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December 7, 2018
VIA HAND DELIVERY
Clerk of the Board
Lu CDEC - 1 iii l \O: L: I
San Francisco Board of Supervisors . ,
~~-City Hall
.., • ---~
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102-4689
Re:

Appeal of CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination for 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street
Case No: 2007.1347E

Dear President Cohen and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors:
I am a resident who lives adjacent to the proposed project at 3637-365 7 Sacramento Street,
and I am writing on behalf of the California-Locust Neighbors' Association as well as other
various business owners, property owners, and residents who live and work in the area.
Pursuant to San Francisco Admini~trative Code Section 31.16, we hereby appeal the
September 20, 2018 Categorical Exemption determination. A copy of the determination is
attached as Exhibit A. The proposed project plans are attached at Exhibit B.
This appeal is supported by a large number of community organizations and hundreds of
neighbors. There were 244 letters of opposition provided to the Planning Commission on
November 8, 2018.
The project received a Categorical Exemption ("CatEx") under California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15332, a "Class 32 exemption." However, the project
is not rightly subject to a CatEx under Guidelines Section 15332. In line with CEQA
Guidelines, the Planning Commission Resolution Numb.er 14952 states that that all classes
of exemption are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of successive projects of the
same type in the same place over time is significant.

Severe Cumulative Impact from Multiple Construction Projects
Section 15300.2(b) ofCEQA reads: {(Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are

inapplicable when the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same
place, over time is significant."
The SF Planning Department failed to do any analyses on the cumulative impacts of the
proposed project in consideration of the other large development projects occurring on
adjacent blocks. The staff report states that, "[t]here are no cumulative projects in the
vicinity that could combine with the proposed project to result in significant cumulative
effects on the environment. Therefore, there is no possibility of a significant cumulative
effect on the environment due to the proposed project."
These statements are incorrect, and we strongly disagree.
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There is, in fact, an extraordinarily high possibility of cumulative impacts from projects in
the vicinity as proposed project is currently sandwiched between two large proposed
developments.
On the immediately adjacent block to the west, there is the proposed redevelopment of the
California Pacific Medical Center (CMPC) campus at 3700 California Street. The Planning
Department sent out a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on
September 19, 2018. See Figure 1.
One block to the east, there is the proposed mixed-use redevelopment of the University of
California, San Francisco (UCSF) Laurel Heights campus located at 3333 California Street.
The Planning Department sent out a Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Notice of Public
Scoping Meeting on September 20, 2017. Subsequently, a Notice of Public Hearing and
Availability of a Draft EIR was sent on November 8, 2018. According to the EIR, the
construction of this project is anticipated to last between 7 and 15 years. See Figure 1.
These are known projects. Therefore, the Planning Department should have analyzed the
cumulative effects of these adjacent projects along with the proposed project at 3637-3657
Sacramento Street. Additionally, all three projects are of the same type and in the same
vicinity.
Although the CPMC project at 3700 California Street will have an EIR and the UCSF project
at 3333 California Street already has an EIR, the project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street
will only add to the overall cumulative and synergistic impacts to the adjacent residents
since it is located in the middle of the two larger projects. What will the impacts be on the
residents who live near 3637-3657 Sacramento Street if all three projects are constructed
simultaneously?
On page 6 of Exhibit A, the CatEx mentions that" ... construction workers who drive to the
site would cause a temporary increase in traffic volume and demand for on-street parking.
Construction would be a small incremental increase in traffic and would not be considered
a substantial traffic demand for parking. Construction would lessen the availability of onstreet parking during working hours." There is no discussion about the fact that all three
projects will likely occur simultaneously.
Given that the Planning Department is currently circulating notices for all three projects,
there is a likely scenario in which all three projects could occur simultaneously or overlap
to create cumulative construction transportation impacts. The Planning Department
acknowledges that the CPMC and UCSF projects will be concurrent: "Construction of the
proposed 3700 California Street project is anticipated to run concurrently with
construction of 3333 California Street and would commence around the same time."
We recognize that there are many projects going on around the city. However, because of
the likely possibility for all three projects to occur simultaneously, and more specifically
because the location of 3637-3657 Sacramento Street is sandwiched between these two
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projects, the contribution to cumulative construction impacts for residents near the 36373657 Sacramento Street project would be significant. Residents who live near the project
will not only be doubly affected by 3700 California Street but will be triply impacted by
3333 California Street.
As can be seen in Figure 1, the 3637 Sacramento Street project falls centrally within the
impact zones of all three projects.
There has not been any analysis performed, so we do not know the extent of the potential
impacts and which appropriate mitigation measures could be implemented, if any.
Rescinding the CatEx would allow such analyses to be done.
Air Quality

CatEx mentions that the proposed project" ... would not exceed criteria air pollutant
screening levels for operation or construction." and lit references the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District's (BAAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 2011.
The CatEx missed two required factors in the air pollutant screening criteria which are
demolition of 3 buildings and that the project involves over 10,000 cubic yards of
excavation. It appears that CatEx ignored any construction-related screening criteria
because the project is not located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. However, Section
3.5 of the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines discuss the screening criteria for
construction-related impacts. This project involves both heavy demolition and deep
excavation. The screening criteria for a "less than significant impact" cannot be used
because the construction-related impacts involves demolition (3.5.1.3.a) and extensive
material transport (e.g., greater than 10,000 cubic yards of soil) requiring a considerable
amount of haul truck activity (3.5.1.3.e).
This project involves 22,500 cubic yards of soil excavation (18,000 cubic yards plus 25%
swell factor for excavation). It additionally involves about 5,000 cubic yards of construction
debris off haul.
Since this is a project that exceeds the screening criteria, a detailed air quality assessment
- such as an air quality technical report - should have been performed.
Additionally, both the 3700 California Street (CPMC) and the 3333 California Street (UCSF)
projects are of sufficient size and extremely close in proximity to the proposed project (300
and 750 feet, respectively) that additional studies be performed to evaluate the cumulative
construction impacts. This project should not be "rubber stamped" as a CatEx without the
proper analysis.
Asbestos and Lead
The CatEx makes no mention that the Phase I Environment Site Assessment recommended
asbestos/lead survey.
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On page 13 of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment by ICES, the report mentioned
that" ... based on the age of the existing structures located at the site, ICES recommends
conducting an asbestos/lead survey prior to demolition or renovation of the buildings." An
asbestos-containing building materials survey was recommended prior to demolition
activities so that affected materials, if present, can be properly managed.
Based on the building age, hazardous building materials (e.g., asbestos, lead-based paint)
could escape into the environment and pose health concerns for the adjacent neighbors,
who are worried about the health and safety of the young children who play in the
backyards adjacent to the project. In addition to simply referring to the Dust Control
Ordinance, there should be some discussion on how the asbestos and lead will be
mitigated.
Noise
Operational Noise
There are residents directly adjacent to the north, south, east and west of the project site.
Unlike other projects of this size and close proximity to residents, no analysis was
conducted to document the existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. The
proposed project would include mechanical equipment (e.g., heating and ventilation
systems) that could produce operational noise and disturb adjacent and nearby sensitive
receptors. The CatEx simply transfers the responsibility from the planning department
onto other departments via the San Francisco Police Code without any basis or analysis
conducted.
Construction Noise at Night
Because a high potential for encountering groundwater was documented in the 2009 and
2018 geotechnical reports, the report requires that the groundwater (in combination with
rainwater) will need to be pumped out during the excavation to avoid potential
engineering problems. Because of this, there it is a likelihood that the pumps will need to
run during the night and on weekends. The residents are sensitive receptors and located
directly adjacent on all sides of the proposed deep excavation pit. A pump (which is not an
impact tool) and the ongoing noise from the pump has the potential to exceed levels set
forth by the San Francisco Police Code, and mitigation measures should be discussed and
provided.
Cumulative Construction Noise
The potential for cumulative noise increases associated with construction of the proposed
project would result if there are other projects located in the project vicinity under
construction simultaneously or that could substantially extend the duration of construction
noise received at any nearby sensitive receptors (i.e., residents).

This project is located between two extremely large projects that will be occurring at the
same time (all three projects will be occurring at the same time). Construction noise from
the 3700 California Street (CPMC) project would be expected to be audible due to the close
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distance. Construction noise from the 3333 California Street (UCSF) project would also be
expected to be audible due to the close distance.
The proposed project and the co-occurring projects listed above will all include major
construction elements such as excavation and demolition of existing structures and/or new
building construction that require the use of heavy equipment.
Construction Noise - Substantial Temporary Increase in Noise Levels to Adjacent Residents
On other projects, the Planning Department considers a persistent construction-related
increase of 10 (decibels) dB or more over ambient levels to be a substantial increase. This
is discussed in the EIR for the 3333 California Street (UCSF) project (4.D.29).

This project would include demolition, excavation, and placement of foundations for
structures; fabrication of structures; and exterior and interior work. Demolition and
construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, excavators, material loaders,
cranes, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment.
Demolition of the garage and two medical office buildings would likely require the use of
heavy trucks, excavators, material loaders, and other mobile and stationary construction
equipment. The deep excavation would require use of excavators, crawler tractors with
rippers, and loaders. The loudest equipment that will be used during project construction
is an excavator equipped with a hoe ram, which would be required for rock fragmentation
during the excavation of the pit. In addition to onsite construction activities, trucks hauling
materials to and from the project site will also result in increased levels of offsite noise.
The San Francisco noise ordinance does not identify noise limits for impact construction
equipment. However, other adjacent projects (such as 3333 California Street) have
evaluated equipment noise levels that were based on U.S. Federal Highway Administration
and Federal Transit Administration construction equipment noise data that accounted for
average or typical use (i.e., not continual peak use). Excavation on the 3333 California
Street (UCSF) project (noted in EIR, Table 4.D.13) is projected to increase existing noise
levels by up to 17 decibels. The residential receptors evaluated in the EIR were at a
distance of approximately 85 feet and separated by a street. The EIR notes that this noise
increase is sii:nificant and unavoidable, and there are detailed noise mitigation measures
for these residents.
In comparison, the adjacent residents and businesses are 0 feet (zero lot line) away from
the 3637-3657 Sacramento Street project. Both geotechnical reports conducted in 2009 by
Harold, Lewis, and Associates and also the memorandum prepared by Murray Engineers,
Inc. in 2018 reaffirms that Franciscan bedrock is present at the site. Because of the fact
that the same hard rock as UCSF may be encountered, it would require similar type of
construction equipment used during the excavation such as hoe-rams or dozers equipped
with rippers, which was the basis for the significant and unavoidable noise determination
at UCSF.
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This project has the same type of excavation or deeper (and the same type of construction
equipment is expected) than what is proposed at 3333 California Street (UCSF), but there
are no mitigation measures. As demonstrated above, the noise to adjacent neighbors
would be si1:nificant and unavoidable. The CatEX simply ignores noise impacts to
adjacent residents without any backup data or analysis whatsoever.

Cumulative Construction Traffic and Emissions

Construction of the 3700 California Street (CPMC) project and 3333 California Street
(UCSF) project would occur over multiple years and would overlap with the proposed
project's construction activities. Therefore, haul truck traffic from construction of the 3700
California Street (CPMC) and 3333 California Street (UCSF) projects are anticipated to
overlap with the demolition, excavation, shoring and foundation installation, and
exterior /interior finishing components of construction for the 3637-365 7 Sacramento
Street project. Most likely, all traffic would travel along California Street, and assuming that
the combined truck volume from all three projects will triple, cumulative truck traffic
emissions and noise will increase and be significantly noticeable.
Hydrology and Water Quality/Groundwater

The preliminary geotechnical investigation conducted in 2009 by Harold, Lewis, and
Associates clearly discusses the presence of groundwater discovered through exploratory
borings. It is important to note that the proposed garage would be below the natural
groundwater table. The memorandum prepared by Murray Engineers, Inc. in 2018
reaffirms this and added that a retaining wall drainage system and a basement mat
foundation drainage system would be necessary to mitigate the buildup of water pressure.
The report notes that this would be done by installing subdrain perforated pipe below the
basement.
The CatEx fails to make any mention of the groundwater from this permanent collection
system, which ultimately would be tied into the city's combined sewer area. Since the
groundwater characteristics at the site are not known, there are two scenarios. Scenario A:
The groundwater could be contaminated and would be discharged into the city's sewage
system. Scenario B: The groundwater could be clean and therefore, by discharging a
continuous stream of clean groundwater into the city's sewage system, the impact would
be unnecessarily loading the SFPUC's wastewater treatment plant for no reason. Discharge
of relatively clean groundwater to sanitary sewer systems would take up treatment
capacity that is better dedicated to the treatment of domestic sewage and industrial wastes.
Since the Murray Engineers, Inc. report prepared in 2018 reaffirms that encountering
groundwater is likely, construction activities could substantially deplete groundwater
supplies and substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. Also, since a permanent
perforated pipe subdrain would be needed, this would have a significant impact on the loss
of groundwater to the Lobos Groundwater Basin. This could have a potential cumulative
effect on groundwater recharge in the Lobos Groundwater Basin and could directly and/or
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indirectly result in the loss of groundwater volume and recharge areas. Additionally, the
removal of groundwater has the potential impact for settlement and subsidence.
Vibration

Construction of the proposed project would expose structures to excessive ground borne
vibration levels. The CatEx fails to make any mention of vibration. The preliminary
geotechnical investigation conducted in 2009 by Harold, Lewis, and Associates clearly
indicates that vibration will occur due to the deep excavation activities.
There are no mitigation measures discussed such as requiring a detailed vibration
assessment and monitoring plan to ensure that construction activities and equipment are
selected and designed to ensure that ground borne vibration levels at the Patrick Richards
Salon, Sociale Restaurant, Yoko's Flowers, and other adjacent neighbors do not exceed
levels protective of the structural integrity of their buildings. For an excavation of this
depth and size, there should be a mitigation requirement to retain the services of a
qualified structural engineer or vibration consultant to prepare a pre-construction building
assessment and vibration monitoring plan of the adjacent buildings.
Such a requirement would give adjacent neighbors some assurance that there will be a
required vibration monitoring plan in place. For example, should the measured vibration
levels at the adjacent buildings during excavation exceed specified levels at any time, or if
damage to adjacent buildings is observed, construction personnel shall immediately cease
excavation and implement vibration control measures such as adjustment of excavation
methods to reduce vibration of soil or use of equipment that generates lower levels of
vibration. Examples of equipment that may generate lower levels of vibration may include
smaller sized back-hoes or vibratory rollers.
There are detailed vibration mitigation measures in place for the San Francisco Fire Credit
Union as part of the environmental report for the 3333 California Street (UCSF) project.
This project has similar type of demolition and deep excavation as the proposed Walnut
Building described in the 3333 California Street project.
Additionally, the 3637-3657 Sacramento Street Project is not on a corner lot; this project is
boarded by adjacent neighbors on all sides. Therefore, this project will be even more
impactful to the adjacent neighbors and businesses, and yet there are no mitigation
measures. It is unfair that are mitigation measures in place for the SF Fire Credit Union
while the Walnut Building is being constructed at 3333 California Street (UCSF), but no
mitigation measures in place for the adjacent neighbors and businesses of 3637-365 7
Sacramento Street project.
Historic Cumulative Impact

The garage at 3657 Sacramento Street was constructed in 1920 and represents one of the
historic garages of San Francisco that was built between the Great Earthquake of 1906 and
the Great Depression of 1929. Roughly half of the 300 garages listed in the 1928 city
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directory still stand. Built during the first golden age of the automobile, these garages in
San Francisco provide valuable insights into the meaning of America's emerging car
culture.
The garage is also one of the dwindling projects left in existence that brought together the
pairing of Henry C. Smith as architect and Joseph A. Pasqualetti (American Concrete) as
builder, both of whom could be considered masters of their time. Both of these individuals
are mentioned in Mark Kessler's 2013 book, The Early Public Garages ofSan Francisco: An
Architectural and Cultural Study, 1906-1929.
A historical evaluation of the garage at 3657 Sacramento Street was prepared in 2007 and
2008. However, these studies were done over 10 years ago, and before the findings
presented in the aforementioned book was published.
Taken together with past and possible demolitions of historic architectural resources of
this type, the project could contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the ability of
such resources to convey their collective significance as survivors of a once sizable
collection of automotive-related services during this time.
Conclusion

The 3637-3657 Sacramento Street project is not rightly subject to a CatEx under Guidelines
Section 15332 because the project lacked the proper analysis and will likely have the
potential of significant unmitigated environmental impacts that have not been evaluated by
the city. Furthermore, the CatEx is fatally defective because it states that" ... [t]here are no
cumulative projects in the vicinity [emphasis added] that could combine with the
proposed," which is false and blatantly ignores the other projects in the neighborhood.
Appellants reserve the right to submit additional written and oral comments, bases, and
evidence in support of this appeal to the city up to and including the final hearing on this
appeal and any and all subsequent permitting proceedings or approvals for the Project.
Appellants request that this letter and exhibits be placed in and incorporated into the
administrative record for Case No. 2007.1347E.
Appellants respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors revoke the CatEx
determination and require further environmental review pursuant to CEQA. If the CatEx
determination is upheld, appellants are prepared to file suit to enforce their and the
public's rights.
Sincerely yours,

~

Brandon Ponce
California-Locust Neighbors' Association
cc:

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer (via email)
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This CatEx appeal is also submitted by:
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Figure 1
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Certificate of Determination
Exemption from Environmental Re~iew
Case No. :
Project Title:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Lot Size:
Project Sponsor:
Staff Contact:

~'

I'

l,

I

fl..~----

2007.1347E
3637-3657 Sacramento Street
Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD)
40-X Height and Bulk District
1018/012 and 020
14,580 square feet
Gary Gee, Gary Gee Architects, Inc.
(415) 602-8610
Lana Wong - (415) 575-9047
lana.wong@sfgov.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
Reception:

415.558.6378
Fax:

415.558.6409
Planning
Information:

415.558.6377

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The project site is located on the south side of Sacramento Street on the block surrounded by Sacramento,
Spruce, Locust, and California Streets in the Presidio Heights neighborhood. The site is comprised of two
lots. Lot 012, located at 3657 Sacramento Street, contains a single-story, 12,250-square-foot, 75-space
parking garage that was constructed in 1920. Lot 020, contains two structures: 3637 Sacramento Street, a
two-story, occupied medical office building with three surface parking spaces that was constructed in
1966, and 3641 Sacramento Street, an occupied three-story office building constructed in 1974. Within the
existing medical office building 16 offices are present, 13 are currently occupied and three are vacant. The
project proposes to demolish the existing buildings and construct a 40-foot-tall, four-story building with a
9-foot-tall elevator penthouse and 4-foot-tall parapet. The building would contain approximately 6,500
square feet of retail on the first floor, 10,000 square feet of medical office use on the second floor, and 18
dwelling units (17,100 square feet) on the third and fourth floors. The project proposes 64 parking spaces
on three below-grade levels consisting of 45 short-term public parking spaces on the first and second
levels (13 retail spaces and 32 medical spaces), 18 residential parking spaces on the third level, and one
car share parking space.
(Continued on next page)

EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical Exemption, Class 32 (California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines section
15332)

DETERMINATION:
reby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

Lisa M. Gibson
Environmental Review Officer

Date

cc: Gary Gee, Project Sponsor
Mary Woods, Current Planner

Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner
Historic Preservation Distribution List
Virna Byrd, M.D.F.

