
FROM: 
Mary Miles (SB #230395) 
Attorney at Law 
for Coalition for Adequate Review 
364 Page St., #36 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
( 415) 863-2310 

TO: 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

DATE: October 19, 2017 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Bu 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Coalition for Adequate Review hereby appeals the 
attached environmental determination of the San Francisco Planning Department, based 
on the "approval action" of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ("MTA") 
Board, to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 

Grounds for this appeal lie in the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Cal. 
Pub. Res. Code §§21000 et seq.) and other applicable statutes and regulations, c.s 
generally stated in the attached public comment to the MTA Board for its hearing on 
September 19, 201 7. 

Appellant will submit further briefing and comment on or before the scheduled hearing 
date on this appeal. ,. 

/) /f 

/11~ )ilL'= 
Mary Mi~ 
Attorney for Coalition for Adequate Review 

/ 

cc: L~a Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department 

ATTACHMENTS: 
A: San Francisco Planning Department Case No. 2017-001775-ENV: "CEQA 
Categorical Exemption Determination -SFMTA- Hairball Segments M, N, and O" 
B: Public Comment submitted to MTA Board, September 19, 2017 
C: MTA Board Resolution No. 170919-119, September 19, 2017 
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EXHIBIT A 



SAN FRANCISCO u 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2anocT 19 
CEQA Categorical Exemption Determinati--... .... ....,,,, 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

SFMTA- Hairball Segments M, N, and 0 n/a 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2017-001775ENV 4/28/2017 

[{] Addition/ 0Demolition ONew 0Project Modification 

Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 
SFMTA proposes to implement paint-only modifications to the existing roadway on Bayshore Boulevard (between Jerrold Ave and Marin St) and 
Jerrold Ave (between Bayshore Blvd and Barneveld Ave). The project would include modifications to existing travel Janes to create a new bicycle 
Jane on J,errold Avenue. In addition the project would include installation of new high visibility crosswalks on Marin/Bayshore and 
Jerrold/Bayshore, as well as the removal of 10 parking spaces and 2 loading zones along westbound Jerrold Avenue. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

[{] Class 1- Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principally permitted or with a CU. 

D Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 

D Class -

STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

[Z] 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of 
containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project 
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to 

D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this 
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 



Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 

D than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive 
Area) 

D 
Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals, 

-~ 

residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Noise Mitigation Area) 

D Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a 
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Topography) 

Slope = or> 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 

D on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a 
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, 

D 
grading -including excavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the 
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Seismic Hazard 
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document 

required 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 

D 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously 
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required 

D 
Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine 
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to 
EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Serpentine) 

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental 
Evaluation A1112lication is reguired. 

[{] Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the 
CEQA impacts listed above. 

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): 

The project would not include the removal of any existing travel lanes on Jerrold Avenue or nearby streets. The 
proposed project would not include any features that would result in new traffic hazards. 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map) 

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 
Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 

,( Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

D 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

D 3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

D 5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

D 7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. 

D 8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

D Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS-ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

D 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with 
existing historic character. 

n 4. Fa~ade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

D 5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining 
features. 

D 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 

D 

D 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below. 

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

D Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check 
all that apply): 

D Step 2 - CEQA Impacts 

D Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

[{] No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

Planner Name: Christopher Espiritu Signature or Stamp: 

~?:) 
Digitally signed by Christopher Espiritu . 
ON: dc=org, dc=sfgov, dc=cityplanning, ou=CityPlanning, Project Approval Action: 

) 
ou:::Environmental Planning, cn=Christopher Espiritu, 

Other (SFMTA Board) email=Christopher.Esplritu@sfgov.org 
_,.,.. ···--·-"' 

*If Discretionary Review before the Planning 
Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 
project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes 
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed 
changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" and, therefore, be subject to 
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 
front page) 

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

Exempt Project Approval Exempt Project Approval Date New Approval Required 
Action 

Modified Project Description: 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

D Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

D 
D 

D 

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 
Sections 311 or 312; 

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)? 

