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A. INTRODUCTION

This document contains public comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
prepared for the proposed 1601‐1603 Larkin Street Housing project, and responses to those comments.
Also included are staff‐initiated text changes and revisions to correct errors found in the Draft EIR.
Following this introduction, Section B contains a list of all persons and organizations who submitted
written comments on the Draft EIR and who testified at the public hearing on the Draft EIR held on May
24, 2007.
Section C contains all substantive comments made at the Draft EIR public hearing before the Planning
Commission on May 24, 2007, and comment letters received during the Draft EIR public review period
from April 14, 2007 to May 29, 2007. All comment letters and the transcript of the public hearing on the
1601‐1603 Larkin Street Housing Project are presented in their entirety in Appendices 1 and 2,
respectively. Comment letters are assigned letters A through K to aid reader navigation of the document.
The comments and responses (C&R) component of the environmental review process is intended to
respond to comments on the adequacy of the approach and analysis in a Draft EIR in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Comments regarding the merits of and concerns about the
project should be directed to the Planning Commission to assist with its decision‐making on whether or
not to approve the project, a decision that will be made at a public hearing subsequent to certification
(determination of adequacy under CEQA) of the Final EIR. Under the CEQA Public Resources Code
Sections 21000 et. seq., the City and County of San Francisco, including the Planning Commission, shall
not approve a project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies a significant and unavoidable
impact on the environment unless its decision‐makers find that economic, legal, social, technological, or
other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment that would result from
the project. (Public Resources Code Section 21081). This is referred to as the Statement of Overriding
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Considerations. Because the Draft EIR finds that the proposed project would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact to a historical resource, in order to approve the project as proposed, the Planning
Commission would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. Some comments do
not pertain to physical environmental issues, but, in some instances, responses are included to provide
additional information for use by decision‐makers.
These comments and responses will be incorporated into the Final EIR as a new chapter. Text changes
resulting from comments and responses will also be incorporated in the Final EIR as noted in the
responses and in Section D, Draft EIR Revisions. Deletions of the Draft EIR text are shown with
strikethrough and additions are shown with double underline, except where text is indicated as entirely
new to allow for ease of reading.
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B. LIST OF PERSONS COMMENTING

The following individuals submitted written comments during the public comment period April 14, 2007
through May 29, 2007, and/or provided oral testimony at the public hearing on May 24, 2007, on the 1601‐
1603 Larkin Street Housing Project Draft EIR.

State Agencies
California Historical Resources Information System (written comments, May 23, 2007 – Letter A)

Local Agencies
Larry Badiner, Zoning Administrator, San Francisco Planning Department, (oral comments, Planning
Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007)
James Lowé, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (written comments, April 24, 2007 – Letter
B)

San Francisco Planning Commission
Michael Antonini, Planning Commissioner (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May
24, 2007)
William L. Lee, Planning Commissioner (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24,
2007)
Kathrin Moore, Planning Commissioner (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24,
2007)
Christina Olague, Planning Commissioner (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May
24, 2007)
Hisashi Sugaya, Planning Commissioner (written comments, May 27, 2007 – Letter C)

San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
Robert Cherney, Acting President, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (written comments, May 21,
2007 – Letter D)
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Groups and Individuals
Wylie Adams, resident (written comments, May 14, 2007, and oral comments, Planning Commission
Public Hearing, May 24, 2007 – Letter E).
Joseph Butler, representing the “Save First St. John’s United Methodist Church” (written comments, May
29, 2007 and oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007 – Letter F).
Donald Chan, resident (written comments, May 29, 2007 – Letter G).
Linda Chapman, resident (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007).
David Chiu, resident (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007).
Karene Jen, resident (written comments, April 16, 2007, incorporating by reference letters dated July 25,
2006 – Letter H, and February 23, 2005 – Letter I)
Rowena Jen, resident (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007, and written
comments, May 29, 2007 – Letter J).
Frank Kanada, resident (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007).
Gaylen Raisler, resident (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007, and
written comments May 28, 2007 – Letter K).
Michael Schoolnik, resident (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007).
Dawn Trennert, resident (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007)
Kirsten Williams, resident (oral comments, Planning Commission Public Hearing, May 24, 2007)
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All comments received are presented herein by direct quotation, and edited to delete repetition and non‐
substantive material only. When necessary, minor edits have been made to the public hearing transcript
for clarification. Editorial changes to the comments are indicated by square brackets ([ ]).
Comments and responses are organized according to the order of topic areas as they appear in the Draft
EIR.
Each comment is numbered and followed by a corresponding numbered response. The name of the
commenter follows each comment in italic font and parentheses, along with a letter designation to allow
for ease of navigation between the responses to comments and the comment letters in Appendix 1, e.g.,
(John Smith, written comments, Letter A). In some cases, comments that are substantively similar have been
grouped and addressed with a single response. As a result, comments from individual commenters may
be divided among several topic areas.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Comment #1 – Open Space and Rear Yard
“The scale of this project requires a Conditional Use permit [sic] and two variances from Code
requirements meant to ensure that new residential buildings afford a proper open space or yard. The
proposed project is built out to the property line on all four sides. It leaves no open space at grade.
“In lieu of a yard, the developers propose the use of decks built over garages, which on the north side of
the building, will be shaded by the project itself for most of the day. There may be situations where this
sort of variance is required. This is not one. Most if not all the neighboring buildings have back yards.
Neighbors are afforded views of the mid block open space of their own and their neighbors’ yards. This is
especially important in urban neighborhoods. In densely populated areas, open space alleviates the
feeling of confinement. It is a commodity which needs to be protected for all property owners and
tenants.
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“What are the square feet per unit of open space both common and private being provided by the
project?” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“[...] First of all with regards to principle of design. As you previously heard from some of my fellow
neighbors, this proposed development is the largest lot on the block. It will also be the largest building on
the largest lot. The plan does not allow for any setbacks. There is little open space and there’s no yard.”
(David Chiu, oral comments)
“I’d like to talk about the inadequacies of the DEIR regarding open space and rear yard. As a number of
people stated, this is the largest lot on the block or in the area. And yet the DEIR is asking for variances
because they don’t have enough area designated for rear yard and open space. Even though there will be
no rear yard space on ground level, they’re proposing to put this space on top of garages.
“It also does not explain that they used Clay Street as the front of the building in figuring out the size of
the rear yard even though this is not ground level. So the DEIR needs to be a lot more specific in coming
to grips with their dimensions. It doesn’t seem that they should be able to use one street as a front to
maximize the size and yet another street as the front to minimize the rear yard that people who are going
to be buying or renting in this unit are going to have.
“And then the other issue is they’re asking for variances, and variances are normally given when there
isn’t enough space to be able to do something according code. And yet this is the largest lot on the block.
And again, many people have said there is no real dimensional size of this property in the DEIR.” (Frank
Kanada, oral comments)
“The existing church has a lot of open space around it in every direction. It is setback a few feet from
Larkin and Clay. It has an unobstructed parking lot to its right on Larkin and an open space of about 10
feet between that lot and the next one on Clay where the garbage was picked up. The proposed project is
built out to the property line on all four sides leaving no open space. This would have a significant
negative impact to the neighbors. Almost every building on this street has a backyard and the neighbors
are accustomed to having open space. Open space allows a feeling of freedom and relief when you must
live in cramped apartments. It is a commodity that needs to be protected owners and tenants alike in this
dense part of the city.” (Rowena Jen, written comments, Letter J)

Response #1
Approvals. The Planning Commission and the Zoning Administrator would act upon the
Conditional Use Authorization and Variance applications according to Planning Code Sections
303, and 305, respectively. The applications do not include exceptions to the required amount of
open space or rear yard. Planning Code Section 253(a) requires a Conditional Use Authorization
for any proposed new building that would be taller than 40 feet in any Residential District. One
Variance request would be for a light and air exposure exception (room window requirement).
The second Variance sought would be for the location of the rear yard on the roof of the one‐story
parking structure instead of at ground level.
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Compliance with the Planning Code determination is a part of the project approval process that is
separate from environmental review. The Draft EIR discusses project approvals on page 38 and
Planning Code compliance on pages 42‐44 for informational purposes. Neither Conditional Use
Authorizations nor Variances are automatically granted.
Open Space. Section 135 of the Planning Code would require the proposed project to have a
minimum of 60 square feet (sq.ft.) of private usable open space for each dwelling unit for a total
of 1,620 sq.ft. of private open space or a minimum of 79.8 sq.ft. of common usable open space per
dwelling unit, or 2,155 sq.ft. of common open space for the proposed 27 units. The proposed
project would exceed the Planning Code requirement by providing approximately 2,300 sq.ft. of
common usable open space that would be located in the rear yard area (Draft EIR, page 37). The
Planning Code allows the open space to be in the rear yard area, on decks, balconies, porches, and
roofs. The proposed project would have some private open space in addition to the 2,155 sq.ft. of
common open space. Four residential units would have one private deck each and the sixth‐floor
penthouse would have three private decks.
Rear Yard. As discussed above, the proposed location of the rear yard, above the first floor,
would require a variance. In Residential (R) Districts, the Planning Code requires rear yards to
create and maintain a midblock, landscaped open area for the residents of the block. The Planning
Code specifies minimum rear yard depth as a percentage of lot length (Section 134) and specifies
that the rear yard span the full lot width (Section 130). For the project site, the rear yard would be
required to be 25 percent of the lot depth but not less than 15 feet. Planning Code Section
134(c)(4)(A) reduces the rear yard requirement for corner lots such that the forward edge of the
rear yard can be moved back to the depth of an adjacent building’s rear building wall. The
proposed project’s rear yard would meet the Planning Code minimum depth requirement with
about 25 feet of depth and full lot width, and it would not reduce the rear yard depth allowed
under the Planning Code Section 134(c)(4). The Planning Code does not permit parking in the rear
yard area (Section 134(b)), and the proposed project would not include parking in the rear yard—
assuming the Variance for rear yard location is granted, parking would be located on the ground
floor, beneath the 2nd‐story rear yard, as noted above.
Rear Yard Determination. For corner lots, the Planning Code allows the option of choosing one
street for calculating building height, and the other for determining the lot depth (Sections 102.12
and 132, respectively). The proposed project uses the Clay Street lot line to determine the rear
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yard depth, and as noted above, the proposed project would comply with the Planning Code’s
required rear yard depth. The proposed project uses Larkin Street to measure the height of the
proposed structure.
Setbacks. The Planning Code does not require front or side setbacks in the RM‐3 District. As one
looks east or west along Clay Street or north and south along Larkin Street from the Clay/Larkin
intersection, all buildings, except the church, appear to be built to the front lot lines. The existing
church is set back about 10 feet from the lot line on Clay Street, about 10 feet for the Larkin Street
façade and, the eastern half of the church façade along Clay Street. The church entrance at the
intersection of Clay and Larkin streets is set back from the lot line about seven feet. There is no
setback for the western half of the Clay Street façade. The existing church’s open areas mentioned
in the comment (front and side setbacks and surface parking lot) are not considered open space
by Planning Code Section 135. The proposed building would be built to the front and side lot lines
as are most surrounding buildings, except its north wall, which would be set back approximately
25 feet from the northern lot line to accommodate the garage and rear yard area above the surface
parking garage.

Comment #2 – Project Plans and Renderings
“Pages 49 and 51‐53 (Figures 11, 12, 13 and text on pg.53). The figures do not adequately illustrate the
increased visibility of the proposed project, which at 6‐stories ‘would be one to three stories taller than
most buildings in the immediate vicinity.’ A simulation(s) would be appropriate.” (Hisashi Sugaya,
Planning Commissioner, written comments, Letter C)
“I’d like to address a couple of issues that I feel are not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and that is
[sic] the drawings and renditions.
“The renditions and drawings are very abstract. One of the main architectural features of the building is
that it will be aluminum and glass. However, from the drawings, you don’t fully understand the impact
of what a six‐story aluminum and glass building will have on the neighborhood.
“Personally I went to the architecture site and it has it. I know it exists, and I believe it should be included
so a reader can fully understand what they’re proposing here.
“To get into details, page 28 of the site plan uses a very incorrect scale. That might be an oversight, but I
think it should be addressed.” (Wylie Adams, oral comments)
“The DEIR presents several renditions of the proposed project. Yet, we believe that the drawings are
inadequate to allow a reasonable person to comprehend fully the scale and impact of the building. In
light of the serious concerns of the neighbors, it is crucial that more detailed drawings and color images
representing surface materials be offered so that neighbors and public at large may be able to understand
the significant affects this project will have on their neighborhood, environment and property. We also
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need to see moquettes [sic] to understand façade design and the mechanical penthouse proposed.” (Joseph
Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“The DEIR provides many floorplans and drawings of the proposed project [...] The drawings provided
are inadequate to allow a reasonable person to fully comprehend the scale and impact a building this size
will have on their immediate vicinity. Due to the serious concerns of neighbors, it is important that more
detailed drawings and color images representing surface materials be provided so that neighbors and the
public could analyze the significant effects this project will have on them. On p. 35‐36 there is a drawing
of the building from different angles, however there are no dimensions, such as measurements in height
and width so it is impossible to comprehend what we are dealing with. Even though the DEIR states that
this project is 63 feet, from looking at the drawings I see a mechanical penthouse above six stories above
two levels of parking. How can that be a total of 63 feet? That is 9 stories including parking lots.
“When I saw a picture of the project off [sic] the Saitowitz [architect’s] site from the internet, it looked
completely different from the one in the DEIR. The angles are very misleading. From Clay I see three
floors higher than the lot next to it, yet on Larkin I see only one floor higher than the lot to the right. The
drawing is off by two floors and that does not include the penthouse. This needs to be more carefully
studied.“” (Rowena Jen, written comments, Letter J)
Response #2
Plan Scale. The plan scale and some of the addresses shown on Draft EIR Figure 2, page 26, are
incorrect. As shown in Figure Comments and Responses (C&R.)1 on page C&R.10, the plan scale
has been deleted, addresses have been corrected, and the proposed project lot dimensions have
been added (see also Response #3). As noted in Chapter D. Draft EIR Revisions, the revised
graphic will be included in the Final EIR. The scale used on Draft EIR Figures 3‐10 has been
verified with the architect’s plans, and is accurate.
Building Height and Figure 9. The elevations of the proposed project shown in Figure 9 (Draft
EIR, page 35) and Figure C&R.2 (page C&R.11) represent the façades facing Larkin and Clay
streets. The elevations show the downward slope to the west along Clay Street and the
downward slope to the north along Larkin Street. The height difference between the proposed
project and adjacent buildings on Clay and Larkin streets varies due to the difference in lot
elevations and building heights. Figure C&R.2, Clay Street Elevation, shows that the project
building would be three floors higher than the adjacent Clay Street building to the west, and the
Larkin Street Elevation shows that the project building would be about 1.5 floors above the
adjacent Larkin Street building to the north. Figure C&R.2 indicates that the proposed building
would be 64 feet tall to the top of the sixth floor roof as measured from Larkin Street (see also
Response #4 for height description). This is a change from the 63‐foot height shown in Figure 9 of
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the Draft EIR. As a result, all references to a 63‐foot‐high building in the Draft EIR are corrected
to show a height of 64 feet in the Final EIR.
The text of the EIR at the following locations is revised to read as follows:
Page 1, end of fifth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 2, first full paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 3, third paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 4, sixth line from the bottom of the page: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 5, first full paragraph, first line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 18, last full paragraph, fifth line from the end of the paragraph: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 20, first full paragraph, fifth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 20, second full paragraph, first line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 22, first full paragraph, eighth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 25, first paragraph, fourth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 25, Table 1, eighth row: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 27, fourth line from the bottom of the page: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 42, last full paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 43, first full paragraph, fifth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 46, last paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 53, first paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 53, second paragraph, seventh line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 54, first paragraph, first line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 101, third line from the bottom of the page: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 104, first line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 104, fourth paragraph, first line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 106, second full paragraph, eighth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
The text in Chapter 1, page 3, of the EIR, third paragraph under Land Use, eighth line, is revised
to read as follows:
“The proposed project would be approximately 64 feet high, nine which would be ten
feet taller than the existing church’s 54‐foot‐tall bell tower.”
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Photomontage. The Draft EIR for the proposed project contains schematic plans in Figures 3
through 10 (pp. 29‐36), which are usually available at this stage of project planning and design,
and a description of building materials on pages 37, 53, and 54. Plans call for an exposed concrete
curb and wall grid. Part of the grid would be translucent glass cladding, which would be
intended to create the appearance of bay windows, while the rest of the grid would be clear glass
windows set in an anodized aluminum frame. Photomontages of the proposed project are shown
in Figures C&R.3 and C&R.4 on the following pages.
Website. The Planning Department did not establish a website for the proposed project. The
project architect has made available some photomontages and other information of the proposed
project on the portfolio section of their website (www.stanleysaitowitz.com).1 The Draft EIR
analyzes the visual impact of the proposed building in Chapter III, Section B, Visual Quality,
pages 48‐55 (see Response #10, pages C&R.29 to C&R.31). However, for informational purposes,
photomontages of the proposed project, are included here, as Figures C&R.3 and C&R.4 will be
included in the Final EIR as new Figures 13a and 13b on new pages 52a and 52b, respectively.
Comment #3 – Lot Size
“First and foremost, we know it’s a big lot. We know it’s a big building on a big lot, but we don’t exactly
know the dimensions. Nowhere in the Draft EIR do we have the actual dimensions of the lot.
“In addition, the Draft EIR I believe there’s a discrepancy or a potential discrepancy in the square footage.
The Draft EIR says there’s a 11,200 square foot lot. We were told by the Planning Commission staff that it
might be 11,087 square feet. The discrepancy I believe that should be addressed.” (Wylie Adams, oral
comments)
Response #3
The project lot area is approximately 11,200 sq.ft. as stated in the Draft EIR, on page 27, and
referenced in Figure 2, Existing Site Plan, on page 28. Figure 2 shows the project site as almost
square, and it shows the relative size of the project site compared to adjacent buildings and lots
on the project block. The project site is 114.5 feet along Clay Street and 97.688 feet along Larkin
Street, or 11,185.28 sq.ft. in area‐‐rounded to 11,200 sq.ft. for descriptive purposes in the Draft

http://www.saitowitz.com/. Click the “Portfolio” web text link, and then the “1601 Larkin Street” web text link at
the beginning of the seventh line of the text block of portfolio project titles.
1
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EIR.2 The lot dimensions have been added to Figure 2 (see Response #2, Figure C&R.1 on page
C&R.10).

