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I. SUMMARY

A. INTRODUCTION
This is the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 1634‐1690 Pine Street Mixed‐Use Project,
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project sponsor, the
A.F. Evans Company, Inc., proposes to demolish five buildings (two, two‐story unreinforced masonry
buildings; two, one‐story unreinforced masonry buildings; and a one‐story concrete building) and a
surface parking lot, and to construct a 283‐unit residential building with one approximately 155‐foot‐tall,
15‐story tower and one 240‐foot‐tall, 24‐story tower, connected together by an 18‐foot high lobby. The
proposed building would include ground floor commercial/restaurant space and a five‐level, 317‐space
(including two car‐share spaces) underground parking garage. The project site is approximately 35,460
square feet (sq.ft.), or 0.81 acre in size. The proposed building would total up to approximately 377,815
sq.ft. of floor area. The proposed project would contain 140 one‐bedroom and 143 two‐bedroom units.
The basement parking garage with access on Pine Street would include two off‐street loading spaces, 283
independently‐accessible residential parking spaces, 32 commercial valet‐assisted parking spaces, two
car‐share spaces, five motorcycle spaces and 90 bicycle spaces.
In addition, A.F. Evans is pursuing, as part of this project, a legislative amendment to the San Francisco
Planning Code Section 315 et seq to permit the sponsor to fulfill the obligation to provide affordable
housing off‐site.

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION (page 31)
The project site is located in the east area of the Pacific Heights neighborhood in San Francisco, on the
northeast corner of Pine Street and Franklin Street. The project site consists of six parcels located at 1634‐
1690 Pine Street, Assessor’s Block 0647; Lots 007, 008, 009, 010, 011, and 011a within an NC‐3
(Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate‐Scale) District. The boundaries of the project block are California
Street along the north side, Van Ness Avenue on the east side, Pine Street along the south side, and
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Franklin Street along the west side. The site slopes down to the east toward Van Ness Avenue and up to
the west toward Franklin Street.
Existing development on the project site includes two, two‐story unreinforced masonry buildings; two,
one‐story unreinforced masonry buildings; a one‐story concrete building; and a 22‐space surface parking
lot. The buildings are vacant with the exception of a car rental office and distribution center at 1644 Pine
Street.
The project sponsor, A.F. Evans Company, Inc., proposes to demolish the existing buildings and
construct a residential building with two towers connected by an 18‐foot high entrance lobby that would
contain 283 residential units; approximately 6,380 square feet of ground floor commercial/restaurant
space; and about 317 parking spaces (including two car‐share spaces), for a total area of up to
approximately 377,815 square feet. Tower One (the west tower) would be 24 stories and approximately
240 feet in height, and would be set back approximately 22 feet from the Pine Street property line. Tower
Two (the east tower) would be 15 stories and approximately 155 feet tall, and would front on the Pine
Street property line. Pedestrian access would be from Pine Street.
The proposed residential unit mix would include 140 one‐bedroom units and 143 two‐bedroom units. The
basement parking garage with access on Pine Street would have two off‐street loading spaces and 317
parking spaces, including 283 independently accessible residential parking spaces, 32 valet‐assisted
commercial parking spaces, two car‐share parking spaces, 90 bicycle spaces and five motorcycle spaces.
Of the 283 spaces, 12 would be handicapped‐accessible parking spaces.
The project would meet the open space requirements of Planning Code Section 125 by providing both
private and commonly‐accessible useable open space. The proposed project would be required to provide
a total of approximately 8,500 sq.ft. of commonly‐accessible useable open space and the project would
meet this requirement with a total of about 8,500 sq.ft. of common open space. In addition, the project
would provide private 36‐sq.‐ft. balconies for approximately 107 units, for a total of about 3,852 sq.ft. of
private open space. The project would have a total of 12,300 sq.ft. of private and common open space.
The project sponsor proposes to meet the inclusionary housing requirements for the project at an off‐site
location, at 800 Presidio Avenue (at Sutter Street), as part of its separate project proposed at that site.
Planning Code Section 315.5 allows a project’s provision of inclusionary housing units at another site
within a 1½ mile radius of the subject project site. There is an annual cap to limit the number of these off‐
site inclusionary housing units, which approval is on a “first‐come, first serve” basis. Therefore, should
the annual cap be reached before the project sponsor can apply for the off‐site inclusionary housing and
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its requirements, the project sponsor may have to request re‐zoing of the 800 Presidio as a Special Use
District, and to provide for greater flexibility than that afforded by Section 315.
The project sponsor and owner is A.F. Evans Company, Inc., and the architectural firm is Heller Manus.
Following completion and certification of the Final EIR, the proposed project requires the following
approvals (italic font signifies acting bodies):
⋅

Zoning Map amendment to reclassify the Height and Bulk controls from the currently zoned 130‐
E to 240‐G. Planning Commission (approval), Board of Supervisors (adoption), and Mayor (signature).

⋅

Conditional Use Authorization for:
(1) Planned Unit Development (PUD). Under a PUD, the allowable density on the site would
be up to one dwelling unit per 125 sq.ft. of lot or site area minus one unit, or up to 283
residential units rather than the 177 units allowed under Planning Code Section 207.4 in
the NC‐3 District. The project sponsor would request, as part of the PUD, exceptions
from the following requirements of the Planning Code:
(i) Section 154(b), requiring that one loading space have a minimum width of 10 feet, a
minimum height of 35 feet, and a minimum vertical clearance of 14 feet;
(ii) Section 140, requiring that the window of at least one room per unit face onto an
open area that meets certain minimum dimensions; and
(iii) Section 134(a)(1)(C), requiring a rear yard setback equal to 25 percent of the lot
depth, at levels occupied by dwelling units.
(2) Development on a lot of 10,000 square feet or more, and non‐residential space exceeding
6,000 square feet in floor area in an NC‐3 District. Planning Commission

⋅

Possible approval of a Special Use District (“SUD”) for the 800 Presidio Avenue project site to
allow the proposed project to comply with the inclusionary housing requirement by constructing
off‐site units more than 1½ mile from the project site. Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

⋅

Building Permit and a Demolition Permit. Department of Building Inspection.

⋅

Street Tree Removal Permit. Department of Public Works.

⋅

Curb Cut Permit for project garage driveway. Department of Public Works.

C. MAIN ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS (page 53)
This EIR for the proposed project focuses on the issues of land use, transportation and circulation,
cultural resources, wind, and shadow. All other potential environmental effects were found to be less
than significant or reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with mitigation measures that the project
sponsor would implement. (Please see the Initial Study, included in this document as Appendix A, for
analysis of other environmental issues.) Aesthetic effects are discussed in this EIR for informational
purposes only. Other CEQA issues are also included in Chapter V of this EIR, among these issues is the
cumulative air quality effect of project‐generated greenhouse gases and toxic air contaminants.
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LAND USE (page 54)
The proposed project would replace the existing buildings and surface parking lot on the project site with a
high‐density, high‐rise residential structure that would include commercial/restaurant space on the ground
floor and underground parking. The proposed project would not disrupt or divide the physical
arrangement of an established community. It would introduce a residential use to the project site and
increase the intensity of land use to the highest in the area to a density allowable under the PUD
provisions of the Planning Code (Section 304). The proposed project would be approximately 110 feet
higher than the existing height limit, require a rezoning of the project site to accommodate the proposed
height, and would therefore substantially conflict with existing land use, plans, policies, and regulations.
The proposed uses would be compatible with the mixed‐use character of the area surrounding the project
site. Nearby land uses include residential, office, retail (including supermarket, restaurant and bar), auto
service, church, hotel, financial institutions and parking. There is a variety of building types, sizes, ages,
and heights near the proposed project. The neighborhood contains low‐density, one‐ to‐three‐story
residential and commercial buildings. There are also modern, higher density residential and commercial
uses in the vicinity, in buildings from one to 26 stories tall, as well as a proposal for construction of a
hospital and medical offices for the California Pacific Medical Center south of the project site at Geary
Street and Van Ness Avenue. While the proposed project would change the existing vacant buildings and
the office and car rental uses in the existing low‐rise one‐ and two‐story buildings on the project site, to a
high‐density, high‐rise residential structure that would contain commercial/restaurant space on the ground
floor and underground parking, these uses would be similar to the existing uses in the vicinity. The height of
the proposed project would be approximately 110 feet higher than the existing 130‐E Height and Bulk
District on the project site and surrounding properties, which would conflict with land use regulations
and policies. In addition, the height of the proposed project would have a substantial impact on the
existing character of the project vicinity. Therefore, the project as proposed would result in significant
land use impacts.

AESTHETICS (page 67)
Aesthetic Effect
The immediate project vicinity is characterized by a variety of building heights and massing, ranging from
traditional to modern, one‐ to four‐story buildings and the 26‐story Holiday Inn (on the east side of Van Ness
Avenue) and the 14‐story San Francisco Towers life‐care facility (1641 Pine Street) across from the project site.
The mix of land uses and building types is characteristic of the larger area surrounding the project site. There
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are multiple pockets of older low‐density residential buildings (one‐ and two‐units), to the west and east, and
older one‐ to three‐story‐commercial buildings along Franklin Street and Van Ness Avenue. There are also
multiple newer, taller, and high‐density residential and commercial buildings in the project area.
The proposed project would provide the same number of units and residential square footage as permitted
under existing zoning with approval of a Planned Unit Development, but would allocate the residential units
in two towers and would provide ground level open space, rather than a shorter building with required rear
yard setbacks that could occupy most of the project site as permitted under NC‐3 District zoning. The Tower
1 (west tower) would be 24 stories and 240 feet tall. Approximately 43 feet to the east on the project site,
Tower 2 (east tower) would be 15 stories and 155 feet tall. The two towers would be connected by an 18‐foot
high lobby.
The proposed project design would feature articulated, angled curtain walls adjacent to the entry plaza.
The building height and form is intended to reflect some of the building types found in the project
vicinity. The building would be clad in pre‐cast concrete. Each façade would have vertical sections of
concrete siding punctuated with windows flush with the exterior wall, alternating with vertical sections
of recessed decks, windows, and doors.
The proposed project would remove eleven street trees along the surface parking lot at the corner of Pine
and Franklin streets, and seven trees along the Pine Street frontage sidewalk of the project site. Seventeen
street trees around the project perimeter would be proposed as part of the project, as required under the
Planning Code.
The proposed project’s 24‐story Tower 1 along Pine and Franklin streets would be taller than buildings in the
vicinity, except for the 26‐story, approximately 243‐foot‐tall Holiday Inn across Van Ness Avenue, on the east
side, approximately 225 feet east of the project’s Tower 2, and over 310 feet east of the taller Tower 1,
downhill from the project site. There would be a public plaza area at the Pine Street entrance. The 15‐story
Tower 2 would be similar in height to the 14‐story San Francisco Towers building across the street. The
proposed project’s Tower 1 would be one of the tallest structures in the neighborhood and would be
visually prominent; however it would be set back 22 feet from the Pine Street property line, a design
approach that is intended to avoid the creation of a “canyon‐like” appearance of buildings along the Pine
Street block, between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street. The proposed project would be located in an
urban setting where there is a wide variation in the design of existing buildings that surround the project
site. For these reasons, the proposed building would not substantially degrade the visual character of the
neighborhood.
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Views
As was determined in the Initial Study analysis (see Appendix A, pages 27 and 28), the proposed project
would not block scenic public views or vistas, and therefore, it would have a less‐than‐significant impact
on views. The proposed project buildings would be visible along the Pine Street and Franklin Street view
corridors and from Lafayette Park. Views from the Franklin/California intersection to the north of the
project site looking across the project block to the southwest would be blocked by the project.
In conclusion, the proposed project would not have a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect,
would not substantially degrade or obstruct a scenic vista observed from a public area, and would not
generate obtrusive light and glare.

TRANSPORTATION (page 82)
Based on the Planning Department’s standard trip rate for residential space, the proposed project would
generate about 3,756 new daily person trips (inbound and outbound) on a weekday, of which
approximately 601 would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.). These 601 p.m. peak hour
person trips would include 283 trips by automobile, 195 trips by transit, and 123 trips by walking or other
modes. Given the applicable average vehicle occupancy rates, these 283 trips by automobile would
translate to about 183 net new vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour (after subtracting the 32 p.m. peak
hour vehicle trips generated by the existing uses on the project site).
The traffic analysis performed for the proposed project1 examined existing and future operating
conditions at six intersections in the vicinity of the proposed project. The study intersections are Van
Ness/California, Van Ness/Pine, Van Ness/Bush, Franklin/California, Franklin/Pine, and Franklin/ Bush.
Weekday traffic counts were made at these intersections in order to evaluate the existing traffic
conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.). The Planning Department considers
intersection levels of service (LOS) ranging from LOS A to LOS D to be acceptable at signalized
intersections, while LOS E and F are unacceptable (see Appendix B: Transportation Definitions). Any
degradation to LOS E or F (including from LOS E to LOS F) is considered a significant impact on traffic
circulation and operations. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, all six of the signalized study
intersections currently operate with acceptable conditions at LOS C.