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 
no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required'.'CA 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

D I The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes. 
If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp: 



Attachment A: 

SFMTA - Background Materials and Plans 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION APPLICATION COVER MEMO· PUBLIC PROJECTS ONLY 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption 
determination can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action. 

Please attach this memo along with all necessary materials to the Environmental Evaluation Application. 

Project Address and/or Title: Bayshore Boulevard/Cesar Chavez Street/ Potrero Avenue Intersection (Segments M, N and 0 of The Hairball): Key Segment Improvements 

Project Approval Action: MTA Board of Directors 

Will the approval action be taken at a noticed public hearing? [lJYEs* DNo 

*If YES is checked, please see below. 

IF APPROVAL ACTION IS TAKEN AT A NOTICED PUBLIC HEARING, INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING CALENDAR 
LANGUAGE: 

End of Calendar: CEOA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code If the 
Commission approves an action identified by an exemption or negative declaration as the Approval Action (as 
defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), 
then the CEQA decision prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the 
time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16. Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 
calendar days of the Approval Action. For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk 
of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or 
call (415) 554-5184. If the Department's Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from 
further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on -line at 
http://sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited 
to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered 
to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 

Individual calendar items: This proposed action is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31. 

THE FOLLOWING MATERIALS ARE INCLUDED: 

I/' I 2 sets of plans (11x17) 

I/' I Project description 

I/' I Photos of proposed work areas/project site 

I/' I Necessary background reports (specified in EEA) 

D 



Date: 

To: 

From: 

Through: 

Re: 

OVERVIEW 

April 28, 2017 

Christopher Espiritu, San Francisco Planning Department 

Thalia Leng, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

Andrea Contreras, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

Bayshore Boulevard/Cesar Chavez Street/ Potrero Avenue Intersection (Segments M, N and 
0 of The Hairball): Key Segment Improvements 

The purpose of this project is to make three key portions of the Hairball paths safer and easier to use for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. The project also aims to support citywide efforts such as WalkFirst, Vision Zero, 
and the SFMTA 2012 Bicycle Strategy to improve non-motorized safety and mobility in San Francisco. 

BACKGROUND 

The area where Cesar Chavez Street, Portero Avenue, and Bayshore Boulevard intersect underneath the 
Highway 101 interchange is known as the Hairball (Figure 1). Because the Hairball area is complex, the area 
has been divided into lettered segments in order to be studied (Figure 2). In fall 2015, the SFMTA began a 
process to develop conceptual designs for safety improvements at three prioritized segments as well as a 
portion of Jerrold Avenue (between Barneveld Street and Bayshore Boulevard) that leads directly to one of 
the three segments. The three segments targeted for improvements by the SFMTA are known as Segments 
M, N and 0 and are shown in Figures 2 and 3. 

Figure 1: Cesar Chavez Street, Bayshore Boulevard and Potrero Avenue {The Hairba!!) Project Area 
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Figure 2: Segment Map 
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Figure 3: Roadway Map 



EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Segments M, N, and 0 are located at the southeastern entrance of the Hairball and include portions of 
north Bayshore Boulevard and the intersections of Bayshore Boulevard with both Marin Street and Jerrold 
Avenue. Bayshore Boulevard, Jerrold Avenue, and Marin Street are all city-owned streets and connect to 
the Caltrans 101 north on-ramp. 

Segment M includes the area where Marin Street crosses Bayshore Boulevard. Pedestrians and two-way 
bicycle traffic cross Marin Street at an unsignalized crosswalk (Figure 3). This is a potential issue since 
motorists turning right from Marin Street onto the Highway 101 northbound on-ramp often travel at high 
speeds and do not expect two-way bicycle traffic in the crosswalk. Additionally, there is little clear space for 
pedestrians and bicyclists waiting to cross, and visibility is an issue. The crossing distance where Marin 
crosses Bayshore Boulevard is 36 feet. 