Comment #4 – Building Height
“In addition the project described itself as a six‐story building. In fact, it’s a six‐story building and below
is a basement. There’s also a mechanical penthouse on top of a regular penthouse. This could effectively
make it a seven‐story building.
“At the same time it describes 1600 Larkin across the street as five stories when it’s actually a four‐story
building on top of its basement. So however it decides to define itself, it should be the same definition for
all the studies around it.” (Wylie Adams, oral comments)
“The proposal adds an entire story to accommodate one single unit and proposes a top floor twelve feet
high which is taller than typical residential ceiling heights. Additionally, the drawings suggest that the
‘mechanical penthouse’ structure could exceed twenty‐five percent (25%) of the roof area, effectively
adding a seventh story to approximately half of the lot area currently occupied by the church. The
mechanical penthouse floor plate would equal the floor plates of most of the surrounding buildings as
this is the largest lot on the block. It appears that in effect, the structure proposed for this large lot would
be about 73 feet tall.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“On page 2 of the“ ‘1601‐1603 Larkin Street Housing Project’”, the plan clearly states that the project
requires approval to build a building taller than 40 feet. At six stories, the building will be one to three
stories taller than the surrounding buildings. In reality, the building will be at least two stories taller than
any other building. Please refer to page 28 of the DEIR. All surrounding buildings are 4 stories tall.”
(Donald Chan, written comments, Letter G)
“The DEIR does not explain that they have used Larkin Street as the front of the building in order to
determine their 65‐foot height, and Larkin Street is a level street. So it gives them actually 65 feet at
Larkin, but going down the hill on Clay it gives them a lot higher than 65 feet. (Frank Kanada, oral
comments)
Response #4
The Planning Code, Section 102.12, Height (of a Building or Structure), states that building height
be measured at the centerline of the building at the curb level of the street when the lot is level or
slopes downward from the front property line. For corner lots, Section 102.12 allows the option to
choose the street to use for measuring building height. Planning Code Section 260 defines height
and bulk controls for different districts. In the case of the proposed project, the project site is
See block map on‐line at the Planning Department’s web site at
http://gispub02.sfgov.org/assessorblocks/block0620.pdf. Viewed on February 25, 2008 for preparation of this
response.
2
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within the 65‐A Height and Bulk District, which allows building height to 65 feet with
Conditional Use Authorization and for building above 40 feet in height with maximum
dimensions of a 110‐foot length and 125‐foot diagonal for the portion of the building above 40
feet in height.
Please see Response #1, pages C&R.6 to C&R.8, which explains the approvals needed by the
proposed project, and the project sponsor’s submitted rationale or responses to each criterion
under Planning Code Section 303 (Conditional Use Authorization) and Section 305 (Variances),
including the proposed building height. The Draft EIR on page 46 includes a description of the
height of the proposed building as being one to three stories taller than most of the buildings
nearby, and approximately one story taller than the existing 54‐foot‐high bell tower. Most of the
buildings on the project block have four stories as shown on Figure 2, page 28 of the Draft EIR
(see also Response #2, Figure C&R.1, Revised Draft EIR Figure 2). Three nearby buildings across
Larkin Street (1600, 1624, and 1638 Larkin Street) have five stories as the Draft EIR states on page
41.
The Planning Code exempts mechanical penthouses from building height limits, and the Planning
Code limits rooftop building operation equipment, elevator, stair, and mechanical penthouse
height to 10 feet above building height where the height limit is 65 feet, as is the case for the
proposed project (see Planning Code Sections 260(b)(1)(A) and (B), and footnote 4 on page 27 of
the Draft EIR).
The rooftop equipment, including water heater, elevator shaft extensions with exhaust louvers,
one stair to the roof, one elevator control room, one exhaust air handler unit, and one supply air
handler unit, would be surrounded by an open “roofless” metal screened mechanical penthouse
that would be 9 feet 9 inches tall. Its horizontal dimensions would be approximately 34 feet by 65
feet for an area of approximately 2,275 sq.ft. Its area would be about 28 percent of the building
roof area (about 114 feet x 72 feet or 8,208 sq.ft. in area) and would meet the Planning Code
requirement that it not exceed 30 percent of the roof area (Section 260(b)(1), last paragraph). To
the top of the mechanical penthouse, the proposed project would be approximately 74 feet high.
The mechanical penthouse would conform to the Planning Code Section 260(b)(1)(B).
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Footnote 4 on page 27 of the EIR is revised as follows:
“4

The proposed projectʹs elevator, stair, and mechanical penthouse would rise 9 feet, 9 inches
above the 63‐foot height of the building. However, this is generally excluded from height
calculations. Per Planning Code Section 260(b)(1)(B), elevator, stair and mechanical penthouses
shall be limited to the top 10 feet of such features where the height limit is 65 feet or less and
that for elevator penthouses the exemption shall be limited to the top 16 feet and limited to the
footprint of the elevator shaft, regardless of the height limit of the building.”

“4

Planning Code Section 260(b)(1)(A) exempts mechanical penthouses from building height
limits, and limits rooftop building operation equipment, elevator, stair, and mechanical
penthouse height to 10 feet above building height where the height limit is 65 feet, as is the
case for the proposed project. The rooftop equipment, including water heater, elevator shaft
extensions with exhaust louvers, one stair to the roof, one elevator control room, one exhaust
air handler unit, and one supply air handler unit, would be surrounded by an open “roofless”
metal screened mechanical penthouse that would be 9 feet 9 inches tall. Its horizontal
dimensions would be approximately 34 feet by 65 feet for an area of approximately 2,275 sq.ft.
Its area would be about 28 percent of the building roof area (about 114 feet x 72 feet or 8,208
sq.ft. in area) and would meet the Planning Code requirement that it not exceed 30 percent of
the roof area (Section 260(b)(1), last paragraph). To the top of the mechanical penthouse, the
proposed project would be approximately 74 feet high. The mechanical penthouse would
comply with Planning Code Section 260(b)(1)(B).”

Typically, the above‐ground stories of a building are counted from the ground level up while
basement levels are considered to be underground. The Draft EIR uses this convention
consistently. As an example, the 1600 Larkin Street building across the street from the project site
to the east (northeast corner of the Clay/Larkin intersection) is a five‐story building. The first
story is a ground level parking garage and the second through fifth stories are residential units.
Using the same descriptive method, the proposed project would be a six‐story building on top of
a below‐grade parking garage as measured from Larkin Street, including a one‐story ground
level parking structure on the north side of the lot. (See Draft EIR Figures 3‐10, pages 29‐36 and
project description on pages 27‐37. See also Response #2, pages C&R.9 to C&R.14, which includes
Figures C&R.3 and C&R.4, photomontages of the proposed project building.)

Comment #5 – Unit Tenure
“What is the purpose of the 6th floor penthouse? Is this a rental or condo?” (Donald Chan, written comments,
Letter G)
Response #5
At this time, the project sponsor does not know whether the sixth‐floor penthouse would be an
ownership or rental unit. The ultimate type of the unit’s tenure would not affect the
environmental analysis.
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COMPATIBILITY WITH ZONING, PLANS AND POLICIES
Comment #6 – Policy Compatibility
“The Board would like the DEIR to acknowledge that the proposed project at 1601 Larkin Street is in
direct conflict with the General Plan Priority Policy Number 7, which states that landmarks and historic
buildings be preserved.” (Robert Cherney, Acting President, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, written
comments, Letter D)
“We object to the change in use from a religious institution specifically and institutional use in general, to
a use that envisions high‐density residential units in an already high‐density environment. We believe the
proposed use is inconsistent with the letter and spirit of San Francisco policies regarding harmonizing
proposed developments with the nature of an existing neighborhood.
“The project site is located in a neighborhood of multi‐family housing accented handsomely by this
institutional use in the midst of a residential neighborhood. The contrast in use is but one element of the
landmark quality of the Church. As such it is hard to understand how this proposed demolition is
consistent with Section 101.1 of the San Francisco Planning Code, policies 2 and 7. (Note: Policy 2 advises
protection of existing neighborhood character. Policy 7 advises the preservation of landmarks and
historic buildings.)
“The Urban Design Element of the General Plan asks for moderation of major new development to
complement the City pattern.
“Net, the proposed project runs counter to the City’s General Plan provisions providing for the
development of housing that reflects good design practices and is in harmony with the characteristics of
the neighborhood. This project is significantly deficient with respect to a number of provisions in the
General Plan.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“On p.44 of the DEIR it states that in Nov. 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the
Accountable Planning Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish eight Priority
Policies. In this case, wouldn’t policies (2) protection of neighborhood character; (7) landmark and
historic building preservation; and (8) protection of open space be violated?” (Rowena Jen, written
comments, Letter J)
Response #6
The medium residential density RM‐3 (Residential, Mixed, Medium Density) District permits
changing an institutional land use to a medium density residential use, as per Planning Code
Sections 206 and 209.
The proposed demolition of the existing church building would be a significant and unavoidable
impact on a historical architectural resource, as the Draft EIR concludes on page 97. Demolition of
the church would conflict with Policy Priority 7 (Landmark and Historic Building Preservation)
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and the text in Chapter III, page 44, of the Draft EIR, third sentence of the second paragraph, is
revised to read as follows:
“The proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any such
policies, except those that relate to historic architectural building preservation.”
The proposed project would provide more open space on its site than the Planning Code
requirement. Priority Policy 8 – Protection of Open Space pertains to public open space under the
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, and would not be affected by the proposed
project. Thus, the proposed project would not degrade the city’s existing open space resources.
The existing church’s setback areas and surface parking area do not qualify as usable open space
under the Planning Code because they are not the type stated as qualifying space in Section 135(a)
(i.e., a suitably screened residential use) and because parking would not interfere with either
setback areas or open space under Sections 130(f), 132(f), and 136 (see Response #1, pages C&R.6
to C&R.8).
Based on the environmental assessment, the proposed medium‐density residential building
would not substantially or adversely degrade the land use character or aesthetics of the project
site or surrounding area, and therefore would not have a significant physical land use character
impact or a significant aesthetic environmental impact (Draft EIR, pages 46‐47 and 53‐55,
respectively; see also Response #7 on page C&R.22 and Response #10 on pages C&R.29 to
C&R.31).
Because design and aesthetics are subjective and open to interpretation by decision makers and
members of the public (Draft EIR, page 54), there may be design issues beyond those addressed
in the environmental review that the Planning Commission could address during project review
and the decision‐making process. Comments regarding the merits of and concerns about the
project (in contrast to those addressing the adequacy of the environmental analysis) should be
directed to the Planning Commission. Such comments will assist the Planning Commission with
their decision of whether or not to approve the proposed project, a decision that the Commission
will make at a public hearing subsequent to certification (determination of adequacy under
CEQA) of the Final EIR.
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The Planning Commission makes the final determination of consistency with the Planning Code’s
priority policies and with the General Plan’s policies (Draft EIR, pages 44‐45). The Commission
has the discretion to provide guidance on design issues. The General Plan’s Urban Design Element
Objective 3, Moderation of Major New Development, and its policies addressing large‐scale
building design delineated on page 45 of the Draft EIR, are one such area of design guidance the
Planning Commission may review for consistency. In addition, the proposed project’s plans
analyzed during the Draft EIR process were schematic, not final, as is typically the case.
Schematic plans are adequate for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) environmental impact analysis. The proposed building’s design would be developed
further during the project approval process and would be subject to direction from the Planning
Department and the Planning Commission.
As proposed, the building would be a modern design with modern building and design
materials, and would contrast with the existing neighborhood’s design and materials, as the Draft
EIR states on page 54. Whether or not the proposed project’s design would be considered
aesthetically approvable would involve a subjective assessment that is open to interpretation by
decision makers and members of the public. The Planning Commission would make the final
determination on policy compatibility and design issues during its separate project review, as
discussed above.

Comment #7 – Height and Land Use Character
“I am writing concerning the property at 1601 Larkin Street. The owners are proposing to raze the church
and build a 6‐story apartment or condo building in its place.
“As an eighteen and a half‐year resident of the neighborhood, I am against the height of the proposed
building. Nothing in our neighborhood is that tall, and I do not want this building to change that pattern.
“I know that the church has not been used in many years, and I also know that San Francisco is in need of
housing. I do not object to housing being built on this spot. I only object to the proposed height variance
of six stories.
“Most buildings in my neighborhood are four stories tall. I believe the new building at 1601 Larkin Street
should not be granted a variance to be taller than four stories.” (Gaylen Raisler, written comments, Letter K)
“So specifically one of the things I wanted to bring to your attention today has to do with dimensions of
the proposed project, how they’re reflected in the EIR. The Draft EIR asserts that most of the building, the
height of the building proposed, is consistent with the rest of the neighborhood, and I don’t agree with
that point of view. Most of the buildings that are referenced in the DEIR are three or four stories. That’s
79 percent of the buildings in the immediate area. Few of them are five stories, but none of them are six
stories which is what the proposed project would be. In fact, the building would be built on a slant, so at
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the lowest point it would actually even be possibly seven stories. I’m not sure; it’s not clear enough to me
in the document. So I don’t agree. The document misleads I think that the proposed project would be in
keeping with the height of the rest of the neighborhood.” (Kirsten Williams, oral comments)
Response #7
The proposed project would require a Conditional Use Authorization—not a Variance—as
specified by Section 253 of the Planning Code, for building height above 40 feet in a residential
zoning district (see also Response #1, pages C&R.6 to C&R.8).
The Draft EIR does not portray the six‐story proposed project as consistent with, or equivalent to,
building height in the rest of the neighborhood. However it does conclude that the height
difference would be compatible with surrounding land use character. The Draft EIR describes the
taller height of the proposed building in numerous passages (specifically on page 46, but also on
pages 3, 5, 28, 35, 40, 48‐55, and in detail on pages 41‐42; see also Draft EIR Figure 2, Existing Site
Plan, page 28). Three buildings directly across Larkin Street are five stories tall (1600, 1624, and
1638 Larkin Street). The nearby buildings on the project block are mostly four stories. The Draft
EIR presents the proposed project’s evaluation of land use impacts on pages 46‐47. The
evaluation concludes that the proposed six‐story, medium‐density residential building would be
compatible with the neighborhood’s medium‐density, residential land use character because it
would not be substantially taller than surrounding three‐ to five‐story buildings and it would
comply with the density, use, and height controls of the RM‐3 District and the 65‐A Height and
Bulk District.
Please see Response #10, pages C&R.29 to C&R.31, for a discussion of height and neighborhood
visual compatibility.

Comment #8 – Land Use Impact Significance Criteria
“A project would have a significant land use effect on the environment if it has a substantial adverse
impact on the existing character of the vicinity. Given the loss of diversity of land use, an increase in
height of one to three stories compared to the existing housing in the area, and the loss of a significant
cultural and historical resource would in our opinion have a substantial adverse impact.
“An already high density environment should not be used to argue for poorly conceived residential
projects in neighborhoods zoned for medium or high density housing. A higher density neighborhood
may be already subject to environmental impacts absent further development. Residents may lack
amenities such as open space that residents of lower density neighborhoods experience as a matter of
course. Planning Code rules were designed to protect exiting neighborhoods and make higher density
housing more livable. The fact that higher density is allowed is not a valid argument to waive the rules
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designed to mitigate adverse impacts of high density living environments.” (Joseph Butler, written
comments, Letter F)
Response #8
A project would have a significant land use impact if it would physically divide an established
community; conflict with land use policy, plans, or regulations adopted to avoid a significant
environmental effect; or have a substantial adverse impact on the existing character of the vicinity
as discussed in the Draft EIR on page 46. The proposed project would not have a significant land
use impact for the reasons identified on pages 46 and 47 of the Draft EIR. The proposed project
would not physically divide a community. It would not conflict with land use regulations that
would prevent, avoid, or lessen significant environmental impacts. Although it would intensify
land use on the project site and be one story to three stories taller than surrounding buildings, the
proposed medium density residential building would be compatible with the surrounding area’s
medium density residential character, and permitted in the RM‐3 District, and 65‐A Height and
Bulk District with Conditional Use Authorization.
The existing church building has been vacant for some time. Existing environmental conditions
are part of the analytic baseline and are not conditions that are required to be addressed under
CEQA. The proposed project would conform with the RM‐3 District’s land use ordinance and the
65‐A Height and Bulk District limits. In addition, it would comply with the Planning Code, except
for the proposed deviations from the required rear yard location and required light and exposure
for habitable rooms, as discussed on pages 42 to 43 of the Draft EIR (see also Response #1, pages
C&R.6 to C&R.8).
As to the comment that the loss of a significant cultural and historical resource would have a
substantial adverse impact, the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed demolition of the existing
church would result in a significant and unavoidable historical resource impact (pages 83, 97).

VISUAL QUALITY
Comment #9 – Visual Character – Existing Neighborhood
“None of the streetscape photographs accurately depict the character of the surrounding neighborhood.
They are taken such that the focus of the photo is the canyon of the street. A set of photographs showing
the building fronts would be much more revealing of the character of the neighborhood, and would belie
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the suggestion in the DEIR that a grossly outsized, rectilinear concrete building conforms to the character
of the area. Such photos of the street fronts of the buildings should be included in the Final EIR.” (Joseph
Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“When you look at the DEIR they show the streetscapes and the walls of the buildings on either side of
the street become a texture of bay windows in the canyon of Clay Street or the canyon of Larkin Street.
And what you don’t see then is the face of each of those buildings. You don’t get a sense of the character
of the neighborhood that is truly interesting and significant.” (Joseph Butler, oral comments)
Response #9
The photos in the Draft EIR (Figures 11‐13, pages 49‐52) portray the Clay Street and Larkin Street
view corridors, and they include representative nearby block faces within approximately one
block from the Clay/Larkin intersection. Beyond one block from the intersection on either street,
the project site and church gradually become less visible. Figures C&R.6 and C&R.7 are included
below to show more views of building façades on the block faces near the project site. The
photomontages of the proposed project included in Response #2 show the proposed project in the
context of the existing streetscapes. For informational purposes the EIR has been revised to
include these figures as new Figures 13c and 13d on new pages 52c and 52d.