1
LCW Consulting, 1634 Pine Street Transportation Study – Final Report, Draft Revision 1, May 19, 2008. The report is
on file and available for public review by appointment as part of Project File No. 2004.0764E at the San Francisco
Planning Department, located at 1650 Mission Street.
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The addition of project‐generated traffic would result in a relatively small change in the average delay
per vehicle at the study intersections, and five of the study intersections would continue to operate at the
same acceptable service levels as under existing conditions, LOS C. The intersection of Pine/Franklin
would degrade to LOS D, which is an acceptable condition.
According to the project’s transportation study, traffic volumes and congestion are anticipated to increase
over time in the project vicinity. Under 2025 cumulative conditions, the intersection levels of service are
not expected to degrade to unacceptable levels at four of the six study intersections, and at these
intersections the proposed project would add traffic to movements that would continue to operate
satisfactorily (LOS D or better). Under 2025 cumulative conditions, the intersections of Van Ness/Pine and
Franklin/Pine would deteriorate to LOS E. The proposed project’s contribution to adverse cumulative
conditions at the intersections of Van Ness/Pine and Franklin/Pine would not represent a cumulatively
considerable contribution. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant cumulative traffic
impact.
The project site is in an area with a number of public transit lines. The proposed project’s residential and
commercial/restaurant uses would generate about 195 new transit trips during the weekday p.m. peak
hour. With the additional project‐generated outbound and inbound transit trips, east‐west Muni lines (1‐
California, 2‐Clement, 3‐Jackson, 4‐Sutter, and C‐California), southbound lines (47‐Van Ness, and 49‐Van
Ness‐Mission), and regional transit carriers would continue to operate acceptably within their capacity
and load standards. The capacity utilization for the northbound lines 47‐Van Ness, 49‐Van Ness‐Mission,
and the 19‐Polk would increase from 83 percent under existing conditions to 86 percent with the
proposed project, exceeding Muni’s standard of 85 percent capacity utilization, and therefore the
proposed project would result in a significant transit impact. If the proposed Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) project is implemented, total capacity on north/south lines is projected to increase over
existing conditions. When the BRT is in operation (projected in 2011), project‐generated transit trips
would be accommodated on that line without resulting in a significant transit impact.
The project parking garage would have 317 spaces, of which 283 spaces would be for the residential use,
32 spaces would be for the commercial/restaurant use and two spaces would be reserved for car‐share
providers. All parking spaces, with the exception of the handicapped‐accessible and car‐share spaces,
would be valet parked. The 283 residential units and 6,380 sq.ft. of commercial/restaurant space would
result in a demand for approximately 413 parking spaces (368 residential, 45 commercial/restaurant). The
long‐term residential parking demand of 368 spaces would occur during the overnight hours, and would
not be accommodated within the residential parking supply of 283 parking spaces. Hence, the project
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parking demand would result in a shortfall of 85 spaces. This 85‐car overnight overflow could be
accommodated within the 32 spaces in the parking garage designated for the commercial/restaurant use
and on‐street (on‐street parking spaces in the project area are not time‐limited overnight) or in nearby off‐
street parking facilities with overnight parking service.
During the weekday midday, the residential parking demand would be about 294 spaces (estimated at 80
percent of the overnight parking demand) and the demand from commercial/restaurant uses would be 45
spaces, for a total demand of 339 spaces. Since a portion of the residential demand would be parked off‐
site during the evening and overnight hours, the midday parking shortfall would vary, depending on
whether the vehicle is parked on‐site or off‐site. The midday shortfall would range between 24 spaces
(294‐space residential demand and 45‐space commercial/restaurant demand, less the 283 residential
parking spaces and the 32 commercial/restaurant parking spaces) and 98 spaces (413‐space total parking
demand, less the 283 residential and 32 commercial/restaurant parking spaces), which could be
accommodated on‐street or in nearby parking facilities. Parking deficits are considered social effects,
rather than impacts on the physical environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social
impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on the environment. As such, the proposed project
would not result in significant environmental parking‐related impacts.
The Planning Code requires that the proposed project provide 283 independently accessible vehicle
parking spaces for the residential uses and 29 parking spaces for the commercial/ restaurant use. Since the
project would provide 315 parking spaces for the residential (283) and commercial/restaurant uses (32)
plus two car‐share spaces, it would meet the Planning Code requirement for the number of parking spaces
for the residential and restaurant uses. As part of the proposed parking supply of 315 (plus two car‐share)
spaces, the project would be required to provide 12 handicapped‐accessible parking spaces, and the
project would meet this requirement. The Planning Code also requires two independently accessible car‐
share spaces, and the proposed project would meet this requirement.
During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate about 123 walking or “other” trips to
and from the site in addition to the 195 pedestrian trips associated with the 195 project‐generated transit
trips. Pedestrian operating conditions on area sidewalks and crosswalks would not noticeably deteriorate
with the addition of these walking trips. Hence, both sidewalks and crosswalks would continue to
operate at free‐flow conditions during the p.m. peak hour.
The Planning Code requires that the proposed project provide 90 bicycle parking spaces. The proposed
project would meet this requirement within a secure bicycle storage room on the first level of the parking
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garage. Although the proposed project would result in an increase in the number of vehicles in the
vicinity of the project site, this increase would not be substantial enough to affect bicycle travel in the
area, and would not result in a significant bicycle impact.
The Planning Code requires two on‐site loading spaces for the proposed size of the project, and two spaces
would be provided, meeting the Planning Code requirement for spaces, however, the project would
require an exception for the size of the loading spaces. The project sponsor would request that two
metered parking spaces on Pine Street, adjacent to the project site be designated for commercial vehicle
loading/unloading spaces. A revised designation of the spaces would need to be approved at a public
hearing through the Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA).
The proposed project would generate about 33 daily delivery/service vehicle trips, which would result in
a demand for two loading spaces during both the peak hour of loading activity (generally between 10:00
a.m. and 1:00 p.m.), and an average hour of loading activity. The freight and service vehicle demand
would be accommodated in the two on‐site loading spaces and in the two proposed metered, commercial
vehicle loading/unloading spaces on Pine Street in front of the project site. Residential move‐in and
move‐out activities are anticipated to occur from the curb on Pine Street. Curb parking on Pine Street
could be reserved through the local station of the San Francisco Police Department. The project sponsor
has stated that move‐in and move‐out operations, as well as larger deliveries, would be scheduled and
coordinated through building management.
During project construction, anticipated to last approximately 28 months, construction staging would
occur primarily on‐site, and within either the curb parking lane or the sidewalks adjacent to the project
site. Staging and unloading of materials would more likely occur on Pine Street than on Franklin Street
(adjacent to the project site, Pine Street has a grade of about five percent, and Franklin Street has a grade
of around eight percent). The sidewalks on Pine and Franklin streets, adjacent to the project site, are
anticipated to be partially or completely closed during the construction period, and pedestrian traffic
would be shifted to a covered pedestrian enclosure on the sidewalk or in the parking lane. It is not
anticipated that construction activities would require any travel lane closures. Any temporary sidewalk
or travel lane closures would be coordinated with the City in order to minimize the impacts on local
traffic. In general, lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by the Department of
Public Works (DPW).
Throughout the construction period, there would be a flow of construction‐related trucks to and from the
site. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of local
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streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect traffic operations.
A majority of the construction‐related truck traffic would use U.S. 101 via Van Ness Avenue and
Lombard Street to connect with North Bay destinations; Van Ness Avenue and South Van Ness Avenue
to connect with the U.S. 101 elevated freeway and South Bay destinations; and Pine, Bush, Fremont and
First streets to connect with the Bay Bridge and East Bay destinations. In the immediate vicinity of the
project site, truck traffic would enter via Pine Street, and exit the project site via Pine Street then turn
right on Franklin Street, then right onto California Street to return to Van Ness Avenue. Construction‐
related activities would occur Monday through Saturday, between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., as stipulated
by the Department of Building Inspection. Construction is not planned to occur on Sundays or major
legal holidays.
During construction of the proposed project, there would be between about 10 and 85 construction
workers per day at the project site, with the greatest number during the building superstructure
construction and interior finishes phases. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are
not known. However, the addition of the worker‐related vehicle‐ or transit‐trips would not substantially
affect transportation conditions, because impacts on local intersections and the transit network would be
less than those estimated and analyzed for the proposed project. Construction workers who drive to the
site would cause a temporary parking demand. Construction workers would either park on‐site or in
nearby parking facilities that have available spaces during the day.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse impact on traffic, parking,
loading, pedestrian or bicycle conditions. However, the proposed project would result in a significant
adverse impact on transit conditions.

HISTORICAL ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES (page 103)
The five existing buildings on the project site (1634, 1650, 1656, 1660, and 1670 Pine Street) are not
included in any federal, state, or adopted local register of historic resources, including Planning Code
Articles 10 (landmarks) and 11 (architecture). As part of the 1984 Splendid Extended Study, San Francisco
Architectural Heritage gave four of the five buildings (1650, 1656, 1660, 1670 Pine Street) on the project
site a “C” rating, indicating they provide contextual significance to their neighborhood. The buildings are
not designated San Francisco Landmarks and are not part of a local identified historic district. The firm of
Heiman and Schwartz designed three of the buildings (1650, 1660, and 1670 Pine Street) on the project
site, and Schwartz may be considered a master architect in San Francisco.
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An evaluation of the five Pine Street buildings, by an historic architectural consultant using the criteria of
the California Register of Historic Resources, concluded that the buildings are not particularly rare or
unique, have minor significance to the area as a whole, and share few characteristics with nearby
structures. The historic architectural consultant concluded that the buildings’ Contextual “C” rating by SF
Heritage is insufficient to qualify them for listing individually on the National Register of Historic Places
or the California Register of Historic Resources.
The Planning Department has determined that the project site’s buildings are historically significant.
Their association with the historic “Auto‐Row” period of Van Ness Avenue development meets
California Register Criterion 1 (events); and the integrity of their post‐1906 earthquake reconstruction
renaissance revival architectural meets Criterion 3 (architecture). Although the project site is not located
within the Van Ness Avenue Area Plan, the five buildings on the project site are part of a larger coherent
group of historical automotive support‐type properties that surround and contribute to the Van Ness
Avenue Area Plan’s Automotive SUD and a potential historic automotive‐themed district, as discussed in
the Van Ness Avenue Area Plan. The buildings are associated with other early ancillary automobile‐
oriented structures in the immediate blocks along Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco’s major automobile
row, which comprise the potential automotive‐themed historic district mentioned above, and encompass
the large automotive showrooms of Van Ness Avenue.
Because the 1634, 1650, 1656, 1660, and 1670 Pine Street buildings are considered historical resources,
demolition of these buildings would be a significant adverse impact. Further, their demolition would
remove some essential features and spatial relationships that contribute to the definition and character of
the potential automotive‐themed historic district, and thus would constitute a significant cumulative
impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5 (page 145) would lessen this impact through
documentation, but the loss of the historical resources would remain a substantial adverse impact.

WIND (page 116)
Wind tunnel tests were performed for the project site and vicinity under two scenarios: (1) existing
conditions, and (2) existing conditions plus the proposed project. The tests measured existing wind
speeds at 28 locations and existing‐plus‐project wind speeds at 33 locations at or near the project site .

Case No. 2004.0764E

11

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

I. SUMMARY

The general vicinity of the project site is moderate to windy. Existing wind conditions at the 28 test
locations do not exceed the Planning Code wind hazard criterion of 36 equivalent2 miles per hour (mph).
Eighteen of the 28 test locations currently meet the Planning Code pedestrian‐comfort criterion of 11 mph
(exceeded less than 10 percent of the time). Wind speeds exceed the comfort criterion at ten locations. The
highest wind speed in the vicinity occurs at one location (17 mph), at the corner of the San Francisco
Towers Senior Center Complex across Pine Street from the project site
With the proposed project, sidewalk conditions would be windier in some locations and less windy in
others. The proposed project could add wind hazard exceedances at the tested locations; and may have a
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6 (page 146) would reduce this impact to a
level of insignificance.
Wind speeds in pedestrian areas under the comfort criterion would be about the same, ranging from 6 to
17 mph, compared to the existing range of 7 to 17 mph. The proposed project would eliminate three
existing pedestrian‐comfort criterion exceedances and would add three new exceedances in other tested
locations. The Planning Department does not consider exceedances of comfort criteria significant impacts.

SHADOW (page 128)
The proposed project would cast shadows at varying times of the day and year on portions of Franklin,
California, and Sacramento streets and Van Ness Avenue and their sidewalks, and on nearby buildings.
However, the proposed project would not cast new shadow on any open space under the jurisdiction of,
or to be acquired by, the Recreation and Park Commission, and thus its shadow impact would be
considered less than significant.

D. GROWTH INDUCEMENT (page 136)
The proposed project would construct a residential building with two towers containing 283 residential
dwelling units, approximately 6,380 square feet of ground floor commercial/restaurant space, and about
317 parking spaces (including two car‐share spaces). The proposed project would increase the daily
population on the project site up to approximately 405 new residents and about 16 net new employees.
There is a demand for housing in San Francisco, which would exist with or without the project. The
The Planning Code uses adjusted equivalent wind speed to define the hazard criterion and the comfort criteria.
The hazard criterion speed is a full‐hour average speed of 26 mph that is not comparable to comfort criteria data,
which has shorter, one‐minute averaging intervals. As a result, it is convenient to adjust the hazard speed so that all
three criteria estimates are comparable. When adjusted, the hazard criterion wind speed becomes 36 mph, and the
comfort criteria remain at 7 mph seating and 11 mph standing/walking.
2
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proposed project would not induce substantial growth or concentration of population beyond that which
would have occurred without the project. Some project residents may relocate from other parts of the Bay
Area to be closer to their employment in downtown San Francisco. To the extent that this occurs, the
project would reduce commuting. The project would be an infill project in a densely developed urban
area. It would not require new or expanded municipal infrastructure not already under consideration or
being planned. For these reasons, the proposed project would not cause significant growth‐inducing
impacts.

E. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES (page 137)
Measures preceded by an asterisk (“*”) are included from the Initial Study.

