
tem centering around an interurban mass rarid transic system.
Under this diversified plan, each of.the three major modes of
transporsation--the antomnbile local trancit, and ineerurb 2y
mass ranid transitc would fulfnl a particular need. The major
accompliskments of this system would ke te recduge the number
of c&rsven the highway and te increase markedly the numter
of people in transit.39 _

In July 1951, Governor Earl E. Warren cf California
signed into law a statute creating the San Francisco Bay Area
Metrorolitan Rapid Transit Commiséion.ho Present on the com-.
mission were representatives from the nine-ccunty Bay re-:

g1on.l‘1 The purpose of the commission was to develop a mase

ter rapid transit plan, including an estimate of construction

costs. After five years of extensive engineering, organiza-

tional, and financial studies, the commission recommended

39. San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Commission, Renort
to the Lecislature of the State of California (December

19577, pp. 11-12, 63-67.

40. Statutes of Californ1a 1951 Reg. sess., Chap. 1760,
pp. L187-88, "

4. See map, p. 2.
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that a "unified long-range projgram of mass rapid transit
construction and operation be undertaken. in the Bay area.,m*?

An important segment of this comprehensive rapid
transit plan involved a crossing between San Francisco and
Marin counties using the Golden Gate bridre. 1In reply to
the transit commission's query, the Board of Direétérs of
the Golden Gate R8ridre and Highway District stated that many
rroblems would have to be resclved-before a rapid transit
facility could te constructed over the bridge. Legal ques-
tions (particularly the fact that two public arencies would
be exercising simultaneous jurisdiction over two different
transpoftation media installed on the span), cohstruction
rroblens, and financial involvements were some of the vital
aspects to be considered. Tncompatibility between the two
state-created arencies loomed large in the thinking of the

L3

Golden Gate bridge directors.
2

The California State Legislature passed the San
———

L
Franci¥§o Bay Area Rapid Transit District Act 1n<?§57. om=-
- ontra

prised of flve countiés-=San Francisco, Alameda, C

Costa, San Mateo, and Marin--the district was created for

the purpose of providing a modern, efficient interurban mass

L2. Rapid Transit Commission, Report to_the Legislature,
pp. 11-12,

43. George P. Anderson, president, Golden Gate Bridge and
Highway District, to Harry A, Mitchell, chairman, San Fran-
cisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Commission, Nov. 15’ 1956,
files, Golden Gate Bridze and Highway Dlstrict 4an Fran-
cisco, interview with James Adam, general manager Golden
Gate Bridge and Highway District July 16, 1957.
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rapld trancit system, adequate to meet the needs of the
rezion for the next thirty-five years. The other four Bay
area counties (Naba,_Sonoma, Solano, and Santa Clara) were
{nvited to join.**

To a considerable degree, the state legislature pat-
terned the Rapid Transit District Act after the Bridge Act
of 1923, 1In addition, the btoard of difectors of the transit
district were urged to model their initial rules of procedure
after those adopted by the tridge district. The first meet-
ink of the board of directors of the Sén Francisco Bay Area

&
Rapid Transit district was held in KNeovemter 1057.b)

Summarj
The first twenty-one vears of operation for the

Gelden Gate s»an have been successful in1every respect. The
final construction cost was held to the-EBS,OO0,000 figure
anproved by the voters in Nevembter 1920. The rate cf traffic
and revenuelgrowtﬁ has far outdistanced original prognosti--
cations. An annual rate of 10,000,000 vehicles was reached
in 1951, nineteen yeérs ahead of predictions. Cash reserves
have been increased so rapidly that all bond ahd interest
indebtedness has been met on schedule, with large amounts
still remaining in all reserve funds. The.structural integ-
rity of the bridre is intact with no indications of weaknesé'v

or appreciable signs of wear.

