
essentially the same as the eligibility criteria for_ the ~RHP. In addition , as with the 
NRHP, historical reso~rces ~ust also poss~s~ integrity of locati<?rl_· design , setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling , and associa_t1?n. Resources eligible for the CRHR 
may have less integrity than th~ resou~c.es eligible for the NRHP. If the criteria are 
met and the resource is detern:1ined ~hgible for .~he CRHR, the Energy Commission 
must evaluate whether the project will ,,cau~e a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of the historical resource, which the regulation defines as a significant 
effect on the environment. 

CEQA also contains a section addressing "u~ique" archeological resources and 
provides a definition of s~c~ re.sources (Publl~ Resource_s _co_de, Section 21083.2). 
This section establishes hm1tat1ons_ on analysis and proh1b1ts imposition of mitigation 
measures for impacts to archeolog1cal resources that are not unique. However the 
CEQA Guidelines state that the limitations in this section do not apply when an ' 
archeological resource has alr~ady met ~he definition of~ historical resource (Title 
14 California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5). Since staff has determined 
th~t the sites for which it is recommending mitigation meet the definition of historical 
resources, the prohibition does not apply to the mitigation discussed in this staff 
assessment. 

Using the above criteria, the applicant has recommended that the Compressor 
House and Meter House described in the AFC and in subsequent filings for the 
Potrero project meet the criteria for being an historical resource. In addition, they 
recommended that the two sugar warehouses and the Union Iron Works Pier 70 
Historic District on adjacent properties, but within the project APE, have been 
evaluated as eligible for the NRHP and therefore also qualify as historical resources 
according to CEQA. 

The Compressor House and Meter House are evaluated as eligible for the CRHR 
under Criterion A (associated with events that have made a significant contribution 
to the broad patterns of our history) because they are the only remaining 
representatives of the facilities used in the gas manufacturing process in San 
Francisco (SE CAL 2001 b Appendix R2, page 10). Manufactured gas was critical to 
the region's development before 1930. In addition to being eligible under Criterion 
A, both buildings retain integrity of location , design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association when considered as individual buildings. However, when 
considered as part of the g~s manufacturing process, the buildings have lost 
integrity of design (because almost all gas processing equipment has been 
rer1_!9ved), some integrity of setting (because the other ga.~ plant buildings have 
been demolished), materials (because the equipment has been removed), 
workmanship, (because the equipment has been removed) , and feeling (because 
the equi~ment has been removed). The buildings retain integrity of location and 
~sso~1ati_on when considered as part of the gas manufacturing process. Althou~h 
integrity is,_ f~r the most part, lacking in the context of the entire gas plant operation, 
the two bu1l?mgs retain sufficient integrity as individual buildings and_as 
rep~esentat1ves of the gas distribution portion of the gas plant operation t? be 
eligible for the CRHR. Commission staff has reviewed the recommendations and 
has de~ermi_ned that the Compressor House and the Meter House are eligible for 

the Cahforrna Register of Historical Resources. 
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