* MITIGATION MEASURE 1
Construction Air Quality
Project‐related demolition, excavation, grading and other construction activities may cause wind‐blown
dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Although there are federal
standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control plans, air
pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California has found that
particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national standards. The current
health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available
actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According to the California Air Resources
Board, reducing ambient particulate matter from 1998‐2000 levels to natural background concentrations
in San Francisco would prevent over 200 premature deaths.
Dust can be an irritant causing watery eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose and throat. Demolition,
excavation, grading and other construction activities can cause wind‐blown dust to add to particulate
matter in the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this
particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be
constituents of soil.
In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San
Francisco Building and Health Codes generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control
Ordinance (Ordinance 176‐08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust
generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the health of the
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general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop
work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI).
The Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within
San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or
500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a
permit from DBI. The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one half‐
acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind‐blown dust.
The project sponsor and the contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site shall use
the following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent
dust control that are acceptable to the Director. Dust suppression activities may include watering all
active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering
frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water must be
used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. If not
required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors shall provide as much water as
necessary to control dust (without creating run‐off in any area of land clearing, and/or earth movement.
During excavation and dirt‐moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets,
sidewalks, paths and intersections, where work is in progress, at the end of the workday. Inactive
stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500
square feet of excavated materials, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil
shall be covered with a 10 millimeter (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down,
or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques.
For projects over one half‐acre, the Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control
Plan for approval by the San Francisco Health Department. DBI will not issue a building permit without
written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site‐specific Dust Control
Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. Interior‐only tenant improvement projects that are over
one‐half acre in size that will not produce exterior visible dust are exempt from the site‐specific Dust
Control Plan requirement.
Site‐specific Dust Control Plans shall require the project sponsor to: submit a map to the Director of
Health showing all sensitive receptors within 1000 feet of the site; wet down areas of soil at least three
times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate dust
monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third‐party to conduct inspections
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and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut‐down conditions based on wind, soil migration,
etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be potentially affected by project‐
related dust; limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time; install dust curtains and
windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the
truck bed and securing with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting
construction areas; sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day; install and utilize
wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 miles per
hour; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and to sweep off adjacent streets to reduce particulate
emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to monitor compliance with
dust control requirements.
These regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Building Code would ensure that
potential dust‐related air quality impacts would be reduced to a level of insignificance.

* MITIGATION MEASURE 23
Hazards (Contaminated Soil)
STEP 1: PREPARATION OF SITE MITIGATION PLAN
If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(SFDPH) determines that the soils on the project site are contaminated with contaminants at or above
potentially hazardous levels, the SFDPH shall determine if preparation of a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) is
warranted. If such a plan is requested by the SFDPH, the SMP shall include a discussion of the level of
contamination of soils on the project site and mitigation measures for managing contaminated soils on
the site, including, but not limited to: 1) the alternatives for managing contaminated soils on the site (e.g.,
encapsulation, partial or complete removal, treatment, recycling for reuse, or a combination); 2) the
preferred alternative for managing contaminated soils on the site and a brief justification; and 3) the
specific practices to be used to handle, haul, and dispose of contaminated soils on the site. The SMP shall
be submitted to the SFDPH for review and approval. A copy of the SMP shall be submitted to the
Planning Department to become part of the case file.

3
This mitigation measure has been revised from the Initial Study due to additional hazardous materials studies
and further review of the documents by the Department of Public Health.
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STEP 2: HANDLING, HAULING, AND DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED SOILS
(a) Specific Work Practices: If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the SFDPH determines that the
soils on the project site are contaminated at or above potentially hazardous levels, the construction
contractor shall be alert for the presence of such soils during excavation and other construction activities
on the site (detected through soil odor, color, and texture and results of on‐site soil testing), and shall be
prepared to handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and dispose of such soils appropriately (i.e., as dictated by
local, State, and federal regulations) when such soils are encountered on the site. If there are excavated
materials containing over one percent friable asbestos, they would be treated as hazardous waste, and
would be transported and disposed of in accordance with applicable State and federal regulations. These
procedures are intended to mitigate any potential health risks related to chrysotile asbestos, which may
or may not be located on the site.
(b) Dust Suppression: Soils exposed during excavation for site preparation and project construction
activities shall be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, both during and after work hours.
(c) Surface Water Runoff Control: Where soils are stockpiled, visqueen shall be used to create an
impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain any potential surface
water runoff from the soil stockpiles during inclement weather.
(d) Soils Replacement: If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) shall be used to bring portions of
the project site, where contaminated soils have been excavated and removed, up to construction grade.
(e) Hauling and Disposal: Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project site by waste hauling trucks
appropriately certified with the State of California and adequately covered to prevent dispersion of the
soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at a permitted hazardous waste disposal facility registered
with the State of California.

STEP 3: PREPARATION OF CLOSURE/CERTIFICATION REPORT
After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project sponsor shall prepare
and submit a closure/certification report to the SFDPH for review and approval. The closure/certification
report shall include the mitigation measures in the SMP for handling and removing contaminated soils
from the project site, whether the construction contractor modified any of these mitigation measures, and
how and why the construction contractor modified those mitigation measures.
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* MITIGATION MEASURE 3
Hazards (PCBs and Mercury)
The project sponsor would ensure that building surveys for PCB‐ and mercury‐containing equipment
(including elevator equipment), hydraulic oils, fluorescent lights are performed prior to the start of
demolition. Any hazardous materials so discovered would be abated according to federal, state, and local
laws and regulations.

* MITIGATION MEASURE 4
Archeological Resources (Testing)
Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site,
the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the
services of a qualified archeological consultant having expertise in California prehistoric and urban
historical archeology. The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as
specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring
and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant’s work
shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer
(ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and
directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision
until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by
this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks, only if such a
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less‐than‐significant level potential effects on a
significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5(a)(c).
Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for
review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall be
conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the
expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project,
the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the
archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of
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archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered
on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA.
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a
written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the archeological
consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that
may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an
archeological data recovery program. If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is
present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the
project sponsor either:
A)

The proposed project shall be re‐designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant
archeological resource; or

B)

A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use
of the resource is feasible.

Archeological Monitoring Program (AMP). If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant
determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring
program shall minimally include the following provisions:
⋅

The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the
AMP reasonably prior to any project‐related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in
consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soil‐disturbing activities, such as demolition,
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because
of the risk these activities pose to potential archaeological resources and to their depositional
context;

⋅

The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence of
the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected
resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological
resource;

⋅

The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed
upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the
project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no
effects on significant archeological deposits;

⋅

The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

⋅

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils‐disturbing activities in the vicinity of the
deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect
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demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is
evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an archeological resource,
the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has
been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify
the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered
archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.
Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall
submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO.
Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in
accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor,
and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The
archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the
proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is
expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are
applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the
expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should
be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed
project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources
if nondestructive methods are practical.
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:
⋅

Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and
operations.

⋅

Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact
analysis procedures.

⋅

Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post‐field discard and
deaccession policies.

⋅

Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on‐site/off‐site public interpretive program during the
course of the archeological data recovery program.

⋅

Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from
vandalism, looting, and non‐intentionally damaging activities.

⋅

Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.

⋅

Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered
data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a
summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities.
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Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply
with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the
City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Section
5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to
develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains, and associated or
unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and
final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.
Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk
any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological
Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a
copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis division of the
Planning Department shall receive three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the
high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and
distribution than that presented above.

MITIGATION MEASURE 5
Historic Architectural Resources
Implementation of this mitigation measure would lessen the substantial adverse impact to the historic
architectural resources, but not to a less‐than‐significant level. Therefore, impacts due to the demolition of
the 1634, 1650, 1656, 1660 and 1670 Pine Street buildings would remain substantially adverse. In order to
partially offset the loss of the buildings, the project sponsor shall, at a minimum, ensure that a complete
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survey meeting the standards of the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) is undertaken prior to
demolition. This survey shall be completed in accordance with HABS level II documentation standards.
⋅

Prior to demolition, the project sponsor shall provide adequate documentation of the existing
buildings. The documentation shall be submitted to the City and County of San Francisco
Planning Department and found to be adequate prior to authorization of any permit that may be
required for demolition of the buildings. In addition, the project sponsor shall prepare and
transmit the photographs and descriptions of the property to the History Room of the San
Francisco Public Library and the NWIC of the California Historic Information Resource System.
The documentation shall include:
⋅
⋅

⋅

⋅

⋅
⋅

A video documentary of each property.
Photo‐documentation of each property to Historic American Building Survey Standards.
The standard size of negatives and transparencies (and accompanying prints) are 5‐by‐7
inches. Other large‐format sizes such as 4‐by‐5 inches and 8‐by‐10 inches are also
acceptable for formal documentation. Roll film, film packs and electronic manipulation of
images are not acceptable.
Images must be fully identified with the name and location of the structure, a description
of the feature or view being photographed, and the direction in which the photograph
was taken, as well as the name of the photographer and the date created.
Black and white, 35 millimeter photographs of the interior and exterior of the buildings.
Negatives and 5‐by‐7 inch prints should be processed to meet archival requirements (i.e.,
negatives must be on safety film only; resin‐coated paper is not accepted).
As‐built drawings of the buildings, produced to HABS and Historic American
Engineering Record Standards.
The available original plans of the buildings shall be included as part of the
documentation. All drawings and site plans shall be appropriately conserved at the site
or at a qualified repository.

⋅
⋅

Prior to demolition, the project sponsor shall salvage the character‐defining elements of the
existing buildings that are considered to be historically significant, as determined by a qualified
architectural historian (and can feasibly be salvaged), and shall seek to donate those elements to
an organization such as a local historical society. The features to be salvaged shall be determined
by the Planning Department following consultation with a qualified historic resources firm.
Features to be salvaged should include primary character‐defining features. Donation of the
materials to San Francisco Heritage or other entity approved by the Planning Department shall be
confirmed by the Planning Department prior to the issuance of demolition permits.

Additional mitigation could include preserving and integrating the façades of the existing buildings into
the new building base.
No further mitigation is feasible for the substantial adverse impact of the demolition of the historical
architecture buildings, due to the limited options available when demolition is proposed.
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MITIGATION MEASURE 6
Wind
Due to the potential for design features of the proposed building to affect ground‐level wind speeds, the
project sponsor shall test the final design of the project as proposed to the Planning Commission for
approval in a wind tunnel in order to identify any exceedances of the wind hazard criterion that would
result from construction of the building as proposed. If any wind hazard level exceedances are found, the
building design shall be modified in a manner that would demonstrably eliminate any such wind hazard
exceedances.

IMPROVEMENT MEASURE 1
Parking
As an improvement measure to reduce the proposed project’s parking demand and parking shortfall, and
to encourage use of alternative transportation modes, the project sponsor could provide a transportation
insert for the move‐in packet that would provide information on transit service (Muni and BART lines,
schedules and fares), information on where FastPasses could be purchased, and information on the 511
Regional Rideshare Program. The project sponsor could “unbundle” the parking spaces from the sale or
rental price of residential units to provide a financial incentive for car‐free living.

IMPROVEMENT MEASURE 2
Construction
Any construction traffic occurring between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. or between 3:30 and 6:00 p.m. would
coincide with peak hour traffic and could temporarily impede traffic and transit flow, although it would
not be considered a significant impact. An improvement measure limiting truck movements to the hours
between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved by DPT) would minimize disruption of the
general traffic flow on adjacent streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods.
The project sponsor and construction contractor(s) could meet with the Traffic Engineering Division of
the DPT, the Fire Department, Muni, the Planning Department and other City agencies to determine
feasible measures to reduce traffic congestion during construction of the proposed project. The temporary
parking demand by construction workers would need to be met on‐site, on‐street, or within other off‐
street parking facilities.
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F. SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED
IF THE PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED (page 149)
The proposed project, with mitigation and improvement measures, would have the following four
significant impacts.
1.

The proposed project would be approximately 110 feet higher than the existing height limit on
the project site and surrounding properties. This would result in a significant land use impact.
The alternatives to the proposed project described on the following pages would avoid this
impact, but none of the alternatives would achieve the project sponsor’s objectives.

2.

The proposed project would have a significant impact on the existing character of the
neighborhood.

3.

The project as proposed would have a significant impact on Van Ness Avenue north‐bound
transit lines during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.). No Mitigation Measure has been
identified that would reduce the impact. The No Project Alternative and the Preservation
Alternative would avoid this impact, but neither alternative would achieve the project sponsor’s
objectives.

4.

The Planning Department has determined that the five existing buildings at 1634, 1650, 1656, 1660
and 1670 Pine Street are individually eligible for the California Register, and thus are historical
resources. Because the five buildings are considered historical resources for CEQA purposes,
demolition of these buildings would be a substantial adverse impact. Mitigation Measure 5,
delineated in this EIR, would reduce the impact’s severity, but not to a less‐than‐significant level.
The No Project Alternative and the Preservation Alternative (described on the following pages
and on pages 167 to 169, and 171 to 173, respectively) would avoid this impact, but neither
alternative would achieve the project sponsor’s objectives.

5.

Demolition of the five existing buildings on the project site, which are historical resources, would
remove essential features, spatial relationships, and an intact row of historic architectural
structures that contribute to the definition and character of the potential automotive‐themed
historic district. Their removal would compromise the integrity of the potential historic district,
and demolishing the buildings would be a significant cumulative impact.

6.

The project could result in a potential hazardous wind condition that may exceed the wind
hazard criterion of 36 mph. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6, delineated in this EIR
(pages 22 and 146) would reduce any such wind hazard exceedances to a less‐than‐significant
level.

Should the Planning Commission approve the project as proposed, it would be required to make findings
that, the economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits of the proposed project outweigh the
significant adverse land use, public transit and historical resource impacts of the project (Statement of
Overriding Considerations; CEQA Guidelines Section 150593).
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With implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in Chapter IV: Mitigation Measures and
Improvement Measures of this report, all other potential significant impacts would be reduced to a less‐
than‐significant level.

G. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED (page162)
This EIR focuses on land use, transportation/circulation, historical architectural resources, wind, and
shadow issues. Aesthetic issues are discussed for informational purposes. All other potential
environmental effects were found to be less than significant or reduced to a less‐than‐significant level
with mitigation measures agreed to by the project sponsor.
On April 7, 2007, the Planning Department issued a “Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report.” In response to the notice, the public expressed concerns about the proposed project, which are
listed below. Topics are discussed on the pages indicated in parentheses where appropriate; however in
some cases, the comments expressed concerns about topics that are beyond the purview of CEQA
analysis. In such cases, many of the concerns may be analyzed as part of the PUD/Conditional Use
Authorization process by the Planning Commission and/or project review by the Planning Department
staff.
⋅

Discussion of the volume of a possible garage egress control beeper. (The Initial Study, Appendix
A, pages A‐37 to A‐39, found the proposed project’s noise effects to be less‐than‐significant.
Therefore, further discussion of noise effects is not included in this EIR.)

⋅

Whether sufficient affordable housing is included in the proposed project (see discussion under
Project Description, pages 33 and 49 related to Section 315).

