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DATE: April 3, 2018 

TO: Rachel Schuett, Environmental Planner 

CC: Historic Preservation Commission 

FROM: Allison Vanderslice, Preservation Planner 
(415) 575-9075 

REVIEWED BY: Architectural Review Committee of the 
Historic Preservation Commission 

RE: Meeting Notes from Review and Comment at the 
March 21, 2018 ARC-HPC Hearing for Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use 
Development Project (2017-011878ENV) 

At the request of the Planning Department (Department) and the Project Sponsor (Sponsor), the proposed 
Preservation Alternatives for the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project were brought 
before the Architectural Review Committee (ARC) for review and comment. 

At the ARC meeting, the Department and Sponsor requested ARC' s feedback on the adequacy of the 
proposed Full and Partial Preservation Alternatives developed to address the significant impact to 
historic resources. The Department has concluded that the demolition of three individually significant 
historical resources - Station A, Meter House, and Compressor House - would be significant and 
unavoidable. The Department has further concluded that the loss of five contributing resources (Station 
A, Meter House, Compressor House, Gate House, and assuming demolition or substantial alteration of 
Unit 3) would have a significant and unavoidable impact on the Third Street Industrial District. The 
Department and Sponsor developed one Full Preservation Alternative and four Partial Preservation 
Alternatives to address these impacts to historic resources. 

Planning Department Preservation Staff has prepared a summary of the ARC comments from this 
meeting. 

ARC COMMENTS 

Adequacy of the Alternatives 

• The ARC concluded that the alternatives were generally adequate, but that heights and uses 
proposed for the new construction on the site in the Full Preservation Alternative should be 
reevaluated for their ability to accommodate additional housing. 

• The ARC determined that the partial preservation alternatives explored were adequate; however, 
additional information on how the retained facades of Station A, the Meter House and the 
Compressor House would be incorporated into the project in Partial Preservation Alternative 4 
was requested. 

• Commissioners were appreciative of the work that was done to develop the five preservation 

alternatives. Commissioner Pearlman greatly appreciated the work done to evaluate the other 
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alternatives that were considered but rejected. Commissioner Jonck was glad that the 

preservation alternatives were brought to ARC review early on in the environmental review 

process. 

Full Preservation Alternative 
• All commissioners stated that Full Preservation Alternative should be revised to include more 

residential units. Commissioner Hyland suggested that one way to achieve additional units was 

to further increase heights of new construction on the site and Commissioner Pearlman 

suggested upzoning other parcels on the site to achieve more residential development. 

• Commissioner Hyland wondered if the Full Preservation Alternative could accommodate 3,000 
housing units and whether development of this many units could help fund rehabilitation of the 
retained historic structures. 

• Commissioner Hyland recommended that the Gate House on Block 11 be detached more from 
the new construction because the new building overshadows it. 

• All commissioners indicated that they felt that the Full Preservation Alternative adequately 
addressed impacts to historic resource. 

Partial Preservation Alternatives 

• Commissioner Jonck stated that Partial Preservation Alternative 4 (fa~ade retention) does not at 
this point provide sufficient information on how the facades are treated and how the additions to 
the buildings will be added to make a judgement regarding impacts to the historic resources. 
Commissioner Hyland and Commissioner Jonck questioned the ability of Partial Preservation 
Alternative 4 to reduce project impacts. Commissioner Pearlman acknowledged that this 
alternative would not meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, but if it was sensitively 
designed then this alternative could convey the history of the power plant. 

• In response to Partial Preservation Alternative 3 (Rehabilitation of the Meter House and 
Compressor House), Commissioner Pearlman raised concerns about removing Station A, as it is 
the most visible building at the project site, and the building that he believes most strongly 
conveys the history of the power plant. Commissioner Pearlman felt that retention of the Meter 
House and Compressor House would not be enough to convey their history without Station A. 

• Commissioner Pearlman was not certain that the partial retention of some of the buildings, as 
proposed in the Partial Preservation Alternatives, would result in less than significant with 
mitigation (LSM) determination for the Third Street Industrial District as currently outlined in the 
Preservation Alternatives impact analysis. 

Project Comments 

• Commissioner Hyland stated that he was disappointed that there does not seem to be an attempt 
to retain the historic buildings in the proposed project. Given the size of the project site, 
Commissioner Hyland felt that more of the site's historic resources should be incorporated into 
the project. 
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• Commissioner Jonck said that, from the perspective of recent approvals at Pier 70, elsewhere in 

the Central Waterfront, and at Mission Bay, the proposed demolition of historical resources at the 

Potrero Plant site is not acceptable. 
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