Supervisor Catherine Stefani, District 2
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Exemption from Environmental Review

Case No. 2007.1347E
3637-3657 Sacramento Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):
The garage would also provide 21 class 1 bicycle parking spaces and family amenity lockers. The project
would provide 14 class 2 bicycle parking spaces on Sacramento Street. The residential lobby and
commercial entrances would be accessible via Sacramento Street. Staircases and elevators in the parking
garage would also provide entrances to the building. The project would remove three existing curb cuts
along Sacramento Street and the parking garage would be accessed from a new approximately 21 foot
wide curb cut on Sacramento Street. There are three existing trees on the property that would be
removed. The project would plant four new trees and planters. The project proposes approximately 2,800
square feet of open space, including 2,390 square feet of common open space at the ground floor and 400
square feet of private open space. The project includes approximately 3,300 square feet of solar panels on
the roof.
The project would require 18,000 cubic yards of excavation with approximately up to 43 feet of soil
disturbance. Construction is anticipated to last up to 20 months. During construction the project may
include sidewalk, parking, and travel lanes closures along Sacramento Street. The building would be a
four-story wood-frame and reinforced concrete structure over three levels of below-grade garage parking.
Underpinning and temporary shoring will be required during the proposed excavation operations and
construction of the garage level retaining walls. The commercial, office, and residential levels would be
supported by either structural wood floors or post-tensioned concrete slabs.
Project Setting. The project site is bounded on the east and west by two- and three-story wood-frame
mixed-use buildings that share the common property lines. The project site is located within the
Sacramento Street corridor, a mixed-use urban area with a mixture of two- to three-story buildings with
residential units and offices above ground-floor commercial/retail. Neighboring uses include retail,
restaurants, offices, and residential uses. The topography at the project site and project area slopes gently
downward to the south and upward to the east.

Project Approvals
The proposed project would require the following approvals:
• Conditional Use Authorization (Planning Commission)
• Demolition Permit (Department of Building Inspection)
• Building Permit (Department of Building Inspection)
The proposed project would require Conditional Use Authorization for development lot size (Planning
Code section 121.1), for exceeding the non-residential use size limit of 2,500 square feet (section 121.2) for
both the commercial and medical uses on the first and second floors, and for a public parking garage for
short-term parking (section 102).
Approval Action. The Conditional Use approval from the Planning Commission is the Approval Action
for the proposed project. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for
this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative
Code.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Exemption from Environmental Review

Case No. 2007.1347E
3637-3657 Sacramento Street

EXEMPT STATUS:
CEQA State Guidelines section 15332, or Class 32, provides an exemption from environmental review for
in-fill development projects that meet five specific conditions. As discussed below, the proposed project
satisfies the terms of the Class 32 exemption.

a)

The project is consistent with applicable general plan designations and policies as well as with applicable
zoning designations.

The San Francisco General Plan, which provides general policies and objectives to guide land use
decisions, contains some policies that relate to physical environmental issues. The proposed project
is consistent with applicable general plan designations and policies. The site is located within the
Sacramento Street NCO Zoning District. The proposed project would construct an approximately
6,500 square feet of retail on the first floor, 10,000 square feet of medical office use on the second
floor, and 18 dwelling units (17,100 square feet) on the third and fourth floors. The project proposes
64 parking spaces on three below-grade levels including; 45 short-term parking spaces on the first
and second levels (3 retail spaces and 32 medical spaces),18 residential parking spaces on the third
level, and one car share parking space. These uses are permitted or conditionally authorized within
the Sacramento Street NCO. The project site is located in the 40-X Height and Bulk District, where
the maximum allowed height of a building is 40 feet. The proposed building would conform to this
zoning, with a height of 40 feet (not including the 4-foot-tall parapet and 9-foot-tall elevator
penthouse, which are exempt per Planning Code Section 260). Thus, the proposed project would be
consistent with applicable zoning designations.

b)

The development occurs within city limits on a site of less than five acres surrounded by urban uses.

The 14,580 square-foot (0.33-acre) project site is located within a developed area of San Francisco.
The project site is currently developed and contains a single-story-over-basement, 12,250-squarefoot, 75-space parking garage, a two-story, semi-occupied medical office building with three surface
parking spaces, and an occupied three-story office building. The surrounding uses are mixed
residential, retail, offices, and restaurants. The proposed project, therefore, would be properly
characterized as in-fill development of less than five acres, completely surr~unded by urban uses.

c)

The project site has no habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species.

The project site is within a developed urban area and occupied by three existing structures, with
minimal landscaping, including three existing trees, and groundcover. Thus, the project site has no
value as habitat for rare, threatened, or endangered species.

d)

Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality.
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Transportation
On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of the future certification of revised CEQA Guidelines pursuant to
Senate Bill 743, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted State Office of Planning and
Research's recommendation in the Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA to use the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) metric instead
of automobile delay to evaluate the\ transportation impacts of projects (Resolution 19579). The VMT
metric does not apply to the analysis of impacts on non-automobile modes of travel such as riding
transit, walking, and bicycling. Accordingly, this categorical exemption does not contain a separate
discussion of automobile delay (i.e., traffic) impacts. Instead, a VMT and induced automobile travel
impact analysis is provided.
VMT and Induced Vehicle Travel

Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of
the transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit,
development scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low-density
development at great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access to non-private
vehicular modes of travel, generate more automobile travel compared to development located in
urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and travel options other than private vehicles
are available.
Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower VMT ratio than the nine-county San
Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the City, expressed geographically through
transportation analysis zones (TAZs), have lower VMT ratios than other areas of the City. The
Planning Department has prepared a Geographic Information System database (the Transportation
Information map) with current and projected 2040 per capita VMT figures for all TAZs in the City,
in addition to regional daily average figures. 1
A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional
VMT. The State Office of Planning and Research's (OPR) Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA
Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA 2 ("Proposed Transportation Impact
Guidelines") recommend screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of projects
that would not result in significant impacts to VMT. If a project meets one of the three screening
criteria provided (Map-Based Screening, Small Projects, or Proximity to Transit Stations), then it is
presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant for the project and a detailed VMT
analysis is not required. Map-Based Screening is used to determine if a project site is located within
a TAZ in the City that exhibits low levels of VMT; Small Projects are projects that would generate
fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day; and the Proximity to Transit Stations criterion includes projects
that are within a half mile of an existing major transit stop, have a floor area ratio (FAR) of greater
than or equal to 0.75, vehicle parking that is less than or equal to that required or allowed by the

San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Information Map, accessed November 1, 2016 at:
http://sftransportationmap.org.
2 Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA, January 20, 2016, accessed November 1, 2016 at:
https:Uwww.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised VMT CEOA Guidelines -Proposal Ianuary 20 2016.pdf.
1
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Planning Code without conditional use authorization, and are consistent with the applicable
Sustainable Communities Strategy.
The existing average daily household VMT per capita is 7.7 for the transportation analysis zone the
project site is located in 718. This is 55 percent below the existing regional average daily household
VMT per capita of 17.2. Future 2040 average daily household VMT per capita is 7.2 for the
transportation analysis zone 718. This is 51 percent below the future 2040 regional average daily
VMT per capita of 14.6. The existing average daily VMT per retail employee is 8.4 for the
transportation analysis zone the project site is located in 718. This is 44 percent below the existing
regional average daily VMT per capita of 14.9. Future 2040 average daily VMT per retail employee is
7.9 for the transportation analysis zone 718. This is 38 percent below the future 2040 regional
average daily VMT per capita of 12.7. The existing average daily VMT per office employee is 10.2 for
the transportation analysis zone the project site is located in 718. This is 47 percent below the
existing regional average daily VMT per capita of 19.1. Future 2040 average daily VMT per office
employee is 9.5 for the transportation analysis zone 718. This is 41 percent below the future 2040
regional average daily VMT per capita of 16.2.
Given that the proposed project reduces the amount of parking compared to existing conditions, the
project site meets the Proximity to Transit Stations screening criterion, which also indicates the
proposed project's mixed uses would not cause substantial additional VMT3 and that the project site
is located in an area where existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the existing regional
average, the proposed project would not result in substantial additional VMT and impacts would be
less-than-significant.
The proposed project is not a transportation project. However, the proposed project would include
features that would alter the transportation network. These features include removing two existing
curb cuts, creating a new curb cut, and bicycle amenities, such as bicycle parking. These features fit
within the general types of projects identified above that would not substantially induce automobile
travel. Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant.

Trip Generation
Based on the trip generation rates in the Planning Department's Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Environmental Review (October 2002), the proposed new four-story mixed-use building
would generate4 an additional 1,329 daily person-trips of which 132 would be expected to occur
during the p.m. peak-hour. These p.m. peak-hour person-trips would be distributed among various
modes of transportation, including 84 automobile trips (55 vehicle-trips), 17 transit trips, 27 walking
trips, and 5 other trips.

3 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 -Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 36373657 Sacramento Street, April 11, 2018. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA as part of Case File
2007.1347E.
4 San Francisco Planning Department. Trip Generation Calculations. April 6, 2018
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Transit

The project site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni lines 1California, lAX-California A Express, lBX-California B Express,2-Clement, ,3-Jackson, 33-Ashbury18th . The proposed project would generate approximately 17 weekday p.m. peak hour transit trips.
Transit trips associated with the proposed project would not result in substantial capacity related
impacts. Therefore, the proposed project's impact on Muni transit capacity would be less than
significant and the project would not result in any significant transit impacts.
Construction

Construction of the proposed project is expected to occur over the course of a 20-month period.
During that time, it is anticipated that the majority of the construction-related truck traffic would
use 1-80, 1-280, and U.S. 101 to access the project site from the East Bay, South Bay, North Bay and
from locations within the City. The addition of worker-related vehicle or transit trips would not
substantially affect transportation conditions. Construction workers who drive to the site would
cause a temporary increase in traffic volume and demand for on-street parking. Construction would
be a small incremental increase in traffic and would not be considered a substantial traffic demand
for parking. Construction would lessen the availability of on-street parking during working hours.
During construction the project may include sidewalk, parking, and travel lanes closures along
Sacramento Streets. Construction activities in San Francisco that have the potential to affect the
transportation network are subject to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency's
Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, also known as the "blue book," as well as the public
works code and public works department orders. 5 The blue book is a manual for City agencies
(public works, SFMTA, public utilities commission, the port, etc.), utility crews, private contractors,
and others doing work in San Francisco's public rights-of-way, and it establishes rules for working
safely and in a manner that will cause the least possible interference with people walking, bicycling,
taking transit and/or transit operations, as well as people driving. Therefore, there would not be a
significant construction impact on transportation in the project area as a result of the proposed
project.
Parking

Public Resources Code (PRC) section 21099(d)(l), effective January 1, 2014, provides that,
"parking .. .impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill
site within a transit priority. area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment."
The project satisfies the conditions provided in the applicable PRC section. 6 Therefore, the proposed

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, City and County of San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, Sfl•
Edition, January 2012, accessed June 12, 2018 at: https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-

5

documents/2017/10/blue book 8th edition pdf.pdf.
San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist; CEQA Section 21099 -Modernization of Transportation Analysis, 3637-3657
Sacramento Street, April 1, 2018.
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project would not have any significant impacts related to parking, and the following discussion of
parking is provided for informational purposes only.
Section 151 of the Planning Code generally requires one off-street parking space be provided for each
dwelling unit within the Sacramento Street NCO. One off-street parking space is required for each
500 square feet of occupied floor area up to 20,000 for retail space. One off-street parking space is
required for each 300 square feet of occupied floor area for medical/dental office space. The
proposed project would include 18 residential units and 64 parking spaces for both residential and
non-residential uses; thus, the proposed project would comply with the Planning Code's off-street
parking requirement. The parking demand generated by the proposed project has been estimated in
accordance with the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines at 80 parking spaces, which tends to
overestimate parking demand because it assumes a free, unconstrained supply of parking 7 •
Therefore, the proposed project would have an estimated parking deficit of 16 spaces, which is not
considered substantial.
San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment.
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.
Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical environment
as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project's social impacts need not be treated as significant
impacts on the environment. Environmental documents should, however, address the secondary
physical impacts that could be triggered by a social impact (CEQA Guidelines section 15131(a)). The
social inconvenience of parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not an
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 travel by foot) 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."
Noise
An approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the project area would be necessary to produce an
increase in ambient noise levels noticeable to most people. The proposed project would not cause a

7 San Francisco Planning Department. Memorandum California Environmental Quality Act: Vehicle Miles Traveled, Parking, For-Hire
Vehicles, and Alternatives. February 23, 2017
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doubling in traffic volumes and therefore would not result in a substantial increase in the ambient
noise level in the project vicinity.
Noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Noise Ordinance), which is codified in
Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code. Article 29 establishes property line and other limits for
fixed noise sources and also regulates construction noise. Under section 2909(b), fixed noise sources
(e.g. mechanical equipment) from commercial properties are limited to 8 dBA8 above ambient levels
and section 2909(d) also establishes that such noise not exceed an interior daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.)
noise limit of 55 dBA or nighttime noise limit (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) of 45 dBA at the nearest residential
receptor. The requirements of the Noise Ordinance are designed to prevent sleep disturbance,
protect public health, and prevent the acoustical environment from progressive deterioration.
During project construction, all diesel and gasoline-powered engines would be equipped with
noise-arresting mufflers. Delivery truck trips and construction equipment would generate noise that
that may be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. Construction noise is also
regulated by the Noise Ordinance. Section 2907 of the Police Code requires that noise levels from
individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 A-weighted
dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools (such as jackhammers and impact
wrenches) must have both intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Director of Public
Works. Section 2908 of the Police Code prohibits construction work between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
if the construction noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the project property line,
unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of Public Works. Construction noise impacts
related to the project would be temporary and intermittent in nature.
The proposed project includes the addition of new residences, commercial activities, and the
construction of private open spaces, which would generate some additional noise that may be
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. Section 2909 of the Police Code
regulates residential and commercial property noise limits. Residential noise is limited to no more
than five dBA above the ambient noise level. Commercial noise is limited to no more than eight dBA
above the local ambient noise level at any point outside of the property plane. Therefore, no
significant noise impacts would occur.
Air Quality
In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the
following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen
dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02) and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants
because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the
basis for setting permissible levels. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) in its
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2011), has developed screening criteria to determine if projects
would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in
8

The standard method used to quantify environmental noise involves evaluating the sound with an adjustment to reflect the fact
that human hearing is less sensitive to low-frequency sound than to mid-and high-frequent sound. This measurement adjustment is
called "a" weighting, and the data are reported in A-weighted decibel (dBA). A -lOdB (decibel) increase in noise level is generally
perceived to be twice as loud.
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a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the San Francisco Bay Area
Air Basin. If a proposed project meets the screening criteria, then the project would result in lessthan-significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may
require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would
exceed significance thresholds. The proposed project would construct approximately 18 dwelling
unit, 10,000 square feet of medical office use, and 6,500 square feet of retail, which would not exceed
criteria air pollutant screening levels for operation or construction. 9
In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs).
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e.,
of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to human health, including
carcinogenic effects. In response to growing concerns of TACs and their human health effects, the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building
and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Requirements for Urban Infill
Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective December 8,
2014)(Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for
all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Projects within
the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project's
activities would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality.
The proposed project is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in a significant impact with respect to siting new sensitive receptors in areas with
substantial levels of air pollution. The proposed project would require construction activities for
approximately 20 months. However, construction emissions would be temporary and variable in
nature and would not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants.
Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to, and comply with, California regulations
limiting idling to no more than five minutes, 10 which would further reduce nearby sensitive
receptors' exposure to temporary and variable TAC emissions. Therefore, construction period TAC
emissions would not result in a significant impact with respect to exposing sensitive receptors to
substantial levels of air pollution. In conclusion, the proposed project would not result in significant
air quality impacts.
Water Quality
The proposed project would involve 5,000 square feet or more of ground surface disturbance; thus
the project would require a Stormwater Control Plan. The project resides in a combined sewer area
and has been determined to trigger compliance with the Stormwater Design Guidelines (SDG). As