⋅

Appropriateness of the zoning map Height and Bulk reclassification, and the applicability of a
PUD to the proposed project (see Project Approval Requirements, page 50).

⋅

The validity of the description in the Initial Study that the vicinity “can be characterized by large
… and mid‐rise … buildings punctuated by more prominent buildings” (see Land Use Setting,
pages 54 to 56, and Visual Quality Setting and Visual Character of the Surrounding
Neighborhood, pages 67 to 76).4

⋅

A request for identification of the nearest 240‐G Height and Bulk District (see page 56 under
Existing Project Site Zoning for a discussion of existing Height and Bulk Districts within a four‐
block radius, and Figure 16, page 59).

⋅

The relationship of the proposed project’s zoning reclassification to existing Height and Bulk
zones in the area (see discussion under the San Francisco Planning Code header, page 56 to 58).

⋅

A request was made for a discussion of the proposed height of the project in the context of
General Plan policies. Concern was expressed that the “spot zoning” represented by the proposed

Further analysis in this EIR process found that there are significant impacts on land use which was not the
determination in the Initial Study.
4
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project renders area plans meaningless (see the discussion regarding consideration of General
Plan policies separate from the environmental review process, under General Plan Objectives,
page 58).
⋅

Conformance or non‐conformance with plans and policies, particularly the Van Ness Avenue Area
Plan (see discussion under the General Plan Objectives header, pages 58 to 63).

⋅

Consistency of the project with the existing character of the neighborhood (see Land Use Impact
Analysis, pages 64 to 66, and Aesthetic Effects, pages 77 to 79).

⋅

The conclusion that the proposed project would have no significant visual quality impact (see
Aesthetic Effects, pages 77 to 79).

⋅

A preference was expressed for less bulk and taller, more slender towers (see discussion under
Aesthetic Effects of the project’s proposed bulk and design rationale pages 78 to ).

⋅

The appropriateness of the design of towers abutting open space in a residential neighborhood
(see discussion regarding the final architectural design of the proposed project on page 79).

⋅

Inclusion of an analysis of private views (Private Views, page 79)

⋅

The effect of the potential glare of the proposed project on north‐facing residences directly south
of the site, and the potential hazard the glare poses to automobile traffic on Franklin and Gough
streets (Appendix A – Initial Study, page A‐29).

⋅

Inclusion of a full study of visual effects. (See the Aesthetics section, beginning on page 67.
Additionally, please refer to the Photosimulations that begin on page 69.)

⋅

The increase in population on the site (Appendix A – Initial Study, page 30).

⋅

The impact of the proposed project on traffic network that is already overloaded particularly
during rush hour, on Franklin and Pine streets surrounding the grocery garage ingress/egress,
and because of bus pickup of ballpark passengers at the California/Van Ness intersection (see
Intersection Operations, pages 84 to 85, and Traffic Impacts pages 934 to 96).

⋅

The impact of the proposed project on a transit system that is near capacity in the vicinity (see
Transit Network, pages 85 to 89 and Proposed Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit Project and
Transit Impacts pages 96 to 98).

⋅

The impact of the location of the parking garage on traffic in the vicinity (see discussion on
garage queues under Traffic Impacts, page 94)

⋅

Traffic impacts on the proposed Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (see 2025
Cumulative Conditions, pages 95 to 96, and Proposed Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit
Project, pages 96 to 97).

⋅

The effects of the proposed project on pedestrians (page 99); loading (pages 100 to 101); and
construction traffic impacts (pages 101 to 102).

⋅

A request for a list of landmarks and Victorians in the area (a list of designated landmarks is on
page 103; a comprehensive list of non‐landmarked Victorians in the area is outside the purview
of CEQA analysis) and for the identification of the potential Van Ness Automotive historic
district (see discussion under Historic District Potential, pages 112 to 113 and Impact of the
Proposed Project on the Potential Historic District, page 115).

⋅

A request for the cumulative square foot loss of automotive service uses citywide over the past
decade and its effect on driver behavior in the city. This analysis is beyond the scope of this EIR
and is not included here.
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⋅

Existing noise levels and the effect of the proposed project’s addition to traffic volumes on noise
levels in the area (see discussion of noise standards in the Initial Study, Appendix A, page A‐37).

⋅

The effect of project construction and project‐generated traffic on air quality in the vicinity,
particularly on sensitive receptors (Appendix A – Initial Study, page A‐40 and the Construction
Air Quality Mitigation Measure 1, page 137).

⋅

The effect of the proposed project on wind conditions in the vicinity (see the Wind section of this
document, pages 116 to 127).

⋅

The effect of the proposed project on access to sunlight (or shadows), and a request for an
analysis of the proposed project’s shadows on private properties (see the Shadow section of this
document, pages 128 to 135).

⋅

A request for analysis of the existing sewer lines capacity. (The Initial Study, Appendix A, page
A‐45, found the proposed project’s effect on sewer capacity to be less‐than‐significant. Therefore,
analysis of existing sewer capacity is not included in this EIR.)

⋅

The thoroughness of the analysis of the proposed project on the city’s existing sewer system (see
Appendix A– Initial Study, page A‐45).

⋅

The proposed project’s effect on migratory bird patterns. (The Initial Study, Appendix A – Initial
Study, addressed biological effects, including migratory bird patterns on page A‐49 and found
them to be less than significant. Therefore, migratory bird patterns are not discussed in this EIR.)

⋅

The proposed building’s environmental performance relative to Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) certification or any other green building statutes. (The project
would be required to meet California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings, requirements of pertinent City ordinances such as the Residential
Energy Conservation Ordinance and any subsequent green design standards or other emission
reduction actions implemented by the City applicable to the project, in furtherance of the San
Francisco Climate Action Plan. The Initial Study, Appendix A found the proposed project’s
effects on energy, water and hazards to be less than significant, pages A‐46 and page A‐65,
respectively.)

⋅

Selection of alternatives and inclusion of a code‐conforming alternative (see the Alternatives
section, pages 167 to 174, and the code‐complying Alternative B, pages 169 to 171).

⋅

Concern about project water runoff toward the south. (The Initial Study, Appendix A, page 56),
found that stormwater runoff would be a less‐than‐significant effect and is not discussed further
in this EIR.)

With the publication of this Draft EIR, there will be another period of formal public comment on the
adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR from December 31, 2008 to February 17, 2009.
Following the Planning Department’s publication and distribution of written responses to all comments
received on the Draft EIR, the Planning Commission will render a decision on certification of the Final
EIR. Following consideration of the environmental information in a certified Final EIR, and after
consideration of community concerns expressed in a subsequent Conditional Use Authorization public
hearing for the proposed project, the San Francisco Planning Commission (or the Board of Supervisors on
appeal) will decide whether to approve the proposed project.
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H. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT (page 167)
ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT
Alternative A, No Project, would not entail any changes to the site; hence, the site would remain in its
existing condition. This alternative would not demolish or otherwise change the existing one one‐story
and three two‐story unreinforced masonry buildings, the existing two‐story concrete building, and the
22‐space surface parking lot at the project site.
Under the No Project Alternative, none of the significant impacts associated with the proposed project
would occur, including the proposed project’s significant impacts on historic architectural resources,
transit, land use, and wind conditions. The proposed project’s less‐than‐significant transportation and
circulation, and shadow impacts identified in this EIR would not occur. Other less‐than‐significant effects
of the proposed project identified in the Initial Study would not occur, including the proposed project’s
effects on land use, physical division of the established community, aesthetics, population, archeological
resources, noise, air quality, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources,
geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, minerals and energy resources, and agriculture
resources. Environmental conditions at the site would remain as described in the Setting sections in
Chapter III.
The No Project Alternative would not fulfill the project sponsor’s objective of developing the maximum
number of one‐and two‐bedroom units of housing allowed under the PUD provision of the Planning Code and
creating a two tower design for the project site. If the San Francisco Planning Commission selected this
alternative and a different proposal were submitted subsequently for development of all or part of the
project site, that proposal would be subject to a separate project‐specific CEQA environmental review.

ALTERNATIVE B: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) / NO REZONING
Alternative B, PUD/No Rezoning, would demolish the five existing historic buildings and the existing
surface parking lot, and construct a building in conformity with the current 130‐E Height and Bulk
District, compared to the project’s proposed 240‐foot and 155‐foot tall towers, neither of which would be
in conformity with either of the current 130‐E height or bulk restrictions. Like the proposed project, the
proposed alternative would contain two towers connected by an 18‐foot high entrance lobby, but both
towers would be 130 feet tall and 15 stories with lower floor‐to‐ceiling heights than the proposed project,
and would not be set back from Pine or Franklin streets. There would be no change to the existing NC‐3
District zoning, however, implementation of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) would allow a
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maximum residential density of one unit per 125 sq.ft. of lot area, minus one unit, or a maximum of
approximately 283 units (compared to the NC‐3 District zoning of one unit per 600 sq.ft. of lot area). In
addition, the unit mix may be different than the proposed project (more studios and fewer two‐
bedrooms). This alternative would have the same 6,380 sq.ft. of ground floor commercial/restaurant space
as the proposed project, and similarly, a four‐level subterranean parking garage with approximately 283
parking spaces to meet the off‐street parking requirements.
Since the PUD/No Rezoning Alternative would include demolition of the five buildings on the project
site, it would result in the same significant adverse historical architectural resource impact as the
proposed project. This alternative would be at the existing height and bulk limits and would not have the
significant land use impacts resulting from the proposed project’s inconsistency with the height limit on
the project site and surrounding properties. The change with this alternative from low‐intensity
commercial uses to high‐density residential and ground floor commercial/restaurant land uses would not
physically divide the established community, conflict with adopted land use plans, policies and
regulations, or substantially and adversely alter the vicinity’s character.
The building in the PUD/No Rezoning Alternative would fill the entire project site. Because the buildings
would not be set back from Pine Street, this alternative would have no public open space at the ground
level. The increase in development density and height would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character of the project site or its surroundings. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not
block scenic public views or vistas.
With the same number of units and the same amount of commercial/restaurant space as the proposed
project, this alternative would have the same transportation and circulation effects as the proposed
project. Intersection delay at the six study intersections would be the same as the proposed project. All six
study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable service levels (LOS D or better). This
alternative would have a substantial transit impact, similar to the proposed project.
The PUD/No Rezoning Alternative would cast a shorter shadow than the proposed project. Like the
proposed project, this alternative’s shadow would not reach Lafayette Park. Its shadow impact would be
less than that of the proposed project. Since this alternative building would be 110 feet lower than the
proposed project, the wind effects would likely be less than or similar to the proposed project’s effects;
the altered bulk of the project under this alternative would also change the potential wind effects of the
building.
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With mitigation measures, the alternative’s archeology, noise (construction and operational), construction
air quality, and hazardous materials impacts would be the same or lower than those of the proposed
project. This alternative would have about the same or lower less‐than‐significant impacts for the other
environmental areas that the Initial Study examined: population and housing, noise, air quality (other
than construction emissions), recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, energy resources, and greenhouse gas
emissions.
This PUD/No Rezoning Alternative would not fulfill the project sponsor’s objective of developing a tall, two‐
tower design on the project site.

ALTERNATIVE C: PRESERVATION
This alternative would preserve and rehabilitate the five existing buildings on the project site and would
construct a new residential building on the 7,562‐sq.‐ft. surface parking lot at 1690 Pine Street, on the
northeast corner of the Pine/Franklin intersection. The new approximately 130‐foot‐high building would
have about 60,500 gross sq.ft. of total floor area and 38 residential units. The single lot is too small to
qualify for a PUD, so the lot would be developed at the density of the nearest “R” District, the RC‐4
(Residential Commercial, High Density) District, or one residential unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot area. The
ground floor would be used for common building‐serving uses (entrance, lobby, elevator, meeting rooms,
etc.). After renovation, the approximately 40,000 sq.ft. in the existing five buildings could potentially be
used for a range of commercial uses, including traditional office or various retail businesses, such as a
fitness center or an automotive service business. This alternative would have approximately 87 percent
fewer residences (38 compared to 283) than the proposed project. The restored buildings on the project
site would contain approximately 40,000 sq.ft. of commercial space compared to 6,380 sq.ft. for the
proposed project.
The Preservation Alternative’s retention and restoration of the five buildings on the project site to the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties would avoid the proposed project’s
significant adverse historic architectural resource impact. This alternative would not have significant land
use effects as the proposed project would, because it would not result in construction of a building that
exceeds the existing height and bulk limits, and would be consistent with the physical character of the
surrounding area, thus avoiding the proposed project’s significant land use impact. The addition of
multi‐family residential and ground floor retail land uses would not physically divide an established
community, conflict with adopted land use plans, policies and regulations, or substantially and adversely
alter the vicinity’s character.
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The Preservation Alternative would represent a change in the visual character of the project site but with
less effect than the proposed project. Like the project, the increase in density and height on the project
site, while noticeable, would not be expected to substantially degrade the existing visual character of the
site or its surroundings. The 110‐foot‐high single tower building on the corner lot would be lower and
less massive in appearance than the proposed project in views of the site. The proposed project’s base
building and Tower 2 would not exist in this alternative. As with the proposed project, this alternative
would not block scenic public views or vistas.
The Preservation Alternative would generate approximately 87 percent fewer daily residential vehicle‐
trips (122 compared to 902) than the proposed project, while the commercial uses would generate about
214 percent more vehicle‐trips (2,070 compared to 966) than the proposed project. In total, this alternative
would generate about 175 p.m. peak‐hour vehicle‐trips that would be added to surrounding roadways, or
31 percent fewer trips than the proposed project. Intersection delay at the six study intersections would
increase less than with the proposed project, and all six study intersections would continue to operate at
acceptable service levels (LOS D or better). In addition, this alternative would not cause a significant
transit impact on the north‐south transit lines in the project area.
The 110‐foot‐lower, single tower of this alternative would cast a shorter shadow than the proposed
project. Like the proposed project, the shadow would not reach Lafayette Park, and hence would be less
than significant. This alternative’s smaller building would generate a lower wind effect than the proposed
project’s potential significant wind impact.
With mitigation and improvement measures, the Preservation Alternative’s archeology, construction and
operational noise, construction air quality, and hazardous materials impacts would be the same or lower
than those of the proposed project. This alternative would have the same less‐than‐significant effects or
lower effects for the other environmental areas that were examined in the Initial Study, as follows:
population and housing, noise (other than construction and operational), air quality (other than
construction emissions), recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources,
geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, energy resources and greenhouse gas emissions.
The Preservation Alternative would include rehabilitation of the existing buildings in accordance with
the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties; and thus, it would avoid the
significant adverse historic architectural resource impacts of the proposed project. The Preservation
Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative. However, the Preservation Alternative
would not fulfill the project sponsor’s objective of developing the maximum number of one‐and two‐bedroom
units of housing allowed under the PUD provision of the Planning Code and constructing two towers on the
project site.
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A. PROJECT LOCATION
The project site is on the northeast corner of Pine Street and Franklin Street, in the east area of the Pacific
Heights neighborhood in San Francisco. The project site consists of six parcels located at 1634‐1690 Pine
Street, in Assessor’s Block 0647; Lots 007, 008, 009, 010, 011, and 011a (see Figure 1, page 32). The
boundaries of the project block are California Street to the north, Van Ness Avenue to the east, Pine Street
to the south, and Franklin Street to the west. The site slopes down to the east toward Van Ness Avenue.
The approximately 35,500‐square‐foot rectangular project site includes five existing buildings (two, two‐
story unreinforced masonry buildings; two, one‐story unreinforced masonry buildings; a one‐story
concrete building), and a 22‐space surface parking lot, and extends from just west of the gas service
station at the corner of Van Ness Avenue and Pine Street to the northeast corner of Pine and Franklin
streets. Site occupants include a car rental office and distribution center at 1644 Pine Street. The other
buildings on the project site are vacant; past uses of these buildings have included a furniture showroom
and a warehouse.
The project site is within an NC‐3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate‐Scale) District and a 130‐E
Height and Bulk District.

B. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
The project sponsor, A.F. Evans Company, Inc., proposes to demolish the existing five buildings and
surface parking lot, and construct a 283‐unit residential building with one 155‐foot‐tall, 15‐story tower on
the east portion of the project site, and one 240‐foot‐tall, 24‐story tower on the west side, connected by an
18‐foot high entrance lobby. Tower One (the west tower) would be set back approximately 22 feet from
the Pine Street property line. Tower Two (the east tower) would front on the Pine Street property line.
The Tower One setback and area in front of the entrance lobby would create an approximately 4,015
square‐foot public plaza (privately owned and maintained), of which 1,195 sq.ft. would be provided in a
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weather‐protected area at the base of Tower One off of the Pine and Franklin street’s frontages. There also
would be an approximately 2,925 square‐foot rear garden terrace north of the entrance lobby for project
tenants (for a total of 6,940 square feet of common open space on the ground floor). The project site would
contain a total of approximately 8,448 sq.ft. of common usable open space on the ground level public
plaza and on the roof of the Tower 1. In addition, 107 units would have 36‐sq.‐ft. private balconies, for a
total of about 3,852 sq.ft. of private open space. Private and common open space together would total
approximately 12,300 sq.ft.
The building would include about 6,380 square feet of ground floor commercial/restaurant space and a
five level (the fifth level is approximately one‐eighth in floor size of the other parking levels), 317‐space
(including two car‐share spaces) underground parking garage. The total area of the new building would
be approximately 377,815 square feet. The new address would be 1634 Pine Street. Project characteristics
are shown below in Table 1, page 34. Figures 2 through 15 (pages 35 to 48) show the existing and
proposed site plans, representative floor plans, sections, and elevations of the project.
The proposed project would contain approximately 140 one‐bedroom and 143 two‐bedroom units. The
one‐bedroom units would average about 750 sq.ft., and the two‐bedroom units would average about
1,200 sq.ft.
Pedestrian and vehicle accesses would be from Pine Street. The five‐level subterranean parking garage
would include two off‐street loading spaces, 90 bicycle spaces, 283 independently accessible residential
spaces 32 valet‐assisted commercial spaces, two care‐share spaces, and five motorcycle spaces, for a total
of 317 parking spaces (including12 handicapped‐accessible parking spaces on the top level). 5
The ground level public plaza would include sculptural landscape elements intended to enliven the
plaza. The commercial and/or restaurant uses would open out into the plaza with seating areas and other
active uses.
The proposed project is subject to the Residential Inclusionary Housing Program (Planning Code Sections
315 to 315.9). The Inclusionary Housing Program applies to projects of five or more units and requires, for

Access to the garage would be on a reconstructed (and somewhat widened) existing driveway. The current
driveway serves an automobile audio store located on Van Ness Avenue as well as a car rental business located in the
eastern‐most parcel of the project site. One‐half of the width of the current driveway is located on the easterly parcel
and the other half is within a written and recorded easement running on the parcel immediately adjacent to the
project site for the benefit of the project site.
5
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Table 1
Project Characteristics
Use/Characteristic

Residential

Area (sq.ft.)/
Amount

351,131

Commercial1

6,380

Other2

18,545

Total3

377,815

Dwelling Units

283

Common Open Space

8,448

Private Open Space

3,852

Total Open Space

12,300

Parking Spaces

317 (including
2 car‐share)

Parking Levels
(subterranean)

5 levels

Parking Garage

131,690

Number of Stories / Height of Building (ft.)
Building Base

2 / 18’

East Tower

15 / 155’

West Tower

24 / 240’

Notes:
1

Actual uses have not been determined but could include commercial and restaurant
space.

2

“ Other” space includes residential storage, residential common areas on the first floor,
and mechanical space in the basement levels.

3

Total building square footage excludes parking, exterior open space (common and
private) and the rooftop mechanical penthouses.

Source: During Associates, 2008.

Case No. 2004.0764E

34

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

35

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

36

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

37

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

38

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

39

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

40

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

41

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

42

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

43

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

44

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

45

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

46

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

47

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Case No. 2004.0764E

48

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

projects requiring Conditional Use Authorization, that affordable housing be provided at 12 percent of
the total number of dwelling units if provided on‐site, or 17 percent off‐site.6
The proposed project would be required to comply with the existing affordable housing requirements by
including 34 below‐market‐rate (BMR) units on‐site, by making an in‐lieu payment, or by constructing
units off‐site. The project sponsor is exploring the option of constructing affordable units as part of an
A.F. Evans‐proposed project that would replace the existing gym and community center at 800 Presidio
Avenue (known as the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center) with 48 units of BMR housing,
a new gym, community center and playground (Planning Department Case No. 2006.0868E). A portion of
these off‐site inclusionary units at 800 Presidio Avenue would be rental units for emancipated foster
youth. If the proposed project is to comply with the inclusionary housing requirement by constructing
off‐site units at 800 Presidio Avenue, the 800 Presidio Avenue project may require Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors approvals of a Special Use District (“SUD”) for an affordable housing site.
Each tower would have two elevators and two stairs that would provide access to all of the floors. The
ground floor in Tower One would also have residential units, commercial/restaurant space, a mail area,
and a security office. Tower Two would contain residential units and ground floor commercial/restaurant
space.
The towers would be formed with angled curtain walls adjacent to the entry plaza (see Figure 3,
Proposed Site Plan, page 36). The buildings would be clad in pre‐cast concrete panels with punched
windows. Each façade would have vertical sections of concrete siding punctuated with windows flush
with the exterior wall alternating with vertical sections of recessed windows, decks, and doors. (See
Figures 12 and 13 Elevations, pages 45 and 46, and Figures 18 through 23, Photosimulations, pages 69
through 74.) The project proposal would include removal of eleven trees on the surface parking lot at the
corner of Pine and Franklin streets and seven street trees along the Pine Street sidewalk fronting the
project site. Seventeen new trees would be planted along Pine and Franklin streets.
The proposed project would require 40 to 50 feet of excavation for the five‐level basement parking garage
(the fifth level would be 1/8th of the area of the other four levels), which would amount to approximately
58,500 cubic yards of soil. The proposed project would use reinforced concrete footings and retaining

6
On August 1, 2006, the Board of Supervisors adopted several amendments to Planning Code Section 315,
including increasing the percentage of required inclusionary housing units to 15 percent on‐site (two units for the
proposed project) or 20 percent off‐site (three units for the proposed project). However, pursuant to Planning Code
Section 315.3(b)(2), the increased percentage requirements are not applicable to projects for which an environmental
evaluation application was filed prior to July 18, 2006, and which do not require zoning map amendments or
Planning Code text amendments that would result in a net increase in the number of permissible residential units.
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walls. The subterranean parking garage and the street‐level ground floor would be made of reinforced
concrete floors. Project construction would not use piles because the underlying dune sand is stable.7
The project sponsor and site owner is A.F. Evans Company, Inc., and the architectural firm is Heller
Manus.

C. PROJECT APPROVAL REQUIREMENTS AND SCHEDULE
The public comment period on this Draft EIR will be from December 31, 2008, to February 17, 2009, as
noted on the cover of this report, including a public hearing before the Planning Commission on the Draft
EIR. Following the public comment period, responses to written and oral comments will be prepared and
published in a Comments and Responses document. The Comments and Responses document may also
specify changes to the Draft EIR. In a later public meeting, the Planning Commission will consider this
Draft EIR, together with the Comments and Responses document as the Final EIR, and certify it as
complete if deemed accurate, adequate and objective. No authorizations, approvals or permits can be
issued until the Planning Commission certifies the Final EIR.
The proposed project requires the following actions (italic font signifies acting bodies):
⋅

Zoning Map amendment to reclassify the Height and Bulk controls from the current 130‐E Height
and Bulk District to 240‐G Height and Bulk District. Planning Commission (approval), Board of
Supervisors (adoption), and Mayor (signature).

⋅

Conditional Use Authorization for:
(1) Planned Unit Development (PUD). The project site is 35,496 sq.ft. A PUD is applicable if
any site area is ½ acre (21,780 sq.ft.) or larger in site size. Under a PUD, up to 283
residential units would be allowable, applying the highest density ratio of one dwelling
unit per 125 sq.ft. of lot or site area minus one unit, rather than the 177 units allowed
under Planning Code Section 207.4 and the NC‐3 District, in which the project site is
located. The project sponsor would request, as part of the PUD, exceptions from the
following requirements of the Planning Code:
(i) Section 154(b), requiring that one loading space have a minimum width of 10 feet, a
minimum height of 35 feet, and a minimum vertical clearance of 14 feet;
(ii) Section 140, requiring that the window of at least one room per unit face onto an
open area that meets certain minimum dimensions. Planning Commission; and
(iii) Section 134(a)(1)(C), requiring a rear yard setback equal to 25 percent of the lot
depth, at all levels occupied by dwelling units. Planning Commission.
(2) Development on a lot of 10,000 square feet or more and non‐residential space exceeding
6,000 square feet in floor area in an NC‐3 District. Planning Commission

7
Treadwell & Rollo, Geotechnical Review 1634‐1690 Pine Street, San Francisco, California, April 3, 2006. This report is
available for public review by appointment in Project File No. 2004.0764E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco.
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⋅

Possible approval of a Special Use District (“SUD”) for the 800 Presidio Avenue project site to
allow the proposed project to comply with the inclusionary housing requirement by constructing
off‐site units. Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

⋅

Building Permit and a Demolition Permit. Department of Building Inspection and Planning
Department.

⋅

Street Tree Removal Permit. Department of Public Works.

⋅

Curb Cut Permit for project garage driveway. Department of Public Works.

Project construction would last about 28 months and is intended to begin in the summer of 2010.

D. PROJECT SPONSOR’S OBJECTIVES
The project sponsor has the following objectives:
⋅

Construct a high quality, high‐rise, cost‐effective multi‐family residential building with ground
floor commercial/restaurant space, and associated parking in the eastern Pacific Heights area. The
project sponsor’s goal is to provide the maximum number of residential units and parking spaces
permitted under the Planning Code’s Planned Unit Development provisions for density and site
design, and under a proposed reclassified Height and Bulk District.

⋅

Maximize density in a configuration that reduces the bulk from what is allowed in the existing
130‐E Height and Bulk District, by locating some of the residential units above 130 feet.

⋅

Complete the project on schedule and within budget.

⋅

Create a public open space at the base of the building in order to enhance the pedestrian
experience.
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The project sponsor filed an application on August 3, 2004, for the environmental evaluation of the
proposed 1634 Pine Street Mixed‐Use project. Based on the Initial Study published on April 7, 2007, the
San Francisco Planning Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.
The Initial Study determined that most of the physical environmental effects of the proposed project
would be less than significant, and for physical environmental effects found to be potentially substantial
or significant, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce them to less‐than‐significant levels (see
Chapter IV: Mitigation and Improvement Measures and Appendix A: Initial Study). Therefore, this EIR
does not include them in the discussion of potentially substantial or significant impact analysis except as
noted below.
CEQA does not require further assessment of the environmental effects that would be less than
significant, which for the proposed project include effects on aesthetics, population and housing,
archeological resources, noise, air quality, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services,
biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards/hazardous materials, and
energy resources. The Initial Study found project‐specific and/or cumulative impacts related to historic
architectural resources, transportation and circulation, wind, and shadow as potentially significant or
substantial. In the preparation of this EIR, the proposed project’s land use and aesthetic effects were
evaluated for potential significant environmental impacts. Accordingly, this EIR analyzes land use effects,
aesthetic effects, historical resources impacts, transportation impacts, wind impacts, and shadow effects
in this chapter.
As required under CEQA, this EIR assesses construction, operational, and cumulative impacts as
applicable.

Case No. 2004.0764E

53

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

III.
A.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
LAND USE

A. LAND USE
The Initial Study determined that the proposed project effects on land use would be less than significant.
The Initial Study’s assessment found that while the project would change site development from a range
of low‐intensity commercial uses to high‐density residential and ground floor commercial land uses, this
effect would be a less‐than‐significant impact. In addition, the Initial Study found that the proposed
project would not physically divide an established community or adversely alter the vicinity’s character.
The proposed height and bulk district zoning reclassification would be for the 35,496‐square‐foot project
site only. The land use impacts analysis is below.