L. Statutes of California, 1957 Reg. sess., Chap. 1056,
p. <291 and passim.

5. Rapid Transit Commission, Report tn tha v
pp- [;5‘510 '
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‘The Golden Gate Bridre. and Hipghway Distriét, as an
“instrument of local government,, sti1l rctains wide popular .
suppoft within ﬁhe district, although its existence is un-
pépular in many quarters of the state government.

The next twenty vears will unqoﬁbtedlj witness a
rreatly exnanded role for the Golden Gate span. The pro-
posed fnpidvcrnnsit system, pius increasing vehiculéf traf-
fic, will enhance the value of the Golden Gate bridge'as a

itransportation medium.



CONCLUSIONS

Adequate land communications is tasic to the continued
srowth of any metropelitan area. The history of the San
Francisco Golden Gate bridre since its completion in 1937
underscores the immense significance of this span to the ree
gion which claims the CGolden Gate as its center of gravity,

The bridge was the product of many forces. The
underlying factor was the evelution of the automobile with
all the ramnifications that this ﬁroduct of American ingenuity
had on the economic, political, and social life e¢f American
cities. 1In the years immediatély.follcwing werld War I, many
Bay area leaders became conscious of some cof the fundamental

implications of the automobiie‘age and publicly urred the

erection of bridges.

Citizens on both sides of the Golden Gate called for
L = .

the elimination of nature's barrier separating the two areas,

It was in Marin and Sonoma counties, however, where the de-

—

mand for a crossing was first clearly established. Acutely

aware of their gcondmic dependence on San Francisco as ;hé
reglonal capital of the area, business and civicvleader$ in
the north Bay counties in the post-World War I era repeatedly
spelled out the many benefits whicﬁ w>uld accrue once a
bridge had been constructed. Statistics compiled in the

two-decade interval since the completion of the span have
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not only supported the predictions made in the 1920's, but,
in many instances, have proved them to be timid estimates of
the bridge's potential. |

The benefits of the completed span were immediately
obvious to commuter and tusinessman alike. The fact that
ruddenly in May 1937 there was a dry-land connection tetween
San Francisco and Marin County was an emotional experience
in itself. No longer did the comruter, heliday traveler, or
srucker have to derend ¢n ferry bea: schedules or wait in
lerg lines at the ferry termdna}s. The rhysical movement of
traffic acroes the Golden Gate was virtually unrestricted.

San Francisco's role as rericnzl capital, has rapidly
advanced in the yezrs following tre orening of the span.

The dairy and peultry industries in ¥Marin and Scnoma coun-
ties, for example, have essy and quick access to the large
metrorolitan markets. Frocducts arb loaded at the point of
origin and are not handled agaih until they reach their des~
tination. The redwocdé lumbter indusiry has gradually aban-
doned the use of freighters and the railrcads to ship lumber
to the Bay area. Heavy duty lumber trucks now take their .
place. Among other advantarges, trucks are faster and make
for greater flexibility in product distribution.

San Francisco and the north Ray counties both havé.
benefited froh the rise in tourism. Locally, the accessi-
bility of the playgrounds in the redwood empire has attracted
thousands of new visitors from San Francisco and vicinity.

Also, the number of out-cf-state visitors has risen



213
perceptibly. Excent for the heriod of %World Var iI, the |
number of tourists using the Gblden Gate hridge each season
hag prown rapidly. ‘-

~Not everyone has looked upon the bridre as an una
qualified blessins. Some felt at the time the bridge was
onened that it was.uﬁsightly, marring the charm and ratural
beauty - of the Golden Gate. Others, particularly thcse llvigg
in Marin, iooked'upon the bridse and its éompanlon.develop—
ment, the automobile, as unwelcome 1n£rusions, They Héd
purchésed propérty and consiructed homes in Marin in order
to separaté themselves from their city jbbs once the dav was
over. The srectre of herdes of autemetiles desc?nding oﬁ"
them using their rirhwayes arreared frichtening. |