9 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011. Table 3-1. Criteria air pollutant
screening sizes for a low rise apartment is 451 dwelling units for operation and 240 dwelling units for construction. For medical
office it is 117,000 square feet for operational and 277,000 square feet for construction. For a free-standing discount store it is 76,000
square feet for operational and 277,000 square feet for construction. Free-standing discount store was use as this is the most similar
use to commercial.
10 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485 (on-road) and§ 2449(d)(2) (off-road).
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per the requirements of the SDG, the project must achieve LEED Sustainable Sites (SS) c6.l,
"Stormwater Design: Quantity Control." Therefore this project must implement a stormwater
management approach that reduces existing stormwater runoff flow rate and volume by 25 percent
for a two-year 24-hour design storm. The project would minimize disruption of natural hydrology
by implementing Low Impact Design approaches such as reduced impervious cover, reuse of
stormwater, or increased infiltration.
The project would not result in discharges that would have the potential to degrade water quality or
contaminate a public water supply. Project-related wastewater and stormwater would flow to the
City's combined sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in the City's National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control
Plant prior to discharge. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant water
quality impacts.

e)

The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

The project site is located in a dense urban area where all required utilities and public services are
available. The proposed project would be connected to existing water, electric, gas, and wastewater
services. Prior to receiving a building permit, the project would be reviewed by the Department of
Building Inspection, the San Francisco Fire Department, the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, and Public Works to ensure compliance with city and state regulations concerning
building standards, fire protection, sewer connections, and hydrology. Therefore, the proposed
project would be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:
CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 establishes exceptions to the application of a categorical exemption for
a project. None of the established exceptions applies to the proposed project.
Guidelines Section 15300.2, subdivision (a), provides that a categorical exemption shall not be used where
the proposed project may have an impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern
where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local
agencies. As discussed below under "Hazardous Materials," there is no possibility of a significant effect
on the environment due to hazardous or critical concerns.
CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2, subdivision (b), provides that a categorical exemption shall not be used
where the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time, is
significant. There are no cumulative projects in the vicinity that could combine with the proposed project
to result in significant cumulative effects on the environment. Therefore, there is no possibility of a
significant cumulative effect on the environment due to the proposed project.
CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2, subdivision (c), provides that a categorical exemption shall not be used
for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. As discussed above, the proposed project would not have a
significant effect on transportation, noise, air quality and water quality. In addition, the proposed project
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would not have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances for other
environmental topics, discussed below.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2, subdivision (f), provides that a categorical exemption shall not be used
for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. For
the reasons discussed below under "Historic Architectural Resources," there is no possibility that the
proposed project would have a significant effect on a historic resource.
Aesthetics. Public Resources Code (PRC) section 21099(d)(l), effective January 1, 2014, provides that,
"aesthetics .. .impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment." The project
satisfies the conditions provided in the applicable PRC section.11 The following discussion of aesthetics is
provided for informational purposes only.
The visual character of the project site and its vicinity is urban and mixed, with a variety of residential
and commercial land uses ranging from single-story to three-story structures. The proposed building
would be slightly taller than the existing surrounding buildings, but would conform to the City's 40-X
Height and Bulk District. The proposed project would intensify and change the use of the site, but would
not change or be inconsistent with the mixed-use visual character of surrounding development. The
proposed project would not degrade or obstruct scenic views from public areas viewable by a substantial
number of people.
Construction of the project would require the use of construction equipment, dumpsters, lighting,
fencing, and construction vehicles. This is typical of projects under construction throughout San
Francisco. The proposed project would include interior lights which would be visible through the
building windows from nearby areas, including adjacent buildings and public streets; however, it would
be typical of other residential and nonresidential structures in the area. Exterior lighting of the proposed
project would illuminate the building's pedestrian and vehicular access points at street level, consistent
with nearby buildings and street lighting fixtures. The proposed building would include glass
components, but it would be typical of other residential and commercial structures in the area.
Biological Resources. The City's Urban Forestry Ordinance, Public Works Code section 801, et seq,
requires a permit from the Department of Public Works (DPW) to remove any protected trees. Protected
trees include landmark trees, significant trees, or street trees located on the site and adjacent public
property. The project site does not have any existing significant trees located on or adjacent to it. The
project would remove three existing trees and plant four new trees in accordance with the tree planting
and protection requirements under Public Works. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
Shadow. Planning Code section 295 requires a shadow analysis for any building over 40 feet in height.
The proposed building is 40 feet in height, as measured in accordance with the Planning Code. Therefore,

11

San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 -Modernization of Transportation Analysis, 3637-3657

Sacramento Street, April 11, 2018.
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this project does not require a shadow analysis. Furthermore, a shadow fan analysis was prepared by the
Planning Department per the request of the project sponsor. This analysis determined that the proposed
project would not cast a new shadow on public spaces under the Recreation and Park Department or
other public open space. 12 While shadow on private property may be a concern to nearby neighbors, it is
not considered under CEQA. Therefore, no significant environmental impacts involving shadow would
be associated with the proposed project.
Historic Architectural Resources. The proposed project includes the demolition of three existing
structures, two of which were constructed more than 50 years ago. A property may be considered a
historic resource if it meets any of the criteria related to (1) events, (2) persons, (3) architecture, or (4)
information potential that make it eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or
if it is considered a contributor to an eligible historic district.
A consultant-prepared historic resource evaluation report 13 for the parking garage located on 3657
Sacramento Street found that the garage, constructed in 1920, does not qualify for individual listing on
the California Register under any of the four criteria for significance nor is it eligible as a contributor to a
historic district. In response to the evaluation for 3657 Sacramento Street, Planning Department staff
prepared a historic resource evaluation response 14 which concurred with the consultant finding that the
garage was not eligible as an individual resource for events, persons, architecture, and information
potential or as a contributor to a historic district. Therefore, the property was found to not be an historic
resource as defined by CEQA.
An additional consultant-prepared historic resource evaluation report15 was prepared for the existing twostory medical office building located on 3637 Sacramento. The three-story office building located on the
same parcel, with the address 3741 Sacramento Street, was not evaluated as it was constructed in 1974
and does not meet the age requirements for eligibility as a historic resource. The report found that the
medical office building, constructed in 1966, is not eligible for inclusion on the California Register as an
individual resource or as a contributor to an eligible historic district. In response to the evaluation for
3637 Sacramento Street, Planning Department staff prepared a preservation team review form 16, and found
that overall the medical office building does not appear associated with any significant event or persons,
nor is the building a good example of a type, period, or method of construction. The building also does
not relate to a potential historic district. Therefore, the property was found to not be an historic resource
as defined by CEQA.
The project site is not located adjacent to any known historic resources.
For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on a historic
resource.
San Francisco Planning Department, Shadow Fan for 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, April 6, 2018.
Kelley and Verplanck Historical Resources Consulting, Historic Resource Evaluation Report 3657 Sacramento Street, San Francisco,
California, September, 2007.
14 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California,
July 18, 2008.
15 KDI Land Use Planning, Historic Resource Evaluation 3637 Sacramento Street Project, November 27, 2013.
16 San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form 3637 Sacramento Street, January 13, 2014.
12
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Geology, Soils, and Hydrology. A preliminary geotechnical investigation 17 was conducted for the proposed
project. Soil data was obtained from studies on nearby lots in the surrounding neighborhood to evaluate
the general suitability of the site for the proposed construction, to determine the probable subsurface
conditions at the site, and to provide general soil and foundation engineering design criteria.
The geotechnical investigation concludes that the site is suitable for the proposed construction, provided
that a final foundation investigation is preformed to develop the detailed geotechnical engineering
recommendations required for the final design and construction of the proposed mixed-use commercialresidential building. Earthwork operations at the site could consist of excavation 35 feet or more in depth
for the three levels of below-grade parking.
A memorandum 18 was prepared by Murray Engineers Inc. The memorandum concludes that the proposed
development appears feasible and the geotechnical conclusions are generally appropriate in the
preliminary geotechnical investigation; however, updated seismic design criteria was provided that must
be incorporated into the building design in accordance with current building code requirements, as well
as limited modifications to the preliminary recommendations.
Excavation would extend below existing adjacent buildings to the west and east and below the sidewalks
along Sacramento Street and adjoining rear yard areas to the south. The investigation and memorandum
recommended a mat foundation as well as underpinning and temporary shoring during the proposed
excavation operations and construction of the garage-level retaining walls. This sort of construction
activity is not unusual for building construction in San Francisco.
The proposed project would be required to conform to the San Francisco Building Code, which ensures
the safety of all new construction in the City. Geologic and seismic hazards are considered as part of the
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) review process. Background information provided to DBI
would provide for the security and stability of the subject building and adjoining properties during
construction. Potential damage to structures from geologic hazards on the project site would be
addressed through the DBI review of the building permit application pursuant to DBI implementation of
the Building Code. In light of the above, no environmental concerns involving geologic and seismic
hazards would be associated with the proposed project.
Hazardous Materials. The building at 3657 Sacramento Street was previously used as an automotive
repair facility and laundry and is suspected of contamination of hazardous materials. Therefore, the
project is subject to Article 22A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance, which is
administered and overseen by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH). The Maher
Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified professional to prepare a phase
I environmental site assessment (ESA) that meets the requirements of Health Code section 22.A.6.

Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed
Mixed-Use Building at 3637 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California, July 15, 2009.
18 Murray Engineers Inc., Memorandum, Nev.> Engineer-of-Record Preliminary Geotechnical Feasibility Review & Update, New Mixed-Use
Building 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California, June 6, 2018.
17
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The phase I ESA 19 for the project site found that two gasoline underground storage tanks were removed
from the site on August 12, 1994 and that soil samples were collected at the time a case closure was issued
by DPH in November 1994. The phase I ESA recommended that further investigation be conducted to
assess the potential presences of contaminants associated with activities formerly occurring at the site.
Accordingly, soil sampling and analysis was conducted as part of a phase II ESA 20 • Soil samples detected
concentrations of TPH and metals, which were within the range or did not exceed standard levels typical
of San Francisco Bay Area soils. The phase II ESA did not recommend any further investigation of the
project site. The DPH Site Assessment and Mitigation Program (DPH SAM) reviewed the site and
subsurface investigations and found that no further action is required for this project site under the
Voluntary Remedial Action Program. 21
The project would demolish three existing buildings. Dust associated with the demolition and
construction activities is subject to the Dust Control Ordinance. The intent of the Ordinance is to reduce
the quantity of dust generated during site preparations, demolition, and construction work to project the
health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid
orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI).
The project is not located in an area where there is a known presence of serpentine soils. Furthermore,
the memorandum prepared by Murray Engineers Inc. concludes that the likelihood of encountering
serpentine bedrock at the proposed project site is low. Therefore, no exposure to serpentine is expected.
For the above reasons, no significant impacts involving hazardous materials would be associated with the
proposed project.
Public Notice and Comment. On November 5, 2012, and January 29, 2018, the Planning Department
mailed a "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" to community organizations, tenants
of the affected property and properties adjacent to the project site, and those persons who own property
within 300 feet of the project site. The following concerns were expressed by members of the public:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The visual relationship or transition of the proposed project with the neighborhood
Height and scale of the proposed building
Scenic impacts
Loss of neighbor's views
Unsightliness of dumpsters during construction.
Loss of light and glare during the project operation
Light pollution from project construction and operation
Poor air quality during excavation and construction
Damage to existing trees on the site and to adjacent properties due to excavation and construction
Subsidence, underpinning, and structural damage to nearby buildings during construction
Asbestos and lead exposure during construction
Release of hazardous materials due to previous medical and auto repair uses on the site
Potential presence of serpentine

ICES, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 3637, 3641, and 3657 Sacramento Street San Francisco, California, December 31, 2012.
Ninyo & Moore, Phase II Environmental Site Assessment 3657 Sacramento Street San Francisco, California, March 25, 2013.
21 City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Health, No Further Action Needed Letter 3637- 3657Sacramento Street San
Francisco December 10, 2013.
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Exemption from Environmental Review

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Case No. 2007.1347E
3637-3657 Sacramento Street

Historic status of the existing buildings
Consistency of the project with Planning Code requirements for height and bulk, lot size,
streetscape and pedestrian improvements, and floor area
Unknown use of proposed commercial space
Noise pollution and vibration during construction
Noise from residential uses, commercial uses, and common open spaces
Displacement of current medical use with commercial use
Loss of jobs
Increased population density
Shadow effects on nearby properties
Increased traffic during project construction and operation
Loss of street parking during project construction and operation
Groundwater contamination from excavation
Water drainage issues
Cumulative impact of multiple construction projects in the neighborhood
Effect on real estate values
Affordability of the proposed housing
Liability for damage to private property and public infrastructure
Loss of privacy

The certificate addresses those concerns that relate to physical environmental effects. Those concerns that
do not relate to physical environmental effects are outside the scope of CEQA and are not addressed in
this certificate. Comments that relate to economic, social, financial, and legal concerns may be considered
by City decision-makers during their deliberations on whether to approve, modify, or disapprove the
proposed project.
Conclusion. The proposed project satisfies the criteria for exemption under the above-cited
classification(s). In addition, none of the CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 exceptions to the use of a
categorical exemption applies to the proposed project. For the above reasons, the proposed project is
appropriately exempt from environmental review.
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APPLICATION
Appellant's Information
Brandon Ponce

Name:
Address:

Email Address:

brandonponce@yahoo.com

Telephone:

415-407-2775

3550 California St., Apt. 9, San Francisco, CA 94118

Neighborhood Group Organization Information
Name of Organization:

California-Locust Block Neighbor's Group Association

Address:

Email Address:

3550 California St., Apt. 9, San Francisco, CA 94118
Telephone:

brandonponce@yahoo.com

415-407-2775

Property Information
Project Address:

3637-3657 Sacramento Street

Project Application (PRJ) Record No:
Date of Decision (if any):

2007.1347.E

Building Permit No:

11-8-18

Required Criteria for Granting Waiver
All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials.
YES

REQUIRED CRITERIA
The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal
on behalf of the organization . Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other
officer of the organization.

l~I

The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department and
that appears on the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations.

l~I

The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months prior
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including th at relating
to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters.

I 31?: I

The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and that
is the subject of the appeal.

I ,,....I

NO

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:
Date:-----------

Submission Checklist:

0
0

APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION

0

I

0

MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE

PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION

0
PAGE 2

CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION

APPLICATION· BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPEAL FEE WAIVER
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WAIVER APPROVED

WAIVER DENIED
V. 08.03.20 18 SAN FRANC ISCO PLANN ING DE PA RTME NT

From:
To:
Cc:

BOS Legislation, (BOS)
brandonponce@yahoo.com
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC);
Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Wong, Lana (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC); Lewis,
Don (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOSSupervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS);
ggee@garygee.com; Anna Hill; Scott Emblidge
PLANNING APPEAL RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 3637-3657 Sacramento Street Appeal Hearing on January 15, 2019
Monday, January 07, 2019 1:22:29 PM

Subject:
Date:

Greetings,
Please find linked below an appeal response brief received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board
from the Planning Department, regarding the appeal of the Categorical Exemption Determination
for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street.
Planning Appeal Response Letter - January 7, 2019
The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on January
15, 2019, at 3:00 p.m.
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
Board of Supervisors File No. 181233

Best regards,
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
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Categorical Exemption Appeal
3637-3657 Sacramento Street
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:
HEARING DATE:
ATTACHMENT:

January 7, 2019
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer – (415) 575-9032
Don Lewis – (415) 575-9168
Planning Case No. 2007.1347E
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 3637-3657 Sacramento Street
January 15, 2019
A – Air Quality Memorandum
B – Review of Historic Resource Determination

PROJECT SPONSOR: Annie Chen, Litke Properties, Inc., (415) 922-0178
APPELLANT: Brandon Ponce, Jennifer Kopczynski, Alexander W. Thompson, Marcia E. Herman, Susan
Foslien, Jack Kaus, Patrick Richards, John M. Burns, and Douglas Engmann, on behalf of the CaliforniaLocust Neighbors' Association
INTRODUCTION
This memorandum is a response to the original appeal letter (dated December 7, 2018) and the
supplemental appeal letter (dated January 4, 2019) from the appellant to the board of supervisors (the
board) regarding the planning department’s (the department) issuance of a categorical exemption under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA determination) for the proposed 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street project.
The department, pursuant to article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a categorical exemption for the
project on September 20, 2018 finding that the proposed project is exempt from CEQA as a class 32
categorical exemption for infill development.
The decision before the board is whether to uphold the department’s decision to issue a categorical
exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the department’s decision to issue a categorical exemption
and return the project to department staff for additional environmental review.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND EXISTING USE
The project site is located on the south side of Sacramento Street on the block surrounded by Sacramento,
Spruce, Locust, and California streets in the Presidio Heights neighborhood. The site is comprised of two
lots. Lot 012, located at 3657 Sacramento Street, contains a single-story, 12,250-square-foot, 75-space parking
garage that was constructed in 1920. Lot 020 contains two structures: 3637 Sacramento Street, a two-story,
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Hearing Date: January 15, 2019

5,523-square-foot medical office building with three surface parking spaces (constructed in 1966); and 3641
Sacramento Street, a three-story, 7,615-square-foot office building (constructed in 1974).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project sponsor proposes the demolition of three existing buildings and construction of a 40-foot-tall,
four-story, 45,233-square-foot mixed-use building. 1,2 The building would contain approximately 6,500
square feet of retail use on the first floor, 10,000 square feet of medical office use on the second floor, and
18 dwelling units (17,100 square feet) on the third and fourth floors. The project proposes 64 parking spaces
on three below-grade levels consisting of 45 short-term public parking spaces (13 retail spaces and 32
medical spaces) and 18 long-term residential parking spaces.
The garage would also provide 21 class 1 bicycle parking spaces and family amenity lockers. The project
would provide 14 class 2 bicycle parking spaces on Sacramento Street. The residential lobby and
commercial entrances would be accessible via Sacramento Street. The project would remove three existing
curb cuts along Sacramento Street and the parking garage would be accessed from a new approximately
21-foot-wide curb cut on Sacramento Street. The three existing trees on the project site would be removed
and four new trees would be planted. The project proposes approximately 2,800 square feet of open space,
including 2,390 square feet of common open space at the ground floor and 400 square feet of private open
space. The project would require 18,000 cubic yards of soil removal with approximately 45 feet excavation
below ground surface. Construction is anticipated to last up to 20 months. During construction the project
may include sidewalk, parking, and travel lanes closures along Sacramento Street. Underpinning and
temporary shoring would be required during the proposed excavation operations and construction of the
subsurface garage level retaining walls. The proposed building would be supported by a reinforced mat
foundation.

