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Allison Vanderslice (EP preservation staff) began the presentation (speaking to PowerPoint slides 1-9) with a 
brief discussion of the project site and the existing historical resources, including the Third Street Industrial 
District. She stated that staff has concluded that the demolition of five buildings (assuming demolition or 
substantial alteration of Unit 3), including three individual resources, would be significant an unavoidable. She 
also said that staff has concluded that the loss of five contributing resources would have a significant and 
unavoidable effect on the Third Street Industrial District. 

Kristin Hall, Perkins+ Will urban designer, briefly presented the proposed project (slide 10). 

Christina Dikas, Page & Turnbull, presented the Full Preservation Alternative and the four Partial Preservation 
Alternatives. She compared the building layout and effects of each alternative to those of the proposed project (as 
summarized in slide 17 for the Partial Preservation Alternatives; the Full Preservation Alternative would have 
LTS effects on both individual resources and the district). 

Committee member Ellen Johnck said that, from the perspective ofrecent approvals at Pier 70, elsewhere in the 
Central Waterfront, and at Mission Bay, the proposed demolition of historical resources at the PPS site is not 
acceptable. She pointed in particular to the retention of six buildings in the historic core of Pier 70 (the Orton 
project, not the Forest City project). In general, however, she said the alternatives are adequate, with the 
exception that Partial Preservation Alternative 4 (fa9ade retention) does not at this point provide sufficient 
information (with respect to how the facades are treated, how the additions are made) to explain how the effect on 
the district would be less than significant. She is supportive of the Full Preservation Alternative. 

Committee member Aaron Hyland said he is disappointed in the project's lack of historic preservation. He said 
the Full Preservation Alternative "looks like a great project," and suggested that it might be possible to increase 
heights elsewhere on the site to compensate for the loss of 412 residential units relative to the proposed project. 
He also recommended that, in the Full Preservation Alternative, the new building on Block 11 should be detached 
from the Gate House. 

Committee chair Jonathan Pearlman stated that, having lived in Dogpatch for eight years, he spent a lot of time 
walking through and photographing the site. In his experience, the Meter House and Compressor House can 
barely be seen from most locations. However, "Station A is what conveys the power plant." He agrees with the 
other committee members regarding preservation; he said "these are pretty nice looking buildings." He, too, 
suggested upzoning other parcels on the site to achieve more residential development. Chair Pearlman greatly 
appreciates the work done to evaluate the other alternatives that were considered but rejected. 
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Chair Pearlman asked staff member Vanderslice how it was determined that the Partial Preservation Alternatives 
would have a less-than-significant effect on the Third Street Industrial District. 

Allison Vanderslice explained that it was determined that the project site buildings are unique in their brick 
construction technique and their association with power generation on the site, as well as some remnant 
association with the former sugar refining use on the site. She said it was further determined that if at least some 
of these features could be retained, the effect on the district would be less than significant. 

Allison Vanderslice asked the committee for confirmation that the range of alternatives is adequate for the EIR. 

Chair Pearlman said that the Compressor House and Meter House cannot alone convey the power plant. He said 
he "could live" with Partial Preservation Alternative 4 (fa9ade retention). He said that, if designed sensitively 
with respect to the facades and the building additions, this alternative-although it would not meet the Secretary's 
Standardsq-could convey the power plant in terms of feeling and setting. Members Hyland and Johnck each 
said that they would have a "hard time" with this alternative, given the HPC's recent discussions of "fa9adism." 

Member Hyland said he would like to see amount of housing increased in the Full Preservation Alternative. 

Allison Vanderslice said that Department staff has discussed additional height concepts for the site. 

Chair Pearlman said that the alternatives are adequate, although they do not respond to quseet5ions that our 
outside the purview of the ARC (such as the project objectives). 

Member Hyland asked ifthe Full Preservation Alternative could accommodate 3,000 housing units to help fund 
rehabilitation of the historic structures. 

Maia Small (urban designer, Planning Department City Design Group) explained that staff has evaluated the 
potential for more towers on the site but is generally not supportive of this because of the context. There are no 
other towers in the vicinity and the Steam Stack is an iconic structure. The single proposed 300-foot tower is 
intended to respect the Steam Stack. Staff would not support, for example, a 180-foot wall of buildings. Given the 
construction requirements for buildings greater than 85 feet in height, it is difficult to construct buildings between 
85 feet and tower heights of about 200 feet [presumably this is due to cost of construction]. Accordingly, it would 
be difficult to find areas on the project site for additional bulk, as requested by the committee comments. 

Member Hyland stated that, with this large site, if there is no accommodation for historic resources, "that is a 
problem." 

The ARC concluded that the alternatives are adequate, but that the Full Preservation Alternative should be 
reevaulated for its ability to accommodate additional housing. 
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