Comment #10 – Visual Character – Height and Design
“The other thing in terms of adequacy is the renderings, and I think we’ve heard commentary which I
would share that the proposed structure is totally out of place architecturally with the area. This is
another question I have in regards to environmental documents. I think that were this project ever to be
approved, it would probably be an entirely different structure in appearance and perhaps there would be
massing changes.” (Michael Antonini, Planning Commissioner, oral comments)
“The Initial Study and the DEIR greatly diminishes and misconstrues [sic] the effect this project will have
on the surrounding neighborhood. First, the proposed design is described as ‘contemporary.’ However,
as depicted in DEIR, the project design appears as a concrete and steel ‘bloc’ or ‘slab’ designed for
maximum density and minimal construction complexity and cost. The project design does not provide
any setbacks from the sidewalk nor adequate parking capacity for the number of residents envisioned,
and offers little in terms of architectural interest or significance. In contrast, the neighborhood affected by
this project comprises more traditional, two, three and four story buildings most of which were built in
the aftermath of the 1906 earthquake. The area is arguably a historic neighborhood with an architectural
legacy and ambience found in San Francisco’s more historic and colorful districts. Though there may be
instances where an architecturally sensitive building, designed in a modern style, could be compatible
with the neighborhood, the proposed project is completely out of character with the existing
neighborhood.
“The DEIR survey of the neighborhood’s residential buildings is misleading. It asserts that most
buildings in the area are a height of three to five stories. As shown in the exhibit below [see Appendix 1:
Comment Letters], only thirteen percent (13%) of the buildings in the surveyed blocks are five‐story
structures. Approximately fifty percent (50%) are four‐story structures. Another thirty‐eight percent
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(38%) are 3 stories or less. The behemoth proposed, at six stories (63 feet), far exceeds the height of the
existing church, and looms over the existing residential buildings. The assertion that five‐story buildings
‘predominate’ in the neighborhood is inaccurate and misleading. In fact, only 13% of the surveyed area
consists of 5‐story buildings‐and there are no six‐story buildings in the surveyed area at all.
“The building proposed will be twice the size of a good percentage of structures around it. It will be the
only building of its mass and height in the affected residential neighborhood.
“The project site is a large corner lot. The proposed plan is to build to the property line, leaving no
setbacks and no area for a yard. The DEIR suggests that the proposed building will ‘visually anchor’ the
corner. How can trading a century‐old, historically significant church, for a bulky six‐story concrete and
glass block be a ‘visual’ improvement? Surely staff would not suggest that any large building whatsoever
will enhance corner sites regardless of mass or design (?). Alternatives that could reduce the impacts of a
multi‐family residential building need serious consideration.
“The map of the proposed structure speaks for itself. The lot in question is much larger than the normal
lots in the vicinity. We believe that any new project should maintain the scale of the neighborhood.
“The DEIR states that the proposed project would ‘be aesthetically consistent with the largely residential
urban form of the existing neighborhood.’ However, the urban form of this neighborhood is
characterized by buildings that were designed in the first decades of the 20th century. The DEIR
accurately states that most of the area is characterized by wood or stucco buildings with bay windows,
some with peaked roofs. Such architectural elements are part and parcel of the beauty of San Francisco
neighborhoods.
“The developers have chosen to ignore the neighborhood’s architectural heritage by proposing an
industrial, concrete slab that could be consistent with buildings found in the Financial District or SOMA
but hardly with this part of Nob Hill. A building like this would stick out like the proverbial ‘sore
thumb.’ There are no buildings of this design and scale in the area. The DEIR suggests ‘the wall grid
material would be translucent glass cladding, creating the appearance of bay windows.’ (Ref: DEIR, page
53). At best, such a design shows a lack of creativity and sensitivity to the neighborhood. At worst, it’s a
cynical example of expediency over aesthetics‐an attempt to’ ‘end run’ both the local neighborhood and
the City of San Francisco planning policies.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“Further, the buildings in this neighborhood were all done—almost all done at a time when the
rebuilding was taking place after the earthquake and fire, including the church, in 1911. And so how that
building relates to the others is also significant.” (Joseph Butler, oral comments)
“Pages 4‐5 of the DEIR state the existing buildings are wood or stucco‐sided with bay windows. The new
building would be ‘contemporary in character, with rectilinear form and massing, and would be built to
the lot line on Larkin and Clay Streets, similar to most existing building in the neighborhood. Materials
for the building façade would include an exposed concrete curb and wall grid. Part of the wall grid
material would be translucent glass cladding, creating the appearance of bay windows.’
“It is quite obvious the visual quality of the proposed 1601‐1603 Larkin Street Housing Project is in no
way similar to the current aesthetics of the surrounding neighborhood.
“The overall concept for the 1601‐1603 Larkin Street Housing Project does not take into consideration the
idea of ‘San Francisco charm.’ This behemoth of a building would greatly deter from the concept of
‘neighborhood.’ The massive building would tower above the surrounding buildings serving no purpose
whatsoever. [...] In conclusion, the overall proposed plan for the 1601‐1603 Project does not reflect the
current character of this charming San Francisco neighborhood.” (Donald Chan, written comments, Letter G)
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“And in the Draft EIR it states that the proposed development reflects urban design principles of visually
anchoring corners.
“From our perspective, we do not think that trading a century‐old historically significant church for a
bulky six‐story concrete and glass block structure is a visual improvement, and we think that any project
in this area needs to maintain the structural and design balance that we already have in this
neighborhood.
“The last thing I would mention is that in our Polk Street neighborhood we have accepted and welcomed
numerous types and forms of development. We are a neighborhood that does embrace change, but we do
believe that this particular project, this proposed development, is one that because it’s not consistent with
the neighborhood really ought to be looked at carefully by the Planning Department.” (David Chiu, oral
comments)
“This is our home and probably will be our home indefinitely. We have owned this building for
approximately 40 years. Needless to say, we have many wonderful childhood memories surrounding this
neighborhood.
“The concerns are [...] 2. The proposed building would be the largest structure around, hence changing
the flavor and quaintness of the block.” (Karene Jen, written comments, Letter I)
“Perhaps a visual inspection would be appropriate to give you the flavor of this area so that you can see
that the proposed structure does not really fit the environment. It is better suited to upper Nob Hill or
Pacific Heights, west of Polk Street. I hope you will give a thorough consideration into all of these
concerns before making your ultimate decision to okay this project.” (Karene Jen, written comments, Letter
H)
“The initial study and DEIR misleads [sic] the effect this project will have on the neighborhood. As stated
in the DEIR, ‘the design of the building would be contemporary in character, with rectilinear form and
massing, and would be built to the lot line on Larkin and Clay Street, similar to most existing buildings in
the neighborhood.’ The existing church is not built to the lot line, is Victorian in design, and is much
smaller in scale with peaked roofs and stained glass. The materials for the project would be glass,
aluminum and concrete which is a stark contrast to stucco, wood, and stained glass. We feel that this
structure would stick out like a sore thumb in this historical Victorian neighborhood.
“The DEIR suggests that the proposed building will ‘visually anchor’ the corner. How could replacing a
century old historically and architecturally significant church with a huge boxed slab be an improvement
to the corner? That, in my opinion would be repulsive. As I mentioned in my public comments on May
24, 2007, I have been staring at the church for the last 35 years. It takes about ½ block on Larkin and about
1/3 block on Clay. It is the largest lot on the block, much larger than any others in the vicinity. We believe
that any new project should conform to the scale and height of the existing lots around it.
“The DEIR states that the new project would ‘be aesthetically consistent with the largely residential urban
form of the existing neighborhood.’ How can that be since the character of the neighborhood is mostly
post 1906 reconstruction with mostly wood or stucco buildings with bay windows no more than 40 feet?
This is only a few blocks from the Fairmont Hotel, Mark Hopkins, Grace Cathedral, and Flood Mansion
which are historical landmarks on Nob Hill. We are two blocks from both the Hyde and California cable
car lines and arguably, this corner on Larkin/Clay is part of the historic district.” (Rowena Jen, written
comments, Letter J)
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“If you go one block in either direction from the church you’ll find that there are 53 residential buildings.
Only three of these buildings do not have bay windows or a derivative of a bay window. Only two of the
buildings in this area are newer than those built early in the 20th century, and these newer buildings are
of the height and bulk consistent with the three‐ and four‐story buildings prevalent in the area. Both of
these new buildings have bay [...] windows. I do not feel that the DEIR adequately addresses the
discrepancy of the proposed building and what is in fact in place in our neighborhood.
“In reading in the DEIR in the Appendices Section under Initial Study, Page 11 second paragraph, they
propose that: ‘The façade of the building would be formed by an exposed concrete curb and wall grid.
Part of the wall grid material would be translucent glass cladding, creating the appearance [...] of a bay
window. Other parts of the grid would be clear glass windows set in an anodized aluminum frame.’
They’re suggesting that they create an appearance of something that is just not there, and it’s very
prevalent in the architecture of the neighborhood.” (Dawn Trennert, oral comments)
“Another area that I’d like to bring to your attention is the esthetics of the building and the rest of the
neighborhood. This neighborhood is—most of the buildings were built about 100 years ago after the 1906
earthquake. The proposed project is very contemporary with a lot of cement, concrete, steel block design.
It would be in stark contrast, even though the DEIR doesn’t quite reflect that. Most of the surrounding
buildings are made out of wood. They’re one‐ two‐ and three‐story buildings. The proposed design
doesn’t have a lot of architectural character in the neighborhood opinion and it would stick out like a sore
thumb.” (Kirsten Williams, oral comments)
Response #10
The Draft EIR states on page 50 that the standard of significance for whether a project would
have a significant aesthetic effect is if it would substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings. Other criteria for visual significance include:
•

Substantially and adversely degrade a scenic vista;

•

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and other features of the built or natural environment, which contribute to
a scenic public setting.

•

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area or which would substantially impact other people or
properties.

CEQA standards of significance differ from the City’s Residential Design Guidelines. Section
311(c)(1) of the Planning Code provides that the Residential Design Guidelines shall be used to
review plans for all new construction. The Planning Commission would review issues of design
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and aesthetics under the Planning Code during the project review process after certification of
the Final EIR for the project as described below within this response, beginning on page C&R.31.
Although the proposed project is distinctly different in design and materials, and would be taller
and larger than surrounding buildings, the environmental evaluation in the Draft EIR (pages 53
to 55) concludes that the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on aesthetics
under CEQA because it would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site
and surrounding area.
A proposed project design can be different in style, building materials, height, mass and façade
orientation from buildings in the neighborhood without having a significant aesthetic impact
under CEQA
The Draft EIR describes the proposed project design and the context of the surrounding
neighborhood. The project would be one story to three stories taller than most buildings in the
immediate vicinity (and two stories taller than the mostly four‐story buildings on the project
block). The Draft EIR mentions only three nearby buildings as having five stories (1600, 1624, and
1638 Larkin Street (page 41), and does not mention any existing six‐story buildings in the area.
The proposed project would be one story higher or ten feet higher than the 54‐foot‐high church
tower, and two stories higher or 19 feet higher than the 45‐foot‐high church. It would be more
visible and massive than the existing church because it would not be set back from the two street
frontage property lines, and it would be a 64‐foot‐tall3 rectangular building instead of the varied
shape and height of the shorter church building with is peaked roofs and tower. The majority of
buildings on the project block and neighborhood do not have front or side setbacks.
The proposed project’s contemporary design and materials (the exposed concrete curb and wall
grid with alternating columns of translucent glass cladding and clear glass windows set in an
anodized aluminum frame) would contrast with the mostly early twentieth century traditional
wooden exteriors of surrounding three‐ to five‐story buildings, of which many have bay
windows on the upper stories. The proposed building’s alternating columns of translucent glass
cladding and clear glass windows set in aluminum frames would be intended to complement the
3

More recent plans show the building being 64 feet tall instead of 63 feet as shown earlier. Please see Response

#2).
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surrounding buildings’ lower heights, standard 25‐foot lot widths, and bay windows; and would
be intended to provide variety and relief to the long building wall shown in the photomontages
of Figures C&R.3 and C&R.4 on pages C&R.14 and 15. Figures C&R.5 and C&R.6 in Response #9
present more views of the surrounding buildings and block faces.
The project site is a large corner lot, equivalent to about four residential standard lots. The design
of the building is intended to emphasize the corner location with greater height, similar rhythmic
façade articulation on Clay and Larkin, and consistent placement of entries and windows with
the other buildings forming the streetscape. Although the proposed project building design is
modernist and would differ from building designs in the surrounding area, it would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings
under CEQA.
As noted above, the Planning Commission would review the project’s design within the context
of the Residential Design Guidelines. The Guidelines state, “The Director of Planning may
require modifications to the exterior of a proposed new residential building or proposed
alternation of an existing residential building in order to bring it in to conformity with the
‘Residential Design Guidelines’ and with the General Plan.”4 The Guidelines include the following
design principles:
•

Ensure that the building’s scale is compatible with surrounding buildings.

•

Ensure that the building respects the mid‐block open space.

•

Maintain light to adjacent properties by providing adequate setbacks.

•

Provide architectural features that enhance the neighborhood’s character.

•

Choose building materials that provide visual interest and texture to a building.

In addition, if the Planning Commission finds that the project is not in conformance with the
Residential Guidelines, it may request revisions of the project design and direct Planning
Department staff to work with the project architect on design modifications.

City and County of San Francisco, Residential Design Guidelines, December 4, 2003, page 3. Available online at
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/planning/projects_reports/resdesfinal.pdf, accessed July 9, 2008.
4
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Comment #11 – Views
“The proposed project could have impacts ([...] visual, [...] view obstruction [...]) equivalent to a 7‐story
building. Drawings of the south elevation present height and mass that seem to be equivalent to height
and mass characteristics of an 8‐story building.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“My apartment unit directly faces the proposed new structure. Although I am not opposed to progress
and the freedom of individuals to build apartment buildings, the size of this particular structure does
offend me. First, it is right in front of my face and will totally block most views from our apartment
building. Although it is stated that this is unavoidable, a massive 6‐level structure in front of a 5‐level
structure is of course avoidable, and some consideration can be given to the size of this structure relative
to the surrounding buildings. If you lived opposite this structure, would you welcome it in front of your
apartment window?
“Your report states that the proposed new structure falls within most parameters of acceptability,
however, from my viewpoint, it is not acceptable in terms of 1) size, diminishing the quality of views,
space [...] of fellow tenants from all around the levels adjacent to the site [...]” (Karene Jen, written
comments, Letter H)
“When my father, Lemuel Jen, who was a prominent member of the Chinese and Democratic
communities and vital civic leader, bought this building, he was extremely proud of the view and beauty
of the building, taking such steps as to have neon lights installed and renaming it the ‘Nob Hill
Apartments.’ He was particularly proud of the ‘Sun Roof’ where all apartment dwellers of this building
could go and view our fabulous City, along with the surrounding views and neighborhoods. Among one
of the views is Lafayette Park which is directly in front of my window, and provides light and air.
“The concerns are [...] 1. Large new apartment structure would block our views from many levels of our
apartment building, hence detracting from the value of our property, and potential future renters.”
(Karene Jen, written comments, Letter I)
Response #11
The Draft EIR does not include view impacts because they were evaluated in the Initial Study
and were found to be less than significant (see Appendix A, Initial Study, pages 19‐21). The view
impact analysis is based on the proposed building as described in the Initial Study on pages 1, 11‐
12, and illustrated in Figures 8 and 9 on pages 9 and 10. The proposed project would be built
within the existing street and lot pattern. As such, it would not disrupt or obstruct scenic views
or vistas from public areas.
The proposed project would change views of the project site and partially block existing private
views above approximately 40 feet for the nearby apartment buildings that have views above the
existing church. The affected private views would be those from residences on the east side of
Larkin Street and the south side of Clay Street (approximately one‐half block to one block from
the Clay/Larkin intersection). Impacts on private views are not considered environmental
impacts under CEQA. The reduction in private views would be an unavoidable consequence and
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an undesirable change for those individuals affected. However, it would not exceed reductions in
private views that occur with development in urban areas and would not affect scenic views
from public areas.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Comment #12 – Archeological Resources
“In regard to potential archaeological resources, this office agrees with the Planning Department’s
conclusion that ‘it is unlikely that prehistoric resources would be encountered during excavation’ (page
73). However, this office disagrees with analysis regarding potential historic‐era archaeological resources.
In describing the existence of two single family dwellings present on the site from the 1800s until 1906,
the DEIR states:
“ ‘ Between 1907 and the construction of the existing church, the site was occupied by a temporary church
housing the same congregation. Any domestic or institutional deposits of features associated with the
previous structures of the site were destroyed or significantly disturbed by construction of the existing
building and such deposits probably lack sufficient research value to qualify as historical resources under
CEQA.’ (page 73).
“Without a field study to identify any potential archaeological deposits, this office is not clear on how the
Department has determined that ‘any domestic or institutional deposits of features associated with the
previous structures of the site were destroyed or significantly disturbed by construction of the existing
building.’ (page 73). In addition, without identifying what these potential deposits may contain or the
level of disturbance, it is unclear how it can be determined that ‘such deposits probably lack sufficient
research value to qualify as historical resources under CEQA’ (page 73).” (California Historical Resources
Information System, written comments, Letter A)
Response #12
Previous structures on the project site were not constructed below the existing foundation. Thus,
it is likely that the construction of each subsequent structure destroyed or significantly disturbed
the previous building and associated artifacts. Hence, the Planning Department determined that
archeological fieldwork would not be necessary. The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4
(see page 92) to address the possibility of accidentally discovering archeological resources below
grade. This mitigation measure would reduce the potentially significant impact to less than
significant.

Comment #13 – Historical Resources
“Well, I understand there’s a process. We’re in the process I think of possible landmarking of this
building I guess.
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“And I guess my question in relation to the EIR is if the status changes, does that require a different EIR
or an addendum? Let’s assume as the process moves forward, we now have a structure that’s
landmarked. Does that have to be reintroduced in a new EIR?
“[...] it’s being considered to be rated by the Board of Supervisors as a historical resource. My question
was if that happens, does the EIR have to be redone. And the comment was it’s an unavoidable
consequence was the demolition so it doesn’t make any difference.” (Michael Antonini, Planning
Commissioner, oral comments)
“This office agrees with the Planning Department’s conclusion regarding the historical and architectural
significance of First Methodist Church Building.” (California Historical Resources Information System, written
comments, Letter A)
“The Board concurs with the Planning Department’s findings of historic significance, which is in conflict
with the findings of the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by McGrew Architecture. The Board
concurs with the Planning Department’s determination that the existing church building is individually
eligible for both the California Register and the National Register of Historic Places, and that it is located
within a potential historic district associated with San Francisco’s reconstruction after the 1906
earthquake.” (Robert Cherney, Acting President, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, written comments,
Letter D)
“Our office represents the group ‘Save First St. John’s United Methodist Church’ in reviewing and
commenting on the Draft EIR prepared for the proposed project that would demolish the church in favor
of a new six‐story, twenty‐seven unit housing development at the corner of Larkin and Clay Streets in
San Francisco. The comments reflect the observations and concerns of two neighborhood organizations
and are summarized below [see Appendix 1: Comment Letters].
“We are responding to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for 1601‐1603 Larkin
Street. The project currently proposed involves razing a one hundred year old church that has been
deemed architecturally significant and is currently the subject of pending legislation before the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors; and replacing it with a six‐story, twenty‐seven‐unit, Bauhaus‐style
concrete and steel building.”
“Currently there is a pending resolution to initiate the designation n [sic] of this Church as a Landmark in
the City and county of San Francisco. How should the DEIR reflect these developments, which have
occurred since it was prepared?” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
Response #13
The Planning Department determined that the First St. John’s United Methodist Church is a
historical resource under CEQA, and as such, its demolition would be a significant adverse
impact on a historical resource (Draft EIR page 83). The process for landmark designation under
Article 10 of the Planning Code is independent of the CEQA environmental review process. The
designation of the church as a San Francisco landmark would not change the evaluation or
conclusion of the EIR and would not affect the adequacy of the document, and therefore would
not require recirculation of the document.
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Comment #14 – Historic District
“The Board disagrees with the Planning Department’s determination that the loss of the existing Church
building would not result in a significant impact to the potential historic district. The Board feels that the
existing church building—as an institutional building within a residential district—has greater
significance than an individual residential building, and that its loss would result in a significant impact
to the potential historic district.” (Robert Cherney, Acting President, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board,
written comments, Letter D)
“While the impact of the loss of any one building in an as yet undefined Historic District is hard to assess,
a building with such character, of a unique type to the District, and with its Register eligibility would be a
significant adverse impact on a potential Historic District.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“I live at 1561 Sacramento Street, a block and a half away from the church, and I’ve lived there for nine
years. I’m also the chair person of the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association and I’d like to talk to you a
bit about the neighborhood and neighborhood characteristics as it relates to the DEIR.
“We live in a neighborhood that arguably is and is being studied as a local historic district. The
neighborhood was rebuilt in the 1910s after the earthquake and the fire. It was rebuilt in the period style
and quality of construction that was prevalent then. This is evident in the matter used and the forms and
the sizes of the building that exist in our neighborhood.” (Dawn Trennert, oral comments)
Response #14
The Planning Department determined that the church is one of potentially hundreds of
unsurveyed buildings associated with an undocumented potential historic reconstruction district
containing primarily residential reconstruction after destruction by the 1906 earthquake and fire.
The Draft EIR concludes, on page 83, that the loss of the historical resource would not
substantially and adversely change the potential historic reconstruction district because it is one
of many potentially contributing buildings and its loss would not affect the spatial relationship or
character‐defining features of the district.

Comment #15 – Historic Resource Evaluations
“I’d like staff to provide us information that apparently the Planning Department staff conflicts with the
McGrew/Architecture review of historical significance.
“This is a letter we just got from the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board. I’m a little confused here.
It says ‘The Board concurs with the Planning Department’s findings of historical significance which is in
conflict with the findings of an historical resource evaluation prepared by McGrew/Architecture.’
“So maybe your findings, when you summarize it, to describe the two differences, why we find it
significant but McGrew/Architects have not.” (William Lee, Planning Commissioner, oral comments)
“The Historic Resource Evaluation done for the existing church is neither thoroughly done nor
objectively evaluated in our opinion. Twice the Planning Staff had to insist that the preparer include
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language that the building in question was both an historical resource as defined by CEQA, as the first
attempt was ignored by the preparer. Staff also considers the Church to be both California Register and
National Register eligible.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)”
“Because the historian had to be persuaded twice by the Planning Department to admit it’s an historic
resource, we’re not sure how.” (Joseph Butler, oral comments)
Response #15
An independent consultant was retained by the project sponsor to evaluate the existing church
building as a potential historical resource. The evaluation is summarized on page 80 of the Draft
EIR. The Planning Department subsequently evaluated the existing church building as a potential
historical resource. This evaluation is summarized on page 81 of the Draft EIR. Both evaluations
are in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. A third evaluation was undertaken by an independent
consultant5 retained by the Middle Polk Neighbors subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR,
and hence it is not included in the Draft EIR.
The project sponsor’s independent consultant’s historical resource evaluation concluded that the
building is not a historical resource. However, the Planning Department’s subsequent evaluation
found additional information to support the church’s eligibility for the California Register under
two criteria: Criterion 1–Events, and Criterion 3–Architecture.
The Middle Polk Neighbors’ independent consultant found that the subject building is a
historical resource of national significance under Criterion C, that it embodies “distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent[s] a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.” The consultant found
that the church is representative of an important building type known as a Combination Church;
retains a high degree of integrity of design; is the work of a master, George Washington Kramer;
and is located in an undefined potential historic district associated with the period of post‐1906
Earthquake reconstruction. The consultant also noted that the subject building was rated “1” in
San Francisco’s 1976 Citywide Architectural Survey, a numerical scale ranging from a low of “‐2” to
a high of “5,” indicating the subject building has contextual architectural importance.