BACKGROUND
On November 20, 2007, Gary Gee Architects, Inc. (hereinafter “project sponsor”) filed an application with
the planning department (hereinafter “department”) for CEQA determination for the project described
above.
On September 20, 2018, the department determined that the project was categorically exempt under CEQA
Guidelines section 15332 (Class 32: in-fill development), and that no further environmental review was
required.
On November 8, 2018, the planning commission approved the proposed project by granting a conditional
use authorization. As a condition of project approval, the project sponsor agreed to remove one
underground parking level or approximately 14 spaces of the 64 proposed spaces described in the Class 32
exemption.
On December 7, 2018, Brandon Ponce, Jennifer Kopczynski, Alexander W. Thompson, Marcia E. Herman,
Susan Foslien, Jack Kaus, Patrick Richards, John M. Burns, and Douglas Engmann, on behalf of the

1
2

The building would include a 9-foot-tall elevator penthouse and a 4-foot-tall parapet.
The total gross square footage of the proposed building, which includes the underground levels, would be 71,398 square feet.
2
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California-Locust Neighbors' Association (hereinafter “appellant”), filed an appeal of the CEQA
determination. The appeal letter was dated and filed with the Clerk of the Board on December 7, 2018.
On January 4, 2018, the appellant filed a supplemental appeal letter with the Clerk of the Board.

CEQA GUIDELINES
Categorical Exemptions
In accordance with CEQA section 21084, CEQA Guidelines sections 15301 through 15333 list classes of
projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and are exempt from
further environmental review.
CEQA Guidelines section 15332, or Class 32, consists of in-fill development projects that meet the
conditions described in that section:
(a) The project is consistent with applicable general plan designations and policies as well as with
applicable zoning designations.
(b) The development occurs within city limits on a site of less than five acres surrounded by urban
uses.
(c) The project site has no habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.
(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
quality, or water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.
Additionally, CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 establishes exceptions to the application of a categorical
exemption. When any of the below exceptions apply, a project that otherwise fits within a categorical
exception must undergo some form of environmental review.
(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be located
- a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particularly
sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are considered to apply all instances,
except where the project may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern
where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or
local agencies.
(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact
of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.
(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to
unusual circumstances.
(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in
damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock
outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic
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highway. This does not apply to improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted
negative declaration or certified EIR.
(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site
which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.
(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.
In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA Guidelines section
15064(f) states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be
based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f)(5) offers
the following guidance: “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.
Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion
supported by facts.”

PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES
The concerns raised in the appeal letters are addressed in the responses below.
Response 1: The proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review, none of the
exceptions apply, and mitigation is not required.
As discussed above, the Class 32 exemption applies to projects characterized as in-fill developments that
are: (a) consistent with the general plan; (b) occur within City limits on a site no larger than five acres that
is substantially surrounded by urban uses; (c) has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened
species; (d) would not result in significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality effects; and (e) can be
adequately served by all required utilities and public services.
The proposed project demonstrates each of the required factors for a Class 32 exemption: (a) the proposed
four-story building with medical, residential, and retail uses on the project site is entirely consistent with
the general plan; (b) the project site is less than five acres and is located in an urban setting; (c) the project
site is not valued habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species; (d) the proposed project would not
result in any significant impact to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality; and (e) the proposed project
would be served by existing utilities and public services. As discussed in the CEQA determination, the
proposed project is eligible for an infill exemption, and potential impacts would be addressed by the
project’s adherence to normal requirements for San Francisco construction projects, including the San
Francisco Building Code, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) Regulations for
Working in San Francisco Streets, the Noise Ordinance, the Dust Control Ordinance, the Maher Ordinance
and Bay Area Air Quality Management District regulations.
The CEQA Guidelines include exceptions to the applicability of categorical exemptions. When any of the
enumerated exceptions apply, a project that otherwise fits within a categorical exemption must undergo
4
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some form of environmental review. As discussed below, none of the exceptions to the categorical
exemptions apply to the proposed project.
Location
Certain classes of exemptions may not be applied “where the project may impact on an environmental
resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted
pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.” Because the department did not issue a class 3, 4, 5, 6,
or 11 exemption for this project, this exception does not apply.
Cumulative Impacts
An exemption may not be applied “when the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in
the same place, over time is significant.” This exception applies when a project, in combination with other
projects in the same place over time, could create significant environmental impacts. The proposed project
does not present the possibility of cumulative impacts. See Responses 2, 3, 4, and 5 below for more details.
Significant Effect Due to Unusual Circumstances
A categorical exception may not be applied for activities that create a reasonable possibility of having a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. This exception is only invoked when
both: (1) unusual circumstances exist; and (2) as a result of these unusual circumstances, a project could
create significant environmental impacts. The proposed project presents no "unusual circumstances" that
would subject it to this exception. The proposed project would demolish three existing structures and
construct a new four-story, mixed-use building in an urban setting. The proposed building would contain
uses that are permitted by the planning code, and the proposed subsurface parking immediately adjacent
to existing structures is a common condition in San Francisco. The alleged issues raised by the appellant
are typical of those encountered in San Francisco during project development, are not unusual, and are
addressed by existing legal requirements applicable to all similar projects. The use of the Class 32
exemption is entirely appropriate for the proposed project.
Scenic Highways
Categorical exemptions may not be applied to projects that “may result in damage to scenic resources,
including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a
highway officially designated as a state scenic highway.” The project site is not located near a designated
state scenic highway.
Hazardous Waste
A project that is located on a site that is listed as a hazardous waste site pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the
California Government Code may not be categorically exempt. The project site is not listed as a hazardous
waste site by the state.
Historical Resources
A categorical exemption cannot be applied to a project that “may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource.“ As discussed in the CEQA determination and in Response 8 below,
the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource.

5
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In light of the above, the proposed project fits within the Class 32 categorical exemption and none of the
exceptions are triggered. As such, the project is not required to undergo further environmental review.
Moreover, since the proposed project qualifies for an exemption, mitigation measures cannot be applied to
the project. Should the Board deny the appeal of the CEQA determination, the Board could decide to apply
conditions of approval on the conditional use authorization. The appellant has not demonstrated that the
department’s CEQA determination for the proposed project is not supported by substantial evidence in the
record.
Response 2: The proposed project would not result in a project-specific or cumulative construction
transportation impact.
Construction of the proposed project would be similar to other infill development that occurs in the urban
setting of San Francisco.
Construction of the proposed project is expected to occur over the course of 18 to 20 months. During
construction, the project may include sidewalk, parking, and travel lane closures along Sacramento Street.
To stem any potential vehicle-pedestrian conflicts during construction, the following steps would be taken
to ensure safe vehicle and pedestrian travel within the vicinity of the project site. Any pedestrian walkways
fronting construction areas would be covered, and temporary fencing would be installed as needed. The
impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of Sacramento Street
due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may block travel lanes, and affect
both traffic and Muni operations during project construction. It is anticipated that the addition of the
worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions.
Prior to construction, as part of the building permit process, the project sponsor and construction
contractor(s) would be required to meet with public works and municipal transportation authority
(SFMTA) staff to develop and review truck routing plans for demolition, disposal of excavated materials,
materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. Construction activities in San
Francisco that have the potential to affect the transportation network are subject to SFMTA’s Regulations
for Working in San Francisco Streets, also known as the “blue book,” as well as the public works code and
public works department orders. 3 The blue book is a manual for City agencies (public works, SFMTA,
public utilities commission, the port, etc.), utility crews, private contractors, and others doing work in San
Francisco’s public right-of-way, and it establishes rules for working safely and in a manner that will cause
the least possible interference with people walking, bicycling, taking transit and/or transit operations, as
well as people driving. Therefore, there would not be an unusual circumstance. Based on the above, there
would be no significant construction impact on transportation in the project area as a result of the proposed
project, and mitigation would not be required.

3
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, City and County of San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, 8th
Edition, January 2012, accessed June 12, 2018 at: https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-anddocuments/2017/10/blue_book_8th_edition_pdf.pdf.
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Construction of the proposed project may overlap with construction of other reasonably foreseeable future
developments, including the 3700 California Street project 4 and the 3333 California Street project. 5 The 3700
California Street project site is approximately 430 feet away from the 3637-3657 Sacramento Street project
while the 3333 California Street project is approximately 720 feet away. Construction of the 3333 California
Street project is expected to start spring 2020 with an estimate duration of approximately 7 to 15 years since
this project is anticipated to be constructed in phases (start/stop construction). Construction of the 3700
California Street project is expected to begin January 2021 with an estimated duration of 41 months.
Construction of the proposed 3637-3657 Sacramento Street project anticipates a construction start date of
May 2019 with a completion date of November 2020. Due to the limited construction overlaps, the distances
between these cumulative nearby projects, different construction intensity by phase, and the potential for
construction vehicles to use different immediate travel routes in the project vicinity, the 3637-3657
Sacramento Street project would not combine substantially with the construction of the 3700 California
Street and 3333 California Street projects to create a significant cumulative construction-related
transportation impact. Additionally, these reasonably foreseeable construction projects would also have
their own construction management plans to minimize impacts.
Construction of the reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the project site could
temporarily generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. In
the event that the construction timeframes of the proposed project and other development projects overlap,
the project sponsor would be required to work with the transportation advisory staff committee (TASC),
the SFMTA, and the adjacent developers to minimize any potential overlapping construction
transportation impacts. As part of the construction permitting process and similar to the requirements for
the proposed project, each development project would be required to work with the various city
departments to develop detailed and coordinated construction logistics and contractor parking plans, as
applicable, that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, transit movement, pedestrian
movement issues, and bicycle movement adjacent to the construction area. The proposed construction
activities of the cumulative projects would, to the maximum extent feasible, accommodate construction
and staging activities on their respective project sites, and would also be required to conduct construction
in accordance with City requirements. Project mitigation would not be required.
Response 3: The proposed project would not result in a project-specific or cumulative significant air
quality impact.
In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the
following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2) and lead. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District in its CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines, has developed screening criteria to determine if projects would violate an air
quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively
4

The existing California Pacific Medical Center campus spans 14 parcels on three blocks. Sutter Health is expected to vacate the
campus and move to a new location by 2020. The 3700 California Street project would demolish five buildings and construct 31 new
buildings. In total, the project would result in 273 dwelling units, requiring excavation of approximately 61,800 cubic yards of soil to
a maximum depth of 75 feet.
5
The project site is currently occupied by the University of California San Francisco. The project would demolish an existing annex
building, surface parking lots, and circular garage ramp structures. Thirteen new mixed-use buildings would be constructed on the
site. In total, the project would result in 558 dwelling units, 49,999 square feet of office floor area, 54,117 square feet of retail floor area,
and a 14,690-square-foot child care center.

7

3384

Case No. 2007.1347E
3637-3657 Sacramento Street

BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal
Hearing Date: January 15, 2019

considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. If a
proposed project meets the screening criteria, then the project would result in less-than-significant criteria
air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may require a detailed air quality
assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would exceed significance thresholds.
Criteria air pollutant screening sizes for a low-rise apartment building is 451 dwelling units for operation
and 240 dwelling units for construction. 6 For a medical office use, it is 117,000 square feet for operation and
277,000 square feet for construction. For a free–standing discount store it is 76,000 square feet for operation
and 277,000 square feet for construction. 7 The proposed project, which would construct approximately 18
dwelling units, 10,000 square feet of medical office use, and 6,500 square feet of retail, would not exceed
the criteria air pollutant screening levels for operation or construction.
Additionally, the air district provides another screening criteria for projects that propose extensive material
transport (e.g., greater than 10,000 cubic yards of soil import/export). Projects requiring more than 10,000
cubic yards of soil import/export would have considerable haul truck activity that could potentially
generate substantial construction-related criteria air pollutants. The proposed project would exceed this
screening criteria since the project proposes 18,000 cubic yards of excavation. 8 However, based upon
experience of the planning department conducting and reviewing detailed air quality assessments, projects
with similar amounts of excavation would not exceed the air district’s recommended significance
thresholds for daily project construction emissions. 9
Nonetheless, the planning department quantified the proposed project’s construction-related criteria air
pollutants using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). 10,11 A 409-day project completion
period was assumed, which includes the demolition of the existing structures on-site, excavation and
grading of the project site, building construction, and architectural coating phases. 12 The project sponsor
provided the durations for each construction phase. The CalEEMod results were converted from tons to
pounds and divided by the assumed number of working days (409) to yield average daily construction
emissions calculation. The project-related average daily emissions were then compared to the air district’s
recommended thresholds of significance for construction criteria air pollutants. As shown below in table 1,
the proposed project’s daily construction-related criteria air pollutants emissions would not exceed the
thresholds of significance. Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed any of the air district’s
recommended significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants and would not result in significant impacts
with respect to criteria air pollutants.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2017.
Free-standing discount store was used as this is the most similar use to commercial.
8
The approved project, which eliminates one underground parking level, would require 15,261 cubic yards of excavation.
9
The air district has recommended significance thresholds for average daily emissions (pounds per day). For reactive organic gases
(ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX), it is 54 lbs/day; for inhalable coarse particulate matter (PM10) it is 82 lbs./day; and for fine particulate
matter (PM2.5) it is 54 lbs./per day.
10 CalEEMod is a statewide model that assists project proponents, land use jurisdictions, consultants, and air districts in complying
with CEQA by estimating emissions of criteria pollutant emissions from land use development projects. The model was developed
for the California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with the California Air Districts. CalEEMod version
2013.3.2, available online at http://www.caleemod.com. CalEEMod was used to estimate CAP emissions from construction vehicle
activity.
6
7

San Francisco Planning Department, Air Quality Memorandum for 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, December 20, 2018.
The air quality analysis assumed 18,000 cubic yards of excavation. With the elimination of one underground parking level, the
approved project would result in 2,739 fewer cubic yards of excavation. Therefore, the air quality analysis is conservative

11
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Table 1: Construction Criteria Air Pollutants Emissions
Construction Thresholds 14

Proposed Project Construction Emissions

Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day)

Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day)

ROG

54

2.66

NOx

54

5.74

PM10

82 (exhaust)

0.25

PM2.5

54 (exhaust)

0.23

Fugitive
Dust

Construction Dust Ordinance or
other Best Management Practices

San Francisco Construction Dust Control
Ordinance (Ordinance No. 176-08) applies to the
proposed project

Pollutant 13

The contribution of a project’s individual air emissions to regional air quality impacts is, by its nature, a
cumulative effect. Emissions from past, present, and future projects in the vicinity also have or will
contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would
be sufficient in size to result in non-attainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s
individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality conditions. Therefore, if a project’s
emissions are below the project-level thresholds, such as the proposed project, the project would not be
considered to result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts. Project
mitigation would not be required.
Response 4: The CEQA determination correctly relies on established regulatory framework that
addresses potential impacts related to asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint.
Asbestos-containing materials must be removed in accordance with local and state regulations, the air
district, the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal OSHA), and California
Department of Health Services requirements. This includes materials that could be disturbed by the
proposed demolition and construction activities.
Specifically, California Health and Safety Code section 19827.5 requires that local agencies not issue
demolition permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance with notification requirements under
applicable federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. The California
legislature vests the air district with the authority to regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos,
through both inspection and law enforcement, and the air district is to be notified 10 days in advance of
any proposed demolition work. Any asbestos-containing material disturbance at the project site would be
subject to the requirements of air district Regulation 11, Rule 2: Hazardous Materials—Asbestos
Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturing. The local office of Cal OSHA must also be notified of asbestos
abatement to be carried out. Asbestos abatement contractors must follow state regulations contained in
Title 8 of California Code of Regulations section 1529 and sections 341.6 through 341.14, where there is
asbestos related work involving 100 square feet or more of asbestos-containing material. The owner of the
property where abatement is to occur must have a hazardous waste generator number assigned by and
registered with the Office of the California Department of Health Services. The contractor and hauler of the
material are required to file a hazardous waste manifest that details the hauling of the material from the
13
14

ROG: reactive organic gases; NOX: nitrogen oxides; PM10: inhalable coarse particulate matter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter.
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017.
9
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site and the disposal of it. Pursuant to California law, the department of building inspection (DBI) would
not issue the required permit until the applicant has complied with the requirements described above.
Work that could result in disturbance of lead paint must comply with San Francisco Building Code Section
3426, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Structures. Where there is any
work that may disturb lead paint on the exterior of any building built prior to 1979, Section 3426 requires
specific notification and work standards, and identifies prohibited work methods and penalties. 15
Section 3426 applies to the exterior of all buildings or steel structures on which original construction was
completed prior to 1979. The ordinance contains performance standards, including establishment of
containment barriers, at least as effective at protecting human health and the environment as those in the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Guidelines (the most recent Guidelines for
Evaluation and Control of Lead-Based Paint Hazards) and identifies prohibited practices that may not be
used in disturbances or removal of lead-based paint. Any person performing work subject to the ordinance
shall, to the maximum extent possible, protect the ground from contamination during exterior work;
protect floors and other horizontal surfaces from work debris during interior work; and make all reasonable
efforts to prevent migration of lead paint contaminants beyond containment barriers during the course of
the work. Clean-up standards require the removal of visible work debris, including the use of a High
Efficiency Particulate Air Filter (HEPA) vacuum following interior work.
The ordinance also includes notification requirements and requirements for signs. Prior to the
commencement of work, the responsible party must provide written notice to the Director of DBI, of the
address and location of the project; the scope of work, including specific location within the site; methods
and tools to be used; the approximate age of the structure; anticipated job start and completion dates for
the work; whether the building is residential or nonresidential, owner-occupied or rental property; the
dates by which the responsible party has fulfilled or will fulfill any tenant or adjacent property notification
requirements; and the name, address, telephone number, and pager number of the party who will perform
the work. Further notice requirements include a posted sign notifying the public of restricted access to the
work area, a notice to residential occupants, availability of pamphlet related to protection from lead in the
home, and notice of early commencement of work (by owner, requested by tenant), and notice of lead
contaminated dust or soil, if applicable. Section 3426 contains provisions regarding inspection and
sampling for compliance by DBI, as well as enforcement, and describes penalties for non-compliance with
the requirements of the ordinance.
Demolition would also be subject to the Cal OSHA Lead in Construction Standard (8 CCR Section 1532.1).
This standard requires development and implementation of a lead compliance plan when materials
containing lead would be disturbed during construction. The plan must describe activities that could emit
lead, methods that will be used to comply with the standard, safe work practices, and a plan to protect
workers from exposure to lead during construction activities.
In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in unusual circumstances or a significant hazard
to the public or the environment involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. Project
mitigation would not be required.