F!gure 3: Segment M (Looking North at fviadn St. and Bayshore Blvd.) 



Segment N is a shared pedestrian and two-way bicycle path between Marin Street and Jerrold Avenue 
(Figure 4). Southbound bicyclists currently share the sidewalk with pedestrians while northbound cyclists 
use the adjacent bike lane. The existing sidewalk on the east side of the street is six feet wide, with 
approximately three foot wide pinch points at the two utility poles in place in this segment. The sidewalk is 
obstructed by street light poles, utility poles and a fire hydrant. There is also a six foot wide northbound 
curbside bicycle lane on northbound Bayshore Boulevard. 

Segment 0 includes a crossing where pedestrians and southbound cyclists cross Jerrold Avenue (Figure 5). 
The existing crossing includes two crosswalks joined by a pork chop island. The 15-foot northern crossing is 
not signalized. Since the rightmost lane of westbound Jerrold Avenue meets northbound Bayshore 
Boulevard at a very shallow angle, vehicles can ignore the yield sign and turn right at high speeds. 

Segments M, N, and 0 are all in close proximity to the 101 highway and other major arterials, placing 
pedestrians and cyclists adjacent to vehicles moving at high speeds. Segment M, or where Marin Street 
crosses Bayshore Boulevard, pedestrian/cyclist visibility is poor, the crossing is unsignalized and curb ramps 
are positioned poorly. Segment N, or the shared sidewalk for pedestrians and southbound cyclists that runs 
adjacent to norhtbound Bayshore Boulevard, is very narrow and obstructed by existing infrastructure. In 
addition, there are many pedestrians with shopping carts using this sidewalk because of nearby recycling 
centers. These pedestrians and shopping carts often block the sidewalk or travel in the roadway. Segment 
0, or the area where Jerrold Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard intersect, is a long crossing with high vehicle 
volumes on both Jerrold Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard and an unsignalized right turn lane from Jerrold 
Avenue onto northbound Bayshore Boulevard. All of these issues create unsafe existing conditions for both 
pedestrians and cyclists traveling to and from the Hairball. 

Figure 4: Segment N Figure 5: Segment 0 

{Looking South at Mcrln St. and Bayshore Blvd.) (Lookfng South at Jerrold Ave. and Bayshore Bivd.) 

Connecting to Segment 0, Jerrold Avenue between Barneveld Street and Bayshore is targeted for 
improvements as part of this project. Jerrold Avenue is 60-feet wide with one vehicle travel lane and one 
parking lane in the eastbound direction and two vehicle travel lanes and one parking lane in the westbound 
direction. The two westbound vehicle travel lanes become two right turn lanes from westbound Jerrold 
Ave;iue onto northbound Bayshore Boulevard. 



Figure 6: Existing loacllng on Jerro!cl Avenue 

There are currently two loading zones on the western side of Jerrold Avenue within the project area, and 
one loading zone immediately south of the project area {Figure 6). The two loading zones within the project 
area include one 60-foot 3am-10am loading zone, and one 30-foot 4:30am-2:30pm 6W Truck Loading Zone. 
Field observations during the peak loading period showed no loading occurring in the existing loading 
zones. Rather loading typically takes place within adjacent off-street driveways and/or semi-trucks often 
use the right most lane to unload instead of pulling to the curb. It is difficult for the larger trucks to 
maneuver and pull up to the curb. 



An existing conditions site plan for all of the areas targeted for improvements (Segments M, N, 0 and 
Jerrold Avenue between Barneveld Street and Bayshore Boulevard) is shown below in Figure 5 (Existing 
Conditions Site Plan) and included as an attachment to this memorandum. 

Figure 6: Existing Conditions Site ?!an 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

The goal of this project is to make key portions of the Hairball paths safer and easier to use for pedestrians 
and bicyclists by making safety improvements such as intersection and shared lane markings, widening 
existing bike lanes, and installing new bike lanes on Jerrold Avenue. 

