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To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi John, 

Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Wednesday, February 14, 2018 5:57 PM 
Rahaim, John (CPC) 
Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Lavalley, Pilar (CPC); Francis, John (CPC); Schuett, Rachel (CPC); 
Kern, Chris (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Wertheim, Steve (CPC); Vanderslice, Allison 
(CPC) 
RE: PG and E site/Station A 
2017-011878PPA_Preliminary Project Assessment Letter_Potrero Power Station_FINAL_ 
19Dec2017.pdf 

I would like to respectfully point out that in our PPA letter to the sponsor just published in mid-December the 
Department did explicitly ask them to study higher heights for Blocks 13A and 13B. (See first bullet point under Land Use 
on page 10 of the PPA letter, attached). We have been consistent for months in our direction, both in writing and in 
person, to explore higher height on those blocks. We have not yet had an in-depth follow up discussion on this topic 
since the publication of the PPA and resolution on this outstanding issue with the project sponsor, who is generally 
avoiding this discussion. We are all in firm agreement that studying alternatives with higher heights in general for the 
project than the Department has expressed support for would be both unwise and inconsistent with our direction to 
date. However in this case, we have consistently, including recently in the public record, pushed for higher heights on 
these specific blocks, so I don't think inclusion of an alternative with higher heights on 13A and 13B would be unusual or 
counter to direction we have given to date. 

Additionally, the back story on these parcels, which you may know, is that the project sponsor is insistent that we only 
analyze concepts for these parcels that include 100% affordable housing or other community facilities based on 
preference from the land owner, PG&E. They maintain that there is no way that such buildings would ever be built taller 
than 85'. However, I had explicit conversations with senior staff at MOHCD in the fall in which they said that while it is 
relatively rare and not typical, they would not rule out building or funding 100% BMR buildings taller than 85' in the 
future, though costs are unquestionably higher per unit. They recommended to me that we not rule out the option to 
build taller if we can, noting that there are no less than three 100% BMR buildings taller than 85' built in the last 10 
years within a few blocks of our office, 2 built by non-profits/MOHCD and one that was built by Tishman. The project 
sponsor is oddly insistent on not even including this option in the EIR or the project description as a remote possibility. It 
seems to me unwise to foreclose that possibility. Additionally, given that these blocks are also intended to house 
significant community facilities and possibly a large grocery store, including the option for higher heights there provides 
more flexibility in the future to fit the full program, as I'm concerned that a hard 85' limit may ultimately be too tight to 
fit all that program. 

Thanks for considering. 

Josh 

From: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 2:02 PM 
To: Rahaim, John (CPC) 
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Lavalley, Pilar (CPC); Francis, John (CPC); Schuett, Rachel (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Sucre, 
Richard (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Wertheim, Steve (CPC) 
Subject: RE: PG and E site/Station A 

My apologies, attached are the most recent preservation alternatives. 



Best, 
Allison 

Allison Vanderslice, MA 
Senior Archeologist, Environmental Planning Division 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415.575.9075 I www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 

From: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 1:54 PM 
To: Rahaim, John (CPC) 
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Lavalley, Pilar (CPC); Francis, John (CPC); Schuett, Rachel (rachel.schuett@sfgov.org); Kern, 
Chris (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Subject: RE: PG and E site/Station A 

Hi all, 

I have attached the February 9, 2018 revised preservation alternatives. I was planning on sending the following very 
short response to the project team on this latest revision. Please let me know if you have concerns, question, or would 
like additional information on any of the following. 

Hi all, 

Thank you for submitting the revised preservation alternatives dated February 8, 2018. The Department has reviewed 
the revised alternatives along with the project sponsor's summary on the importance of a waterfront hotel to the 
project (emailed from Jim Abrams on 2/13/2018). The Department has the following revisions to the preservation 
alternatives: 

1. Please remove the Department's requested height increase from Block 13. All heights all for all alternatives 
should not exceed proposed heights in the project. 

2. As requested, please include Unit 3 as a hotel in the proposed project and in all preservation alternatives. This 
approach meets recently expanded project objectives, reduces preservation impacts, and allows for equal 
comparison between the proposed project and the preservation alternatives. If there is any concern about this 
approach please let me know. 

3. For Partial Preservation 4, please retain all exterior walls of Station A and please redesign the new construction 
within the Compressor House to match the footprint of the existing building. I believe that Page & Turnbull is 
already working with the design team on these revisions. 

Please let me know if you have any concerns or questions about these revisions. I believe that we are very close to 
finalizing the preservation alternatives. 

All the best, 
Allison 

Allison Vanderslice, MA 
Senior Archeologist, Environmental Planning Division 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415.575.9075 I www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 
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From: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 12:41 PM 
To: Rahaim, John (CPC) 
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Lavalley, Pilar (CPC); Francis, John (CPC); Schuett, Rachel (rachel.schuett@sfqov.oro); Kern, 
Chris (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Subject: RE: PG and E site/Station A 

Hi John, 

My apologies on not considering to send the letter for your review. We have had multiple discussion between all 
divisions here and the project sponsor on the proposed heights for the project and what was reasonable for the 
preservation alternatives. To that end, there have been multiple revisions and responses. Are you reviewing the letter 
that I sent on February 61

h (attached)? We have instructed the project sponsor to developed preservation alternatives 
that explore increased heights and decreased open space as we were fairly certain we would get questions from the ARC 
on those possible alternatives. We have reviewed and rejected those preservation alternatives and will be presenting 
that analysis to the ARC but will not be studying those alternatives in the EIR. At this point, the only increase height that 
was requested was for Block 13, which I believe has been an ongoing request by Citywide. I have cc'd Josh and John here 
as they may be able to provide additional information about that request. 

We have just received the next round of revised preservation alternatives from the sponsor and I was going to send out 
comments on those revisions. I will send out my draft comments to you and our internal team for review later today. As 
directed below, I will include that the Department is no longer requesting the height increase at Block 13 and that all 
heights should match the proposed project. Additionally, as requested by the project sponsor and reviewed by CW and 
EP yesterday, I will be confirming that Unit 3 as a hotel be retained in all preservation alternatives. Please let me know if 
there are any concerns about this approach. 

All the best, 
Allison 

Allison Vanderslice, MA 
Senior Archeologist, Environmental Planning Division 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415.575.9075 I www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 

From: Rahaim, John (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 10:40 AM 
To: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC) 
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Lavalley, Pilar (CPC) 
Subject: PG and E site/Station A 

Given the sensitivity of the preservation issues on this site, and our discussion last week, I would have liked to have seen 
the letter to the sponsor giving directions on the preservation alternatives. I acknowledge that I did not specifically 
request to review it. But having just seen it, I am asking for a revised letter to go out. In particular, I am very 
uncomfortable with the request for an alternative that raises height limits. We have been working with the sponsor and 
the neighborhood for a year, and have become comfortable with the proposed heights. I do not want a different 
direction from a different part of the department to be given. Please redraft the letter and send to me in draft form 
before sending to the sponsor. 

thanks 

John Rahaim 
Planning Director 
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Andrea Green 
Executive Assistant 

iQb_o_,r_g_b_g_im@?Jg_g_y,_g_r:g 4 l 5-558-641 l 
andrea.green@sfgov.org 415-558-6268 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 
San Francisco CA 94103 

4 