Michael R. Corbett, Architectural Historian. This evaluation is available for public review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case No. 2004.0557E.
5
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Experts may disagree about the eligibility of buildings for the California Register. The purpose of
the EIR process is to fully disclose information to the public by presenting all assessments about
the historicity of the church building conducted during the course of environmental review. The
EIR concludes that the church building is a historical resource and that its demolition would be
significant (page 83) and unavoidable (page 97).

Comment #16 – Other Information
“I didn’t want to have to repeat what’s already in front of me, so I just wanted to let it be known that a lot
of the issues raised in the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board letter are ones that echo my concerns.
And in particular I guess I am curious to know a little bit more about the history that this particular
Methodist congregation has formed in the larger city, just in terms also the Methodist question. And they
did have a question here regarding whether or not the existing church building is the oldest Methodist
church building in San Francisco.
“So it’s stuff related to that that I’m curious about. Even though I don’t believe it’s still used as a
Methodist church, I just think that those types of issues are important to preserve, that history. So thank
you.” (Christina Olague, Planning Commissioner, oral comments)
“The Board recommends that the project sponsor include a greater number of photographs of the existing
church building and to provide a site plan and rear elevations of the subject property. The Board also
recommends that the Project Sponsor clarify whether original building plans for the church building
exist. Further, the Board recommends that DEIR [sic] clearly state whether the existing church building is
the oldest extant Methodist Church building in San Francisco.
“Similarly, the Board would like the DEIR to include an expanded discussion of the architect of the
existing church building, George Washington Kramer, including his body of work and practice. In
addition, the Board would like the DEIR to include an expanded discussion of the history this particular
Methodist congregation and its role in the larger history of the city.” (Robert Cherney, Acting President,
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, written comments, Letter D)
“Here are the topics that we consider to be under‐represented by the DEIR:
“The Church Architect: George Washington Kramer
“The evaluation includes many of the highlights of the career of the architect of the church, his
publication, his prolific output, but the significance of his role in church design and the extent of the
national and state register quality of his work was overlooked in the DEIR. We note that thirteen of his
buildings are of such stature (see appendix attached) [see Appendix A: Comment Letters], and our research
is ongoing. Early on in our research we discovered that Mr. Kramer was a Fellow in the American
Institute of Architects, a fact missed by the preparer. Through the end of the 19th century, Kramer
developed a plan for a ‘combination church’,’ a variation of the ‘Pulpit in the Corner’ which became
known as the ‘Akron Plan.’ This plan influenced the design of thousands of churches all over the United
States. It is not clear from the lack of plans of the existing church whether or not this building is in fact an
Akron Plan Church.
“These subjects have direct bearing on the work of Kramer, his qualifications as a master architect of the
Church Type, and the relationship of this church to those ideas which made his place in the design of
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churches throughout the United States so influential. They need to be researched, presented and
evaluated to determine whether this church is indeed both California Register‐eligible and National
Register‐eligible, as Staff believes.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“I’m an architect here in the city. And we, in looking at the historical resource analysis for the building in
the Draft EIR, would like to request that there’s more research done on George Washington Kramer. We
found in the preface of his book that he was a fellow in the American Institute of Architects, not an honor
given lightly. More research about that honorific and what it represented would be helpful to understand
his place in architecture at the time that this building was created.
“We would also ask for a little more careful research into the registered landmarks that Kramer has
produced. Various states and a couple of national register buildings are to his credit as well.
“While the DEIR mentions the Akron Plan and that innovation of a combination church that Kramer was
responsible for, and the 2000‐some buildings that he produced, very prolific in his career, it was the
Akron Plan that brought him the attention and the notoriety. And so a more thorough discussion of that
plan, actually having the plans of the church itself so that we could see how it relates to that plan, would
be helpful for the EIR as well.
“We will also submit some written comments, and we appreciate this opportunity to talk to you both
about the history of the church and the architect who designed it and look forward to seeing more
thorough research and more objective research in the revisions to the Draft.” (Joseph Butler, oral comments)
“I’d like to introduce you to George Washington Kramer, FAIA. Kramer was an influential church
architect at the turn of the twentieth century. From his best selling book published in 1897 entitled What,
How and Why a Church Building, I’d like to give you a glimpse of his church work.
[Commenter shows examples of George Washington Kramer’s work.]
“St. John’s Church in New Rochelle, New York; Elm Park Church in Scranton, Pennsylvania; a church in
Rochester, New York; a preface from his book; Union Church at 48th Street near Broadway, New York,
and the interior of the same book.
“Kramer was based in Akron, Ohio and later New York where he passed away in 1938. These examples
show a nationwide practice of Kramer producing a body of work of the highest quality.
“Christ Church in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; interior of the same church. First Presbyterian Church in
Asbury Park, New Jersey; church in Kingston, New York; church in Derby, Connecticut; church in
Marshalltown, Iowa and Williams Methodist Church. This particular church in Norfolk, Virginia is listed
in the National Register of Historic Places. The registry listing. Depending upon the congregation
finances and the local buildings, Kramer also designed in brick and wood. This is the Lincoln Avenue
Church in Los Angeles. It’s Historic Monument No. 245. It was moved from Pasadena to L.A. in 1981.
Methodist Church in Buffalo, Wyoming and finally First St. John’s Methodist Church in San Francisco.”
(Michael Schoolnik, oral comments)
Response #16
The Planning Department’s historical resource evaluation found the church to be a historical
resource because (1) it was designed by a nationally recognized master architect, William
Kramer; (2) its plan is identical to Kramer’s innovative “Pulpit in the Corner Church” plan; and
(3) it is the only Kramer‐designed building in San Francisco, as stated in the Draft EIR on pages
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80‐83. Although additional information may be desirable for other purposes, the information in
the Draft EIR is sufficient to inform the environmental review process.
Draft EIR Figures 11 through 13 (pages 49, 51, and 52) include views of the existing church.
Figures C&R.7 and C&R.8 show views of the church’s interior. Figure C&R.7 is added to the EIR
as noted in Chapter D. Draft EIR Revisions of this document. Existing site plans, rear elevations
of the existing property, and the original building plans are not required by CEQA.
The existing church is the oldest extant Methodist Church building in San Francisco and the text
in Chapter III, page 75 of the Draft EIR, end of the first paragraph, is revised to read as follows:
“… twentieth century building. The church is the oldest existing Methodist Church
building in San Francisco.”
The Draft EIR includes discussion about the architect, the Akron Plan, and the church on pages
74‐76, and notes that Kramer is said to have designed more than 2,000 buildings in the United
States, not all of which were churches.

Comment #17 – Nearby Historical Buildings
“A number of other historical resources are mentioned as being near the church. The list is short and not
as close as the Julia Morgan apartment building one block south or other ‘Here Today’ and 1976
Architectural Survey properties much closer. There is discussion of the architectural cohesiveness of the
surrounding blocks, rebuilt in the aftermath of the Great Fire of 1906, as potentially representing at least a
local Historic District.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“In the surrounding neighborhood, the historic buildings are mentioned but most of the ones mentioned
are more than a mile from the project site. There is a Julia Morgan building within a block or two blocks
from the project site, and so I think the DEIR should look more carefully at what other 1976 architectural
survey buildings and other buildings that are in Here Today that are close by the property.” (Joseph
Bulter, oral comments)
Response #17
The list of buildings in the Polk Gulch neighborhood, on page 74 of the Draft EIR, contains
landmark buildings designated in Article 10 of the Planning Code. In a city such as San Francisco,
many historical buildings could be included in an expanded list, such as the Julia Morgan‐
designed apartment building located one block south of the project site or other “Here Today”
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properties. The purpose of the information regarding nearby historic buildings is to provide a
brief project area setting description of the historical resources in the Polk Gulch area.
Two noteworthy buildings designed by Morgan are in the project vicinity: the Cox Apartments,
ca. 1910, at 1720 Pacific Avenue, three blocks from the project site; and the Mann Residence, ca.
1911, at 2222 Clay Street, seven blocks from the project site. Any other building designed by
Morgan in the area has not been identified as being a noteworthy example of her work.
In order to include the Julia Morgan houses in the discussion of existing properties in the site
vicinity, the text of Chapter III, page 74 of the Draft EIR, end of the paragraph, is revised to read
as follows:
“The Romanesque St. Brigid’s Church stands on the southwest corner of the intersection
of Van Ness Avenue and Broadway, seven blocks northwest of the project site. Although
not designated City landmarks, many other buildings that potentially may be considered
historical resources exist in the site vicinity, such as two buildings designed by Julia
Morgan: the Cox Apartments, ca. 1910, three blocks northwest of the project site at 1720
Pacific Avenue; and the Mann Residence, ca. 1911, at 2222 Clay Street, west of Lafayette
Square, seven blocks from the project site.”

Comment #18 – Church Interior
“Do we have any photographs of the inside of the church?
“Would you consider it historical, based on your knowledge of the laws? I don’t know if you’ve been to
St. Bridget’s because I remember we had some issues, whatever is attached to the wall of a church, that
we made it—I forgot how it was worded. But I guess the question is the interior of the churches, is there
something that we know of that could be considered historical?
“Specifically the stained glass—and I don’t know what’s imbedded in the—it’s an old church. I haven’t
been inside. But I know we restored one off of one of the piers for the fisherman. I don’t know if it’s
historical now or not, but I think that’s something we should take a look at.” (William Lee, Planning
Commissioner, oral testimony)
“I’d love to see some [photographs of the interior] too.” (Christina Olague, Planning Commissioner, oral
testimony)

Response #18
Photographs of the church interior are included in Figures C&R.7 and C&R.8. Figure C&R.7 has
been added to the EIR. The Planning Department identified the following character‐defining
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historical features of the church: its Mission Revival style with stucco‐clad exterior; low‐pitched
roof; rounded windows and doors; tower with narrow, paired, and arched windows and
balconies; and the stained glass windows. In addition, the evaluation states that only minimal
change to the building’s interior and exterior could occur before causing a significant impact,
thereby generally identifying the interior as character‐defining.6 The 1601 Larkin Street church’s
plan is identical to the “Pulpit in the Corner Church” plan (popularly known as the Akron Plan),
which was a variation of the standard Methodist church plan. By the 1890s, the United Methodist
Church was using the Akron Plan to design their medium to large churches across the country—
another point supporting California Register eligibility under Criterion 3 – Architecture.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Comment #19 – Traffic
“The DEIR estimates that there will be an increase in vehicle trips, fourteen in total. It further states that
given applicable vehicle occupancy rates, there will be an increase ‘to about 12 new vehicle trips during
the p.m. peak hour.’ (Ref: page 6 of the Draft EIR). The property is currently abandoned. There should be
no vehicle trips calculated currently. The ‘increase’ should be measured from zero trips to 14 trips; not 12
additional trips. One service trip per day seems low for a building with 27 units, and a projected
population of 55 residents, with deliveries, service calls etc.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“There will be an increase in traffic by this new project. Why is it not mentioned in the DEIR?” (Donald
Chan, written comments, Letter G)
“Our neighborhood is quaint. However, it is also a busy street as Larkin Street is a fire run for the Fire
Department and fire trucks, along with ambulances, police cars, as well as the regular traffic. As such, a
large apartment building with its incoming and outgoing cars would impede the flow of traffic on Larkin
Street and add to the congestion to this busy intersection.” (Karene Jen, written comments, Letter I)
Response #19
The commenter raises concerns regarding the travel demand calculations. The travel demand
associated with the proposed project is presented on page 66 of the Draft EIR. The transportation
analysis did not include a credit for any existing trips that may occur to or from the project site

Mark Luellen, Preservation Coordinator, Planning Department. Memorandum: “Historic Resource Evaluation
Response,” February 22, 2005, page 5. Memorandum included as Appendix C of the DEIR.
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because the building is currently vacant. Within San Francisco, the trip generation analysis starts
with a calculation of person‐trips to and from the site, then disaggregates these trips by the
various modes (e.g., transit, walk, autos). In order to account for conditions when more than one
person shares a vehicle (e.g., roommates carpooling to or from work), an average vehicle
occupancy rate (i.e., average number of persons per vehicle, which is based on the 2000 U.S.
Census of the project site tract, Census Tract #110) is applied to the person‐trips to derive the
number of vehicles that would travel to and from the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak
hour, the proposed project would generate 14 person‐trips that would be accommodated within
vehicles, and, applying an average vehicle occupancy rate of 1.2 persons per vehicle, there would
be 12 vehicles traveling to or from the project site. The number of service and loading vehicles
generated by the 27 residential units was estimated based on the methodology contained in the
San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental
Review, October 2002 (“SF Guidelines”). These rates were developed based on surveys of various
uses in San Francisco, and represent an average rate for delivery and service vehicle trips to the
project site.
The unsignalized intersection of Clay/Larkin currently operates at acceptable level of service
(“LOS”) conditions. LOS is a qualitative description of an intersection’s performance based on the
average delay per vehicle. Intersection levels of service range from LOS A, which indicates free‐
flow or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates congested or overloaded
conditions with extremely long delays. In San Francisco, LOS A through LOS D are considered
excellent to satisfactory service levels, and LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service
levels. During the p.m. peak hour, the northbound approach of Larkin Street to Clay Street
operates with the greatest delay, operating at LOS B. Pages 67 and 68 of the Draft EIR present an
assessment of the additional project‐generated vehicles on intersection levels of service. During
the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the addition of the 12 vehicles to the local street network, all
study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of LOS D or better.

Comment #20 – Congestion and Safety
“I myself suffered a traffic collision one year when I was backing out of our garage and another car
making a left hand turn from Clay Street onto Larkin hit be backside. I was blind sided.
“Oftentimes, I see cars going down Clay Street going the wrong way, and then either turning back, or
not. Also, car accidents here are a regular and unfortunate occurrence. This is an accident‐prone comer, of
which the rate of accidents will tragically climb based upon this new structure.
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“The concerns are [...] 3. Adding traffic would add to the congestion and safety of the existing street
traffic.” (Karene Jen, written comments, Letter I)
“This corner is where Clay merges from two lanes into one and there are many unfortunate collisions.
Even though there are stop signs on all four corners, many drivers in a hurry don’t stop at all. They are
talking on their cell phones and not paying attention. I have personally witnessed many collisions. How
could I not? The sound of two vehicles crashing is very loud and this is right in front of me.” (Rowena Jen,
written comments, Letter J)
Response #20
The commenters raise questions regarding traffic congestion and safety on Clay Street and on
Larkin Street. The Municipal Transportation Agency (“MTA”) conducts an annual assessment of
collision data to identify high accident locations, and to develop and implement improvements to
enhance safety at those locations. The most recent assessment is contained in San Francisco 2006
Collision Report, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Traffic Engineering Division,
August 2007. The intersection of Clay/Larkin is not identified as a high accident intersection
because it is not an intersection with 64 or more collisions resulting in injury within the ten‐year
period between 1997 and 2006, or as an intersection with ten or more vehicle‐pedestrian injury
collisions within the five‐year period between 2002 and 2006. MTA has an ongoing safety
program as part of the Livable Streets effort to make streets safe and attractive to all users. This
effort addresses issues such as those described by the commenter (e.g., turning incorrectly into a
one‐way street, not stopping at STOP signs or signals, not yielding to pedestrians).
Pages 67 and 68 of the Draft EIR present an assessment of the additional project‐generated
vehicles on intersection levels of service at the study intersections. During the weekday p.m. peak
hour, with the addition of the 12 project‐generated vehicles to the local street network, all study
intersections would operate at acceptable conditions at LOS D or better.

Comment #21 – Transit and Curb Cuts
“Is Clay Street considered a [sic] Important Transit Street or Secondary Transit Street? … If considered
either, where can I find the policy around what is allowed/recommended/permitted on those types of
corridors?” (Wylie Adams, written comments, Letter E)
“Currently, Clay Street is a two‐lane, one‐way street from Van Ness to Larkin Street and a one‐lane, one‐
way street from Larkin Street to Kearny Street. The One California Muni Bus route uses Clay Street as
well. The ‘1601‐1603 Larkin Street Housing Project’ calls for a garage entrance/exit on Clay Street. I
believe there needs to be further research done on the overall impact on the traffic flow.” (Donald Chan,
written comments, Letter G)
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“The garage entry is inappropriately located. There are two garage entries, but most of the traffic would
be going in through the Clay Street entry causing the most possible interference with the No. 1 California
bus on a transit preferential street and causing the most possible interference with traffic on a street
which the EIR correctly states often has a free flow of traffic except when it doesn’t. And very often that
street is very clogged with traffic, especially on weekends and times that weren’t studied here.
“There are places where—other locations, other lots—where you could only enter and exit on Clay Street.
But this is a corner site where the garage entry could be entirely from Larkin Street, and so it should be.
“On transit preferential streets, the policy of the city is that there should be reduced curb cuts or relocated
curb cuts, and this is a transit preferential street.” (Linda Chapman, oral comments)
Response #21
The commenters refer to policies related to designated Transit Preferential streets and the
designation of Clay Street as a Transit Preferential Street.
The Transit Preferential Street network classification system takes into consideration all
transportation functions, and identifies the major transit routes where general traffic should be
routed away from or reduced. There are two classifications of transit preferential streets: Primary
Transit streets, which are either Transit‐Oriented or Transit‐Important; and Secondary Transit
streets.
Primary Transit Street – Transit‐Oriented: Not major arterials, with either high transit ridership
or a high frequency of service, or have surface rail. Along these streets, the emphasis should be
on moving transit vehicles, and impacts on automobile traffic should be of secondary concern.
Primary Transit Street – Transit‐Important: Major arterials, with high transit ridership, high
frequency of service, or surface rail. Along these streets, the goal is to improve the balance
between transit and private automobile modes of transportation, and the emphasis should be on
moving people and goods on public transit, rather than on moving private vehicles.
Secondary Transit Street: Medium transit ridership and low‐to‐medium frequency of service, or
medium frequency of service and low‐to‐medium transit ridership, or connects two or more
major destinations.
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More information is available in the Transportation Element of the General Plan.7 Table 4 provides
the criteria for the transit preferential street classification system. Objectives 20 through 22 in the
General Plan are Mass Transit Objectives.
The General Plan identifies Clay Street as a Transit Preferential Street – Transit Important,
between Drumm and Kearny streets, and as a Secondary Transit Street, between Kearny and
Gough streets. Therefore, Transit Preferential Street policies related to reduction of or relocation
of curb cuts are not applicable to the project site.
The commenters raise concerns regarding the location of the proposed project driveways, and
identify their preferences that the proposed project garage entrance/exit should only be on Larkin
Street. Due to the change in grade between Larkin Street and Clay Street, and to meet the
Planning Code requirement for providing a minimum of one parking space per dwelling unit, the
proposed project garage would be split into two components, with 21 parking spaces accessed
via Clay Street, and 9 parking spaces accessed via Larkin Street, three more than the minimum
number required by the Planning Code.
As indicated on page 69 of the Draft EIR, adjacent to the project site are two eastbound travel
lanes on Clay Street. East of Larkin Street, Clay Street has one eastbound travel lane. Due to the
low volume of vehicles estimated to enter and exit the garage on Clay Street (total of eight
inbound and outbound vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour), the two travel lanes on
Clay Street, adjacent to the project site, and the one‐way eastbound traffic flow on Clay Street,
would have minimal, if any, conflicts between vehicles entering and exiting the proposed project
garage and the 1‐California buses.
The impact of the additional vehicle trips on traffic operations was assessed as part of the
intersection LOS analysis (see pages 67 and 68 of the Draft EIR). The additional 12 project‐
generated trips to the adjacent street network would result in a minimal increase in vehicle
delays, and the five study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable LOS D or better.

Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/I4_Transportation.htm. Accessed March 1,
2010.
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Comment #22 – Transit Congestion
“Muni operates the 1‐California line on Clay Street. Clay Street is a public transportation thoroughfare to
the SF downtown area. There are 6 Muni bus lines and two cable car lines within blocks of the proposed
project. Though the DEIR addresses ridership, it does not adequately address potential interference to the
bus line itself due to the larger full floor garage with its entrance on Clay Street. Further, it does not
discuss whether Clay Street, with the frequent operation of the heavily traveled 1‐California bus line, is a
‘Preferential Transit Street.’ It is City policy that ‘automobile facility features’ (such as driveways and
loading docks) should be reduced, relocated or prohibited on transit preferential streets in order to avoid
traffic conflicts and automobile congestions. (Ref: DEIR, page 53, Appendix B, Transit Preferential
Streets). There is no discussion of this in the DEIR.
“Further, there is no discussion of the City’s ‘Transit First’ policy. The DEIR has not sufficiently
addressed potential interference of Muni service.
“Both the Initial Study and the DEIR present analysis and statistics based on late afternoon peak
commute hours (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) only. This fails to recognize the fact that the 1‐California bus line,
which stops across the street from the proposed site, serves morning downtown commuters from as far as
the Outer Richmond to downtown.
“As presented, the data affords no basis to calculate how many added vehicle trips during non‐peak
hours could interfere with transit lines that has [sic] frequent service through out the day. Trolley [sic]
vehicles often stack up when impeded by traffic, affecting service along the entire route. Trolleys
maneuver around with difficulty. We believe all cars entering or exiting the Clay Street garage could
impede Muni service. This could exacerbate slow traffic movement that often occurs when vehicles
exceed Clay Street’s carrying capacity on Nob Hill all the way through Chinatown.” (Joseph Butler, written
comments, Letter F)
“I lived on Clay Street for 22 years about a block and a half east of this project, and when people would
come to pick me up we would try to get off Clay Street right away because you often otherwise would
just be impeded all of the way down through Chinatown.
“This is often at the times that were not studied. The p.m. peak was the only time that was studied. I
would point out that the No. 1 California bus, the main time that we would be concerned about would be
the a.m. peak because that’s when it’s going up Clay Street, and that’s the time when buses more than
any traffic in and out of that garage would be interfering with people trying to get to the financial district.
The No. 1 California bus is a trolley, and as you may know they get backed up behind one another and it
can affect the transit all the way across the city.” (Linda Chapman, oral comments)
“Muni operates the 1 California line on Clay Street. This is a heavily traveled street for commuters going
to Chinatown and the downtown and financial districts. The DEIR provides a table on p. 59 of weekday
pm peak hours. What about the morning commute which is a busier time since it interferes with the
Golden Gate Disposal garbage and recycling pickup (the largest trucks) and the street cleaning trucks?”
(Rowena Jen, written comments, Letter J)
Response #22
The commenters raise concerns related to the impact of the proposed project on transit operations
on Clay Street, and the time period analyzed in the project’s Transportation Study.
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The Transportation Study, on which the discussion in the Draft EIR is based, indicates that the
San Francisco General Plan identifies Clay Street between Kearny and Gough streets as a
Secondary Transit Street.8 This stretch of Clay Street is not a Transit Preferential Street. Therefore,
Transit Preferential Street policies related to reducing, relocating, or prohibiting facilities such as
driveways or loading docks are not applicable to the project site. Also, please see Response #21,
pages C&R.46 to C&R.47. The designation of Clay Street as a Secondary Transit Street was taken
into consideration in the transit impact analysis presented on page 69 of the Draft EIR.
The number of 1‐California buses on Clay Street are greatest during the weekday a.m. (7 to 9
a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak periods, when there are 20 buses per hour traveling on Clay
Street during both periods. During the weekday midday (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.) period, there are ten
buses per hour traveling on Clay Street. There are between three to ten buses per hour during the
weekday evening period (after 6 p.m.) and on weekends. Overall traffic volumes on Clay Street
are greatest during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours as well. The p.m. peak hour is selected
for impact analysis since this period generally represents more congested conditions at study
intersections than during the a.m. peak hour. Hourly distribution of traffic volumes on Clay
Street in the vicinity of the project site is not available to determine if overall peak hour traffic
volumes are greater during the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour.
During the p.m. peak hour, the intersection of Clay Street and Larkin Street operates at
acceptable service levels. At this intersection, the eastbound and northbound (which has the
greater delay) approaches operate at LOS B conditions, while the southbound approach operates
at LOS A conditions. The constraint on Clay Street, associated with the reduction from two
eastbound travel lanes to one eastbound travel lane, is east of the project site, and this condition
would not change as a result of the proposed project. Adjacent to the project site on Clay Street,
where there are two eastbound travel lanes, buses travel eastward in the southern travel lane,
because there is a bus stop on south side of Clay Street at Larkin Street, and buses do not travel
in the northern travel lane, which is the lane that vehicles would use to enter and exit the project
site. As indicated on page 69 of the Draft EIR, due to the low volume of vehicles projected to
enter and exit the garage on Clay Street (an estimated total of eight inbound and outbound
vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour), the two eastbound travel lanes on Clay Street,
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west of Larkin Street, and the one eastbound travel lane, east of Larkin Street, would have
minimal, if any, conflicts between vehicles entering and exiting the proposed project Clay Street
driveway and the 1‐California buses.
Page 59 of the EIR, first full paragraph, the following text is added after the first sentence:
“The p.m. peak hour is selected for impact analysis since this period generally represents
more congested conditions at study intersections than during the a.m. peak hour. Hourly
distribution of traffic volumes on Clay Street in the vicinity of the project site are not
available to determine if overall peak hour traffic volumes are greater during the a.m.
peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. It should be noted here that it is not the
standard methodology of the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental
Review, October 2002, (SF Guidelines) to collect the hourly distribution of traffic volume
over a day, because traffic can change day to day, month to month, season to season,
etc.”
Page 61 of the EIR, second full paragraph, following the first sentence, the following text is
added:
“The p.m. peak hour is selected for impact analysis since this period generally represents
more congested conditions at study intersections than during the a.m. peak hour. Hourly
distribution of traffic volumes on Clay Street in the vicinity of the project site are not
available to determine if overall peak hour traffic volumes are greater during the a.m.
peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. As discussed above, it is not the standard
methodology of the SF Guidelines to measure the hourly distribution of traffic volumes
throughout the day, because traffic can change day to day, month to month, season to
season, etc.”
Page 61 of the EIR, the following paragraph is added after the second full paragraph:
“The number of 1‐California buses on Clay Street are greatest during the weekday a.m. (7
to 9 a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak periods, when there are 20 buses per hour traveling
on Clay Street during both periods.11a During the weekday midday (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.)
period, there are ten buses per hour traveling on Clay Street. There are between three to
ten buses per hour during the weekday evening period (after 6 p.m.) and on weekends.
Overall traffic volumes on Clay Street are greatest during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.11b
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“11a LCW Consulting, 1601‐1603 Larkin Street Transportation Study, Final Report, November 13,
2006. This document is available for public review as part of Case File No. 2004.0557! at the
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco.
“11b Ibid, page 12.”

Page 69 of the EIR, the following paragraph replaces the second full paragraph under Transit
Impacts:
“The 1‐California bus line runs eastbound on Clay Street, and there is a curb bus stop on
the south curb (across from the project site) at the approach to Larkin Street. On Clay
Street, the proposed project driveway to the garage level containing 21 parking spaces
would be located at the western boundary of the project site (about 100 feet from Larkin
Street). There are two eastbound travel lanes adjacent to the project site (east of Larkin
Street, Clay Street has one eastbound travel lane), and parking on both sides of the street.
Due to the low volumes of vehicles anticipated to enter and exit the garage, the two
travel lanes on Clay Street, and the eastbound‐only traffic flow on Clay Street, minimal, if
any, conflicts between vehicles entering and exiting the proposed project driveway and
the 1‐California buses are anticipated.”
“During the p.m. peak hour, the intersection of Clay Street and Larkin Street operates at
acceptable service levels. At this intersection, the eastbound and northbound (which has
the greater delay) approaches operate at LOS B conditions, while the southbound
approach operates at LOS A conditions. The constraint on Clay Street, associated with
the reduction from two eastbound travel lanes to one eastbound travel lane and one
westbound travel lane, is east of the project site, and this condition would not change as a
result of the proposed project. Adjacent to the project site on Clay Street, where there are
two eastbound travel lanes, buses travel eastward in the southern travel lane in order to
access the bus stop located on the south side of Clay Street at Larkin Street, where buses
pull over to the curb for passenger loading. Buses do not travel in the northern travel
lane, which is the lane that vehicles would use to enter and exit the project site. As
indicated on page 69 of the Draft EIR, due to the low volume of vehicles projected to
enter and exit the garage on Clay Street (an estimated total of eight inbound and
outbound vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour), the two eastbound travel
lanes on Clay Street, west of Larkin Street, and the one eastbound travel lane, east of
Larkin Street, would have minimal, if any, conflicts between vehicles entering and
exiting the proposed project’s Clay Street driveway and the 1‐California buses.”
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Comment #23 – Parking
“The DEIR incorrectly states that the proposed project would not result in a significant parking impact.
Neighbors do not agree. The DEIR says long‐term parking demands at least eight more parking spaces
than the proposed project accommodates. This would exacerbate an already severe deficit of curbside
parking. Clay Street, between Polk and Larkin (the project site) only accommodates metered parking;
nearby Sacramento Street has restrictions on peak hour parking for transit preference. This means that
realistically, the only parking more than 30 minutes would be along Larkin Street and the streets further
east. The DEIR glosses over the consequences of the lack of adequate parking in an already crowded
neighborhood.
“In sum, there are daily incidents of illegal parking in bus stops, at street corners, adjacent to fire
hydrants, and at expired meters demonstrate that there is a persistent and chronic parking problem. Even
eight additional cars could have a significant adverse impact on the demand in our neighborhood.
“There has been no discussion of this issue and no objective analysis on parking [...] included in the
DEIR.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“During the hours of 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. there are ample amounts of meter parking. After 6:30 p.m. it is
nearly impossible to find parking within a two block radius. On page 7 of the DEIR the plan calls to wipe
out 8 parking and 1 curb cut parking meter space. In reality there is a shortage of 9 parking spaces. On
more than several occasions, my garage has been blocked due to the parking issue. With the shortfall of 9
spaces, one can only assume the parking problem will increase. Furthermore, there currently is a massive
project in progress located at 1800 Van Ness. This project will also greatly affect the parking issue. Where
do you expect people to park?” (Donald Chan, written comments, Letter G)
“Additionally with regard to parking, the project would add 30 parking spaces, and they anticipated
there might be a demand for 38 parking spaces. And they say well, they could be accommodated on the
[street].” (Linda Chapman, oral comments)
“Secondly with regards to traffic, I do not own a car and want to present a little bit of a personal
perspective. I don’t own a car. My neighbors do not own cars because it is extremely difficult to park in
our neighborhood. It typically takes in the evening about 15 to 20 minutes to find parking. I actually
usually offer to my friends that I will pay for their parking tickets and I will pay for their cab fares so they
do not need to park in our neighborhood. This is obviously a development that by not requiring and
producing parking for a third of the folks in the building would be problematic.” (David Chiu, oral
comments)
“The neighbors do not agree with the DEIR, that the proposed project would not result in a significant
parking impact. With the addition of 27 condos on this corner, we could be looking at 27, or 54, or at
worst 83 more cars on this corner. The condo prices today are so high that only very well to do families
could afford them and very possibly would own more than one car. The project provides only 30 spaces.
Where would these other vehicles park? I live across the street from the church, and I have a persistent
and chronic problem with neighbors parking in my driveway because it is the largest spot to pull over on
the corner. It is convenient for the garbage pickup, the couriers such as DHL, Federal Express, and U.S.
Postal service, food deliveries to all the adjacent neighbors, and taxi pickup and drop off, but very
inconvenient for me and my tenants.
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“The parking situation is brutal. Because it is so tight, some neighbors who own two cars keep the same
spot. They just alternate between their two cars and never leave the spot in front of their house. The meter
people tag vehicles daily on the timed meters on Clay Street and anyone who parks on driveways, bus
zones, yellow, red, green or fire hydrants. I remember when a quarter got one hour, then half/hour, then
15 minutes, then 10 minutes and now it gets 6 minutes. I myself have to carry a roll of quarters to park
anywhere in the city now. It is very frustrating. Also, we have street cleaning on a different side each
weekday. A large street cleaning truck with brushes drives along the curb to clean it. We also have a fire
run to the Leavenworth/Clay station. These fire trucks are very long and they must manipulate this
corner to get back to their station. The public parking lots in this neighborhood are not very safe as I have
people renting inside private parking from me because of the theft and vandalism to their vehicles in
public garages or on the street. One of my previous tenants told me she wanted an inside locked space
because her car was stolen off the street. She said she walked to her car on her way to work one morning
and it wasn’t there. Commuters from all over the Bay Area come to this neighborhood every working day
and leave their cars here for the day, hop on the bus, then pick up their car and drive home each night.”
(Rowena Jen, written comments, Letter J)
Response #23
The commenters present information regarding observed parking conditions in the vicinity of the
project site, and raise concerns regarding the EIR finding that the proposed project would not
result in a significant parking impact. The commenters identify numerous activities associated
with limited off‐street and on‐street parking, including illegal parking (within bus stops, at
hydrants, blocking driveways). The commenters also state that a number of residents in the area
do not own cars because of difficulty in parking in their neighborhood.
The proposed project would provide parking in accordance with the requirements of the Planning
Code, and the 30 spaces proposed as part of the project would meet the Planning Code
requirements. Based on the methodology specified in the San Francisco Transportation Impact
Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, the 27 residential units would generate a parking
demand for 38 spaces, thereby resulting in a shortfall of eight spaces. The parking demand
associated with the project may be somewhat lower than determined using the SF Guidelines
methodology. The residential parking demand rates are based on citywide parking demand, and
compared with the rest of the city, car ownership in the project area is lower, and therefore, the
actual parking demand for the proposed project would likely be less than projected. According to
auto availability statistics from the 2000 U.S. Census, current residents in the area (Census Tract
110) have an average of 0.7 vehicles per household, whereas 1.11 vehicles per household is the
average vehicle ownership rate for the entire city.
The parking impact analysis, as specified in the San Francisco Transportation Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review, compares the proposed parking space supply to the Planning Code
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requirements, and also compares the proposed supply to the estimated parking space demand.
As stated on page 69 of the Draft EIR, the Planning Code requires that the proposed project
provide 27 parking spaces. Since the project would provide 30 parking spaces, it would meet the
Planning Code requirement. However, the 38‐space parking demand would exceed the proposed
parking space supply of 30 spaces by eight spaces.
The significance criteria used to assess parking are presented on pages 64 and 65 of the Draft EIR.
San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment
because parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies from day to day,
from day to night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack
thereof) is not a permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change their
modes and patterns of travel.
As stated in the Draft EIR, parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts
on the physical environment as defined by CEQA. According to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064(e), a project’s social impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on the
environment. Environmental documents should, however, address the secondary physical
impacts that could be triggered by a social impact as per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a).) The
social inconvenience of parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not
considered a physical environmental impact; but there may be secondary physical environmental
impacts, such as increased traffic congestion at intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts,
or noise impacts caused by congestion. In the experience of San Francisco transportation
planners, however, the absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available
alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicycles or walking) and a relatively dense
pattern of urban development, induces many drivers to seek and find alternative parking
facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any such resulting
shifts to transit service, in particular, would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy.
The City’s Transit First Policy, established in the City’s Charter Section 16.102 provides that
“parking policies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by
public transportation and alternative transportation.”
Since the project site is within a Residential Permit Parking (“RPP”) area “C”, commuters who
drive to the neighborhood to park all day, and take a Muni bus to work, would likely receive
parking tickets.

Case No. 2004.0557E

C&R.54

1601-1603 Larkin Street Housing Project

C.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment #24 – Parking Study
“Parking Survey. I mentioned a DPT study that was done in the 80s which concluded that parking was
running at 110% (resulting in a lot of illegal parking). This study was done when the City was evaluating
permit parking in our area.
“Do you know if there is an updated DPT study? If so, what are the findings? Where can I get a copy?
“I think the upshot is that there is not necessarily more parking even [sic] this study is 30 years stale.”
(Wylie Adams, written comments, Letter E)
“We believe the neighborhood is already utilizing its curbside parking to the maximum capacity. DPT
funded a study of Polk Street and the west slope if [sic] Nob Hill before it implemented Residential
Permit Parking in the 1980’s. The Study found that parking was utilized to [sic] 110% at all hours of the
day. A stroll along Larkin, Clay, Washington, and Sacramento streets near the proposed project on
virtually any day, at any time, will support this assertion. Absent a more recent study, we believe the
DEIR should refer to the objective City study on the occupancy of curbside parking measured at various
hours.
“There has been no discussion of this issue and no objective analysis on [...] traffic data included in the
DEIR.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“I ask your indulgence to speak on behalf of the legendary Nob Hill Neighbors which went out of
existence in the early 90s but which was the group that actually got the current height limits and zoning
enacted, and it was very involved with transportation issues. And I’m delighted that now three successor
organizations on the west and south slopes have taken our place.
“We did studies which I’m going to refer to and ask you to update, and I’m going to myself focus mainly
even on some inappropriate features relating to the garage entry to traffic and transportation since others
will be talking about other matters.
“We did represent all of Nob Hill. We did some census data studies that covered all of Nob Hill with
record to traffic and transportation, which I hope you might update for the west slope.” (Linda Chapman,
oral comments)
Response #24
The commenters indicate that on‐street parking in the neighborhood is at capacity, and inquire
whether an update of the parking study conducted as part of the Residential Permit Parking
(RPP) in the 1980s is available. Parking duration studies in the 1980s were conducted as part of
the implementation of new RPP areas to determine the duration of on‐street parking for vehicles,
and the hours during the day, and days of the week, that the restriction would be in place (these
studies are available from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, One South Van
Ness Avenue, 7th Floor). These studies are updated when the characteristics of an area change, or
when changes to an RPP area are considered. There has been no update in the project area.
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The Area “C” parking permit area in which the project is located restricts on‐street parking of
vehicles without permits to a two‐hour limit between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., Monday through
Saturday. The Draft EIR (page 63) states that on‐street parking is well‐used throughout the day
on streets subject to the RPP, and that some parking is available at the metered spaces closer to
Polk Street and Van Ness Avenue. Additional detailed occupancy studies are not required to
confirm that on‐street parking is well used and at capacity.
Please see Response #23, pages C&R.53 to C&R.54. San Francisco does not consider parking
supply as part of the permanent physical environment, because supply varies depending in time
of day, day to day, seasons, etc.