15 Notices are commonly placed on residential and other buildings in San Francisco that are undergoing re-painting. These notices
are generally affixed to a drape that covers all or portions of a building and are a required part of the Section 3426 notification
procedure.
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Response 5: The proposed project would not result in a project-specific or cumulative significant noise
impact.
Project Operational Noise
The appellant states that the project’s mechanical equipment could produce operational noise that would
disturb nearby sensitive receptors. As stated in the CEQA determination, noise is regulated by the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance, which is codified in article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code. Article 29
establishes property line and other limits for fixed noise sources. Under section 2909(b), fixed noise sources
(e.g. mechanical equipment) from commercial properties are limited to 8 dBA 16 above ambient noise levels
and section 2909(d) also establishes that such noise not exceed an interior daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) noise
limit of 55 dBA or nighttime noise limit (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) of 45 dBA at the nearest residential receptor. The
requirements of the Noise Ordinance are designed to prevent sleep disturbance, protect public health, and
prevent the acoustical environment from progressive deterioration. The project would comply with
applicable requirements of the Noise Ordinance (Section 2909). The Noise Ordinance provides adequate
assurance that noise generated from project-related mechanical equipment would not adversely affect
sensitive receptors. The CEQA determination for the proposed project correctly relies on the Noise
Ordinance to address potential noise impacts of the project. Therefore, the project would not result in
unusual circumstances or a significant impact related to project operational noise.
Project Construction Noise
The proposed project would involve demolition of three structures on-site and construction of a four-story
building with two underground levels. The proposed building would be supported by a shallow building
foundation consisting of a reinforced mat slab; no pile driving is required or proposed. The project site
consists of two lots and is surrounded by commercial and residential uses. Construction of the proposed
project would be similar to other infill developments that occur in the urban setting of San Francisco. There
are no unusual circumstances related to the proposed development on the project site.
The appellant states that during excavation, groundwater would need to be pumped out during the
nighttime and weekend, and that this noise could result in sleep disturbance. The proposed project does
not involve nighttime or weekend construction noise. If dewatering activities are needed at nighttime, the
water pumps would be electrical and would not generate noise that is greater than five dBA over ambient
noise levels. Section 2908 of the Police Code prohibits construction work between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if
the construction noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the project property line.
Therefore, the use of electrical water pumps would not have the potential to result in sleep disturbance.
Cumulative Construction Noise
The appellant states that construction noise of the proposed project could combine with the construction
noise from the 3333 California Street and 3700 California Street projects to create a construction noise
impact that is cumulatively significant. During construction of the 3637-3657 Sacramento Street project, all
diesel and gasoline-powered engines would be equipped with noise-arresting mufflers. Delivery truck
trips and construction equipment would generate noise that may be considered an annoyance by occupants
of nearby properties; however, this noise is typical in an urban setting. Construction noise is regulated by
16 The standard method used to quantify environmental noise involves evaluating the sound with an adjustment to reflect the fact
that human hearing is less sensitive to low-frequency sound than to mid-and high-frequent sound. This measurement adjustment is
called “a” weighting, and the data are reported in A-weighted decibel (dBA). A -10dB (decibel) increase in noise level is generally
perceived to be twice as loud.
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the Noise Ordinance. Section 2907 of the Police Code requires that noise levels from individual pieces of
construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 A-weighted dBA at a distance of 100 feet
from the source. Impact tools (such as jackhammers and impact wrenches) must have both intake and
exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works. Section 2908 of the Police Code prohibits
construction work between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if the construction noise would exceed the ambient noise
level by 5 dBA at the project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of Public
Works. Construction noise impacts related to the project would be temporary and intermittent in nature.
Construction activities for the 3333 California Street and the 3700 California Street projects would also be
required to comply with the Noise Ordinance requirements. Project construction noise would be
temporary, intermittent and localized, and would be limited to a few hundred feet from the project site.
Construction noise would attenuate due to distance and the presence of barriers, such as intervening
buildings and structures. There are no development projects planned in the project vicinity that are close
enough to have the potential to result in cumulative construction noise contributions. Both the 3700
California Street project and the 3333 California Street project are separated from the proposed project by
multiple buildings that would provide shielding of construction noise and would be unlikely to noticeably
combine with the proposed 3637-3657 Sacramento Street project construction noise at the nearest sensitive
receptor locations, even if they were to be constructed simultaneously. Department staff do not anticipate
a cumulative significant impact related to construction noise.
The appellant questions why the CEQA determination did not provide an analysis to determine if the
project could result in a persistent construction-related increase of 10 decibels or more over ambient levels.
This type of analysis was not required for the proposed project for the following reasons. First, the project’s
construction activities are typical of infill projects in San Francisco and not unusual. While the project
involves excavation, although less than originally anticipated in the exemption due to the removal of one
underground parking level, the project site is underlain with surficial fills, native dune sands, native sandclay soil mixtures, and potentially deeper Franciscan bedrock. Project construction would not require a
substantial amount of rock fragmentation. Since the project would not require a substantial amount of
bedrock excavation, it is anticipated that impact equipment use during project construction would be
limited to the sporadic use of a jackhammer. Section 2907 of the Police Code requires that noise levels from
individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 A-weighted dBA at a
distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools (such as jackhammers) must have both intake and exhaust
muffled to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works. Other impact tools such as a pile driver or a hoe
ram are not proposed or required. Project construction would also use a concrete saw, which is a nonimpact piece of equipment that may exceed the Noise Ordinance standard. Concrete saws are generally
used for relatively detailed demolition work, such as opening up a specific area of roadway or sidewalk.
Similar to the jackhammer, the project’s use of a concrete saw would be sporadic in frequency and limited
in duration. Additionally, it is anticipated that the jackhammer and concrete saw, the project’s two loudest
pieces of equipment, would not operate simultaneously. Therefore, the proposed project would not have
the potential to result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels.
The appellant questions why a similar construction noise mitigation measure from the 3333 California
Street draft environmental impact report would not apply to the proposed project. The 3333 California
project is a substantially larger development with a substantially longer construction duration that involves
substantially more excavation. The 3333 California Street project site is significantly larger (10.25 acres in
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size compared to the proposed project’s 0.33 acres in size) and the project proposes four below-grade
garages, requiring approximately 288,300 cubic yards of excavation. 17 Unlike the 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street project, the 3333 California Street project would be constructed in four overlapping development
phases, with full build-out expected to take seven to fifteen years (compared to the proposed project’s less
than two year construction duration). The 3333 California Street project would also require an extensive
amount of excavation (including considerable rock fragmentation) and heavier construction equipment
(e.g. excavator with hoe ram) with greater potential to create a substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels. Therefore, the 3333 California Street DEIR appropriately includes a noise mitigation
measure, but a noise mitigation measure is not required for the proposed project.
In light of the above, the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impact related to construction noise and no mitigation would be required.
Response 6: The proposed project would not result in a project-specific or cumulative significant impact
related to hydrology or geology.
The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the
groundwater table. The project site is entirely covered in impervious surfaces; therefore, the proposed
project would not increase the amount of impervious surface and would not result in any substantial
change in infiltration or runoff on the project site. Groundwater was encountered at approximately 35 feet
below ground surface per the geotechnical investigation. 18 In addition, saturated soil and /or minor seepage
was encountered at 27 feet. With the removal of one underground parking level, the project would
necessitate ground disturbance to a maximum depth of approximately 35 feet below ground surface for
construction of the foundation and the two (2) below-grade parking levels. If groundwater were
encountered on-site during construction, which is likely, then temporary dewatering activities would be
necessary. Groundwater dewatering does not represent an unusual circumstance but is a common
requirement for construction projects in San Francisco and is regulated under existing building and public
works codes. The Bureau of Systems Planning, Environment, and Compliance of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is required to be notified of projects necessitating dewatering. The SFPUC
may require water quality analysis before discharge. The proposed project would be required to obtain a
Batch Wastewater Discharge Permit from the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise Collection System Division
prior to any dewatering activities. Groundwater encountered during construction of the proposed project
would be subject to requirements of Public Works Code article 4.1, Industrial Waste, requiring that
groundwater meet specified water quality standards before it may be discharged into the sewer system.
These measures would ensure protection of water quality during construction of the proposed project.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result or in an unusual circumstance or result in a significant
impact on groundwater.

17
The 3333 California Street project would demolish an existing annex building, surface parking lots, and circular garage ramp
structures. Thirteen new mixed-use buildings would be constructed on the site. The proposed project would result in 558 dwelling
units, 49,999 gross square feet (gsf) office floor area; 54,117 gsf of retail floor area; and a 14,690-gsf child care center. The total size of
the development would be 1,372,270 gsf.
18 Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Building at 3637
Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California, July 15, 2009.
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The project site is underlain by San Francisco’s Los Lobos Groundwater Basin, which covers approximately
2,400 acres. 19 Recharge to the Los Lobos Groundwater Basin was estimated at 1,570 acre-feet per year, half
of which was accounted for by leakage from municipal water and sewer pipes. This basin is not part of San
Francisco’s Groundwater Management Program and does not contribute to San Francisco’s municipal
water supply. The appellant claims that the use of a permanent perforated pipe subdrain would result in
the substantial loss of groundwater to the Lobos Groundwater Basin as rainwater would be directed to city
storm drainage facilities Based on the recommendations of the geotechnical investigation, the proposed
project would include a subdrain system beneath the mat slab foundation. 20 To provide adequate drainage,
the subdrain system would consist of either permeable material and weep holes spaced at a maximum of
four feet or four-inch diameter perforated pipes bedded in permeable material. Considering the 2,400 acres
of the Los Lobos Groundwater Basin relative to the size of the project site (14,580 square feet or 0.33 acres),
the proposed subdrain system on the project site would not be substantial enough to considerably affect
the groundwater basin. Furthermore, the proposed project would not extract any underlying groundwater
supplies. There is nothing unusual about a project proposing a subdrain system to direct surface water
runoff away from a building foundation to a discharge facility.
Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same water conservation, stormwater
management, and wastewater discharge ordinances applicable to the proposed project. As with the
proposed project, compliance with these ordinances would reduce the effects of nearby cumulative
development projects to less-than-significant levels. For these reasons, the proposed project would not
combine with nearby cumulative projects to create a significant impact related to hydrology and water
quality.
The appellant states that the project could overburden the existing sanitary sewer system if “clean”
groundwater from the project site is unnecessarily discharged to the sanitary system. 21 The project site is
in an urban area where all required utilities and public services are available. The proposed project would
be connected to existing wastewater services. Prior to receiving a building permit, the project would be
reviewed by the department of building inspection (DBI), SFPUC, and public works (DPW) to ensure
compliance with city and state regulations concerning building standards, sewer connections, and
hydrology. The proposed project would be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an unusual circumstance or a significant impact on
utilities and service systems.
The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that could become
unstable as a result of the proposed project. A preliminary geotechnical investigation 22 was conducted for
the proposed project. It is anticipated that the proposed excavation for the project would encounter thin
surficial fills, native dune sands, underlying native sand-clay soil mixtures, and potentially Franciscan
bedrock; groundwater is also likely to be encountered. The geotechnical investigation recommends that the
proposed building be supported on a reinforced mat foundation. Underpinning and temporary shoring
would be required during the proposed excavation operations and construction of the garage-level
SFPUC, Groundwater Management Program, http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=194, accessed December 20, 2018.
Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Building at 3637
Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California, July 15, 2009.
21 As discussed in the CEQA determination, the department of public health reviewed the project site and subsurface investigations
and found that no further action is required under the voluntary remedial action program.
22 Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Building at 3637
Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California, July 15, 2009.
19

20
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retaining walls. To ensure settlement of adjacent structures does not occur, the geotechnical investigation
recommends that the dune sand underlying the adjacent building foundations and any slabs-on-grade be
chemically grouted prior to installation of the underpinning. Additionally, it was recommended that the
immediately adjacent buildings should be surveyed and monitored prior to and through-out construction.
The project sponsor has agreed to implement the recommendations of the geotechnical investigation for
the design and construction of the proposed project.
The geotechnical investigation concludes that the site is suitable for the proposed construction, provided
that a final foundation investigation is performed to develop the detailed geotechnical engineering
recommendations required for the final design and construction of the proposed building. In 2018 a
geotechnical memorandum was proposed for the proposed project by a different geotechnical consultant. 23
The memorandum’s findings concur with the recommendations of the preliminary geotechnical
investigation and concludes that the proposed development’s structural design and construction plan are
feasible.
Final plans for the proposed building would be reviewed by DBI for conformance with recommendations
in the site-specific design-level geotechnical investigation. The building department would also review the
proposed building permit applications for compliance with the 2016 San Francisco Building Code and
California Building Code. In particular, California Building Code Chapter 18, Soils and Foundations,
provides the parameters for geotechnical investigations and structural considerations in the selection,
design, and installation of foundation systems to support the loads from the structure above. Adherence to
building code requirements would minimize any risk of damage to onsite or offsite structures and adjacent
sidewalks. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an unusual circumstance or have significant
impact related to geology and soils.
Geology and soil impacts are generally site specific and localized. The San Francisco Building Code
regulates construction in San Francisco, and all development projects would be required to comply with
its requirements to ensure maximum feasible seismic safety and minimize geologic impacts. Compliance
with the seismic safety standards and the design review procedures would ensure that the effects from
nearby cumulative projects would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, in combination
with nearby cumulative projects, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative
impact, nor would it contribute considerably to any significant cumulative impacts.
In light of the above, there are no unusual circumstance related to the project site or the proposed
construction activities that could result in a significant impact related to hydrology or geology. The
appellant has not demonstrated that the department’s determination is not supported by substantial
evidence.
Response 7: Construction of the proposed project does not involve pile driving or other construction
methods that have the potential to create excessive groundborne vibration levels.
The proposed project involves the demolition of three structures on-site and the construction of a fourstory building with two underground parking levels in an urban setting. Excavation near adjacent

Murray Engineers Inc., Memorandum, New Engineer-of-Record Preliminary Geotechnical Feasibility Review & Update, New Mixed-Use
Building 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California, June 6, 2018.
23
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structures does not represent an unusual circumstance but is a common occurrence for construction
projects in San Francisco and is regulated under the building code. 24
The appellant questions why a vibration mitigation measure from the draft environmental impact report
(DEIR) for the 3333 California Street project does not apply to the proposed project. As discussed above,
the 3333 California project is a substantially larger development with a substantially longer construction
duration that involves substantially more excavation. The 3333 California Street project, unlike the
proposed project, would require extensive amount of excavation (including considerable rock
fragmentation) and heavier construction equipment (e.g. excavator with hoe ram) with greater potential to
result in in groundborne vibration. Considering this, the DEIR for the 3333 California Street project
conservatively applied a vibration monitoring program as a mitigation measure to protect the immediately
adjacent San Francisco Fire Credit Union building. 25
In contrast, the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street would use smaller equipment that would
not result in vibration levels that could damage nearby buildings. Potential vibration-related impacts to
structures from construction are generally limited to the use of impact equipment such as pile drivers, hoe
rams, and vibratory compactors. Since the project sponsor does not propose the use of pile drivers, hoe
rams, and vibratory compactors, construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to expose structures
to excessive groundborne vibration. Furthermore, as discussed above, the building code would require the
project sponsor’s construction contractor to adequately protect adjacent structures during project
construction. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an unusual circumstance or a significant
vibration impact.
Response 8. The proposed demolition of the parking garage at 3657 Sacramento Street would not result
in a project-specific or cumulative significant impact related to historical resources.
The appellant asserts that the parking garage at 3657 Sacramento Street is a historic resource and references
a book that was published in 2013. As discussed in the CEQA determination, a property may be considered
a historic resource if it meets any of the criteria related to (1) events, (2) persons, (3) architecture, or (4)
information potential that make it eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or if
it is considered a contributor to an eligible historic district.
An historic resource evaluation report prepared by Kelley and Verplanck Historical Resources Consulting 26
for the parking garage located on 3657 Sacramento Street found that the garage, constructed in 1920, does
not qualify for individual listing on the California Register under any of the four criteria for significance,
nor is it eligible as a contributor to a historic district. The on-site garage structure was determined not to be
historically significant for its minor association with the development of the Presidio Heights area, and
there was no evidence of association with other historic events. A search of biographical and newspaper
indexes yields no indication that the building is associated with historically important individuals. While
Henry C. Smith, the design architect of the structure, was a well-known professional of the period, the onsite garage building is a distinctly minor example of his work and does not display high artistic values. In
addition, there is no indication that this building is likely to yield information important in prehistoric or

24

International Building Code, Section 3307.1: Protection of Adjoining Property.
This commercial building is located at the southwest corner of California Street and Presidio Avenue.
26 Kelley and Verplanck Historical Resources Consulting, Historic Resource Evaluation Report for 3657 Sacramento Street, San Francisco,
California, September, 2007.
25
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history. Planning department staff prepared an historic resource evaluation response 27 which concurred
with the historic consultant’s finding that the garage was not eligible for listing in the California Register
as an individual resource for events, persons, architecture, and information potential or as a contributor to
a historic district. Therefore, the property was found to not be an historic resource as defined by CEQA.
Planning department staff reviewed the book referenced by Appellant, Mark Kessler’s The Early Public
Garages of San Francisco, and have determined that the findings of the 2008 historic resource evaluation
response remain valid. 28 The appellant has not demonstrated that the department’s determination is not
supported by substantial evidence in the record. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not
result in a significant impact on a historic resource.
Response 9: The proposed project would comply with the City’s local tree ordinance and would not
result in a significant tree impact.
The proposed project would remove three existing trees on the project site and would plant four new street
trees in front of the project site to meet the requirements of planning code section 138.1. There are no
unusual circumstances related to the proposed development on the project site. Construction activities near
adjacent trees is a common condition in an urban area. The city’s urban forestry ordinance, public works
code sections 801 et seq., requires a permit from public works to remove any protected trees. Protected
trees include landmark trees, significant trees, or street trees located on private or public property
anywhere within the territorial limits of San Francisco. The designations are defined as follows:
•

A landmark tree is designated by the board of supervisors following nomination of a tree by the
urban forestry council. The urban forestry council determines whether a nominated tree meets the
qualification for landmark designation by using established criteria set forth in section
810(f)(4)(A)–(E) of the public works code. Special permits are required to remove a landmark tree.