In retrospect, ¥arin's landscape and rural atmos-

rhere has not teen altered to the degree-once rredicted., As
far as traffic volume is concerned, ti.e number of véhicles
using ﬁarin roads;haé_exceeded the estimates. Nost of it,.
however, has been through traffic; relatively few have re-
maihed to make‘théir hqmes in Marin. The explanation for
the slow growth of Marin since the Bridge opened in 1237 lies
in the existence of tolls on the bridge plus the fact that
San Francisco and the othgr peninsula cities have the advan-
tage of direct land connections. Instead of moving across
‘Lhe Golden Gate into Marin, many San Franciscans have moved
south of the city into the Santa Clara Valley. From there
tﬁey commute to the city by car, by train, or by bus, without

the added expense of a bridge toll.
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The creation of the Colden Gate Bridge and Highway
District in 1928 was notable in that it was the first and
{up to 195ﬂ)'the only district formed under the provisions

of the Bridge Act of 1923. As an instrumentality of local

P

rovernment, the Golden Gate bridgé dirtrict has been pre-

emlnently success thourh—ttrs—extatenee-has been opposed

by state officials in Sacramento.

Sy

The conflict of interests between the bridge district
and California officials first came to the surface in 1020,
thefyeér following the incorporation of the bridie district.
Recﬁgnizing the need for a ccordinated state highway pro-
rram, the California State Lerislature in 1929 ?stablished
the State Toll Bridge Authority wiﬁh powers to construct
and cperate all future toll tridres. During the censtruc-
tion period, rolicy and procedural diffefences between the
‘bridge district and state hirkway administrators brought
about demands on the part of state officials for state con-
trol of the Golden Gate bridge district. Since 1938, many
attempts have been made to transfer control of the bridge.
None has succeeded. The bridge district, administeréd by
a toard of directors appointed by the county supervisors,
is today more firmly entrenched than at any time in its
thirt} year history.

The achievement of the Golden Gate bridge was a vic-
tory for local leadership. At the time that the span was
actively promoted in the early 1920's, neither the state nor

the federal government was prepared to cponsor the project.
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In order to achieve their goal therefore, the citizens of the
Bay area called upon their own business, financial, and labor

leaders to undertake the taqk.

The high calibre of this local leadership shone most

brightly during the dark days of the depression. Losing out

tn their bid for federal aid, the'bridre directors cought and

found relief gﬁgm,caliigzﬁia financial institutions--princi-

Y

pally thifﬂggk of Americaji)Led by A. F. Giannini, the Bark
of America‘dispIa;ed an uncomhon measure of faith and cour-

ace in California and the American economy by purchasing the

bridge bonds and advanciny credit to the district. This
timely purchase durinc the chaotic days following the Presi-
dential election in Novemter 1022, not only made it rossitle
to begin work on the Golden Jate tridge, but surclied the
needed impetus to keepr the project going forward. The San
Francisco—Oakland Eav bridge, financed by federal funds,
brought a second large construction project to the Bay area.
Between 1933 and 1057 millions of dollars in contracts and
salaries furnished by private and public funds found their
way into local channels, shoring up the battered economy and
restoring a measure of confidence and hope to a besieged pop- '
ulace. San Francisco, during the 1930's, was one of the
major areas of revived economic activity.

Viewing the twentieth céntury in retrospect, oné can
see that the Golden Gate bridge forms an integral part of the
history of Bay area iransportation_and regional growth. Dur-

ing the early part of the century, the mass rapid transit
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systems--such as the ferry boats and the steam-powered inter-
urban trains--had a virtual monopoly on the movement of |
people in and out of San Francisco. These rail and ferry
cystems were privately owned and operated under franchise
arrrecements with the local municipalicieé and the state,

With the advent of the automob{ie are, followed by
an extensive bridge and highway building program, transporta-
tior by private car began to bte a significant facter in
interurban transportaticn. The mass transportation media,
however, continued to expand until the late twenties, after
which a gradual decline set in. With nherénslaughc of the
deprecssion in the early thirties, fcllewed in %036-37 by
the compleﬁion of the two transbtay croseings, travel on the
private interurban transit media, particularly the ferries,
hit an all-time low. The railroad-ferry interests, led by
the Southern Pacific Company, attempted to delav or prevent
bridge construétion in order to preserve their investment
and monopoly. Most of their anti-bridge efforts were di-
rected at the Colden Gate project since it was much more
vulnerable'legally than the Bay bridge--the latter constructed
by the state and financed by the Reccnstruction Finance
Corporation.