SETTING
Land Use
EXISTING LAND USES IN THE VICINITY
The project site is located in the east part of the Pacific Heights neighborhood, on the north side of Pine
Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street, one block off of the Van Ness Avenue corridor,
between Nob Hill to the east and Pacific Heights to the west. The approximately 35,496‐sq.‐ft. rectangular
project site consists of five buildings (two, two‐story unreinforced masonry buildings; two, one‐story
unreinforced masonry buildings; a one‐story concrete building); and a 22‐space private surface parking
lot on the northeast corner of Pine and Franklin streets. Nearby land uses include residential, office, retail
(including a supermarket, a restaurant and a bar), auto service, church, hotel, financial institutions and
parking. There is a variety of building types, sizes, ages, and heights near the proposed project. The
neighborhood contains low‐density, one‐ to three‐story residential and commercial buildings, as well as
medium‐ to high‐rise, high density residential and commercial structures ranging from four to 26 stories
tall.
Adjacent to the project site , to the north in project block, is a supermarket (Whole Foods) and its parking
facility, which occupies about three‐quarters of the blockface bordering the southeast corner of Franklin
and California streets. Across California Street, farther north, is a church on the northeast corner of
California and Franklin streets and an 11‐story residential/office/retail building (1700 California Street)
occupying the rest of the block.
Land uses on the east side of the project block, which is on the west side of Van Ness Avenue, include a
four‐story commercial over car stereo retail service building (1575 Van Ness Avenue), a service‐over‐
retail showroom building (currently being remodeled) at the southwest corner of Van Ness and
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California, and an 18‐pump gas station on the northwest corner of Van Ness Avenue and Pine Street.
Across Van Ness Avenue, along the east side, are a financial institution (Wells Fargo Bank) with
associated retail and a 26‐story Holiday Inn with a ground floor bar and a ground floor restaurant. At the
southeast corner of Van Ness Avenue and Pine Street is a two‐story retail building.
Immediately across from the project site, on the south side of Pine Street, is the 14‐story, 130‐foot‐tall San
Francisco Towers (1661 Pine), a senior residential life‐care facility with 240 independent living units, 12
assisted‐care units, and a 55‐bed skilled nursing facility. It occupies the half‐block bounded by Pine
Street, Van Ness Avenue, Austin Street, and Franklin Street. Its ground floor retail space faces Pine Street
and includes a coffee house and a home stereo retail store.
Across Franklin Street from the project site to the west are a range of one‐ to five‐story buildings, mostly
residential flats and multi‐unit apartment buildings, some with ground floor retail. A two‐story
automotive repair shop is at the northwest corner of Pine and Franklin streets.
The area within a four‐block radius of the project site is characterized by office buildings and a large
hotel, ranging from eight to 12 stories, and mid‐rise residential apartment buildings ranging from five to
eight stories, interspersed with taller buildings. These larger buildings near the project site include the 26‐
story Holiday Inn located approximately 225 feet east of the project site and downhill, the 14‐story San
Francisco Towers, and an 11‐story residential/medical office building on California Street. Franklin Street,
north of California Street, is lined with four‐ to eight‐story apartment buildings, a 17‐story, 45‐unit
building at 1835 Franklin Street, and the 11‐story, 93‐unit Clay Park Towers on the northeast corner of
Clay and Franklin streets (1890 Clay). South of the project site along Franklin Street are a modern 12‐story
office building at Franklin and Sutter streets, and the One Daniel Burnham Court residential‐office
complex with 245 residential units and 40 medical offices in two towers of nine and 16 stories, on the
north side of Post Street, east of Franklin Street. Within three blocks of the project site to the southwest
are the 17‐story, 164‐unit Sutterfield condominium complex at 1483 Sutter, and the four‐story, 100‐
dwelling‐unit senior complex, called The Broadmoor, at 1499 Sutter.
Several projects are proposed near the project site, including a 300‐residential‐unit, 38‐story tower at 1481
Post Street/1333 Gough Street, between Sutter and Post streets; a 28‐residential‐unit, five‐story building at
1521 Sutter Street between Gough and Octavia streets; and a 107‐unit residential‐over‐grocery (Trader
Joe’s), approved at 1285 Sutter Street at the southeast intersection with Van Ness Avenue. The proposed
California Pacific Medical Center, consisting of a 620‐bed hospital and its associated medical offices,
would be three blocks south of the project site at Van Ness Avenue, bounded by Post, Geary, and
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Franklin streets. Its medical office building is proposed along Geary Street, east of Van Ness Avenue.
Other proposed developments in the project area include a 13‐story residential‐retail building at 1450
Franklin/1581 Bush Street and the remodeling of the Japantown Center.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE
Existing Project Site Zoning
The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates the City’s Zoning Maps, implements the San
Francisco General Plan and governs allowable uses, densities, and configuration of buildings within the
city, and sets forth procedures and criteria for review of proposed projects. Permits to construct new
buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) may not be issued unless (1) the proposed project
conforms to the Planning Code; (2) an allowable exception is granted pursuant to provisions of the
Planning Code; or (3) amendments to the Planning Code (and General Plan, if necessary) are included as part
of the project. The project site is within an NC‐3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) District
and an Automotive Special Use District (SUD). The zoning intent of the NC‐3 District is the development
of areas that offer a wide variety of comparison and specialty goods and services to a population greater
than the immediate neighborhood and that provide convenience goods and services to the surrounding
neighborhoods.8 Automotive SUDs are major areas of automotive land uses serving citywide and
regional markets.9 Van Ness Avenue was historically the city’s “Auto Row” and some dealerships and
showrooms are still located on Van Ness Avenue, in the project area.
Residential, retail, and restaurant uses are principally permitted in the NC‐3 District. Conditional Use
Authorization is required for any development located on a lot larger than 10,000 square feet in size and
within an NC‐3 District. Planning Code Section 304 requires that all projects located on sites over half an
acre in size and that require at least one exception from the Planning Code be processed as a Planned Unit
Development (PUD), which requires the approval of a Conditional Use Authorization (under Planning
Code Section 303). In addition, all non‐residential, commercial uses larger than 6,000 square feet require
Conditional Use Authorization in the NC‐3 District. The Automotive SUD permits automobile‐oriented
uses, but does not require that proposed projects contain automobile‐related uses.

8

Planning Code, Section 712.1, NC‐3 – Moderate‐Scale Neighborhood Commercial Districts.

Planning Code, Section 237, Automotive Special Use District. Automotive SUDs allow for wholesaling of
automotive parts and any automotive use listed in Section 223 of this Code (vehicle or trailer sale or rental,
automobile service station, minor and major repairs, automobile washing, tire recapping, parking lot, storage garage
or yard, parking garage) as permitted principal uses when connected with and incidental to the sale of new or used
automobiles and automotive‐related uses not connected to an automobile sales business may be permitted as a
conditional use.
9
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The project site is located within an NC‐3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate‐Scale) District and an
Automotive SUD. The proposed project’s ground floor commercial use, upper floor residential use, and
subterranean parking use are allowed in the NC‐3 District. The surrounding area consists of a mix of
zoning districts, including low density residential in RH districts (one or more blocks west and north of
the project site), medium and higher density residential and commercial in RM (immediately west of the
project site) and RC districts (one block east of the project site), mixed‐use neighborhood‐serving
commercial uses in the NC‐3 District (immediately east and south of the project site), and a Public Use
District (northwest of the project site). Specifically, there are nine zoning districts within an approximate
one‐block radius of the project site, including RH‐210 and RM‐311 Districts to the north, the RC‐412/Van
Ness SUD to the east extending about one‐half block on either side of Van Ness Avenue, and the Polk
Street NCD13 further east, the NC‐3 District of the project site extending to the south, and RH‐2, RH‐3,14
RM‐3 and RM‐415 Districts to the west. Residential districts dominate the area surrounding the one‐block
radius. A similarity of building styles and large units, considerable open space, and limited non‐
residential uses characterize RH Districts.16 RM Districts emphasize higher density residential uses,
usually apartment buildings with smaller units and often close to downtown.17 RC Districts are similar to
the RM Districts, but they also allow commercial uses at or below the ground floor.18
The project site’s western boundary is adjacent to the Van Ness Special Use District (SUD), which is
between Nob Hill to the east and Pacific Heights to the west. The Van Ness SUD extends along Van Ness
Avenue from the Civic Center to Broadway and includes land use controls of the RC‐4 District except as
specifically allowed by the Van Ness SUD.19 The objectives of the Van Ness SUD are to implement the
goals and policies of the Van Ness Area Plan, a part of the General Plan, which includes preservation of the
large automotive showrooms; creation of a mix of commercial and residential uses on the boulevard;
preservation and enhancement of the pedestrian environment; encouragement of the retention and
appropriate alteration of architecturally and historically significant structures; conservation of existing

10

Residential, House, Two‐Family.

11

Residential, Mixed (Apartments and Houses), Medium Density.

12

Residential‐Commercial Combined, High Density.

13

Neighborhood Commercial District.

14

Residential, House, Three‐Family

15

Residential, Mixed (Apartments and Houses), High Density.

16

Planning Code, Section 206.1, RH (Residential, House) Districts.

17

Planning Code, Section 206.2, RM (Residential, Mixed) Districts.

18

Planning Code, Section 206.3, RC (Residential‐Commercial Combined) Districts.

19

Planning Code, Section 243, Van Ness Special Use District.

Case No. 2004.0764E

57

1634-1690 Pine Street Mixed-Use Project

III.
A.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
LAND USE

housing stock; and enhancement of the visual and urban design quality of the street. The Van Ness SUD,
south of approximately Sacramento Street, is also an Automotive SUD.20
The site is within a 130‐E Height and Bulk District in which a maximum height of 130 feet is allowed and
a maximum building plan length of 110 feet and diagonal dimension of 140 feet are allowed above 65 feet
in height under the E bulk designation. Height and Bulk Districts in the vicinity vary from 130‐E at the
project site, to 40‐X northwest of the project site and 240‐E southwest of the project site, and include 65‐A,
80‐A, 80‐D, 105‐D, 130‐V, 130‐E, and 130‐V. (Please see Figure 16, page 59 for a map of the Height and
Bulk Districts in the area).
Past development, under the wide range of land use controls associated with the variety of zoning
districts and height and bulk districts surrounding the project site, has produced a similarly wide range
of building types and heights as described in the preceding section on land use.

GENERAL PLAN OBJECTIVES
Before approving a permit for any project requiring an Initial Study under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), or issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion or change of use, the City and
County of San Francisco is required to find that the proposed project is consistent with the eight General
Plan Priority Policies established by Section 101.1 of the Planning Code. The Planning Commission’s
review of the project for consistency with the Priority Policies will take place during its review of the
required project approvals outlined in the Project Approvals section. The Priority Policies are:
preservation and enhancement of neighborhood‐serving retail uses; protection of neighborhood
character; preservation and enhancement of affordable housing; discouragement of commuter
automobiles; protection of industrial and service sectors from commercial office development and

Planning Code, Section 237, Automotive Special Use District. Automotive SUDs allow for wholesaling of
automotive parts and any automotive use listed in Section 223 of the Planning Code (vehicle or trailer sale or rental,
automobile service station, minor and major repairs, automobile washing, tire recapping, parking lot, storage garage
or yard, parking garage) as permitted principal uses when connected with and incidental to the sale of new or used
automobiles, and automotive‐related uses not connected to an automobile sales business may be allowed as a
conditional use.
20
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enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; earthquake preparedness; landmark and
historic building preservation; and protection of open space.
The General Plan, which provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions, contains
some policies that relate to physical environmental issues. The Planning Department, the Zoning
Administrator, the Planning Commission and other City decision makers will evaluate the proposed
project in accordance with provisions of the General Plan, and will consider potential conflicts as part of
the decision‐making process. The Planning Commission may also evaluate the proposed project in
accordance with the provisions of the Van Ness Avenue Area Plan, which abuts the project site. This
consideration of General Plan objectives and policies is carried out independent of the environmental
review process, as part of the decision to approve, modify, or disapprove a proposed project. Potential
conflicts with provisions of the General Plan that would cause physical environmental impacts have been
evaluated as part of the impacts analysis carried out for relevant, specific topics in the project EIR and
Initial Study (see Appendix A). Any potential conflicts with General Plan objectives and policies not
identified in the EIR could be considered in the project evaluation process and would not alter the
physical environmental effects of the proposed project. Some of the key objectives and policies of the
General Plan, including the Van Ness Are Plan, are as follows:

Van Ness Avenue Area Plan
Land Use Element
OBJECTIVE 1: Continue existing [uses] of the Avenue and add a significant increment of new housing.
POLICY 1.1: Encourage development of high density housing above a podium of commercial
uses in new construction or substantial expansion of existing buildings.
POLICY 1.3: Allow residential densities to be established by building volume rather than lot size.
POLICY 1.4: Maximize the number of housing units.
Urban Design Element
OBJECTIVE 5: Encourage development which reinforces topography and urban pattern, and defines and
gives variety to the Avenue.
POLICY 5.1: Establish height controls to emphasize topography and adequately frame the great
width of the Avenue.
POLICY 5.4: Preserve existing view corridors [including Pine Street].
POLICY 5.5: Encourage full lot development resulting in a maximum number of dwelling units.
POLICY 5.6: Encourage separation of towers for buildings involving more than one tower.
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Residential Livability Element
OBJECTIVE 7: Provide safe and attractive environments within each mixed‐use development.
POLICY 7.1: Ensure safety, security and privacy within new residential developments while
encouraging efficient use of common open space areas.
POLICY 7.2: Provide wind protection and sun exposure to private and common open space
areas.
POLICY 7.3: Generally maintain existing open space requirements for residential use. Allow
common open space requirements to be met by a variety of recreation and open space features.