•

A significant tree is defined either on property under the jurisdiction of public works, or on
privately-owned property with any portion of its trunk within 10 feet of the public right-of-way
and that satisfies at least one of the following criteria: (a) diameter at breast height in excess of 12
inches, (b) a height in excess of 20 feet, or (c) a canopy in excess of 15 feet. 29 The director of public
works may authorize removal of a significant tree.

•

Street trees are trees within the public right-of-way or on land within the jurisdiction of public
works. Their removal by abutting property owners requires a permit (section 806(b)(3)).

The proposed project would not remove any landmark, significant, or street tree. Additionally, there are
no known landmark or significant trees adjacent to the project site. The existing street tree immediately
adjacent to the project site would be retained. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a
significant tree impact and mitigation is not required.

27 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California, July
18, 2008.
28
San Francisco Planning Department, Review of Historic Resource Determination, 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, January 3, 2019.
29
Public Works Code, Section 810A (a).

17

3394

Case No. 2007.1347E
3637-3657 Sacramento Street

BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal
Hearing Date: January 15, 2019

CONCLUSION
The department has determined that the proposed project is categorically exempt from environmental
review under CEQA on the basis that: (1) the project meets the definition of one or more of the classes of
projects that the Secretary of Resources has found do not have a significant effect on the environment, and
(2) none of the exceptions specified in CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 prohibiting the use of a categorical
exemption are applicable to the project. The appellant has not demonstrated that the department’s
determination is not supported by substantial evidence in the record.
For the reasons stated above, and in the September 20, 2018 CEQA categorical exemption determination,
the CEQA determination complies with the requirements of CEQA and the project is appropriately exempt
from environmental review pursuant to the cited exemption. The department therefore respectfully
recommends that the board uphold the CEQA categorical exemption determination and deny the appeal
of the CEQA determination.
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December 20, 2018

TO:

Project File 2007.1347ENV – 3637-3657 Sacramento Street

FROM:

Justin Horner, Environmental Planning

RE:

Air Quality Memorandum

This memorandum documents the air quality analysis performed for the project proposed for 36373657 Sacramento Street. This memorandum discusses the project’s potential criteria air pollutant
(CAP) emissions. The appendix attached to this memorandum provide further details about the air
quality analysis.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project site is located on the south side of Sacramento Street on the block surrounded by
Sacramento, Spruce, Locust, and California Streets in the Presidio Heights neighborhood. The site
is comprised of two lots. Lot 012, located at 3657 Sacramento Street, contains a single-story, 12,250square-foot, 75-space parking garage that was constructed in 1920. Lot 020, contains two structures:
3637 Sacramento Street, a two-story, occupied medical office building with three surface parking
spaces that was constructed in 1966, and 3641 Sacramento Street, an occupied three-story office
building constructed in 1974. Within the existing medical office building 16 offices are present, 13
are currently occupied and three are vacant. The project proposes to demolish the existing buildings
and construct a 40-foot-tall, four-story building with a 9-foot-tall elevator penthouse and 4-foot-tall
parapet. The building would contain approximately 6,500 square feet of retail on the first floor,
10,000 square feet of medical office use on the second floor, and 18 dwelling units (17,100 square
feet) on the third and fourth floors. The project proposes 64 parking spaces on three below-grade
levels consisting of 45 short-term public parking spaces on the first and second levels (13 retail
spaces and 32 medical spaces), 18 residential parking spaces on the third level, and one car share
parking space.

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
Methodology
The total CAP emissions from construction equipment were estimated using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 1 based on the construction phasing schedule provided by
the project sponsor. 2 This analysis utilized CalEEMod’s defaults for the types of equipment used,
and the duration of their use, during each phase.

CalEEMod version 2013.3.2, available online at http://www.caleemod.com. CalEEMod was used to estimate CAP emissions
from construction vehicle activity.
2 Project equipment and phasing information provided by Don Lewis, Environmental Planner, on December 17, 2018. This
document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File
2007.1347ENV.
1
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1) A 409-day project completion period was assumed, which includes the demolition of the
existing structures, grading of the project site, building construction and architectural
coating phases. The project sponsor provided the durations for all phases.
2) The total construction-related CAP emissions were modeled using CalEEMod. 3 The
CalEEMod results were then converted from tons to pounds and divided by the assumed
number of working days (409) to yield average daily construction emissions calculation.
The average daily emissions were then compared to the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) thresholds of significance for construction CAPs.

Results
Table 1 shows the total CAP emissions associated with unmitigated project construction and
provides a comparison to the BAAQMD thresholds of significance. As demonstrated in the table,
the proposed project’s unmitigated daily construction-related CAP emissions would not exceed
BAAQMD thresholds of significance.

Table 1 Construction CAP Emissions
Pollutant 4

Construction Thresholds 5

Proposed Project Construction Emissions

Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day)

Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day)

54

2.66

ROG
NOx

54

5.74

PM10

82 (exhaust)

0.25

PM2.5

54 (exhaust)

0.23

Construction Dust Ordinance or
other Best Management Practices

San Francisco Construction Dust Control
Ordinance (Ordinance No. 176-08) applies to the
proposed project

Fugitive
Dust

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS
Methodology
The total CAP emissions from operations were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod). 6 This analysis utilized CalEEMod’s defaults for the types of likely vehicle trips,
energy usage and consumer goods-related emissions.
The total operations-related CAP emissions were modeled using CalEEMod. 7 The CalEEMod
results were then converted from tons to pounds and divided by 365 (days per year) to yield average
daily operational emissions calculation. The average daily emissions were then compared to the

The CalEEMod output (report) is included in Attachment A.
ROG: reactive organic gases; NOX: nitrogen oxides; PM10: inhalable coarse particulate matter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter
5 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May
2011
6 CalEEMod version 2013.3.2, available online at http://www.caleemod.com (accessed December 17, 2018). CalEEMod was
used to estimate CAP emissions from construction vehicle activity.
7 The CalEEMod output (report) is available for review.
3
4

2
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) thresholds of significance for operational
CAPs.

Results
Table 2 shows the total CAP emissions associated with unmitigated project operation and provides
a comparison to the BAAQMD thresholds of significance. As demonstrated in the table, the
proposed project’s unmitigated daily operational-related CAP emissions would not exceed
BAAQMD thresholds of significance.

Table 2 Operational CAP Emissions
ROG
1.94

NOx
4.23

PM10
0.05

PM2.5
0.05

54

54

82

54

Project Maximum Annual Emissions (tpy)

0.35

0.77

0.01

0.01

Significance Threshold (tpy)

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

Project Average Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Significance Threshold (lbs/day)

3
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DATE:

January 3, 2019

TO:

Don Lewis

FROM:

Jørgen G. Cleemann

RE:

3637‐3657 Sacramento Street (2007.1347APL)
Review of Historic Resource Determination

In response to the appeal of the environmental evaluation of the project at 3637‐3657 Sacramento Street
(2007.1347E), preservation staff is providing this memorandum to state that no new information has
become available that would change the findings of the July 18, 2008 Historic Resource Evaluation
Response (HRER) regarding the garage building at 3657 Sacramento Street (1018/012). The 2008 HRER,
which was based on a September 2007 Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) prepared by historic resource
consultants Kelley and VerPlanck, found that the subject building is not eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, and thus is not a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA
review. (Hereafter, the 2007 HRE and 2008 HRER are collectively referred to as “the original
determination.”) In preparing the current memorandum, preservation staff reviewed The Early Public
Garages of San Francisco: an Architectural and Cultural Study, 1906‐1929, a book written by Professor Mark
D. Kessler of the University of California, Davis. Although this book was published in 2013 and was not
considered at the time that the original determination was issued, the book does not contain new
information that would change the 2008 findings.
The Early Public Garages does not refer specifically to the subject building. The sections of the book that
pertain most directly to the subject building and that were not addressed in the original determination
are the information relating to builder Joseph A. Pasqualetti of the American Concrete Company, and the
detailed analysis of different garage typologies addressed in Chapter 3. Although the original
determination did refer to the American Concrete Company, it did not mention Pasqualetti by name and
did not include a discussion of the builder’s potential status as a master in his field. Instead, the original
determination focused on the subject building’s architect, Henry C. Smith, who is considered a master
architect. The Early Public Garages provides evidence for the assertion that Pasqualetti can be considered a
master builder responsible for numerous accomplished commissions throughout San Francisco.
Furthermore, The Early Public Garages calls attention to the architectural significance of another
collaboration between Pasqualetti and Smith, the multi‐story garage building at 265 Eddy Street.
However, in reviewing Pasqualetti’s oeuvre—including the buildings listed in Kessler’s book as well as
numerous buildings that the Planning Department has previously identified as historic resources (e.g.,
the Admiral Garage at 550 Turk St., the Inverness Garage at 1565 Bush St.)—it is clear that the subject
building is neither an outstanding nor a particularly representative example of Pasqualetti’s work. It
exhibits none of the builder’s characteristic attention to façade organization or ornamental
embellishment. This is equally the case when comparing the subject building to Pasqualetti and Smith’s
collaboration at 265 Eddy Street, which successfully incorporates stylistic expression into a functional
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multi‐story garage building. 265 Eddy has been identified as a contributing building in the National
Register‐listed Uptown Tenderloin Historic District.
Chapter 3 of The Early Public Garages proposes a framework for classifying garage buildings by façade
type. The intent of introducing such a framework is to “foster[] an awareness of the continuities and
discontinuities among the examples.”1 In doing so, the author hopes to promote the preservation of
modest garage buildings: “A building may merit preservation not for its individual excellence but for its
continuity with other examples of the type.”2 In general the Planning Department supports this approach
and finds that it can be a useful tool in identifying the historical significance of buildings that might not
otherwise be recognized. Similar approaches have resulted in the identification of numerous historic
resources throughout the city (e.g., many of the automotive buildings identified as significant in the Van
Ness Auto Row Support Structures survey.) The subject building at 3657 Sacramento Street, however,
does not fit easily into any of the different façade types proposed in the book. The closest fit is the
“Narrow ABCBA” façade type, which “assembles an odd number of bays into an elaborate symmetry
about a center entry bay.”3 Typical examples of this type feature facades that employ a logic in which the
arrangement of openings at the ground story are somehow reflected in the organization of windows and
ornament on the upper stories and parapet. While some such logic does exist at the subject building, the
relationship is made awkward by the fact that the crenellated buttresses on the parapet are significantly
narrower than the ground‐floor openings that they cover, and the central gable is far wider than the
central ground floor opening. Furthermore, the subject building lacks the expressed second story
possessed by all of the examples of the type presented in the book. Therefore, the information presented
in The Early Public Garages does not elevate the significance of the subject building by virtue of its
association with other examples of the same type. If anything, it calls attention to the awkwardness of the
subject building’s façade design.
In sum, while The Early Public Garages presents some new information that was not considered at the time
that the subject building’s historical significance was determined in 2008, the information does not
ultimately change the finding that the subject building at 3657 Sacramento Street is not eligible for listing
in the California Register of Historical Resources and therefore is not a historical resource under CEQA.

Mark D. Kessler, The Early Public Garages of San Francisco: An Architectural and Cultural Study, 1906‐1929,
(Jefferson, N.C.: McFarland & Co., 2013), 55.

1

2

Ibid., 136.

3

Ibid., 68.
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To:
Cc:

BOS Legislation, (BOS)
brandonponce@yahoo.com; alexwt@mac.com; Scott Emblidge
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC);
Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Wong, Lana (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC); Lewis,
Don (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOSSupervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS);
ggee@garygee.com; Anna Hill
PROJECT SPONSOR APPEAL RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination and Conditional Use
Authorization - Proposed 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Appeal Hearing on January 15, 2019
Friday, January 04, 2019 10:27:33 AM

Subject:
Date:

Greetings,
Please find linked below a response letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Scott
Emblidge of Moscone Emblidge & Otis LLP, on behalf of the project sponsor, Litke Properties,
regarding the CEQA Exemption Determination and Conditional Use Authorization Appeal for the
proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street.
Project Sponsor Appeal Response Letter - January 4, 2019
The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on January
15, 2019.
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
Board of Supervisors File No. 181233
Board of Supervisors File No. 181237
Regards,
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
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Moscone
Emblidge
&Otis
220 Montgomery St
Suite 2100
San Francisco
California 94104
Ph: (415) 362-3599

Fax: (415) 362-2006
www.mosconelaw.com

January 4, 2019

Scott Emblidge
emblidge@mosconelaw.com

Via Email

Malia Cohen, President
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Canton B. Goodlett Place
Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re: Appeal of CEQA Determination and Conditional Use
Authorization for Project to Create New Housing at 3637
Sacramento Street
Dear President Cohen and Members of the Board of Supervisors:
Our firm represents Litke Properties, the project sponsor, regarding a
long-delayed project that will add 18 new units of residential housing in
the Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial District (the
“Project”). On September 20, 2018 the Planning Department determined
that the Project was is exempt form CEQA as an ml ill development. On
November 8, 2018 the Planning Commission approved the Project (as
modified to reduce one level of underground parking) and granted the
application for conditional use authorization. A group of neighbors
(“Appellants”) has appeal both determinations.

Because there are no valid grounds for the appeals and because this
Project will replace old, non-conforming structures with a
neighborhood-compatible, mixed-use development of 18 new housing
units, sidewalk-activating retail uses and neighborhood serving
medical/ dental uses, we urge the Board to reject these appeals.
The Project
This Project has been in the works for over 11 years. It replaces three
outdated and non-conforming structures a parking garage and
medical/ dental office buildings with a sensitively designed building,
preserves medical/ dental uses that serve the neighborhood and others,
adds neighborhood-serving retail uses, and creates new mid-block open
-

--
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space. (See Attachment A.) The Project has letters of support from 187
neighbors. (See Attachment B.)
As described in addition detail below, the project sponsor modified the Project to
address the concerns of neighbors who voiced opposition. In addition, the
Planning Commission modified the Project by reducing the on-site, underground
parking from three levels to two.
The Project site is currently occupied by three buildings: two medical/ dental
office buildings and a parking garage. The parking garage dates to 1920. One
office building dates to 1966 and the other to 1974. The office buildings are, to
put it mildly, out-of-date and the Planning Department determined that they are
not historic resources under CEQA. They have three off-street parking spaces in
the front, creating a pedestrian hazard, and an architectural style and layout that
clashes with the other buildings on the block.

The parking garage also creates pedestrian conflicts and is an architectural
eyesore. It also occupies the entire lot, with no front, side or rear setbacks.
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In place of the existing buildings will be this multi-use building:
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The Project provides 18 units of new housing on the third and fourth floors of the
building. A mix of one and two-bedroom units will provide much needed
housing in Presidio Heights, where relatively few units of new housing have
been built. The Project provides ground floor retail space to enhance this
commercial corridor, activate the pedestrian urban experience, and serve the
neighborhood. It includes 9,976-square-feet of medical/ dental space on the
second floor - a use specifically sought by the neighborhood and others.
The Project replaces the existing 78 above-ground parking spaces with 50 coderequired, below-ground spaces accessed by one entrance/ exit. Eighteen parking
spaces are for residents. The remaining 32 parking space are in/ out, short-term
spaces that will serve the building's businesses and customers, local merchants
and customers, and residential visitors.
At the rear, the Project is set back over 33 feet from the rear property line,
creating a new mid-block open space for the enjoyment of the Project's residents
as well as the adjacent neighbors.
The next two pages show the contrast between the existing condition, with
buildings taking up almost the entire lots, and the Project, which creates the new
mid-block open space.