To address these issue, this project proposes paint-only improvements including the following: 

1. Bike Lanes: 
o Southbound Bayshore Boulevard bicyclists continue to share sidewalk, but northbound 

bike path widened from 6 feet to 12 feet (including a 6 foot lane with wide buffers) for 
shared/flexible uses. 

o Install a curbside bike lane on westbound Jerrold Avenue from Bayshore Boulevard to 
Barneveld Avenue. 

o Install a bike lane adjacent to existing parking on eastbound Jerrold Avenue from Bayshore 
Boulevard to Barneveld Avenue. 

2. Intersection Treatments: 
o Install continental crosswalks and elephant tracks 1 on Marin Street at the intersection of 

Bayshore Boulevard. 
o Install continental crosswalks and greenback sharrows on Jerrold Avenue at the 

intersection of Bayshore Boulevard. 

1 An "elephant track" is a roadway marking consisting of an 8-inch wide by 3-foot dashed line that is typically combined with green 
shared lane markings and placed adjacent to a pedestrian crosswalk to indicate that cyclists should cross adjacent to the pedestrian 

crosswalk. 



o Install continental crosswalks on Jerrold Avenue and Barneveld Avenue at the intersection 
of the two streets. 

3. Parking and Loading: 
o To provide sufficient space for a curbside bike lane on westbound Jerrold Avenue, 

approximately 10 unmetered parking spaces and the two loading zones will be removed on 
westbound Jerrold Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Barneveld Avenue. Field 
observations during peak loading times showed no instances of loading taking place within 
the existing zones. Rather loading typically takes place within adjacent off-street driveways 
and/or semi-trucks often use the right most vehicle travel lane to unload instead of pulling 
to the curb. One-on-one outreach with property owners was conducted confirming that 
loading takes place in the right vehicle travel lane or within property driveways. 

o To alleviate the proposed parking loss on the west side of Jerrold and create parking 
availability for area businesses, the establishment of a tow-away no stopping zone is 
proposed as part ofthis project. This zone would be located on the west side of Barneveld 
Avenue between McKinnon Avenue and Jerrold Avenue and prohibit parking between the 
hours of lOpm to 2am. This would assist with prohibiting vehicles from parking overnight 
or for extended amounts of time and allow employees of the businesses on Jerrold to park 
during business hours. 

A proposed illustrative site plan of the project area is shown below in Figure 7 (Proposed Site Plan) and is 
also included as an attachment to this memorandum. 

Figure J; Proposed Site Plan 
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The proposed bicycling safety improvements, narrowing of traffic lanes, and parking removal constitute an 
Active Transportation Project and Other Minor Transportation Project in accordance with the Planning 



Department's Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099- Modernization of Transportation Analysis, and are 
therefore presumed to not significantly impact VMT and no further VMT analysis is required. 

Bicycles 

The proposed project would improve the bike route on Jerrold Avenue, Bays ho re Boulevard and the 
Hairball southeastern entry/shared path by installing a bike lane and adding paint improvements to the 
intersections of Marin Street and Jerrold Avenue with Bayshore Boulevard, as well as the intersection of 
Jerrold and Barneveld Avenues. The project would create improved and more visible separation between 
motorists and bicyclists, thereby reducing the potential for conflicts and increasing safety. 

Pedestrian 

The proposed project would improve the pedestrian environment at intersections of Marin Street and 
Jerrold Avenue with Bayshore Boulevard as well as the intersection of Jerrold and Barneveld Avenues 
through the use of improved crosswalk and intersection markings. The project would not result in any new 
potential conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. 