The completion of the bridges marked the end of the
ferry era. Following the onset of Yorld Jar II, hcwever,
with its restrictions on automobile travel, patronage on
other forms of interurban service began_to soar. Buses,

picking up where the ferries left off, transrorted thousands
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of workers each day across.the two Bay bridpes. With the end
of gas and tire rationing in 1946, the trend reversed and,
once again, the automobile became the chief medium of inter-
urban mass transportation. Patronarge on the.railroads and
tuses began to decliné sharply.

By 1955 the local transportation picture had reached
a new crisis. Frivate transit operators--the train and bus
companies--faced with mounting operation costs and declining
revenues, were forced to raise their fares while, at the same
time, to restrict their service to the public. The nunber of
auteomebiles, meanwhile, had outstripped.311 predictions as
t*e suburban areas continued to frow. '

Unlike the traffic crisis which faced the motoris;s
in'the 1920's, the soluticn to traffic conges:ion in the
1050's iay not alone in more highways and tridges. #tecause
of the hirh a2utomobile density in the Ray area, local author=-
ities turned to possibilities of constructing a rapid transit
system which would remove large numbers cof cars from the
roads during the congested hours. A publicly cwned and fi-
nanced transit system was recommended since experience'had
indicated that private companies, even if they had the capi-
tal, could not successfully operate such a vast system at a
rate the public could afford to pay.

In their recommendation to'the.California State

Legislature, the Rapid Transit Commission proposed that the

northern arm of the Bay area transit system cross the Golden
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.Gate bridge. When and if this measure is approved by the
voters the complete role of théMGolden Gate bridpge as en-
visioned by the founders of the bridge movement will be

realized.
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

iridio acrons golden uate,
DEPARTMENT OF PunLic WORKS  yarin County to Ban Francloco.

CITY HALL

SECRETARY'S OFFICE
Augunt 28, 1919.

M. M. O'Shaughnessy,
Cily Engineer. . : :

Sirs _
You are directed to comply with Reaoiution 17071, now ceries,

orf the .lourd Of Supervisors, approvod August 25, 1919, a copy of

whloh ie8 horeto attached, reading ae followst

"RESOLVED, thut tho.City £nginser is instructed to make a
proliminury investigation and report on ths suhjoct of the
proposition of huildinyg a bridye ucross the wolden Gate f{rom
JAarin County to $an Franclrco, no exponso to be inourred here-

under.”
Bourd of Public Works,
By /;)
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‘¢ Coset awn Groottie FUnvey : X 221
oo hursnte me 4 HOC DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
| U. 5. COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY

WASHINGTON
' Jauusry 28, 1vz0,

- Ur. W, M, o.aﬂ.u&nh..ﬂ’.

Oity Ruglueer,
Sau Pruucisvco, Caliturnia,

3irs

Iu scanuviedgiug tue receipt of your letter vi tne lyty
lustaut, relative to svundings soross tue Ouldeu Qate botwuuwn Yors
Point aud Liwe Pojut, I em preased to lutors you tuat iue OCournd-
lug Orficer of tue Coasl wud Uvozetic Survey MNotor Yeo'sai KATOUA
bus been instructod to obtalu surfjolont souudlngs to define tone
deptns and conaraoter or bottaas over ine proposed olto of tue uew
bridge,

2, Vulle 1t 1s pot witnin the ecope of the Lurvey's work
t0 obtuln inrormation relative Lu the ooLtow onxracteristios below
tuat obtaluable #ltu tne nund lead tuo sounuings will acourately
Gevelop tne slope uf tue buttow witn its surtface onaruotsristios.