3405

President Cohen and Members of the Board of Supervisors
January 4, 2019
Pages

Existing Condition
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Proposed Project/New Rear Yard
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The exterior design of the Project is the result of lengthy collaboration between
the Project's architect, Gary Gee, and Planning Department staff. At staff's
request, Mr. Gee modified the Project's original design to make it more
consistent with other buildings on the block. The Project's massing, like other
neighborhood buildings, is at the street front, resulting in a new, compatible
streetscape. The Project is composed of 25-foot segments, in character with other
buildings on the block and in the neighborhood, creating separate storefront
modules, and the second through fourth floors were designed to look more
residential in character providing for a more consistent look. The ground floor
commercial storefronts were modulated to emulate the existing storefronts on
Sacramento Street with a center entry, planters, large glazed areas and a
horizontal band to separate the ground floor building base from the upper floor
residential fac;ade. The vertical building modules emulate the 25-foot-wide
building on the block face. The vertical brick pilasters emulate the similar brick
features of the wider mixed-use buildings across the street.
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While at least 187 neighbors (including residents, merchants and others) support
the Project, a group of neighbors expressed concerns about the noise and
disruption the Project will cause, and about the Project's size. In particular,
neighbors who live to the rear of the Project site in residential buildings fronting
on California Street, were concerned that a large wall would be placed at the rear
property line, separating their homes from the Project site. In response to this
concern, the Project was redesigned to eliminate the need for that wall, and to place
the Project's rear open space at the level of the California Street yards,
furtherenhancing the new mid-block open space element of the Project.
In granting the conditional use application, the Planning Commission
determined that the Project's three levels of underground parking (including 68
parking spaces; the minimum required by Code) should be reduced to two
levels. Thus, the Project will replace 78 surface and below grade parking spaces
with 50 underground parking spaces serving residents, merchants and others.
The Appeals
Despite the project sponsor's extensive efforts at community outreach and the
modifications to the Project to address the neighbors' concerns about the rear
wall, the Appellants remain unsatisfied. As one of their leaders, Jennifer
Kopczynski put it to the project sponsor's team at a neighborhood meeting,
"nothing you do will satisfy me."
Appellants have challenged both the staff's CEQA determination and the
Planning Commission's approval of the Project.
The CEQA appeal is baseless. The Project is an urban in-fill development
categorically exempt from CEQA review under CEQA Guidelines section 15332.
Case law upholds cities' findings that projects of much greater scope fall within
this categorical exemption. (See, e.g., Banker's Hill, Hillcrest, Park West CommunihJ
Preservation Group v. City of San Diego (2006) 139 Cal.App.4th 249 [upholding
urban in-fill exemption for 14-story multi-family building with underground
parking]; Wollmer v. City of Berkeley (2011) 193Call.App.4th1329 [upholding
urban in-fill exemption for five-story building with 98 residential units, 7,770
square feet of ground floor commercial space, and 114 parking spaces].)
Appellants attack the Department's determination that the project fits within the
urban in-fill exemption is based on one argument: that the cumulative impacts
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of the project and other projects warrants greater study. There are many obvious
flaws in this argument.
First, only "the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the
same place" need be considered. (CEQA Guidelines,§ 15300.2.) Instead of
pointing to similar developments proposed in the Sacramento Street
Neighborhood Commercial District, Appellants cite to two massive, dramatically
different projects outside the District: the proposed redevelopment of the CPMC
campus at 3700 California Street and the proposed redevelopment of the UCSF
campus at California and Presidio. These two proposed projects are markedly
different from the Project in use and scope and are undergoing extensive
environmental review.
Moreover, as explained in the Department's letter to the Board, dated January 7,
2019, both of these projects are in the early stages of their approval processes so
any significant construction activities relating to those projects (and impacts
resulting therefrom) will almost certainly occur after the major constructionrelated activities (demolition, excavation, exterior construction) at the Project site
are completed. (Sierra Club v. West Side Irrigation Dist. (2005) 128 Cal.App.4th
690, 701-702 [merely listing other projects occurring in the area that may cause
significant cumulative impacts is not evidence that the activity at issue will have
impacts or that the impacts are cumulatively considerable].)
As the Department's January 7 letter sets forth in detail, there is nothing about
the Project, even when considered in conjunction with these other dissimilar
projects that is likely to have a significant effect on the environment. Appellants'
"argument, speculation [and] unsubstantiated opinion" cannot be considered
legally significant (i.e., substantial) evidence of significant environmental effects.
(Hines. v. California Coastal Comm. (2010) 186 Cal.App.4th 830, 856.)
Regarding Appellants' challenge to the Commission CU determination, the
Commission's findings speak for themselves. Here are a few relevant excerpts:
The Project will create retail uses that currently do not exist;
therefore, no foreclosure will result from the proposed Project. The
Project will also replace the existing medical/ dental uses that serve
the neighborhood, in addition to creating 18 new units of housing.
The Project will take two underutilized lots with outdated
structures that interrupt a consistent streetscape and provide a
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consistent, neighborhood-compatible streetscape and the following
features:
• Ground floor retail uses compatible with this neighborhood
commercial district,
• Second floor medical/ dental uses desired by both
neighborhood residents and medical/ dental tenants of existing
buildings,
• 18 residential units at the third and fourth floors, and
• Three levels of underground parking to serve retail, medical/ dental,
and residential uses. The Project will no longer provide three levels of
underground parking, as originally proposed. At the November 8,
2018 hearing, the Planning Commission directed the removal of one
level of the underground parking, resulting in two levels of
underground parking for the Project.
The subject property is an underutilized site on a neighborhood
commercial corridor with access to public transit nearby. The
proposed development is compatible with existing uses, provides
needed housing, serves the needs of the neighborhood, and is
consistent with the City's policies for this neighborhood. The
massing of the buildings, like other neighborhood buildings, is at
the street front, resulting in a new, compatible streetscape. Also, the
addition of a generous rear-yard creates a previously non-existing
mid-block open space benefitting not just the Project, but all
neighboring buildings.
The 40-foot height of the proposed building is consistent with the
prescribed height limit. The layout of the new building will create
an approximately 2,700 square foot rear yard open space that will
not only enhance the Project, but also enhance the mid-block open
space that would benefit the residential buildings on California
Street that are immediately south of the Project Site. While the
existing buildings extend to the rear property line, the proposed
building will be set back approximately 33 feet from the rear
property line; thereby, creating amid-block open space that is
currently non-existent.
The proposed Project is consistent with the stated purposes of the
Sacramento Street NCD in that the proposed mixed use
development will provide new retail/ commercial uses on the
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ground floor, replace the existing medical uses with new similar
uses on the second floor, and create 18 new housing units
on the third and fourth floors.
In sum, after years of collaboration with Planning staff, the project sponsor has
proposed just the right type of project for this location. It creates new housing on
an underutilized site adjacent to transit on California Street. It reactivates the
streetscape by adding ground floor retail uses consistent with the other buildings
in this neighborhood commercial district. And it preserves neighborhoodserving dental and medical uses that the neighborhood wanted maintained at the
site.
Please reject these appeals and permit this Project to move forward

cc:

Member of the Board of Supervisors
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Mary Woods, Planning Department
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

(

L

1~ ~"~~ i~
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Address:

Date

3~~~

Business name:

~.~-C~~OY~'~-;c'_-
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Email/Telephone:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

cc r►
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~
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Signature

Date

Address: ~'~]~~_~
Business name:

~ ~Z ~~~a~' rJ ~ ~ ~ ~'

~~ cc ~;r ~ ~Q ~'

4 e~ ~ ~C' I ~ ~

Email/Telephone: C< Qc/cl~'~ Q ~J~ ~C~,~ ~' ~,(~C~t' fi~C3S

3553

Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name: ,~~\ ~—~~,

Signatur
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~~ ~ ~~
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Address: ~\`~~~ ~ G.~~ S ~ ~, S
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Planning Department
City &County ofSan Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco,CA 94103
RE: 3637'-3b57 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express sup~aort for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17,2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two
structures
and construction ofone new mixed-use building.
The addition ofnew ground floor retaiUcommercial space will enhan
ce the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new constructi
on will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,
Name:

Roxanne Mein

~► .

Address:

3435 Sacram~:ntcr ~t~•e~l

Business name:
EmaiUTelephone:

Th~oni Cotlectian
roxanne ~,theanicollection.com (415)447-0
503_
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

~~~ c~~~ ~ l~~ ~ir ~ ~I ~

Name:

c~

i( ~~
Date

Signature

~'

Business name:
Email/Tele hone:

~~co.c~1

~fi~~~~i

Address:
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~i

~~~~ ~ ~~ ~- 7C~` ~~
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,
r
Name:

,, ~~~~,
Date

Signature

Address:

~~'~~

Business name:
Email/Telephone:

~~l~~P~-~✓~`~

C~~`'~~"f

~~

~~C

~''~~~~~"
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17,2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

~al'~~ Si /~..~s ~r~

~~

Address:

~.(~5

~'~ c i ~~,~.via r~r

Business name:
Email/Telephone:

~'~'~~,~` ~~ ~~„~~,c.
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

/~I~~~ '~/~t'~t,~~`~~

Date

Sig ature

Address:

3s~'~

~~~ ~T~r~c/it~ :s~1;

.~~1=
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~'~- ~~~~

Email/Telephone:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

G;~~l 1-/-~~.-~q-~s

Date

Signature

Address:

~"~s`

Business name:
Email/Telephone:

LL-/~'LI fi0~-/~/A~

~4G- - ~la-2.T

.~

~ ~ 9if/i ~

1 ~l
r ~,~

~i~.~ar~-e
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

\
J~~I-

~,
`'~''

-~

L

Address:

~ ~vC~ ~('~~ ~`'~

S~ L!-~

Business name:
Email/Telephone: ~' ~ ~~.?~

~G ~ L- y~,l-tc0
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours~
/f~~~,C ~-~P ~ ~,

—
J
~ ,~~~ C`~Pn ,.

Name:

~~~
Signature

Address: /

~l ~ i~
Da e

c~~,
A s

Business name
Email/Telephone:

~~
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name: ~~~.Ceti ~~ ~

~~

~~
Date

~v~

~
Signature

Address:

~1~.~ l w

~ ~~~G

Business name:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name: c~ ~ ~

l~1 Gt~~1,'

~Ur~C~CI

r.
L~

Date

atu e

Address:

b

~

pa~l~-er ~.

Business name:

Email/Telephone:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

•'~~"' ~ ~/'r12~~~

Date

Signat e

Address:

~/ ~~G' ~l?j~ ~~%

~i 1~~ '`J~=~l ~lf.~'~'M'~~

Business name:

~~(~~'

Email/Telephone: ~~ ~~~

~ ~~ C~~~~
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

- ~ /~— I~G-- f~'p

~vj~'

~9

-`~~'L~--_

~,

SQL
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~~//~
Date

Address: ~.~~ ~ ~6th C~'z/~ /L►- ~ ~~Ir~~
Business name:

~~ f~~) S

~~ ~~

Email/Telephone:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

(i 0~

~~ ignature

Address:

~~

~`
Date

~ ~ ~(~

~,~/~~'

~~ ~

Business name:
Email/Telephone:

~~.~
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

~.~~ C~~Zz•,~y

igna ure`~,

Address: ~~~7~
Business name:
Email/Telephone:

Date

~ ~~L~~ ~.~~

~'~
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`'fl5 ~ ~~ ~ ~C~~

3570

~.b

%
fif

'4
{~

tta~~ tay

}
*
fir '~1 }~
~
,• n~

~

g ~~
5~

~

e

4

x ~ ,,

~'ia.~~iziri~ I~~~a~-t~~~ertt
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1(,~~0 t~tissio~~ Street. Suite 4Q0
San Francisco, CA 94103
RC:

3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed Neu'

Mixed Use Building

Sate Francisco. CA
TO W~iOM IT MaY CONCERN:
1'ltis Letter is to express support for the pr~~posed
project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
street. 1 have revie«~ed the architectural drawing
s dated March 17, 2017(with
latest re~~isions dated IvToveuiber 21,?017)for
the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use t~uilding.
The addition of new ground floor retail/conimercizl
space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The
new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighbor
hood.
Very• truly yours,

Name"~~~.
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NOAH SIMONS MD

~~

3641 Sacramento St Suite A
San Francisco, CA 94118
T 415-601-1339
F 415-931-6523
noahsimonsmd@me.com
www.noahsimonsmd.com

Planning Department City &County of San Francisco 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street
Dear Planning Dept:
I am writing this letter in support of 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street project. I am a pediatrician in the building currently.
I very much look forward to being able to carry out my
practice in the new modern mixed use building.
The new building will be wonderful for patients. There will be
better access for handicap patients and for strollers too. We
look forward to more parking too that the building will bring.
Si e~ly,

Noah Simons MD F

~

P
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated November 21, 2017)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

~L~r~

~ignat re

~~~f~~ I~

Date

Address:
Business name:

~~
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated November 21, 2017)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name: ~el~~ ~Cl Ll'(1C(~~~(~0}~

I0~23~ I~
Date

Si~atbzlre

Address:

~~~ I SGcC`fCtYYl~l~~}U S~-~ ~-}~{~

Business name:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated November 21, 2017)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

•••
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n
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Address: ~~~ I
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 941.03
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM 1T MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Stx•eet. I have reviewed the a~-chit~ctural drawings dated iVlarch 17, 2Q 17(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two sti-uctures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
We have lived a black away fi•om this project for over 6 years and believe that the
proposed redevelopment ofthis property is a vast ~~nprovement and will benef~ the
neighborhood.. The addition of net~v ground floor retail/commercial space will
enhance the pedestrian experience ~t Sacramento Street. The new construction
will also bring in new housing and additional parking to this n~i~ hborhac~d.
Very truly yours,

Dean Copans

Date: C}ctober 23,?O 1 ~

Dean Copans
3737 Sacramento Street,
San Francisco, CA 44118
cfe~n~"~(u),~~x~ail,com
650-465-3993
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:
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3577

Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:
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~ ~'
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and. additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name.

G~~~

I~'

Address:

~

Business name:
Email/Telephone:

C~1i✓ ~~✓
~L'1~1 ~~

~
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

Address:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

~~m

Address:
Business name:

alJ~

IRJNA KHIDEKEL, I.D.
~~SSCO,~n118
Fax:(415)752-5333

Email/Telephone:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE:

3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

Signature

Address: ;~~

Date

~~

~l~

Business name:
Email/Telephon
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name: ~N~ti

~~/- 7- ~~
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Signature

Address:
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Business name:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Address: ~~°~ ~ ~ i~o rvw ~ ~~.
Business name:
Email/Telephone: ~S (~6~ - SZc~~
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name: v1V'~(1,~

Signature

Address: ~~%~

l~u~

Date

~'C~~~~u,-~~c,

5~

Business name:
Email/Telephone:

(~1J~ (~ ~;~ -- ~ZC;?_

3588

Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 201 S)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

(~'~

~~~'` ~ ~"~

~~ ~ ~ ~
ate

~
Signature

Address: ~ ~~ ~

~~ ~

'-"'"~ ~~

Business name: ~~l ~ YP-~~ S
Email/Telephone: '~~~ - ~G~ ~ 2~ Z
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-36.57 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17,2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

aDh.U,
~~~y~

~lU~

<<~.~~~,
Date

Signature

Address:

~b~~

l~-~ ~~'~ s~'~ ~ Cf~- ~`~~l ~!

Business name:
Email/Telephone: ~~~~ 6~'~-
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name: ~5c-n ~ I~Gt ~)C~( r;N \~Z

Date

Signature

Address:

~5

Business name:
Email/Telephone:

~ ~[,~~
~~ ~
'
~ ~ - ~~1~
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name: ~`~ ~ ~ ~`t' -e.

Signature

Date

Address: ~~~~ CCD //~ ~^ FJ / ~,~.S~
Business name:/~~ ~~"cam j
Email/Telephone:

G~ ~'
~ ~,~ ~ ~ ~j~ ~~-}
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,
~(~~~"",~

I I.M~U ~U 1

Name:

,~
~~U

Address:

~~ ~ ~ C~~1 ~I

Business name:
Email/Telephone:

11~~~ll ~'1

S

G- `~ - ~ 1- ~ g
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24,2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

c ~~C ~~ C>

P`'J~~~

Signature

~-~-- C

Address:

Date

n
~~ ~~

~~~
~ `~~f ~~ ~r'~ ~

Business name:
Email/Telephone:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

~]\~1~4~~

~~V

v
I~ ~ 1°
Date

Signature

Address:

3~3~

S~ .

CA\~~~C~\PC

Business name: ~l~S'C

'~~Qv(~l,lC-

~~\<

Email/Telephone: V~V ~ ~l~S~ ~~~v~1C . L0(Y1
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~(~ ~S) c~3\ -{o(~

Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name:

/'f~~~

S' nature

V ~V

Date

Address:
Business name:
Email/Telephone:

~-~ ~ ~/ 7,~~ `- ~~~
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17,2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018)for the demolition ofthe two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.
Very truly yours,

Name: / l.~l~

~~~~~/1

~~

~
=~

Signa re

~~
Date

Address:
Business name: /~-~ ~~~ ~U~~

~L

Email/Telephone:
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Planning Department
City &County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 440
San Francisco, CA X4103
RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street -Proposed New Mined Use Building
San Francisco, CA
TO WHOM ~T MAY G~NCERN:
This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architech~ral drawings dated March 17, 2017(with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018} far the demolition ofthe two structures
and constr~Xctio~~ o~'one new mixed-use b~iilding.
The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento street. The new construction ~viil also bring
in new housing and additit~nal parking to this neighborhood.
~lery truly yours,
t ^ ,(~
~-vt~~., ~`~n.a.~~~~t-z , Y(NJ~
rt

Name:

r`
~/

~l~ 7~~

~_
Date

Sign ure
~~
Address:

3580 California Street, San Francisco

Business na.ine: ~, ,~~

~~ (.0
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From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

BOS Legislation, (BOS)
brandonponce@yahoo.com; alexwt@mac.com
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC);
Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Wong, Lana (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC); Lewis,
Don (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOSSupervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS);
ggee@garygee.com
SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL LETTER: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination and Conditional Use Authorization Proposed 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Appeal Hearing on January 15, 2019
Friday, January 04, 2019 9:45:25 AM
image001.png

Greetings,
Please find linked below a supplemental appeal letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the
Board from the Appellants, on behalf of the California-Locust Block Neighbor’s Group Association,
regarding the CEQA Exemption Determination and Conditional Use Authorization Appeal for the
proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street.
Appellant Supplemental Appeal Letter - January 4, 2019
The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on January
15, 2019.
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
Board of Supervisors File No. 181233
Board of Supervisors File No. 181237
Regards,
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any
information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar
information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors'
website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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BOS File 181233 & 181237

CALIFORNIA-LOCUST NEIGHBOR’S ASSOCIATION

415-346-4502

January 4, 2019

433 Locust St.
San Francisco, CA
94118

Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
To Whom it May Concern,
Attached please find our submittal to the BOS for the appeal of CEQA Exemption
Determination and Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed 3637-3657
Sacramento Street Project - Appeal Hearing on January 15, 2019.
If there are any issues with the attached electronic files please let us know asap so
that we may get you a format that will work.