Comment #25 – Pedestrian Safety
“Your report states that the proposed new structure falls within most parameters of acceptability,
however, from my viewpoint, it is not acceptable in terms of [...] adding to the congestion, both street‐
wise and transportation‐wise, to this already busy comer, thus having the potential adverse affect [sic] of
automobile accidents, pedestrian accidents [...] There are, after all, many retired individuals, parents,
children, pets, as well as young adults, bicyclists, and motorcyclists all going about their business, who
walk around these streets.” (Karene Jen, written comments, Letter H)
“For the safety of the residents, many of which are elderly and children (Spring Valley Elementary School
is two blocks from this corner), the most vulnerable population, we feel very strongly that the city needs
to preserve this intersection, without adding more units and adding to the chaos. Around 1980, one
elderly owner on the corner was struck by a vehicle right in front of her own home and had a serious leg
injury. She had to endure pain and suffering and walk with a limp for the rest of her life.” (Rowena Jen,
written comments, Letter J)
Response #25
The commenters raise concerns related to the impact of vehicle trips generated by the proposed
project on pedestrian safety in the area. The impact of the travel demand associated with the
proposed project was assessed, and is described on pages 67 to 72 of the Draft EIR.
Current pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are low, and are accommodated within the
existing sidewalks. The addition of the 27 residential units would not substantially increase the
number of pedestrians on the adjacent sidewalks, or the number of vehicles traveling to or from
the project site. As indicated on page 70 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would add up to
30 pedestrian trips (11 transit trips, and 19 walk/bicycle/other trips) to the surrounding streets
during the weekday p.m. peak hour. While pedestrian and vehicle trips would increase with the
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proposed project, these trips could be accommodated without significantly impacting pedestrian
safety, the transportation infrastructure, and operating conditions.

NOISE
Comment #26 – Traffic Noise
“Your report states that the proposed new structure falls within most parameters of acceptability,
however, from my viewpoint, it is not acceptable in terms of [...] adding to the congestion, both street‐
wise and transportation‐wise, to this already busy comer, thus having the potential adverse affect of [...]
noise [...] There are, after all, many retired individuals, parents, children, pets, as well as young adults,
bicyclists, and motorcyclists all going about their business, who walk around these streets.” (Karene Jen,
written comments
Response #26
The Initial Study addresses noise impacts on pages 23‐25 (see Draft EIR, Appendix A, Initial
Study). The Draft EIR and the Initial Study indicate in numerous places that the project would
increase the level of activity on the project site. The Initial Study did not find any significant
transportation noise impacts due to the proposed project. The commenter may testify about the
project to the Planning Commission at the public hearing regarding the project’s Conditional Use
Authorization determination.

AIR QUALITY
Comment #27 – Air Emissions
“Your report states that the proposed new structure falls within most parameters of acceptability,
however, from my viewpoint, it is not acceptable in terms of [...] adding to the congestion, both street‐
wise and transportation‐wise, to this already busy comer, thus having the potential adverse affect [sic] of
[...] pollution. There are, after all, many retired individuals, parents, children, pets, as well as young
adults, bicyclists, and motorcyclists all going about their business, who walk around these streets.”
(Karene Jen, written comments, Letter H)
Response #27
The Initial Study addresses air quality impacts on pages 25‐27 (Draft EIR, Appendix A, Initial
Study). It found that the proposed project would not be expected to generate significant vehicular
emission air quality impacts, or to generate significant cumulative vehicular emission air quality

Case No. 2004.0557E

C&R.57

1601-1603 Larkin Street Housing Project

C.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

impacts. Construction of the proposed project would be expected to generate wind‐blown dust
from demolition, exposed soil, or other ground‐disturbing activities. These temporary and short‐
term effects could adversely affect local air quality. Mitigation Measure 1 on page 90 of the Draft
EIR includes a set of mitigation measures for particulate matter (dust) that would reduce
construction air quality impacts to a less‐than‐significant level.

WIND AND SHADOW
Comment #28 – Wind
“And then finally that area—I know the area well. I don’t live far from the area. I’m outside the 500‐foot
zone which allows me to participate in this hearing.
“That area does have a lot of homelessness and it’s dirty and the winds—I don’t know how the winds go
there, but if you take a walk in that area on that corner on Larkin heading west and east on the corner
where the church is there, there’s always been issues with garbage and debris. I’ve called in to clean it up
also.
“I guess the question there, if you put a large building there, I don’t see anything about the wind. There’s
going to be issues of wind. I don’t recall anything in the Draft EIR regarding any wind increase or
decrease. And maybe you can take a look at that when you provide comments. That’s all I have for now.”
(William Lee, Planning Commissioner, oral comments)
“The proposed project could have impacts ([...] wind [...]) equivalent to a 7‐story building. Drawings of
the south elevation present height and mass that seem to be equivalent to height and mass characteristics
of an 8‐story building.
“Though the DEIR does not address the wind impact, the Initial Study does reference a study conducted
by a meteorologist. However, it appears that this study may have been based on inaccurate information.
“The Initial Report states that the ‘site is currently occupied by a 55‐foot high church.’ (Ref: Initial Study,
page 29). In fact, only the church tower is 55 feet tall. The church building itself is only forty‐five feet tall.
Thus the findings in the Initial Study stating that there is only an eight foot increase in the overall height
of the proposed project, is [sic] inaccurate and any conclusions drawn as a result are likely to be faulty as
well since the proposed project would be close to twenty feet taller than the existing building. This
discrepancy needs to be addressed especially since the proposed building is ‘slab‐shaped.’ The Initial
Study states that ‘slab shaped’ buildings have the greatest potential to generate adverse wind conditions
and further suggests that this aspect of the project deserves further scrutiny. “Subsequent analysis should
be done using accurate data.
“Additionally, the Initial Study states that ‘the existing and surrounding three‐ and four‐story structures
to the north and west … within the project site’s block provide substantial buffer.’ This does not make
logical sense. The proposed development is six stories. The Study implies that three‐ and four‐story
buildings will provide shelter or buffer winds. More explanation and clarification is needed on how a
three‐ to four‐story building provides substantial buffer to pedestrians.
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“The Initial study treated the new massing, height and bulk of the proposed project as no more
significant than the effects produced by the existing church. The church however is free standing, with a
gap to its west between itself and the adjacent four story structure. The proposed project will be seven
levels high at this same point, and absent a few light wells will be built to its property line, unlike the
church building. Its slab construction will produce new wind patterns, and the solid wall it represents to
Clay Street will magnify and focus the wind it catches at the Clay and Larkin Streets corner.
“Likewise at the northwest corner of the site, and along its northern property line, there will be two
stories of construction, rather than the present asphalt parking garage at grade. The effect of the 100% lot
coverage on the adjacent structures and yards is not able to be judged, as no data was required thanks to
the erroneous conclusions of the Initial Study.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“The DEIR does not address the wind impact. The study done by a meteorologist appears to be based on
inaccurate information. From living on this corner for the past 35 years, I know how windy it gets. There
is constantly garbage in front of our building which I believe comes from the daily trash pickup which
blows downhill. It is no different across the street. The Initial Study states that the site is currently
occupied by a 55’ high church. This is incorrect. Only the bell tower is 55’, the church is about 45’ at the
highest point, and most of the structure is lower because it slopes down. Thus the finding in the Initial
Study stating that there is only an eight foot increase in the overall height of the proposed project is
inaccurate. It would be closer to 20’ taller than most parts of the existing church.
“The Initial Study states that ‘slab shaped’ buildings have the greatest potential to generate adverse wind
conditions so by its own admission, suggests that this aspect of the project needs further evaluation based
on accurate data.
“Further, the Initial Study implies that three and four story buildings will provide shelter and buffer
winds. The proposed development is six stories with penthouse above two levels of parking, which
would be the largest structure on the corner. How could most structures around it about half the size act
as a buffer? That does not make any sense. This needs to be re‐examined to reach a logical conclusion”
(Rowena Jen, written comments, Letter J)
Response #28
The wind impact evaluation examined the proposed building described in the project
description, a six‐story, rectilinear form, which would be one to three stories taller than
surrounding buildings (Draft EIR, Appendix A, Initial Study, pages 1‐12, 19). In addition, the
walls of the rooftop mechanical penthouse would be nine feet, nine inches tall, and set back by
approximately 20 feet from the Clay Street frontage and approximately 25 feet from the Larkin
Street frontage.
The Initial Study’s wind assessment addresses whether the proposed building would increase
wind speed(s) on surrounding sidewalks and other public areas at or above the San Francisco
Planning Code Section 148 wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed for a
single hour or more per year (see Draft EIR, Appendix A, Initial Study, page 29). If the proposed
project would cause such hazardous wind speed(s), then it would have a significant wind impact.
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Winds in San Francisco are prevalently from the west and northwest, off the Pacific Ocean. The
proposed building would have a 115‐foot east‐west axis and would be located on the southeast
corner of the project block. Buildings to the west and north on the project block would partially
buffer the project building from the west and northwest prevailing winds. Based on the proposed
building’s exposure, massing, and orientation, the Initial Study concludes that the proposed
project would not substantially change the wind environment of public areas, such as adjacent
and surrounding sidewalks, that winds would not reach the 26 mile per hour hazard criterion.
Hence, wind impacts would be less than significant. The revised building height of 64 feet would
not substantially change the wind assessment for the following reasons. (See Responses #2 and
#4, pages C&R.9 to C&R.15 and C&R.16 to C&R.18, respectively, for a discussion of the proposed
project’s building height.)
As noted in the Initial Study, tall buildings and massive structures can strongly affect the wind
environment for pedestrians. Groups of buildings tend to slow winds near ground level.
Buildings that are much taller than surrounding buildings intercept and redirect winds that
might otherwise flow overhead. These buildings divert winds downward to the street, where
ground‐level wind speed and turbulence might increase. These redirected winds can be relatively
strong and incompatible with intended uses of ground‐level public pedestrian areas.
1630 Clay Street, a four‐story building adjacent to the project site to the west, shields the lower 40
feet of the existing church building’s western wall from the prevailing winds. The project block’s
existing buildings to the west and north of the proposed building partially buffer winds blowing
through the mid‐block open space before they reach the approximately thirty‐foot‐tall north wall
and roof of the existing church building. Part of the existing church building’s upper walls, roof,
and the 54‐foot‐tall church tower rise above surrounding buildings and are exposed directly to
prevailing westerly and northwesterly winds.
The proposed building would be six stories, or 64 feet tall, and would have two stories or
approximately 20 feet of west‐facing wall height, and 30 feet of north‐facing wall height that
would be exposed directly to the prevailing westerly and northwesterly winds, respectively.
Although the mechanical penthouse’s nine‐foot, nine‐inch‐tall western and northern walls would
be exposed to prevailing winds, they would be set back approximately 20 feet from the north and
south sides of the building and approximately 25 feet from the east and west sides, and would
not affect ground‐level wind conditions. The proposed project’s new building surfaces would not
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be expected to substantially increase wind speeds than those created by the existing church
building in public areas, including sidewalks. Potential wind acceleration on the western wall
would be intercepted and diffused by the roof of the adjacent 1630 Clay Street building.
The private terrace on the north side of the proposed building may experience moderately
accelerated winds generated by the proposed project, and the wind consultant has recommended
landscaping to reduce wind and improve usability.
The proposed project would not substantially change wind speeds nor cause winds to exceed the
Planning Code hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed for a single hour or
more per year for public spaces, as delineated in Section 148, and its wind impact would be less
than significant.

Comment #29 – Shadow
“The Initial Study concludes that the DEIR need not address shadows which would result from the
proposed project. Such a conclusion is insufficiently supported by the facts. The proposed building is at
least twenty feet taller than surrounding buildings. An oversized mechanical penthouse could add
another ten feet of height. From the inadequate drawings, it seems the mass of the super structure could
have such a large footprint that its square footage may exceed the built area (even the total square
footage) of other lots on the block.
“The proposed project could have impacts ([...] shadow [...]) equivalent to a 7‐story building. Drawings of
the south elevation present height and mass that seem to be equivalent to height and mass characteristics
of an 8‐story building.
“Though the Initial Study finds that this will be ‘limited in scope, and would not increase the total
amount of shading necessary above levels which are common and generally accepted in urban areas’,
there is a significant difference from the height and massing of the current structure. The proposed
structure is certain to block far more sunlight, particularly during the winter months. The size of the
proposed structure speaks for itself. There will be considerable impact neighboring dwelling units, open
space, yards, surrounding areas, and the general climate around the project. Serious effects on suitability,
aesthetics, and functionality of some residential structures could be mitigated by alternative residential
projects that the DEIR did not consider. A shadow study should be done to analyze the additional
shading caused by the proposed project, in order to determine whether a significant adverse impact
would occur.
“The Initial Study concluded that the DEIR need not address the issue of shadows which would result
from the proposed project. Such a conclusion was insufficiently supported by the facts. In this case, the
proposed building is significantly taller than all of the existing residential buildings in the immediate
surrounding area by almost twenty feet, or more.
“Though the Initial Study finds that new shading will be ‘limited in scope, and would not increase the
total amount of shading necessary above levels which are common and generally accepted in urban
areas’, there is a vast difference between the proposed new height and massing of the proposed structure,
compared to both the existing Church and the surrounding residential buildings. The proposed structure
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is certain to block far more sunlight, particularly during the winter months with the lower sun angles,
than currently results from the massing of the Church, and these additional shading affects needs to be
studied.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“Your report states that the proposed new structure falls within most parameters of acceptability,
however, from my viewpoint, it is not acceptable in terms of 1) size, diminishing the quality of [...] light of
fellow tenants from all around the levels adjacent to the site [...]” (Karene Jen, written comments, Letter H)
“As I mentioned in my comments at the hearing of May 24, 2007, the proposed project would have a huge
negative impact on light and shadow to all neighbors.
“Currently, the existing church is perfectly in proportion to the adjacent lots and it compliments the
Gables at a diagonal, with its peaked roofs and Victorian charm. Since its roof is angled, it allows a lot of
natural light into the neighboring properties. The properties to the north are getting full southern
exposure (full sun). To the northwest, the backside of properties along Washington Street have
backyards, with bedrooms facing them. These neighbors are now getting full sunlight. This would be
dramatically reduced by a huge structure in front of it.
“As mentioned before, the proposed project would be built to the property line, with no setbacks, adding
to its already massive height and density, allowing no open space for light and air to the neighbors.”
(Rowena Jen, written comments, Letter J)
“I live at 1600 Larkin, directly to the east of the First St. John’s United Methodist Church. And we’ve been
there since 1972. I will talk about the massing and the height of the access to sunlight for the surrounding
properties in the street. The Initial Study concluded that the Draft EIR does not need to address the issue
of shadows which would result from the proposed project. But such a conclusion is insufficiently
supported by the facts.
“In this case the proposed building is significantly taller than all of the existing residential buildings and
the immediate surrounding areas by at least 20 feet. Though the initial study finds that the new shading
will be, quote, ‘limited in scope and would not increase the total amount of shading necessary above
levels which are common and generally accepted in urban areas,’ unquote, there is a huge difference
between the proposed new height and mass of this structure compared to both the existing church and all
the surrounding residential buildings.
“The proposed structure is certain to block off far more sunlight, particularly during the winter months
with lower sun angles than currently results from the massing of the church. And this shading needs to
be studied.
“The size of the proposed structure speaks for itself. I live right across the street from the church, and I’ve
been looking at it every day of my life for the last 35 years. On Larkin Street it’s about a third to a half of
the block including the parking lot. And on Clay Street it is about a third of the block. It is huge, that lot.
“There will be considerable shading impact to the immediate vicinity, the usable open space and
windows of neighboring dwelling units and their yards. Most of the neighbors have open backyards.
There are many apartments and mostly I think bedrooms all around the church which has southern
exposure. I know we get full sun all day long coming up from the east and going over setting on the west.
“The new height and bulk will create additional shade in the mid‐block open space to the north and west
of the project site, and on the surrounding streets having a wind and shade impact on the general
microclimate around the project. This in turn will have serious effects on the suitability, aesthetics, and
functionality of some neighbors.” (Rowena Jen, oral comments)
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Response #29
Planning Department staff prepared a shadow fan analysis of the proposed project (see Draft EIR,
Appendix A, Initial Study, page 27) and concluded that the proposed building would not cast
any shadow on any public open space protected by Section 295 of the Planning Code and,
therefore, would not have a significant impact.
The Initial Study includes discussion about the proposed project’s increase in shading on the
project site and surrounding properties. The project building would increase shading that would
vary by time of day and time of year. The additional shadow cast by the project building, for
most of the year, would mainly be on Larkin Street in front of and near the project site to the east
(p.m. only), north (a.m. and p.m.), on the roofs and walls of adjacent buildings to the west (a.m.
only), and on the southeast corner of the project block’s existing midblock open space (a.m. only).
Shading of sunlight on private property is rarely a significant impact under CEQA. Dense urban
development, such as in San Francisco, creates some shading of streets and adjacent structures.
Although residents may regard the increase in shading of public streets, sidewalks, and private
properties as an inconvenience, such shadows would be considered less than significant impacts
under CEQA.
Please see Response #4 on pages C&R.16 to C&R.18 for a description of the project height.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Comment #30 – Bird Displacement
“We also remind you that small animals such as pigeons and other birds make their home in this area
which would be significantly disrupted, if not destroyed, by this new structure. It is our perception that
these animals would be driven from the trees, among other structures, where they currently make their
habitat.
“The concerns are [...] Displacing birds from their habitats.” (Karene Jen, written comments, Letter I)
Response #30
The Initial Study evaluates the impact of the proposed project on small animals and birds that
make their home in this area (Draft EIR, Appendix A, Initial Study, pages 34‐36). The evaluation
found that the project site and its surroundings provide no significant biological habitat. As a
result, the proposed project could not affect rare, threatened, or endangered species or their
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habitats, or resident or migratory species or their habits, and therefore would not have a
significant impact on biological resources.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Comment #31 – Cumulative Traffic Area and Parking
“The conclusion does not make sense, that as a mitigation measure, the parking would be unbundled
from the sale of the individual units. There is no evidence that this would do anything to dampen the
auto buying habits of those who can afford to purchase these market rate units.
“Staff instead should instruct the developer to study the cumulative impacts of condominium buildings
constructed and converted after that 1980’s study and those proposed for future construction. How many
condominium units were added to the neighborhood from Van Ness to Leavenworth? How many new
parking spaces were added within these buildings? What are the expected parking demands City data
indicate residential units could generate? How does the number of parking spaces by newly constructed
condominium units compare to the demand generated by condo construction or conversion?
“The Nob Hill Neighbors made a study using the 1980 Census Data of four census tracts, numbers 110,
111, 112, and 119. These four census tracts included high end housing with garages and high auto
ownership. Looking only at tracts 110 and 111 where the project is located, we believe the rate of auto
ownership would be much lower. In the 25 years since, almost all of the housing constructed here has
been market rate with 1:1 parking or more per unit. This increases the cumulative impact of traffic on the
neighboring streets, and an increase in the demand for on‐street parking.” (Joseph Butler, written comments,
Letter F)
Response #31
Unbundling the cost of parking from the cost of the sale of the residential units is not identified
as a mitigation measure, rather as an improvement measure. As of June 2009, the San Francisco
Planning Code requires that all new structures with 10 or more residential dwelling units
unbundle the cost of parking from the sale or rental of the unit.
DEIR page 68 presents the future year 2025 cumulative traffic impact analysis, which takes into
account expected growth in housing and employment in San Francisco. This analysis was
conducted by LCW Consulting,9 based on the methodology contained in the Planning
Department’s Transportation Impact Guidelines of Environmental Review (SF Guidelines), dated
October 2002. The analysis indicated that the proposed project would not result in a significant

9

LCW Consulting, op cit.
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2025 Cumulative traffic impact.10 In addition, San Francisco does not consider parking supply as
part of the permanent physical environment because parking supply conditions change hour to
hour, day to night, day to day, season to season, etc. Thus, the San Francisco Planning
Department does not assess a cumulative parking supply scenario over a long span of time.
The commenter requests that the Planning Department require the project sponsor to prepare a
study of residential development, auto ownership, and parking demand since 1980. Such a study
is beyond the scope of this project‐specific EIR, and is not necessary in this case, because there is
substantial evidence in the record to support the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the proposed project
would not result in a significant cumulative traffic impact, as noted above.11
Based on Planning Department data contained in the SF Guidelines, the analysis of the proposed
project’s parking demand assumed a parking demand of 1.1 vehicles per unit for studio and one‐
bedroom units, and 1.5 vehicle per unit for two‐bedroom and three‐bedroom units. This parking
demand ratio is a citywide average rate. As indicated in Response #23 on page C&R.53, according
to auto availability statistics from the 2000 U.S. Census, current residents in the area, which is
within Census Tract 110, have an ownership average of 0.7 vehicles per household, compared to
1.11 vehicles per household for the entire city.
A comparison of 1980, 1990 and 2000 Census data on ownership of vehicles in Census Tract 110
indicates an increase in auto ownership between these census years. Between 1980 and 1990, auto
ownership for both owner‐occupied and renter‐occupied units remained relatively stable: 0.59
vehicles per household in 1980, compared to 0.57 vehicles per household in 1990. Between 1990
and 2000, auto ownership for both owner‐occupied and renter‐occupied units increased from 0.57
vehicles per household in 1990, to 0.70 vehicles per household in 2000. During the period
between 1990 and 2000, ownership of vehicles of owner‐occupied units increased by 2 percent,
while ownership of vehicles of renter‐occupied units increased by 28 percent. The data indicates
that the increased parking demand in the area is attributable to both owner‐occupied and renter‐
occupied units (including new condominium construction or conversion).
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Ibid, pp. 27‐29.