3, Captain Bugle, Counanding tue MATOMA, uas veen lu-
etructud to oonsult wita you relative to tue worke

Respeptfully,
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SUBJECT

Nr. W, H, 0'Chaughnessy, City Fngr.,
Cepartment of Fublie Viorssd, -
S1ia francisco, Cul,
Ly deur Ur. 0'Shagshnessy: ,
1 :m today in recelpt cf your letter of the
13th transaltting eoundlinga, prefile, phitas and stutus of climatic
coniftlons for the proposod Marin-Can Fraasisco bridge. Thia jives
=¢ the necessiry Information to maze up a study vhich 1 =111 do
rro-ltl 4. 1 presuze that you cun allow mo gy, roximately 30 or 40
i3 to prejare this etudy and unless | hear frn you to the cuntrury,
1 w111 procced on this bavis. It lu possible that uftar 1 have gone
{ato it a’little forther, I might write youw for. furtaer information
cn one or tvo points. Tho pro Joct Interects m VOI‘J much aund 1 will
Slve 1t ny very beat attontion,

nith kincent rogards, I m

Yery singerely,yours,
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AESS ALL CORRESPONDINCE TO THE COMPANY
SUBJECT : : Janunry 26, 1921,

Pre Mo a0 '3hanginoessy,
City “agincr,
Sun Frraclsco, Calif.

'y dear tire. 0°3auughnessors .
' I an plensol to advisa rou taat I have now .,ott«m

u vory poud start on. the Golden Gate Brid:: and 1t lo Lppars. .
antly woricing out qult.o sntisfoctorilys  wWitinin tho noxt &

} duys 1 will lave e drazing coaplotol aad will ba able to
submit 1t to rou, #1180 un aestimnte of costs

Uno of our anginmsors, lire ie 2. 2lurick, will Ve
in Sun Franclsco vithin the next weei or 80 and 1w glving
nin a lottor ta lire Olvaor, 2riden Mgindar, sugyosting that
ho toko this oI\portmxiw to razo a poriodic inspectlon of -
thy Fourth Street 3ridy: and nlao taln up tha guestion of
any other bridsos ovor thia chamnol or tha Dwabarton bridge
or ony othor movabdle hridges. ilre Slbriez, hovevor, ls not
conversant with tho long opan bridge. Tials I will talm up
with you in powon, VWith kindlest rogrrds. 1 re:anin,

Tery -sincorsly yours,

J343dC



JOSEPH B. STRAUSS, C. E.

e Toaa Orocce
CONSULTING ENGINEER
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T1LerHONe CRnTRAL 8060-01

112, 30 CHURCH Stheat CasLt Abpated

hreont Coatiann 3792 - 228 NORTH MICHIOAN AVENUE ' BAscuLY. Cuicaoo
’ CHICAGO, ILL, o

June 7, 1921,

wre e :-‘-o O'Smuuhnésay.'
City Englneeor,
San Fransisco, Calif.

1y doar :'r. 0'Shaughnessys

1 am pleasod to be udle to advise you that 1 have
now completed the goneral ouline drawing in pensil of the
Colden Cato Bridi;e and that ihe tracing of thie drawing is
now begun.. This rart.of the vwork will take tho least time
and 1 expoot to bo adle to send you this gonoral drawing de-
foro tho end of this month, ' ' _

At that time nleo I 7111 have tho estimate of’cost
whish I have already reughed out in a preliminary wyy and
which from yprosont indications will be quitn reaconadle. I
111 send on this infommtion to you towards the end of the
ronth, as above stated, anl am also rlanning on being in San
Franoisco in Septomter or Ootober in person, at which time
wo will Vo ablo to dipouss it in full dotail. It haa boen a
lonz tima in procoss, dbut as I undorstood you thore was no
particular rush and tho magnitude of tho span has involved
quite a 1ittle work, -