Sincerely yours,

Alex Thompson & Rachel Lewis
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BOS File 181233 & 181237

CALIFORNIA-LOCUST NEIGHBOR’S ASSOCIATION

We feel the planning commission erred in it’s approval of the proposed project at
3637 Sacramento Street.
The approved building includes too much office and retail use, creating a structure
that is out of scale with the surrounding building context.
We propose that the Board of Supervisors overturn the CUA and instead adopt a
special use district for the site that would allow for an increase in residential density
(up to 22 units instead of 18) while calling for a reduction in the bulk of the building
by having any fourth floor be inset from all sides of the structure. Ground floor retail
should be limited to 5,000 occupied sf, this will avoid requiring additional parking
and office use should be eliminated. Parking could be achieved in a single floor,
reducing building costs, excavation volume and construction time.
Additionally we would like to see the building better comply with other guidelines the
planning department has set out for residential construction in the city, as seen in
the Residential Design Guidelines (Dec. 2003). Specifically:
• Modify the building design to be more responsive to the broader and immediate
Neighborhood Context (Section II, p 7)
• Modify the Building Scale to be compatible with the height of surrounding
buildings and existing building scale at the street (Section IV, p. 23)
• Modify the Building Form to make the facade more compatible with the scale of
surrounding structures. (Section IV, p. 28)
• Modify the design so the building’s Proportions are compatible with those of
surrounding buildings. (Section IV, p. 29)
• Modify the design so that Architectural Details are in scale and compatible with
buildings in the surrounding area, this may include the use of Bay Windows and
Parapets to match the scale of surrounding buildings. (Section VI, p. 43, Section
V, p. 34, Section V, p 39)
• Modify the design to better provide Light to adjacent properties. (Section III, p. 16)
We have included a proposed schematic alternative design that we feel better
reflects planning department guidelines and would be a better fit to the
neighborhood. We are only presenting this to show one possible way to better
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BOS File 181233 & 181237

CALIFORNIA-LOCUST NEIGHBOR’S ASSOCIATION

reflect the scale and character of the neighborhood and would rely on the developer
and their team to come up with their own design to meet these goals.
Additionally we have appealed the CEQA exemption and feel that this project in
combination with the projects at 3333 California and the CPMC hospital site, which
are scheduled for construction in the same time frame, will require mitigation
measures to ensure that the effects of construction on adjacent residents and local
businesses be minimized.
We are proposing the following as some potential measures of mitigation:
Conditions For Mitigation Pursuant To Appeal Of Environmental Decision To Grant A
Categorical Exemption Rather Than Do An Evaluation With Recommendations For
Mitigation As Part Of A Negative Declaration

Vibration
Prior to excavation activities, a detailed vibration assessment and monitoring plan
shall be completed to ensure that construction activities and equipment are selected
and designed to ensure ground borne vibration levels to adjacent neighbors do not
exceed levels protective of the structural integrity of the surrounding buildings.
Retain the services of a qualified structural engineer or vibration consultant to
prepare a pre-construction building assessment and vibration monitoring plan.

Noise
Implementation of a project-specific Noise Control Plan that has been prepared by a
qualified acoustical consultant and approved by the Police Department. The Noise
Control Plan may include, but is not limited to, the following construction noise
control measures:
During the excavation component of all construction phases and during building
construction, prepare and implement a daytime construction-noise monitoring
program. Four monitoring stations shall be required to provide continuous noise
monitoring at the nearest residential properties (on all 4 sides of the project), or
locations as agreed to by the affected residents and businesses. The program shall
be set up to alert the Construction Manager or other designated person(s) when
noise levels exceed allowable limits (10 dB above established ambient levels). If
noise levels are found to exceed applicable noise limits due to construction-related
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BOS File 181233 & 181237

CALIFORNIA-LOCUST NEIGHBOR’S ASSOCIATION

activities, corrective action shall be taken, such as halting or moving specific
construction activities, fixing faulty or poorly operating equipment, and installing
portable barriers. The noise data should also be made available to the community.
No backup alarms (beeping noise) from construction equipment allowed on
weekends or on weekdays before 9am or after 4pm (or whatever the hours
stipulated by the BOS for demolition, excavation, drilling, shoring and concrete
pouring).

Tree health
Developer to hire an arborist for tree monitoring on adjacent private property during
excavation, demolition and foundation installation to monitor the health and stability
of the trees during construction. If damage to trees from construction determined by
Arborist, the developer to fund for replacement of the tress

Adjacent Structures
Developer to provide full pre-construction survey of adjacent structures including
survey of all floor levels. If approved by adjacent property owners, monitoring of
existing structures for movement, cracking during demolition, excavation and
foundation installation.

Dust
Require that the project provide a Site-Specific Dust Control Plan per Article 22B
section 1242, even though the site is below the 1/2 acre threshold [which requires
dust monitoring, record keeping, independent inspections, requirements for shut
down of operations, limit of 25mph winds, cleaning of streets, etc.]
Developer to shrink wrap the site/new building when framed to reduce dust, noise
and unsightly views
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BOS File 181233 & 181237

CALIFORNIA-LOCUST NEIGHBOR’S ASSOCIATION

CU Conditions already agreed to by the developer AT THE Planning
Commission hearing, or imposed in the Planning Commission
resolution.
CU conditions
Community liaison to be appointed by the developer.
Hours of construction 7-6pm weekdays and 8-5 on Saturday (only inside work on
weekends, no demo, no excavation on weekends).

Proposed by the developer but not in PC conditions
Free parking for patrons of merchants at nearby garage; parking for construction
workers at his garage.
Construction hours 9-4 Monday-Saturday. And only inside work on Saturdays.

Proposal for Condition Imposed by the BOS to Allocate Funds to
Neighborhood Association to mitigate impacts and promote
merchants during construction
Allocate 2% of proposed cost of construction (about $300,000) to the following
purposes (Expenditure of all funds to be audited by independent party):
• Free valet parking for customers of merchants on the street (spaces to be
provided in developer’s nearby garages) during demolition, excavation and
concrete pouring periods of construction.
• Funds for promotion of all merchants on the street including advertising, sidewalk
signs, banners,
• Possible “construction” street fairs to promote merchants on the street
• Hiring of a Safety/traffic guard to monitor construction traffic, report parking
violations, noise, etc. during the demolition/excavation/concrete pouring.
• Funds for periodic washing down of buildings across from or adjoining
construction site
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BOS File 181233 & 181237

CALIFORNIA-LOCUST NEIGHBOR’S ASSOCIATION

Other mitigation conditions to be imposed on the project by the
BOS:
No demolition/excavation/concrete pouring between 11 and 2pm (allowing for lunch
crowd).
Removal of Street Parking: Limited to 10 feet on either side of the subject property
at any time. No 24 hour parking restrictions
Equipment Parking: No heavy equipment to be left on Sacramento Street overnight;
developer must reserve off-street space for equipment storage.
All dump trucks or concrete pourers are to be staggered or staged such that one
arrives when one leaves.
No dump trucks or concrete pourers waiting to be loaded on Sacramento, Spruce
or Locust Streets. All trucks to be staged away from the project site.
No construction parking, equipment parking, loading on California Street between
Locust & Spruce Streets (the residential block of California Street)
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From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

BOS Legislation, (BOS)
brandonponce@yahoo.com; alexwt@mac.com; ggee@garygee.com
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC);
Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Wong, Lana (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC); Lewis,
Don (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOSSupervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)
HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination and Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed
3637-3657 Sacramento Street Project - Appeal Hearing on January 15, 2019
Monday, December 31, 2018 10:16:08 AM
image001.png

Good morning,
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of
Supervisors on January 15, 2019, at 3:00 p.m., to hear the appeals of both the determination of
exemption from environmental review under CEQA and Conditional Use Authorization for the
proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street.
Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter.
                Public Hearing Notice - December 31, 2018
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the links
below:
Board of Supervisors File No. 181233
Board of Supervisors File No. 181237
Regards,

Brent Jalipa
Legislative Clerk
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

   Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under
the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be
redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with
the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and
copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—
including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board
and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the
public may inspect or copy.
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following appeal and
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may
attend and be heard:

Date:

Tuesday, January 15, 2019

Time:

3:00 p.m.

Location:

Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject:

File No. 181233. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the
determination of exemption from environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act issued as a Categorical
Exemption by the Planning Department on September 20, 2018, for
the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, to demolish
the existing buildings and construct a 40 foot tall, four story building
with a nine foot tall elevator penthouse and four foot tall parapet;
containing approximately 6,500 square feet of retail on the first floor,
10,000 square feet of medical office use on the second floor, and 18
dwelling units (17, 100 square feet) on the third and fourth floors.
(District 2) (Appellant: Brandon Ponce, Jennifer Kopczynski,
Alexander W. Thompson, Marcia E. Herman, Susan Foslien, Jack
Kaus, Patrick Richards, John M. Burns, and Douglas Engmann on
behalf of California-Locust Block Neighbor's Group Association) (Filed
December 7, 2018)

3655

Continues on Next Page

Hearing Notice - Exemption Determination and Conditional Use Authorization Appeal
3637-3657 Sacramento Street
Hearing Date : January 15, 2019
Page 2

File No. 181237. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the
certification of Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning
Code, Sections 121 .1, 121.2, 303, and 724, for proposed project at
3637-3657 Sacramento Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 1018, Lot
Nos. 012 and 020, issued by the Planning Commission by Motion No.
20336, dated November 8, 2018, to allow a modification from the rear
yard requirements of Planning Code, Sections 134 and 136, as part of
a project that would demolish three existing buildings and construct a
new four-story, 40-foot tall, mixed use building containing residential
use (approximately 17,100 gross square feet) with 18 dwelling units
(consisting of six one-bedroom units, and 12 two-bedroom units);
retail/commercial space (approximately 6,500 gross square feet),
medical offices (approximately 10,000 gross square feet), 64 off-street
parking spaces (including one car share space) and 35 bicycle
parking spaces (approximately 38,700 gross square feet), within the
Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial District and 40-X
Height and Bulk District. (District 2) (Appellant: Rachel Lewis on
behalf of California-Locust Block Neighbor's Group Association) (Filed
December 7, 2018)

a

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1 , persons who are unable
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments prior to the time the
hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public record in this
matter and shall be brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relating to
• this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information
relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, January 11 , 2019.

'

~~-~"L44.o
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED/MAI LED/POSTED:
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December 31, 2018

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

PROOF OF MAILING

Legislative File No.

181233 and 181237

Description of Items: Public Hearing Notices - Hearing - Appeals of a Determination of
Exemption under CEQA and Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed Project at 36373657 Sacramento Street - 591 Notices Mailed.
I, Brent Jalipa
, an employee of the City and
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully
prepaid as follows:
Date:

December 31, 2018

Time:
USPS Location:

Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244)

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable):

N/A
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Signature:

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file.
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

December 18, 2018

File Nos. 181233-181236
Planning Case No. 2007.1347E
Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office a check, in
the amount of Six Hundred Seventeen Dollars ($617),
representing the filing fee paid by Engmann Options Inc for the
appeal of the Categorical Exemption under CEQA for the
proposed 3637-3657 Sacramento Street project:

Planning Department
By:

Print Name
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From:
To:
Cc:

BOS Legislation, (BOS)
brandonponce@yahoo.com; alexwt@mac.com
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC);
Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Wong, Lana (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC); Lewis,
Don (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOSSupervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination and Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street Project - Appeal Hearing on January 15, 2019
Monday, December 17, 2018 4:37:07 PM

Subject:
Date:

Good afternoon,
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of
Supervisors on January 15, 2019, at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below letters of appeal filed
against the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, as well as direct links to the Planning
Department’s determination of timeliness for the appeal, and an informational letter from the Clerk
of the Board.
Exemption Determination Appeal Letter - Brandon Ponce, Jennifer Kopczynski,
Alexander W. Thompson, Marcia E. Herman, Susan Foslien, Jack Kaus, Patrick
Richards, John M. Burns, and Douglas Engmann, on behalf of the California-Locust
Neighbors' Group Association - December 7, 2018
Conditional Use Authorization Appeal Letter - Rachel Lewis, on behalf of the
California-Locust Neighbors' Group Association - December 7, 2018
Planning Department Memo - December 12, 2018
Public Works Letter - December 13, 2018
Clerk of the Board Letter - December 14, 2018
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
Board of Supervisors File No. 181233
Board of Supervisors File No. 181237
Please note that the hearing date is swiftly approaching. Our office must notice this appeal
hearing on Tuesday, October 30, 2018. If you have any special recipients for the hearing
notice, kindly provide the list of addresses for interested parties in spreadsheet format to us
by 12:00pm, Friday, October 26.
Best regards,
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
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San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
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DATE:

December 12, 2018

TO:

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM:

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer

RE:

Appeal Timeliness Determination for 3637-3657 Sacrament Street
Planning Department Case No. 2007.1347E

An appeal of the CEQA determination of exemption from environmental review for the
proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street filed with the Office of the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors on December 7, 2018, by Brandon Ponce, Jennifer Kopczynski,
Alexander W. Thompson, Marcia E. Herman, Susan Foslien, Jack Kaus, Patrick Richards,
John M. Burns, and Douglas Engmann, on behalf of the California-Locust Neighbors'
Association. As explained below, the appeal is timely.
Date of
Approval
Action

30 Days after
Approval Action/
Appeal Deadline

First Business
Day after Appeal
Deadline

Date of Appeal
Filing

Timely?

November 8,
2018

Saturday,
December 8, 2018

Monday,
December 10,
2018

December 7,
2018

Yes

Approval Action: On September 20, 2018, the planning department issued a CEQA
categorical exemption determination for the 3637-3657 Sacramento Street project. The
categorical exemption determination identified the approval action for the project as the
conditional use authorization by the planning commission. Conditional use authorization
was approved by the planning commission on November 8, 2018 (date of the approval
action).
Appeal Deadline: Section 31.16(a) and (e) of the San Francisco Administrative Code
states that any person or entity may appeal an exemption determination to the Board of
Supervisors during the time period beginning with the date of the exemption
determination and ending 30 days after the date of the approval action. Thirty days after
the approval action is Saturday, December 8, 2018. The next date when the Office of the
Clerk of the Board was open was Monday, December 10, 2018 (appeal deadline).
Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The appellant filed the appeal of the exemption
determination on December 7, 2018, prior to the appeal deadline. Therefore, the appeal is
considered timely.
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From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Rahaim, John (CPC)
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Teague, Corey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC);
Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Rodgers,
AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Wong, Lana (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rosenberg,
Julie (BOA); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS
Legislation, (BOS)
Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Timeliness Determination Request
Monday, December 10, 2018 9:48:31 AM
Appeal Ltr 120718.pdf
COB Ltr 121018.pdf

Good afternoon, Director Rahaim:
The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the CEQA Exemption Determination
for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street. The appeal was filed by Brandon Ponce,
Jennifer Kopczynski, Alexander W. Thompson, Marcia E. Herman, Susan Foslien, Jack Kaus, Patrick
Richards, John M. Burns, and Douglas Engmann, on behalf of California-Locust Neighbors’ Group
Association, on December 7, 2018.
Please find the attached letter of appeal and timely filing determination request letter from the Clerk
of the Board.
Kindly review for timely filing determination.
Regards,

Brent Jalipa
Legislative Clerk
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

December 10, 2018

To:

From:

John Rahaim
Planning Director

6~gela Calvillo
~ Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
.

Subject:

Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Determination of
Exemption from Environmental Review - 3637-3657 Sacramento Street

An appeal of the CEQA Dete1mination of Exemption from Environmental Review for the
proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the
Board on December 7, 2018, by Brandon Ponce, Jennifer Kopczynski, Alexander W.
Thompson, Marcia E. Herman, Susan Foslien, Jack Kaus, Patrick Richards, John M. Burns, and
Douglas Engmann, on behalf of the California-Locust Neighbors' Group Association.

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached
documents, to the Planning Depaitment to dete1mine if the appeal has been filed in a timely
manner. The Planning Depaitment's determination should be made within three (3) working
. days of receipt of this request.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at
(415) 554-7712, Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718, or Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702.
c:

Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department
Aaron Stan, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department
Lana Wong, Staff Contact, Planning Department
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals
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Print Form

Introduction Form
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):

Time stamp
or meeting date

D

1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment) .

D
l2J
D
D

2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

D
D

D
D

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.
4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor

inquiries"
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

5. City Attorney _Request.
6. Call File No.

~1--------~

from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion) .
8. Substitute Legislation File No .
..---~~____.'.================:;--~~~

9. Reactivate File No.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~

D

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

D Small Business Commission
D Planning Commission

D

Youth Commission

D Ethics Commission

0Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.
Sponsor(s):

Iclerk of the Board
Subject:
Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental Review - 3637-3657 Sacramento Street
The text is listed:
Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the determination of exemption from environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act issued as a Categorical Exemption by the Planning Depa1tment on September
20, 2018, for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street, to demolish the existing buildings and construct a
40 foot tall, four story building with a nine foot tall elevator penthouse and four foot tall parapet; containing
approximately 6,500 square feet of retail on the first floor, 10,000 square feet of medical office use on the second
floor, and 18 dwelling units (17, 100 square feet) on the third and fourth floors. (District 2) (Appellant: Brandon
Ponce, Jennifer-Kopczynski, Alexander W. Thompson, Marcia E. Herman, Susan Foslien, Jack Kaus, Patrick
Richards, John M . Burns, and Douglas Engmann on behalf of California-Locust Block Neighbor's Group
Association) (Filed December 7, 2018)

.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor:
For Clerk's Use Only
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