11

Ibid.
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MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES
Comment #32 – Historical Resources Mitigation Measure
“The Board would like the DEIR to provide greater detail regarding the proposed mitigation of a written
history of the existing building. Any written documentation proposed as a mitigation should be
performed to the standards outlined by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS).
“The Board would like the discussion of mitigation measures to include a description of how the building
has been used since its construction.
“The Board would like the DEIR to provide greater detail regarding the architectural salvage program
proposed as a mitigation measure.” (Robert Cherney, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, written
comments, Letter D)
Response #32
The text in Chapter IV, page 94, of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 5, first bullet, is revised by
the addition of a final sub‐section as follows:
“‐‐ The written documentation of the building’s history (all uses since construction),
should be performed to the Historic American Building Survey (HABS)standards.”
The Draft EIR notes on pages 94‐95 that an architectural salvage program would be developed by
a qualified architectural historian and include what can feasibly be salvaged, with the details to
be developed after project approval.

Comment #33 – Transit Pole Clutter Improvement Measure
“Improvement Measure 1 – Page 16 – SF MTA would like the option available to install eyebolts into the
building to reduce pole clutter.” (James Lowé, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, written
comments, Letter B)
Response #33
Improvement Measure 2 on page 95 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
“To reduce the number of poles to support the Muni overhead wire system, Muni may
request the installation of eyebolts in the proposed project building for the 1‐California
bus line that runs eastbound on Clay Street.”
“The project sponsor shall work with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency, Municipal Railway to reduce ‘pole clutter,’ by allowing the installation of
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eyebolts to the proposed project building, if feasible, to connect its electric trolley coach
bus line, the 1‐California bus, to its overhead wire system.”

ALTERNATIVES
Comment #34 – Options
“My other question here is that—parcel preservation [the Partial Preservation Alternative] can be
considered a viable option but the Board doesn’t consider that. And I’d like to know why the Landmarks
Board doesn’t consider that whereas the EIR considers it. And maybe Sophie [Hayward, San Francisco
Planning Department, Historic Preservation Planner] you can explain that when you come back and present
it to us.” (William Lee, Planning Commissioner, oral comments)
“Given the proposed ‘significant and unavoidable impact’ detailed for the proposed project, this office
recommends the implementation of Alternative B or Alternative C.” (California Historical Resources
Information System, written comments, Letter A)
“The Board does not feel that the Partial Preservation alternative proposed in the DEIR is a viable option.
“The Board would like the DEIR to expand the discussion of the proposed Adaptive Reuse alternative.
Specifically, the Board would like the DEIR to include graphic studies of the proposed alternatives,
including floor plans and renderings.
“The Board would like the DEIR to include a discussion of incentives that relate to the two preservation
alternatives, including federal and local tax incentives available for housing and for preservation.” (Robert
Cherney, Acting President, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, written comments, Letter D)
“Finally, the neighborhood group is very interested in some of the alternatives that the project addresses.
However, there are no drawings on any of the alternative projects. Some of those projects are reusing,
reusing a part. However, we just don’t know what that might look like.” (Wylie Adams, oral comments)
“Finally, the alternative plans for the adaptive reuse of the church in the DEIR should be more fully
graphically developed to be able to determine the impact they would have on the features to be
preserved of this Historic Register‐eligible building.
“This site has development potential but the DEIR gives short shrift to the alternatives. Where the
proposed project includes pages of renditions and floor plans, it does not do a thorough job of explaining
graphically any of the alternatives, several of which suggest intriguing uses of the land. For example,
Alternative B offers an option worth serious consideration in light of many of the neighbors’ concerns.
There is little effort expended to graphically explore these alternatives.” (Joseph Butler, written comments,
Letter F)
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“The DEIR provides many floorplans and drawings of the proposed project yet there is nothing at all to
look at for Alternative B: Adaptive Reuse, and Alternative C: Partial Preservation?” (Rowena Jen, written
comments, Letter J)
Response #34
The purpose of alternatives analyses under CEQA is to identify project or location alternatives
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant impact of the proposed project,
even if the alternatives would impede attaining project objectives or increase cost.12 CEQA
requires enough information for a meaningful analysis and comparison with the proposed
project,13 but does not require as much detail as presented or analyzed for the approval/
disapproval determination of the proposed project. CEQA allows, but does not require, the
inclusion of plans, photographs, or other graphical representations in descriptions of project
alternatives.14 Usually alternatives are developed with less detailed information than the
proposed project, and only conceptually, as in the case of the project alternatives’ description,
with key characteristics described. Should the Planning Commission choose to pursue approvals
for one of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR, the project sponsor would further develop
the plans over the course of the project review and permitting process; and the new proposal
could potentially also require some additional environmental review before it could be approved.
However, additional development of the plans would not be required to complete the
environmental analysis and to certify the EIR.
As discussed on pages 103‐104 in the Draft EIR, Alternative B, the Adaptive Reuse Alternative,
(shown in Figures C&R.9 and C&R.10 on pages C&R.70 and C&R.71, which will be added into
the Final EIR), would not include demolition of the church but would include renovation of the
church building in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, or the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties. It would also include construction of a new, rectangular, six‐
story, 64‐foot‐tall building on the existing surface parking lot.

12

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b), Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project.

13

Ibid, Section 15126.6(d).

14

Ibid, Section 15124, Project Description.
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Alternative C, the Partial Preservation Alternative, would include demolition of most of the
church building except for the existing tower and vestibule portion. After demolition of most of
the church, a new four‐story building, on the south portion of the site, and a five‐story building,
on the northeast section of the parcel, would be constructed, which would cover the entire lot, as
shown in Figures C&R.11 and C&R.12, on pages C&R.73 and C&R.72. The two figures will be
added to the Final EIR. (For the description of Alternative C, see page 105 in the Draft EIR.)
The former Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (which has since been replaced by the
Historic Preservation Commission, a decision‐making body under the City Charter) considered
Alternative B “viable” because it would avoid the proposed project’s substantial adverse
historical resource impact. It did not consider Alternative C “viable” because that alternative
would not avoid the substantial adverse impact. However, because the two alternatives represent
the two primary ways in which the project could be redesigned to reduce or avoid the project’s
significant historical resource impact. They are adequate alternatives for CEQA analysis.
Although the Draft EIR’s alternatives analyses are adequate under CEQA requirements,
photomontages and elevations of the alternatives, Figures C&R.9 through C&R.12, are included
on the following pages to aid in their visualization and will be included in the Final EIR. As they
illustrate, the Adaptive Reuse Alternative, Alternative B, would include the existing church
building with a 64‐foot‐tall rectangular residential building constructed on the existing surface
parking area. The Partial Preservation Alternative would incorporate the existing bell tower with
the vestibule into the southeast corner of a new 40‐foot‐tall (southern half) and 50‐foot‐tall
(northern half) rectangular building, which all together would cover the whole lot, including the
existing surface parking area.
The text in Chapter VI, page 103 of the EIR, Alternative B, first paragraph, third sentence, is
revised to read as follows:
“It would include construction of a new six‐story building on the existing surface
parking lot (see Figures 17 and 18 on pages 103a and 103b).”
New figures are inserted on new pages 103a and 103b of the EIR: Figures C&R.9 and C&R.10, on
pages C&R.70 and C&R.71, are added as new Figure 17 and Figure 18, respectively.
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The text in Chapter VI, page 105 of the EIR, Alternative C, first paragraph, first sentence, is
revised to read as follows:
“Alternative C, the Partial Preservation Alternative, would involve preserveation of only
the bell tower and vestibule of the existing church, demolishtion of the rest of the church
building, and construction of a residential building, which would coveroccupy the
remainder of the lot, including the existing surface parking lot to the north of the church
building (see Figures 19 and 20 on pages 105a and 105b).”
New figures are inserted on new pages 105a and 105b of the EIR: Figure C&R.11 and Figure
C&R.12, on pages C&R.72 and C&R.73, are added as new Figure 19 and Figure 20, respectively.

Comment #35 – Other Alternatives
“An alternative, not yet explored, would be to allow for a yard on the west side of the property. The yard
can be designed to allow for enjoyment by passers by. In the alternative, the project could also involve a
courtyard plus a smaller rear or side yard.
“An alternative, which has not to our knowledge been explored, is to offer senior housing. Senior housing
would reduce the parking demand and eliminate the 1:1 parking requirement for this site. IT [sic] would
allow for one‐fifth the number of spaces specified in the Planning Code (See S.F. Planning Code, Article
1.5, SEC. 151, Schedule of Required Off‐Street Parking Spaces).
“An alternative would be to use Larkin Street for the sole garage entry.” (Joseph Butler, written comments,
Letter F)
“All of the additional proposals for the 1601‐1603 Larkin Street Housing Project do not have the idea of
sub‐dividing the property. In other words, building two buildings, one on Clay Street and one on Larkin
Street and thus, changing a six story building into 2‐four story buildings, 12‐14 units each with
underground parking. Owner can sell one of the buildings to pay off the 2nd building.” (Donald Chan,
written comments, Letter G)
Response #35
As noted in Response #34 regarding Alternatives B and C, an alternative’s analysis under CEQA
examines the primary options for redesigning a project in order to substantially reduce or avoid
identified significant physical environmental impacts that would result from the proposed
project. Additionally, CEQA requires that an EIR examine a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives, not every conceivable alternative to the proposed project. The project design
options noted in the comments above do not avoid or substantially reduce the proposed project’s
significant historical resources impact. Because the impact to historical resources is the only
significant and unavoidable impact that would result from the proposed project, these also are
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not appropriate for CEQA alternatives analyses. They may be considered by the Planning
Commission during the project approval process, although any project changes would need to be
reviewed prior to approval for conformance with the EIR, and may require additional
environmental review.
Comments regarding the merits of and concerns about the project should be directed to the
Planning Commission to assist with its decision on whether or not to approve the proposed
project, a decision that will be made at a public hearing following certification (determination of
adequacy) of the Final EIR.

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE ADEQUACY OF THE DRAFT EIR
Comment #36 – EIR Analysis
“I’d like to commend the neighborhood and everybody who spoke for the thorough analysis they did in
such a short time. I happen to live within four blocks from the site, fully appreciate every comment that
was made and consider the proposal of this apartment building totally out of context and out of style
with what the neighborhood requires.
“This is one of the wonderful exclamation marks tucked away at a small scale at a site which is delightful
and really gives character and quality to the overall neighborhood. But the homes are actually quite
modest. They are beautiful in their own way, but they were all built after the earthquake in a rather quick
way. So there’s a certain solid uniformity yet a subtle degree of variety to this area which is really a solid
middle class neighborhood for all intents and purposes.
“As you move up the hill that changes rather quickly. We don’t want to go into detail. However, I think a
project would really require our attention because I think it sets the worst precedent of what can happen
when an EIR is not properly executed. And when indeed some of the subtle details which the neighbors
dug up themselves bring to our attention and when we follow through they are very easily recognized as
being correct. So I strongly basically support the criticism of the EIR and all the details which were
mentioned, and I encourage all of us to really pay more attention to this level of detail.” (Kathrin Moore,
Planning Commissioner, oral comments)
“Members of the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association (MPNA), Lower Polk Neighbors (LPN) as well
as other neighborhood residents are extremely concerned with the many impacts of this project. Our
concerns are based on issues raised by the DEIR—issues that we believe have been addressed
inadequately, or have been overlooked.” (Joseph Butler, written comments, Letter F)
“The 1601‐1603 Larkin Street Housing Project calls for numerous changes to the current standing
structure. It is my belief the project will have a negative effect on the entire neighborhood.” (Donald Chan,
written comments, Letter G)
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“[...] I’m a fellow Commissioner with the Small Business Commission. [...] I live across the street from the
church at 1635 Clay and I’m part of the leadership team of Middle Polk Neighbors. I’m also chair of the
Lower Polk Neighbors, and while Lower Polk Neighbors has not taken an official position on this
particular development because of the fact that we recently heard of it, I have not heard anything but
complaints about this proposed development.” (David Chiu, oral comments)
“The developer is suggesting that we take away a treasure of a building, a building with historical
significance, a building which offers relief in space in this densely populated neighborhood. What the
developer was giving us and what is evident in this DEIR is that there’s an appearance of something that
would be okay for the neighborhood, but if you look … closer it’s simply not there.
“I ask your reconsideration of this DEIR as we feel it’s not adequate.” (Dawn Trennert, oral comments)
“[...] I’ve lived in the neighborhood for about 17 years.
“The dwelling [sic] that will be demolished has been there for about 100 years, and I think that if that
building is being demolished what we would replace it with should be very carefully considered. And I
have a few concerns about how thoroughly things have been considered in the EIR.” (Kirsten Williams,
oral comments)
Response #36
These comments do not address the adequacy of the proposed project’s environmental review;
however, the following response is provided for informational purposes.
Comments about the merits of the proposed project are noted and may be raised before the
Planning Commission during its determination whether or not to approve the project. All
comments about the adequacy of the environmental analysis during the public review period and
hearing have been addressed in this Comments and Response document. Comments about
historical resources are addressed in the Draft EIR pages 73 to 84, and in this document,
Responses #13 to #18, pages C&R.34 to C&R.42., and Response #32 on page C&R.66, and
Response #34 on page C&R.68.

OTHER
Comment 37 – Density Bonuses
“Density bonuses for senior housing. What is it? Or where can I find more detail?” (Wylie Adams, written
comments, Letter E)
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Response #37
The project site is located in an RM‐3 (Residential, Mixed, Medium‐Density) District. The density
ratio allowed for dwelling units in an RM‐3 District is one unit per 400 square feet of lot area.
Section 209.1(m) of the Planning Code discusses the density ratios for dwellings specifically
designated for and occupied by senior citizens:
“Dwelling[s] specifically designed for and occupied by senior citizens or
physically handicapped persons, at a density ratio or number of dwelling units
not exceeding twice the number of dwelling units otherwise permitted above as
a principal use in the district. Such dwellings shall be limited to such occupancy
for the actual lifetime of the building by the requirements of State or Federal
programs for housing for senior citizens or physically handicapped persons, or
otherwise by design features and by legal arrangements approved as to form by
the City Attorney and satisfactory to the Department of City Planning. (Added
by Ord. 443‐78, App. 10/6/78)”
Comment #38 – Notification
“Since Feb. 11, 2005 when I received the first notice re: this project from speaking to my neighbors, the
circulation of notices from the Planning Dept. has not reached all owners. Some of them told me they
didn’t receive anything in the mail. In that notice it stated that we needed to make comments and contact
the reviewer by Feb. 25, 2005 or we may not receive further notice regarding the environmental review
for the project. Many of the owners within 300 feet of the church do not speak one word of English so
even if they did receive a notice from the city, they would not be able to respond. Because of this
language barrier many Asians feel like foreigners with no control whatsoever over what is happening
around them. These notices may appear like government letters, so intimidating that these owners feel
helpless. Many of the owners just across the street from the church are elderly with medical conditions. I
see them walking with canes and walkers, some with their caretakers. Some of these owners were friends
of my parents who have passed away. When I see them walking around the neighborhood I ask in
Cantonese if they know what is going on with the church project, that someone is proposing a 65 foot
building and they tell me in Cantonese that they don’t want that (a huge building in front of them) but
they don’t have anyone to speak or write for them and they are too ill to deal with it. These people have
been living here the longest, have the most seniority and need to be represented.
“I have asked Viktoriya Wise if there are any translators in the planning dept. and she told me I could get
one. When I called the number I was given no one could help me and referred me to other numbers. I
have asked Rose Chung of Supervisor Aaron Peskin’s office if she could help me get these notices
circulated in the Asian newspapers and posted on the church so that the elderly Asian owners could find
out what is going on and get help.”
“Many of the owners within 300 feet of the site don’t live here, their units are rented out and I don’t know
if they received their notices or not.
“At the inception of this project, at the beginning of 2005, I copied the list of neighbors who were sent
notices. I did not see names of owners who I know own property within 300 feet. Perhaps there is a
backlog in the system and these notices may be inadvertently going to previous owners and tenants who
have moved. I have witnessed properties within 300 feet on my street ‘flipping’ many times during the
last three years because of the hot real estate market. I personally saw the ‘for sale’ signs go up, and the
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‘sold’ signs go up in front of the units. If this project started in June 2004 would these new owners know
anything about it? I personally did see in the file the returned notices stamped ‘return to sender’ of many
people who were not home to get their mail.
“Could someone let me know how many properties would amount to 20% in this location? How many
buildings? We need a number. It is very confusing since many buildings are now divided as condos, or
TICs. When I looked at the names on the list, it does not specify who is an owner and who is a tenant. It
just says occupant. If we needed to petition a decision to the Board of Supervisors at some future date,
how could we know who are the owners and absentee owners and how could we get their address and
phone number? If the list is inaccurate and backlogged, we would be trying to contact many of the wrong
people, they are no longer there.” (Rowena Jen, written comments, Letter J)
Response #38
On February 11, 2005, the Planning Department issued a “Notification of Project Receiving
Environmental Review,” and on July 8, 2006, it issued a “Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report.” The Planning Department sent notices to all owners and tenants
of properties adjacent to the project site and all owners of properties within a 300‐foot radius. The
mailing list is based on data from the San Francisco Office of the Assessor‐Recorder that is
updated as properties change ownership, with an approximate six‐month lag between ownership
change and update of data at the Office of the Assessor‐Recorder. In addition, the Planning
Department listed notices of the hearing and of the availability of environmental documents in
local newspapers and posted notices in visible locations on the project site. The request for
information regarding the number of properties in the area is beyond the scope of CEQA
requirements for environmental review, but the public can research that information at the
Assessor‐Recorder’s office in City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Drive, Room 190, San Francisco.
Information on property ownership is available from the San Francisco Office of Assessor‐
Recorder.

Comment #39 – Public Process
“The neighborhood first found out about this project on April 16th at one of our neighborhood meetings.
One of our long‐time residents living across the street from the church brought in a document and
demanded that the neighborhood get involved. Unfortunately the developer has not made an effort to get
the neighborhood involved.” (Dawn Trennert, oral comments)
Response #39
Project sponsors are not required to provide public outreach beyond what is legally required by
the City’s public notification and public comment periods, or during the project planning and
building permit approval process. However, the Planning Department and Planning Commission
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strongly encourage project sponsors to meet with neighbors during the project review process.
The environmental review process for this EIR has included three public comment periods on the
proposed project, and has met all legal requirements under State, and City and County of San
Francisco laws.