General Plan
Urban Design Element
OBJECTIVE 1: Emphasis of the characteristic pattern that gives to the city and its neighborhoods an
image, a sense of purpose, and means orientation.
POLICY 1.3: Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that
characterizes the city and its districts.
OBJECTIVE 2: Conservation of resources that provide a sense of nature, continuity with the past, and
freedom from overcrowding.
POLICY 2.6: Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings.
OBJECTIVE 3: Moderation of major new development to complement the city pattern, the resources to be
conserved, and the neighborhood environment.
POLICY 3.1: Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older
buildings.
POLICY 3.4: Promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity of open spaces
and other public areas.
POLICY 3.5: Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the
height and character of existing development.
POLICY 3.6: Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an
overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction.
OBJECTIVE 4 (Neighborhood Environment): Improvement of the neighborhood environment to increase
personal safety, comfort, pride and opportunity.
POLICY 4.1: Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical danger of excessive
traffic.
POLICY 4.3: Provide adequate lighting in public areas.
POLICY 4.4: Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians.
POLICY 4.12: Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.
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POLICY 4.15: Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of
incompatible new buildings.
Map 4, The project site is in a 161‐240 feet height in the Urban Design Guidelines for Height of
Buildings.21
Residence Element (1990)
OBJECTIVE 1: To provide new housing for all income groups in appropriate locations.
POLICY 1.1: Encourage development of housing on surplus, underused and vacant public lands.
POLICY 1.2: Facilitate the conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential
use.
POLICY 1.4: Encourage infill housing on appropriate sites in established residential
neighborhoods.
OBJECTIVE 2: To increase substantially the supply of housing without overcrowding or adversely
affecting the prevailing character of existing neighborhoods.
POLICY 2.2: Encourage higher residential density in areas adjacent to downtown and in
neighborhood commercial districts where higher density will not have harmful effects.
OBJECTIVE 5: To provide housing affordable by all income groups, particularly low and moderate
income households.
POLICY 5.3: Seek inclusion of low to moderate income units in new housing developments.
OBJECTIVE 6: To provide a quality living environment.
POLICY 6.4: Promote development of well designed housing.
Housing Element (2004)
OBJECTIVE 1: To provide new housing, especially permanently affordable housing, in appropriate
locations which meets identified housing needs and takes into account the demand for affordable
housing created by employment demand.
POLICY 1.1: Encourage higher residential density in areas adjacent to downtown, in
underutilized commercial and industrial areas proposed for conversion to housing, and in
neighborhood commercial districts where higher density will not have harmful effects, especially
if the higher density provides a significant number of units that are affordable to lower income
households. Set allowable densities in established residential areas at levels which will promote
compatibility with prevailing neighborhood scale and character where there is neighborhoods
support.

21

Urban Design Element, page I.5.34
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POLICY 1.2: Encourage housing development, particularly affordable housing, in neighborhood
commercial areas without displacing existing jobs, particularly blue‐collar jobs or discouraging
new employment opportunities.
POLICY 1.4: Locate in‐fill housing on appropriate sites in established residential neighborhoods.
POLICY 1.7: Encourage and support the construction of quality, new family housing.
OBJECTIVE 8: Ensure equal access to housing opportunities.
POLICY 8.4: Encourage greater economic integration within housing projects and throughout
San Francisco.
POLICY 8.8: Promote the adaptability and maximum accessibility of residential dwellings for
disabled and elderly occupants.
POLICY 8.9: Encourage the provision of new home ownership opportunities through new
construction so that increased owner occupancy does not diminish the supply of rental housing.
OBJECTIVE 11: In increasing the supply of housing, pursue place making and neighborhood building
principles and practices to maintain San Francisco’s desirable urban fabric and enhance livability in all
neighborhoods.
POLICY 11.1: Use new housing development as a means to enhance neighborhood vitality and
diversity.
POLICY 11.2: Ensure housing is provided with adequate public improvements, services, and
amenities.
POLICY 11.5: Promote the construction of well‐designed housing that enhances existing
neighborhood character.
POLICY 11.8: Strongly encourage housing project sponsors to take full advantage of allowable
building densities in their housing developments while remaining consistent with neighborhood
character.
POLICY 11.9: Set allowable densities and parking standards in residential areas at levels that
promote the city’s overall housing objectives while respecting neighborhood scale and character.
Commerce and Industry Element
OBJECTIVE 6 (Neighborhoods): Maintain and strengthen the viable neighborhood commercial areas
easily accessible to city residents.
POLICY 11.10: Include energy efficient features in new residential development and encourage
weatherization in existing housing to reduce overall housing costs and the long‐range cost of
maintenance.
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REGIONAL PLANS AND POLICIES
The five principal regional planning agencies and their policy plans that guide planning in the nine‐
county Bay Area include (1) the Association for Bay Area Governments’ A Land Use Policy Framework
and Projections 2005, (2) the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) Clean Air Plan
(CAP) and Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, (3) the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) – Transportation 2030, (4) the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control
Board’s (RWQCB’s) San Francisco Basin Plan, and (5) the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission’s (BCDC’s) San Francisco Bay Plan. Due to the size and nature of the proposed
project, there would be no anticipated conflicts with regional plans.

IMPACTS
Significance Criteria
A project would have a significant land use effect on the environment if it were to:
⋅

Physically divide an established community.

⋅

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to, the General Plan, specific plans, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.

⋅

Have a substantial adverse impact on the existing character of the vicinity.

Impact Analysis
The proposed project would demolish the five existing buildings on the site and the 22‐space surface
parking lot, and construct a 283‐unit residential building of up to approximately 377,815‐sq.ft with a 155‐
foot‐tall, 15‐story tower on its east portion and a 240‐foot‐tall, 24‐story tower on its west portion
connected by an approximately 18‐foot high entrance lobby, with about 6,380 sq.ft. of ground floor
commercial space and a, 317‐space subterranean parking structure.
The proposed project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established
community. The proposed project would introduce high density residential use to the project site that
would be the most intense in the area. The proposed density is allowable under the PUD provisions of
Planning Code Sections 304 and 209.
The land use character of the larger area surrounding the project site is mixed‐use. Nearby land uses
include residential, office, retail (including supermarket, restaurant and bar), auto service, church, hotel,
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and parking. There is a variety of building types, sizes, ages, and heights near the proposed project. The
neighborhood contains both low‐density, one‐ to‐three‐story residential and commercial buildings. There
are also more modern, higher density residential and commercial uses in the vicinity in buildings from
four to 26 stories tall.
The proposed project would be compatible with the mixed‐use character of the vicinity. It would replace the
existing vacant buildings and the former office and car rental uses with a high‐density, high‐rise residential
structure that would contain commercial/restaurant space on the ground floor and parking. These uses
would be similar to the existing uses in the vicinity. The proposed project would be a change from the
existing land uses, but the change in land use would not be a significant impact.
In the analysis of the proposed project’s effects on existing applicable land use plans, policies, or
regulations, and on the existing character of its vicinity, the proposed height and bulk limit increase for
the project was evaluated. Height limits surrounding the project site are shown in Figure 16, page 59. The
project is located at the northern end of a sizable area with a 130‐foot height limit, centered along the Van
Ness Avenue corridor that is addressed in the Van Ness Avenue Area Plan. Height limits between
Franklin and Gough Streets west of the project site decrease to 80 feet; west of Gough Street the
prevailing height limit is 40 feet. North of the project site, the height limits along Pine Street range
between 40 feet and 105 feet for several blocks. The closest location to the project site with a 240‐foot
height limit is the portion of the former Western Addition Area A‐1 Redevelopment Area centered on
Gough Street and Geary Boulevard, approximately five blocks southwest of the project site, which was
the subject of a Redevelopment Plan and contains St. Mary’s Cathedral and some high‐rise residential
buildings.
The proposed project involves height reclassification of the project site and construction of a building up
to 240 feet in height, 110 feet (85 percent) higher than the existing height limit in the vicinity of the project
site. Height limits in the area surrounding the project site reflect the prevailing topography, land uses,
and planning context (i.e. Van Ness Avenue Area Plan policies and General Plan Urban Design Element).
The Urban Design element of the San Francisco General Plan establishes the overall pattern of the city’s
development as an important attribute of the physical environment. Map 4 of the Urban Design Element
(p. I.5.34) contains guidelines for building height in San Francisco; the building height guidelines for the
portion of the north‐south corridor west of Van Ness Avenue that includes the project site calls for
heights of 161‐240 feet. The Urban Design Element also contains policies that address building heights in
the context of surrounding development, topography, and the city pattern (Policy 5, p. I.5.33). As Figure
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16 shows, the height limits in the area surrounding the project site are lower than the height guideline in
the General Plan, and the surrounding context of height limits in the vicinity generally maintains a
pattern of 130 feet along the Van Ness Avenue corridor with a transition to lower heights in the
residential portions of Pacific Heights to the west. The portion of the area in which the height limit
reaches the maximum 240‐foot limit of the guidelines established in the Urban Design Element is the
aforementioned portion of the Western Addition Redevelopment Area at Gough Street and Geary
Boulevard, which provides visual prominence to the distinctive form of St. Mary’s Cathedral and a
limited number of high‐rise residential buildings.
The proposed height of the project is not consistent with the surrounding context of development and
would represent a substantial departure from the existing height limit and the pattern of height limits
and development in the vicinity of the project site. The stated purposes of the height and bulk districts are
identified in Section 251 of the Planning Code and include multiple considerations relevant to the
physical environment of San Francisco and its neighborhoods. The substantial nature of the proposed
change in the height limit on the project site is not consistent with the site’s existing zoning and the
zoning of properties surrounding the project site, and would conflict with a land use regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, resulting in a significant land use
impact. This impact is not possible to mitigate for the project as proposed, and would therefore be a
significant unavoidable project impact.
As noted on page 55, a number of projects are planned that would contribute to a cumulative land use
effect in the surrounding neighborhood. However, all the proposed uses are allowed, and would not
introduce new land uses to the area, except for the California Pacific Medical Center 600‐plus‐bed
hospital. Projects would include the 38‐story residential tower at 1481 Post/1333 Gough Street; the 13‐
story residential/retail building at 1450 Franklin/1581 Bush Street; the five‐story residential building at
1521 Sutter Street; between Gough and Octavia streets; the 13‐story residential‐over‐grocery (Trader
Joe’s), approved at 1285 Sutter Street at Van Ness Avenue; the proposed California Pacific Medical Center
at Van Ness Avenue, and Geary and Post streets; and the remodeling of the Japantown Center. Although
the proposed projects would increase the population density in the area, their uses are consistent with
other land uses in the vicinity, except for the 600‐plus‐bed California Pacific Medical Center; and
cumulative land use effects would not be significant. The potential land use effect of the California Pacific
Medical Center project is unknown; however, if a substantial, adverse change were to result from the
addition of hospital uses in the area, the proposed project would not contribute this change.
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B. AESTHETICS
This section discusses existing visual conditions and the effects of the proposed project. The EIR includes
a discussion of the context and urban design of the proposed project. Photographs taken from vantage
points as indicated on Figure 17 (page 68) illustrate the visual character of the project vicinity, and
include photosimulations of the proposed project in the context of the surrounding buildings (Figures 18
through 23, pages 69 to 74), as well as distant views of the project..

SETTING
Visual Character of the Site
The view of the existing project site from the south, across Pine Street, is of a low‐scale mid‐block street
wall formed by five older buildings (three one‐story and two two‐story buildings) with brick façades.
Seven street trees obscure street‐level views of the buildings’ upper stories. The sixth lot of the project site
is a surface parking lot at the project site’s western boundary (see Figure 2, page 35 for the existing site
plan). The 35,496‐sq.‐ft., rectangular project site slopes downward toward Van Ness Avenue in a
northeasterly direction.
The architectural style of the middle three buildings (1650, 1656, and 1670‐80 Pine Street) is Simplified
Renaissance Revival, and the style of the other two buildings is Simplified Renaissance Revival Block
style.22 All the buildings have brick façades with various sized and shaped windows.
Five views of the project site show existing conditions and photo‐simulated views of the proposed
project. Figure 17, page 68, shows the locations of these view points. Figure 18, page 69, is a view looking
northeast toward the project site from near the southwest corner of Franklin Street and Pine Street. Figure
19, page 70, illustrates views looking southeast diagonally across the intersection of Franklin and
California streets toward the project block with the Holiday Inn east of the project block about 225 feet
east of the project site, and downhill and San Francisco Towers across Pine Street from the project site.
Figure 20, page 71, illustrates views east toward the project site along Pine Street, between Franklin and
Gough streets. Figure 21, page 72, is a view north along Van Ness Avenue at Post Street, three blocks
south of Pine Street. Figure 22 is a panoramic view of the project looking southeast from within Lafayette
Park,

east

of

22
Patrick McGrew, McGrew/Architecture, 1600 Block Pine Street Historic Resources Evaluation Report, San Francisco,
California, October 2006. This report is available for public review by appointment in Project File No. 2004.0764E at
the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco.
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the center portion of the park. Figure 23, page 74, is a view looking northwest toward the project site,
near the southwest corner of Pine Street and Van Ness Avenue.