Transit 

The 9 and 9R Muni bus runs on northbound Bayshore Boulevard within the project area and there is a bus 
stop on Bayshore Boulevard at Jerrold Avenue. This project would keep the vehicle lanes at current widths 
except for a portion of the right-most lane of northbound Bayshore Boulevard between Jerrold Avenue and 
Mar in Street, which would be narrowed from 17 feet to 11 feet. Muni buses do not travel in this lane as 
they merge to the left on Bayshore Boulevard to follow their route onto Potrero Avenue after the bus stop 
at Bayshore Boulevard and Jerrold Avenue. There would be no reduction in transit or mixed-flow travel 
lanes. Therefore, there would be no transit delay or impacts resulting from the project. 

Loading 

This project prop?ses removing one 60-foot loading zone and one 30-foot loading zone on westbound 
Jerrold Avenue near Bayshore Boulevard. Field observations (conducted on Thursday, February 23, 2017 
from 8-9:30am) showed no loading occurring in the existing loading zones and two instances of loading 
occurring in the right most vehicle travel lane directly adjacent the All Seas distribution warehouse (2390 
Jerrold Avenue). 

This observation as well as one-on-one outreach with property owners revealed that loading in this area 
typically takes place within adjacent off-street driveways and/or semi-trucks often use the right most lane 
to unload instead of pulling to the curb. 

Emergency Access 

None of the proposed improvements or changes to the roadway would affect emergency vehicle access. 

Par:dng 

This project proposes removing 10 unregulated/unmetered parking spaces on westbound Jerrold Avenue 
from Bayshore Boulevard to Barneveld Avenue. 



Excavation 

The proposed project is a paint-only project and does not involve any excavation. 

Construction 

The construction scope of this project would be for SFMTA paint crews to remove the existing 
thermoplastic striping, where necessary, and to paint new thermoplastic and epoxy striping on the 
roadway. Estimated construction duration is a maximum of 15 days for the full corridor. 

Approval Action 

The first approval of the project committing the City to carrying out the proposed project would be the 
approval of the SFMTA Board of Directors. 

ATTACHMENT 

Proposed Plans/Drawings/Diagrams 



ATTACHMENT 1: EXISTING SITE PLAN 
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ATIACHMENT Z: PROPOSED SITE PLAN 
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Mary Miles 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

FROM: 
Mary Miles (SB #230395) 
Attorney at Law 
364 Page St., #36 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 863-2310 

TO: 
Edward Reiskin, Director 

Mary Miles <page364@earthlink.net> 
Tuesday, September 19, 2017 10:15 AM 
Edward Reiskin (ed.reiskin@sfmta.com); Boomer, Roberta; 'MTABoard@sfmta.com' 
PUBLIC COMMENT, MTAB AGENDA ITEM 12 

Red Category 

Roberta Boomer, Secretary, and Members of the Board of Directors 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ("MTA") 
1 S. Van Ness Ave., 7th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

DATE: September 19, 2017 

PUBLIC COMMENT, AGENDA ITEM 12 ["PARKING AND TRAFFIC MODIFICATIONS ON 
JERROLD A VENUE BETWEEN BARNEVELD A VENUE AND BA YSHORE BOULEVARD AND ON 
THE WEST SIDE OF BARNEVELD A VENUE BETWEEN JERROLD A VENUE AND MCKINNON 
AVENUE''] 

This is public comment on Agenda Item 12 of the September 19, 2017 MTA Board meeting. Please provide a 
copy of this Comment to all MT A Board Members and place a copy in all applicable MTA files. As noted on 
the MTA Board Agenda, a determination under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") is subject 
to appeal to the Board of Supervisors within 30 days. 

The Hairball Project will have significant impacts under CEQA, including impacts on transportation, transit, air 
quality, greenhouse gas (GHG), safety, and parking. Therefore, the claimed "categorical exemption" does not 
apply .. Furtber, the Hairball Project proposes revisions to City's 2009 EIR on the San Francisco Bicycle Plan 
and several subsequent addenda to that plan, affecting the Project description, mitigation, and alternatives 
analyses. The agency may not exempt this or any project from environmental review by segmenting it or by 
post hoc revisions. Rather, the agency must follow the procedures set forth in CEQA for review of the whole ·. 
Project. 