Comment #40 – Existing Litter Problem
“In June 2004 I spoke to some Cantonese speaking teachers at the Kaiming Head Start program since I
live just across the street and could see everything that happens there. We have been communicating for
many years mostly regarding the unsanitary conditions around the church which [sic] I have asked the
previous pastor, Chamberlain if he could get someone to clean it up. One time I went into his office
(although I have written letters to him as did my neighbors from 1998) and he told me that he is the only
one there and it was out of his control. I am the only person taking care of my property and I keep it
immaculate.” (Rowena Jen, written comments, Letter J)
Response #40
Existing physical environmental conditions, when applicable under CEQA, are part of the
baseline for environmental analysis. Litter and trash problems in and around the project site are
not considered topics/issues that would be analyzed under CEQA. Existing litter control is the
responsibility of individuals and property owners and is enforced by the Department of Public
Works.

Comment #41 – Re‐Analysis
“Now, if in fact—and I know that the renderings in the EIR do not have to be—the project is not before
us. But if there is such significant change in a new structure that might have, for example, relief, bay
windows, roof line change, new articulations, that the massing would in of itself be greatly changed, does
that make the EIR—is it not valid if the massing changes drastically? This is another question I have in
regards to environmental documents.
“If you significantly change the appearance of the building and it results in change in the massing—
because we’ve heard a lot of criticism of the building, which I share, in its present design—would a new
EIR be required? And Mr. Badiner said, if I could paraphrase it, if it got smaller, probably not. If it was
just a façade, probably not. But if there was significant changes, if it got either bigger or parts of it were
moved around to change shadowing and all those kinds of things, then the EIR would have to be
redone.” (Commissioner Michael Antonini, oral comments)
“Real quickly if I may, the appearance changes. The nature of the cladding of the building changes. The
EIR would probably still be valid.
“If the building gets smaller, the EIR would probably still be valid. We’d have to make that
determination. If the mass changes such—and I don’t think it would be in this case the way I believe it’s
designed—suppose that you’re now going to build a highrise and it was located on one portion of the lot
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and it was shifted to another portion of the lot. Then the shadowing would change, et cetera. That may
not be the case in this one, but I’m speculating.
“So at a certain level some changes are allowed in the EIR, still is valid.” (Larry Badiner, Zoning
Administrator, San Francisco Planning Department, oral comments)
Response #41
Changes to the proposed project may require further environmental review before they can be
approved by the City. If required, this could include major revision, and hence, recirculation of
the Draft EIR, if changes are made prior to the Final EIR certification. If major changes are made
to the proposed project after Final EIR certification, then a subsequent or supplemental EIR
would be circulated. Changes to the proposed project that would require recirculation of the
Draft EIR or issuance of a subsequent or supplemental EIR could include, for example, significant
changes to building massing, such as proposing a higher or otherwise larger building. Proposing
a smaller structure or proposing changes to the façade design may not result in new or additional
significant environmental impacts.

Comment #42 – Neighborhood Residence
“Your report states that the proposed new structure falls within most parameters of acceptability,
however, from my viewpoint, it is not acceptable in terms of [...] 2) diminishing the enlightening effect of
having a church in the neighborhood (rather than another massive apartment building) [...]” (Karene Jen,
written comments, Letter H)
“I also enjoyed the cute little church, the First Methodist Church, which was a historic symbol of San
Francisco’s great religious past. I am sad to see this church being torn down.” (Karene Jen, written
comments, Letter I)
“We object to the change is use from a religious institution to a residential use.
“In 1972, my father traded a three flat Victorian (since my parents first settled in San Francisco around
1948 after World War II, we have lived on Nob Hill for the Victorian charm) on Jackson/Hyde to the
property on Larkin/Clay for many reasons: 1) planning for retirement at age 66, to a quiet, charming
corner facing an architectural gem with complete privacy and full southern exposure in all directions; 2)
keeping in close proximity to Chinatown where he was an active civic leader and still running a travel
business; 3) upgrading to a modern building which would require less maintenance and had an elevator
which he depended on in his old age that he was planning to leave to his children.
“As I mentioned in my public comments before the Land Use Commission, when we first came here the
church was immaculate (there were no homeless then) and the minister was our tenant. Since the 1950s
from the age of three I roller‐skated and rode my tricycle in front of the church and I have many fond
childhood memories walking and playing around it. My father particularly enjoyed the daily sounds of
children from the daycare center in front of his home because he was suffering from the ‘empty nest’
syndrome. All of his own children (seven of us) were getting married and moving away for college and
he was getting lonely. As he got older and became infirm, all he could do was look down through the
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large windows from the top floor and wave to his tenants and other neighbors he knew. This was his
only connection to the outside world. My mother would go to Chinatown every day from 1:00 to 6:00
p.m. to play ‘mahjong’ because she needed a social outlet.
“Having a beautiful church to look at and having the sight and sounds of children to remind us of
innocence is enlightening and uplifting. That was what my father came here for and we don’t ever want
that taken away. Since the closing of the Kaiming Head Start program on June 2004, I personally missed
the sight and sounds of the children that I have become accustomed to over the past 32 years.” (Rowena
Jen, written comments, Letter J)
Response #42
The comments about the existing church building fitting in with the residential neighborhood are
noted. The RM‐3 zoning district permits land use changes from institutional religious uses to
medium‐density residential uses. The proposed demolition of the existing church building would
be a significant and unavoidable impact to a historical resource, as the Draft EIR concludes on
page 97. The proposed medium‐density building would not substantially and adversely degrade
the land use character or aesthetics of the project site or surrounding area. Therefore, it would not
have significant physical land use character or aesthetic environmental impacts (Draft EIR, pages
46‐47 and 53‐55; see also Responses #6 on page C&R.19, #7 on page C&R.22 and #10 on page
C&R.29).
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D. DRAFT EIR REVISIONS

Below are revisions to the Draft EIR. Revisions have been made in response to public comments that have
been made on the Draft EIR, as well as those initiated by Planning Department staff. CEQA requires the
recirculation of a DEIR after the close of the public review period, prior to certification of the Final EIR, if
“significant new information” is added to the DEIR. The revisions in this document, listed below, include
no revisions to the proposed project, no new alternatives, and identify no impacts. They clarify minor
inconsistencies in the project description and provide additional information on for the public and
decision makers for their determination whether or not to approve the proposed project. In accordance
with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, no recirculation of the Draft EIR is therefore required.
Changes made in response to comments are listed in Section 1 below; staff‐initiated changes are listed in
Section 2 below. Deletions to the Draft EIR text are shown with strikethrough and additions are shown
with double underline, except where text is indicated as entirely new in order to allow for ease of
reading.

1. CHANGES IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
The text in Chapter 1, page 3, of the EIR, third paragraph under Land Use, eighth line, is revised to read
as follows:
The proposed project would be approximately 64 feet high, nine which would be ten feet taller
than the existing church’s 54‐foot‐tall bell tower.
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The text of the EIR at the following locations is revised to read as follows:
Page 1, end of fifth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 2, first full paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 3, third paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 4, sixth line from the bottom of the page: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 5, first full paragraph, first line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 18, last full paragraph, fifth line from the end of the paragraph: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 20, first full paragraph, fifth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 20, second full paragraph, first line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 22, first full paragraph, eighth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 25, first paragraph, fourth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 25, Table 1, eighth row: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 27, fourth line from the bottom of the page: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 42, last full paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 43, first full paragraph, fifth line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 46, last paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 53, first paragraph, second line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 53, second paragraph, seventh line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 54, first paragraph, first line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 101, third line from the bottom of the page: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 104, fourth paragraph, first line: “63” is changed to “64.”
Page 106, second full paragraph, eighth line: “63” is changed to “64.”

Footnote 4 on page 27 of the EIR is revised as follows:
4

The proposed projectʹs elevator, stair, and mechanical penthouse would rise 9 feet, 9 inches above the
63‐foot height of the building. However, this is generally excluded from height calculations. Per
Planning Code Section 260(b)(1)(B), elevator, stair and mechanical penthouses shall be limited to the top
10 feet of such features where the height limit is 65 feet or less and that for elevator penthouses the
exemption shall be limited to the top 16 feet and limited to the footprint of the elevator shaft, regardless
of the height limit of the building.

4

Planning Code Section 260(b)(1)(A) exempts mechanical penthouses from building height limits, and
limits rooftop building operation equipment, elevator, stair, and mechanical penthouse height to 10 feet
above building height where the height limit is 65 feet, as is the case for the proposed project. The
rooftop equipment, including water heater, elevator shaft extensions with exhaust louvers, one stair to
the roof, one elevator control room, one exhaust air handler unit, and one supply air handler unit,
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would be surrounded by an open “roofless” metal screened mechanical penthouse that would be 9 feet
9 inches tall. Its horizontal dimensions would be approximately 34 feet by 65 feet for an area of
approximately 2,275 sq.ft. Its area would be about 28 percent of the building roof area (about 114 feet x
72 feet or 8,208 sq.ft. in area) and would meet the Planning Code requirement that it not exceed 30
percent of the roof area (Section 260(b)(1), last paragraph). To the top of the mechanical penthouse, the
proposed project would be approximately 74 feet high. The mechanical penthouse would comply with
Planning Code Section 260(b)(1)(B).

Figure 2 on page 28 of the EIR is replaced with Figure C&R.1 shown on page C&R.10.
Figure 9 on page 35 of the EIR is replaced with Figure C&R.2 shown on page C&R.11.
The text in Chapter III, page 44, of the EIR, second full paragraph third sentence, is revised to read as
follows:
The proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any such policies, except
those that relate to historical architectural building preservation.
The text of Chapter III.B Visual Quality – Setting, page 48, first paragraph 3rd to last sentence, is revised as
follows:
They are mostly wood or stucco‐sided buildings with peaked and flat roofs (see Figures 11, 12,
and 13, 13a, 13b, 13c, and 13d on pages 49, 51, and 52, 52a, 52b, 52c, and 52d, respectively).
New figures are inserted on new pages 52a, 52b, 52c, and 52d of the EIR: Figures C&R.3, C&R.4, C&R.5,
and C&R.6, on pages C&R.14, C&R.15, C&R.25, and C&R.26, are added as new Figures 13a, 13b, 13c, and
13d, respectively.
Page 59 of the EIR, second full paragraph, following the first sentence, the following text is added:
The p.m. peak hour is selected for impact analysis since this period generally represents more
congested conditions at study intersections than during the a.m. peak hour. Hourly distribution
of traffic volumes on Clay Street in the vicinity of the project site are not available to determine if
overall peak hour traffic volumes are greater during the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m.
peak hour. It should be noted here that it is not the standard methodology of the Transportation
Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002, (SF Guidelines) to collect the
hourly distribution of traffic volume over a day, because traffic can change day to day, month to
month, season to season, etc.
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Page 61 of the EIR, second full paragraph, following the first sentence, the following text is added:
The p.m. peak hour is selected for impact analysis since this period generally represents more
congested conditions at study intersections than during the a.m. peak hour. Hourly distribution
of traffic volumes on Clay Street in the vicinity of the project site are not available to determine if
overall peak hour traffic volumes are greater during the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m.
peak hour. As discussed above, it is not the standard methodology of the SF Guidelines to
measure the hourly distribution of traffic volumes throughout the day, because traffic can change
day to day, month to month, season to season, etc.
Page 61 of the EIR, the following paragraph is added after the second full paragraph:
The number of 1‐California buses on Clay Street are greatest during the weekday a.m. (7 to 9
a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak periods, when there are 20 buses per hour traveling on Clay
Street during both periods.11a During the weekday midday (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.) period, there are ten
buses per hour traveling on Clay Street. There are between three to ten buses per hour during the
weekday evening period (after 6 p.m.) and on weekends. Overall traffic volumes on Clay Street
are greatest during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.11b
11a

LCW Consulting, 1601‐1603 Larkin Street Transportation Study, Final Report, November 13, 2006. This
document is available for public review as part of Case File No. 2004.0557! at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco.

11b

Ibid, page 12.

Page 69 of the EIR, the following paragraph replaces the second full paragraph under Transit Impacts:
The 1‐California bus line runs eastbound on Clay Street, and there is a curb bus stop on the south
curb (across from the project site) at the approach to Larkin Street. On Clay Street, the proposed
project driveway to the garage level containing 21 parking spaces would be located at the
western boundary of the project site (about 100 feet from Larkin Street). There are two eastbound
travel lanes adjacent to the project site (east of Larkin Street, Clay Street has one eastbound travel
lane), and parking on both sides of the street. Due to the low volumes of vehicles anticipated to
enter and exit the garage, the two travel lanes on Clay Street, and the eastbound‐only traffic flow
on Clay Street, minimal, if any, conflicts between vehicles entering and exiting the proposed
project driveway and the 1‐California buses are anticipated.
During the p.m. peak hour, the intersection of Clay Street and Larkin Street operates at
acceptable service levels. At this intersection, the eastbound and northbound (which has the
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greater delay) approaches operate at LOS B conditions, while the southbound approach operates
at LOS A conditions. The constraint on Clay Street, associated with the reduction from two
eastbound travel lanes to one eastbound travel lane and one westbound travel lane, is east of the
project site, and this condition would not change as a result of the proposed project. Adjacent to
the project site on Clay Street, where there are two eastbound travel lanes, buses travel eastward
in the southern travel lane in order to access the bus stop located on the south side of Clay Street
at Larkin Street, where buses pull over to the curb for passenger loading. Buses do not travel in
the northern travel lane, which is the lane that vehicles would use to enter and exit the project
site. As indicated on page 69 of the Draft EIR, due to the low volume of vehicles projected to
enter and exit the garage on Clay Street (an estimated total of eight inbound and outbound
vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour), the two eastbound travel lanes on Clay Street,
west of Larkin Street, and the one eastbound travel lane, east of Larkin Street, would have
minimal, if any, conflicts between vehicles entering and exiting the proposed project’s Clay Street
driveway and the 1‐California buses.
The text of Chapter III, page 74 of the EIR in Setting, Polk Gulch Neighborhood, second paragraph, and
the end of the paragraph, is revised to read as follows:
The Romanesque St. Brigid’s Church stands on the southwest corner of the intersection of Van
Ness Avenue and Broadway, seven blocks northwest of the project site. Although not designated
City landmarks, many other buildings that potentially map be considered historical resources
exist in the site vicinity, such as two buildings designed by Julia Morgan: the Cox Apartments, ca.
1910, three blocks northwest of the project site at 1720 Pacific Avenue; and the Mann Residence,
ca. 1911, at 2222 Clay Street, west of Lafayette Square, seven blocks from the project site.
The text in Chapter III, page 75 of the EIR, end of the first paragraph, is revised to read as follows:
… twentieth century building (see Figure 16, page 75a). The church is the oldest existing
Methodist Church building in San Francisco.
A new figure is inserted on new page 75a of the EIR: Figure C&R.7, on page C&R.40 is added as new
Figure 16.
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The text of Improvement Measure 2 on page 95 of the EIR is revised as follows:
To reduce the number of poles to support the Muni overhead wire system, Muni may request the
installation of eyebolts in the proposed project building for the 1‐California bus line that runs
eastbound on Clay Street.
The project sponsor shall work with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency,
Municipal Railway to reduce ‘pole clutter,’ by allowing the installation of eyebolts to the
proposed project building, if feasible, to connect its electric trolley coach bus line, the the 1‐
California bus, to its overhead wire system.
The text in Chapter VI, page 103 of the EIR, Alternative B, first paragraph, third sentence, is revised to
read as follows:
It would include construction of a new six‐story building on the existing surface parking lot (see
Figures 17 and 18 on pages 103a and 103b).
New figures are inserted on new pages 103a and 103b of the EIR: Figure C&R.9 and Figure C&R.10, on
pages C&R.70 and C&R.71, are added as new Figure 17 and Figure 18, respectively.
The text in Chapter VI, page 105 of the EIR, Alternative C, first paragraph, first sentence, is revised to
read as follows:
Alternative C, the Partial Preservation Alternative, would involve preserveation of only the bell
tower and vestibule of the existing church, demolishtion of the rest of the church building, and
construction of a residential building, which would coveroccupy the remainder of the lot,
including the existing surface parking lot to the north of the church building (see Figures 19 and
20 on pages 105a and 105b).
New figures are inserted on new pages 105a and 105b of the EIR: Figure C&R.11 and Figure C&R.12, on
pages C&R.72 and C&R.73, are added as new Figure 19 and Figure 20, respectively.

2. STAFF-INITIATED CHANGES
Page ii of the EIR, List of Figures, is revised as follows:
Figure 1
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Figure 2

Existing Site Plan ................................................................................................................... 28

Figure 3

Proposed Parking Plan (Partially Below Grade)............................................................... 29

Figure 4

Proposed Ground Floor Plan............................................................................................... 30

Figure 5

Proposed Residential Floor Plan – Second Level.............................................................. 31

Figure 6

Proposed Residential Floor Plans – Levels Three and Four ............................................ 32

Figure 7

Proposed Residential Floor Plan – Level Five ................................................................... 33

Figure 8

Proposed Penthouse Floor Plan .......................................................................................... 34

Figure 9

Proposed Project Elevations ................................................................................................ 35

Figure 10

Proposed Project Sections .................................................................................................... 36

Figure 11

Photos of Project Site – Existing Building ......................................................................... 49

Figure 12

Photos of Project Site – Larkin Street.................................................................................. 51

Figure 13

Photos of Project Site – Clay Street .................................................................................... 52

Figure 13a Photomontage of Project Looking Northwest
from the Corner of Larkin and Clay ................................................................................. 52a
Figure 13b Photomontage of Project Looking Southwest from Larkin ........................................... 52b
Figure 13c 1601 Larkin Surrounding Building Façades .................................................................... 52c
Figure 13d 1601 Larkin Surrounding Building Façades ................................................................... 52d
Figure 14

Transportation Study Area and Analysis Locations ........................................................ 57

Figure 15

Existing Transit Network and Stop Locations .................................................................. 60

Figure 16

1601 Larkin Street – Interior Photos ................................................................................. 75a

Figure 17

Photomontage of Alternative B Looking Northwest
from the Corner of Larkin and Clay ............................................................................... 103a

Figure 18
Figure 19

Project Alternative B Elevations...................................................................................... 103b
Photomontage of Alternative C Looking Northwest
from the Corner of Larkin and Clay ............................................................................... 105a

Figure 20

Project Alternative C Elevations ..................................................................................... 105b
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The text in Chapter 1, page 2, last bullet, is revised to read as follows:
•

Curb Cut Permit. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), Department
of Parking & Traffic (DPT) approval.

The text in Chapter 1, page 16, Improvement Measure 3, first paragraph, fourth line, is revised to read as
follows:
…the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved by SFMTA’s DPT)
would minimize…
The text in Chapter 1, page 16, Improvement Measure 3, beginning of the second paragraph, is revised to
read as follows:
The project sponsor and construction contractor(s) could meet with the Traffic Engineering
Division and of the DPT of the SFMTA, the Fire Department …
The text in Chapter 2, page 38, Project Approval Requirements, last bullet, is revised to read as follows:
•

Curb Cut Permit. SFMTA’s DPT approval.

The text in Chapter 3, page 43, end of the last paragraph, is revised to read as follows:
The proposed project would also require approval by the DBI, DPW, and SFMTA’s and DPT for
demolition, tree removal, and curb cut permits, respectively.
The text in Chapter 4, page 96, Improvement Measure 3, first paragraph, fourth line, is revised to read as
follows:
…the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved by SFMTA’s DPT)
would minimize…
The text in Chapter 4, page 96, Improvement Measure 3, beginning of the second paragraph, is revised to
read as follows:
The project sponsor and construction contractor(s) could meet with the Traffic Engineering
Division of the and DPT of the SFMTA, the Fire Department …
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