Visual Character of the Surrounding Neighborhood
Overall, the area surrounding the project site is composed of varied clusters of different building types,
heights, and land uses on flat to steep topography and along a mix of main thoroughfares, arterials, and
quiet alley streets. Often, high‐contrast developments are located next to each other, such as low‐rise and
high‐rise buildings in this dense and urbanized portion of central San Francisco. The visual features of the
surrounding neighborhoods vary and reflect the different topography, street systems, public open spaces,
and the variety of land uses and architectural styles of the surrounding neighborhoods. Although the
predominant land use is residential, the surrounding neighborhoods include office, supermarket, retail,
restaurant, bar, auto service, church, hotel, and parking uses.
This mixed‐use built environment is evident within a four‐block radius of the project site. The east Pacific
Heights residential neighborhood, west of the project site, generally is moderately‐to‐densely‐scaled
while the residential‐commercial Van Ness SUD, east of the project site, consists of low‐ to high‐density,
mixed‐uses. These neighborhoods contain a number of scattered pockets of low‐density, one‐ to‐three‐
story residential and commercial buildings, and mid‐to high‐rise, higher density, four‐ to 24‐story
residential and commercial structures.
The more prominent buildings of the project area’s varied urban landscape include the 26‐story,
approximately 320‐foot‐tall Holiday Inn, one block east of the project site, which was built in 1973; the 14‐
story, approximately 130‐foot‐tall San Francisco Towers building directly across Pine Street from the
project site, which occupies half of the block bounded by Pine, Franklin, Van Ness, and Bush; and the 11‐
story, approximately 120‐foot‐tall residential/medical office building one block north at 1700 California
Street. Franklin Street, north of California Street, is lined with four‐ to eight‐story apartment buildings,
interrupted by the 17‐story, 45‐unit apartment building at 1835 Franklin Street, and the 11‐story, 93‐unit
Clay Park Towers, on the northeast corner of Clay Street (1890 Clay). A six‐story apartment building is at
the southwest corner of Franklin and California streets. Across Franklin Street from the project site are
two, four‐story apartment buildings and a two‐story auto body repair shop. South of the project site,
along Franklin Street, between Pine and Austin streets, are two, four‐story residential buildings. Further
south along both sides of Franklin Street are two, three‐story residential and commercial buildings. A
modern 12‐story office building is located at Franklin and Sutter streets. The One Daniel Burnham Court
complex of 245 residential units and 40 medical offices in two towers of nine‐ and 16‐stories occupies the
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north side of Post Street, east of Franklin. The eight‐story, 400‐room Cathedral Hill Hotel is at 1101 Van
Ness Avenue, between Post Street and Geary Boulevard. Within three blocks of the project site, to the
southwest, is the 17‐story, 164‐unit Sutterfield residential condominium complex at 1483 Sutter, and the
four‐story, 100‐unit Broadmoor senior residential complex at 1499 Sutter.

Public Open Spaces
Public open spaces provide visual relief from the hard materials and forms of the built environment. The
nearest public open space to the project site is the four‐square‐block Lafayette Park, bounded by
Sacramento, Gough, Washington and Laguna streets. The park slopes upward to the northwest from
Gough Street and slopes downward from the center of the park to the southwestern corner. The park
provides scenic vistas of the city to the east, south and west.
Alta Plaza Park is about ten blocks northwest from the project site, in the Pacific Heights neighborhood.
Jefferson Square and the adjacent Hayward Playground are about eight blocks southwest from the project
site, in the Western Addition neighborhood. Hamilton Recreation Center is about ten blocks southwest
from the project site, in the lower Pacific Heights/Japantown area. The project site is not visible from any
of these parks and they are not visible from the project site due to the long distances between the project
site and the other neighborhoods’ parks, intervening buildings, and hilly topography.

Views
The project site is visible from some residential buildings in the area, in particular the San Francisco
Towers which is directly across Pine Street from the project site, as well as from the upper floors of other
residential buildings along Franklin and Pine streets. The proposed project would be primarily visible
from sidewalks and streets immediately adjacent to the project site. Portions of the project would be
visible from public vantage points not immediately adjacent to the project site.
Physical elements such as buildings and structures guide lines of sight, control view directions, and
create view corridors for pedestrians and motorists. The topography of the project area is hilly, and
pedestrians and drivers have limited public scenic vistas of the city and San Francisco Bay in the project
vicinity. There is no view of the San Francisco Bay from the project site. The view west from the project site,
two blocks along Pine Street, is of typical urban streets framed by the street walls of one‐ to four‐story
buildings, culminating in a view of the sky as Pine Street crests the hilltop. The view down Pine Street across
Polk Street to the east and up Nob Hill features the residential expanse of the western slopes of Nob Hill and
Russian Hill and the sky in the distance. The 14‐story San Francisco Towers which is immediately across Pine
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Street from the project site and the 26‐story Holiday Inn, a block east across Van Ness Avenue, dominate the
foreground. The view down Franklin Street to the south culminates in the low‐rise buildings at the
intersection with Market Street and large expanses of the distant San Bruno Hills and the sky in the
background. The view north along Franklin Street is framed by the two‐ to eight‐plus‐story street wall of
residential apartment buildings and ends at the hilltop five blocks north at Jackson Street.

IMPACTS
Significance Criteria
A project would have a significant impact on aesthetic character or scenic views if it would substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings or have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista now observed from public areas. A project must have a demonstrable,
substantial adverse effect on its setting in order to result in a significant aesthetic impact.

Aesthetic Effects
The proposed project would remove existing visual elements on the project site, consisting of the low street
wall created by the three one‐story brick façade buildings and the two two‐story brick façade buildings; the
surface parking lot on the northeastern corner of the Pine/Franklin intersection; and the street trees in front of
the project site along Pine Street and on the surface parking lot (see Figures 26 and 27, pages 104 and 105, in
the Historical Architectural Resources section, for pictures of the existing on‐site structures). The proposed
project would replace these visual elements with a high‐density, pre‐cast concrete‐cladded
residential/commercial building with 15‐ and 24‐story towers. The design features articulated, angled
curtain walls around a recessed entry plaza off of Pine Street. Each façade would have vertical sections of
concrete siding punctuated with windows flush with the exterior wall alternating with vertical sections of
recessed decks, windows, and doors.
From the vantage point shown in Figure 18, page 69, the proposed building would dominate the scene
and would obscure views of the 14‐story San Francisco Tower building, which is directly across Pine
Street from the project site. From the vantage point shown in Figure 19, page 70, the proposed project
would be prominent and would largely block views of the 14‐story San Francisco Towers and vistas to
the south of the project site. The proposed project would appear to be the most dominant structure in this
view, and would alter pedestrian and other nearby residents’ views. From the vantage point shown in
Figure 20, page 71, the proposed project would introduce a vertical volume that would rise above the
existing skyline. It would be the most dominant structure from this vantage point, adding a new high‐rise
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building to the view of the two‐ to four‐story buildings in the foreground, and would block views of the
26‐story Holiday Inn, east of the project site. From the vantage point shown in Figure 21, page 72, Tower
2 would be visible and the view of the Tower 1 would be blocked by Daniel Burnham Court. From the
vantage point shown in Figure 22, page 73, only Tower 1 would be visible from this location due to the
intervening buildings north of the proposed project. From the vantage point show in Figure 23, page 74,
the proposed project would be the one of the most dominant structures along Pine Street and would
affect residential and pedestrian views from the south and east.
The proposed project’s 24‐story Tower 1 on Pine and Franklin streets would be taller than all of the buildings
in the vicinity except for the 26‐story Holiday Inn across Van Ness Avenue on the east side; however the
Holiday Inn is located downhill from the project site at an approximate grade of five percent,23 and across the
approximately 90‐foot wide Van Ness Avenue, so its apparent height may be somewhat less than the
proposed project’s Tower 1. The 15‐story, 155‐foot tall Tower 2, on Pine Street would be taller in height to the
14‐story, 130‐foot tall, San Francisco Towers building across the street. The proposed project’s Tower 1
would be one of the tallest structures in the neighborhood and would be visually dominant.
The project would change the visual character of the project site by replacing the site’s historical five one‐ and
two‐story buildings and the 22‐space surface parking lot with a high‐rise, two‐tower residential/commercial
structure. The proposed project’s height and massing would be similar to some existing and proposed
buildings in the project area. The proposed project would provide the maximum number of units and
residential square footage as permitted under Planned Unit Development provisions of Planning Code Section
304, and NC‐3 District provisions of Section 712 (up to 283 units and 351,131 square feet of residential space),
and would allocate the residential units in two tall towers rather than a shorter, bulkier building that would
extend to the project site’s property lines as permitted under the Planning Code (subject to rear‐yard setbacks
on residential floors). In addition, public ground level open space would be provided as part of the project.
The requested Height and Bulk District map reclassification from a 130‐E Height and Bulk District to a 240‐G
Height and Bulk District, is proposed in order to enable the project sponsor to shift the maximum square
footage that would be permitted at the lowest seven floors of the building under existing Height and Bulk
District controls upward into floors eight through 15 of Tower 2 and the eighth through the twenty‐fourth
floor of Tower 1. Tower 1 and Tower 2 would have ten stories (about 110 feet) and two stories (about 25 feet),
respectively, of additional floor area above the currently permitted height limit, thereby creating leaner
building profiles. The existing Height and Bulk controls are 130‐E; which designates that no setback is
required to a height of 65 feet, above which a maximum plan length of 110 feet and a maximum diagonal
23
San Francisco Department of Public Works, Subdivision and Mapping website Key Maps, available online at
http://209.77.149.9/subdivision/dpwweb/. Accessed for this report January 28, 2008.
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dimension of 140 feet are permitted. The project sponsor proposes changing the Height and Bulk controls to
240‐G; such that no setback would be required to a height of 80 feet, above which a maximum plan length of
170 feet and a maximum diagonal dimension of 200 feet would be permitted.
Shifting the maximum allowable floor area from the lower seven stories building bulk up into taller towers
would allow for the provision of approximately 6,940 square feet of ground level publically accessible open
space (out of a total of 8,450 square feet of common open space in the project), a 22‐foot setback from the Pine
Street property line of Tower 1, and 15‐ and 20‐foot setbacks from the rear property line, which extends
approximately 260 feet, without reducing the total number of residential units. The proposed open space at
the base of the building would be developed and landscaped into a new public plaza. In addition, the plaza
would serve as open space for the neighborhood, and would provide a variety of spaces for pedestrian use.
The plaza would be intended to be a transition area between the sidewalk, and the ground story
commercial/restaurant spaces. Although the existing buildings on the site create a relatively uniform street
wall height, this street wall does not extend beyond the project site on the project block due to the existing
gas station east of the project site; the open plaza would therefore not detract from an existing, continuous
street‐level frontage beyond the project site.
The proposed building would be one of the two or three tallest in an area of one‐ to 26‐story building
heights. The increase in development density and height on the project site, while noticeable, would not
result in a demonstrable adverse visual effect on the existing visual character of the site or its
surroundings.
The proposed project’s final architectural design would undergo evaluation by the Planning Department and
Planning Commission as part of the project and PUD review process, separate from this environmental
review. Design and aesthetics are, by definition, subjective and open to interpretation by decision‐makers
and members of the public. A proposed project would have a significant adverse impact on visual resources
under CEQA only if it would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings. For the reasons discussed above, the proposed project would not cause such a change.

Views
Replacing the five existing one‐ and two‐story buildings and surface parking lot with the proposed two
residential towers of 15‐ and 24‐stories (155 feet high and 240 feet high, respectively) would alter existing
views from public viewpoints. The following discussion summarizes the potential changes in views that
would result from construction of the proposed project.
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In general, intervening buildings obstruct most street‐level views of the project site. However, various
sections of the proposed 15‐ and 24‐story towers would be visible from sections along Pine Street, and from
north and south along Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street from some nearby and distant locations, and
some views from Lafayette Park. The lower portion of the proposed building would be visible from within
one block to three blocks along Pine and Franklin streets. The upper stories of the two towers would be
visible from distant locations along Pine Street from the east on Nob Hill. Similarly, the upper stories of the
two towers would likely be visible from distant locations to the south, along Franklin Street as one ascends
the grade and up to the hilltop, five blocks north of the project site at Jackson Street. Some views would
change dramatically and other views would change little.
As noted above, Lafayette Park is the nearest public open space to the project site, about two blocks
northwest from the project site. The upper portions of the proposed towers would be visible from a
number of locations in the park, with a southeasterly view. Intervening multi‐story buildings on Gough
and Franklin streets and mature trees within Lafayette Park would screen views of the proposed building
from parts of Lafayette Park. The visible portions of the proposed project that would be seen from
Lafayette Park would partially affect views of the city to the southeast. This change would be considered
part of the context of the built urban environment and would not be a significant visual impact. (See
Figure 22, page 73.)
As noted above, Alta Plaza Park is about ten blocks northwest from the project site, and Jefferson Square
and the adjacent Hayward Playground are about eight blocks southwest from the project site, in the
Western Addition neighborhood, and the Hamilton Recreation Center is located about ten blocks
southwest of the project site. The project site is not visible from any of these parks, and they are not
visible from the project site due to their distances from the project site, intervening buildings, and hilly
topography. Although it is possible that some of the upper floors of the proposed project may be visible
from these locations, they would be viewed as part of the built urban environment.
Given the above discussion, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse impact on scenic
views from public parks, open spaces and other public areas.

PRIVATE VIEWS
The proposed towers would be visible from residential buildings in the area, in particular the San
Francisco Towers directly across Pine Street from the project site. It would also be visible from the upper
floors of other residential buildings along Franklin, California, and Pine streets and Van Ness Avenue.
The proposed project could block some views of the surrounding buildings and hills from these private
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residences. Reduced private views from some nearby residences would be a consequence of the proposed
project and could be an undesirable change for residents. Given the dense urban setting of the project
area and the absence of scenic resources on the project site (i.e. features of the natural or built
environment which contribute to a scenic public setting), the project would not have a substantial impact
on views of public scenic vistas. The proposed project’s effect on private views would not rise to the level
of a significant environmental visual impact on public scenic resources.
Projects recently approved or under consideration at the Planning Department, along with the subject
proposed high‐rise project, would contribute to a cumulative aesthetic change in the surrounding area.
The views of the skyline along the Van Ness Avenue and Geary Street corridors would be affected by
new residential high‐rise structures (such as the proposed 38‐story residential tower at 1333 Gough
Street). Since the proposed project would not demonstrably degrade the visual quality of the area, the
proposed project would not contribute to any substantial, adverse cumulative visual impacts.

Conclusion
The proposed project would intensify development on the project site, replacing the five low‐rise, one‐
and two‐story commercial buildings and the surface parking lot with a high‐rise residential building
composed of one 15‐story, 155‐foot tall, Tower 2 and one 24‐story, 240‐foot tall, Tower 1. The project
would add two tall, prominent towers to the existing setting of varied urban forms, which include one‐
story to 26‐story buildings. The proposed project would not introduce a structure of demonstrably
negative visual character into the area, nor degrade the existing visual character of the area. In addition
the proposed project would not block scenic public views or vistas. Further, the addition of the project
together with other recently considered projects or recently approved projects in the project area would
not result in a cumulative significant aesthetic impact. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
a substantial adverse aesthetic impact.
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