In this conncotion I note that there has reoently
teon considerable astivity in connestion with the projeot of
A. 2. Rich for a dridge from San Franeisco to Oakland and that
8 suggestion has beoey ;;'ts that a separate jroject of the same’
kind will be underz?f(on':? you, State Enginecor lioClure and
tr. laviland, County Englneer of Alameda County, rovided
that a d111 now before the legislature appropriatiig £5,000
for this purpose is passod. :

According to the papers this project has been oon-
sideradbly advansed, but .l presume that this is exaggerated
and that the cituation on this othor projoot is sudbstantially
in the form that it was whem you wrote me last, I would, how-
ever, be interested in hearing from you further on this sub-
Joot if there has been a shange.  Trusting you are well, I

renain, with kindest rezards, .
Very sinaerely yo;rla,
. // qyovw 7y L 4 T

.../-/'"‘ e o

JBS1JC
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Awgust 3, 1921,

tre e Le 0'Shauglnessy,
JiLy Sngineeor,
San Francisco, Callf.

Ly dear Ur. 0'Uhaughnecsys

o

I neve delayed reply te yoar lettor of the 19th until
I coald transmit the eéstirmuto fer the Sclden Jate Bridge, whi ch
I am deing horewlth, Uhie scmprisos seven sheots, the first baa
fn; tho swimry and showin: that on tho basis of the grices Siven
trho “otal cost will apprexitate $17,000,000. From the footnote
cn this shact you w711l observe trat provision is rmade for voria-
tien ir the rricas of steel, wiish would give a naximwa of
420,006,000, I rather thini:, hewover, that tho price of staol
w11 range do-arard instead of upward, so that I feol that
$17,000,600 can be scnsidered a consorvative estimateY I shall
be ¢lod to have yrou Yook over the estirate in oonneotion with
the drawings, so that we can considor them all to(nther at the
proper time.

Re,arding the Alazeda Translay dridge, I note your
oyinien that this weuld to cf greator ocmmercial inportance than
the Larin Bridso, but it seems to me that toth are dosirable.,
“he Transtay Erid;e would serve princirally the railroads, while
the Golden Cate Bridge would serve as a highay dridg: enly and

‘ as an outlet and developmrnt of valuatle property. Thus there
" 1ay be an opportunity for financing both--placing the turden of

the Marin Brid e ocn the railreads, just as at New York, where the

railroads are the prinsipal supporters of tha proposcd new dbridge

which will serve them. : :

I sliould like to have you give this suggestion your
thought, s0 that the develolment of the Transbay Frojoot can
perhaps be oarried cut along these lines, which would avoid the
shelving or postpenenent of the Golden Cate Eridge. It may bde
considered also that the latter has a great cormeroial value ‘to
tan Fruncisoe in that {t vould be a menumental strusture and the
lonzost span in the werld, thus putting San Fransisoo ahesd of
Now York in this-respeot, : '

I agroo ith you regarding the eotimate of the oost
of the larin Bridgoe preparod by Davies und lodjJeskl. This eeems
to me and also to others here as very rmuch undorestimated, and
it would saem well worth while to investijate this point care-

VY% AVaa L aa..



August 3, 1921,

-39,
L

wrellelle0 'Shaughnoosy. -

should be carofully considored. As I undoratand it, howovoer,
this report 1s only a proliminary rerort and doos not mean defie
nite commitment to the layout or to the ongincore and I assume
that before ¢ »» mattor takos dofinite shapo both these points
will bo thorc 1y oonsiderod. I will bo very gled indeod to
have the oppo ! ..ty to go over tho whole matter with you in
October and in the meantime will be plcased to hoar from:you
from time to time as matters devolop and should any question
‘arise in your mind &s you look over tho plans and ostimtos

for the Goldon Gate Bridge. ' '

I note that you rooeivod the 1ittle book 1 sent you
and am glad to Jmow that you find {t of intercst. I shll be
pleased indeed to have you keep it as a testimonial of the
very high rezard in vhich I hold you. %ith best wishos, I
resain,

VYory sincorcly yours

y% Vit

J88:0 0
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