MT A did not timely provide the public environmental documents, including its claimed Categorical Exemption 
or any supporting documents on this "new" Project. The public was therefore denied the right and opportunity 
for meaningful comment and input on it. 

Along with the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, a private lobbying organization, MTA created the "Hairball 
Project" that it now demands should be fixed, after previously insisting on creating bicycle lanes across the 
heavily used Cesar Chavez Street/Bayshore Boulevard traffic corridors and freeway on- and off-ramps to I-101 
and I-289. Those corridors serve major freight and other transportation uses and access to major 
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freeways. MT A's convoluted design eliminated traffic lanes, turning, and hundreds of parking spaces on those 
corridors and across freeway ramps in the heavy, industrial traffic stream of the "Hairball Project" area, causing 
traffic congestion, dangerous lane changes at and near freeway on and off ramps, and parking and loading zone 
removal in industrial, business, and residential areas, endangering the public safety of thousands of travelers and 
freight operations to install private bicycle lanes for fewer than 100 bicyclists. 

When adopted on June 26, 2009, the Project segment (here called "Segments M, N, and O") was called "Project 
5-5: Cesar Chavez Street Bicycle Lanes, I-280 to US 101 Freeways." (See San Francisco Bicycle Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, November 2008, Post-Judgment Administrative Record [PJR], SF Super. Court 
Case No. CPF-05-505509, 17:8547, 8693-8696, 8923, 8945-8947; 18:9267-9273, 9333-9335,9447. See also, 
DEIR Projects 5-4 and 5-6, PJR 17: 8693-8696, 8923, 8942-8949,18:9252-9295, 9329-9354, 9443-
9450.) Although the EIR identified significant impacts, the City refused to mitigate them in findings adopted 
August 4, 2009. City's findings and failure to mitigate those impacts, including in the Hairball Project area, 
were challenged in litigation and were invalidated along with the Project approval by the First District Court of 
Appeal, and remain in dispute in further proceedings. (See Anderson v. City and County of San Francisco, Case 
No. A129910, Unpub.Op., Jan. 14, 2013, p.83.) In spite of the pending litigation, City's Planning Department 
issued an "Addendum to Environmental Impact Report" on the 5-5 segment on February 29, 2012. City also 
issued several Addenda on the Cesar Chavez and Bayshore Projects that it now claims are part of its Hairball 
Project. 

MTA now coins a new name for the mess it created: "The Hairball," a term defined in Webster as "a compact 
mass of hair formed in the stomach esp. of a shedding animal (as a cat) that that cleanses its coat by licking." In 
fact, the dangerous mess on Cesar Chavez was created by and for the MT A and the San Francisco Bicycle 
Coalition beginning with the 2009 Bicycle Plan. MTA now regurgitates that mess as the "Hairball Intersection 
Improvement Project," illegally segmenting that Project and its environmental review into at least 15 pieces to 
avoid describing the whole "Hairball Project." 

City's illegal strategy avoids its duty to identify and mitigate the significant direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts of the Hairball Project, which requires an environmental impact report under CEQA, since it will now 
have more impacts of greater severity on traffic, transit, parking, air quality, GHG, and public safety. The 
Hairball Improvement Project is not categorically exempt and may not lawfully be segmented. City has already 
admitted that this Project, as originally implemented and as revised, has significant environmental 
impacts. Moreover, City failed to make legally adequate findings to mitigate the significant impacts of the 
Bicycle Plan Project, including the "Hairball Project," as held by the First District Court of Appeal. City may 
not under these circumstances declare the Project or any part of it categorically exempt. 

1. FAILURE TO ACCURATELY DESCRIBE THE WHOLE PROJECT, STATE EXISTING 
CONDITIONS AND IDENTIFY AND MITIGATE THE PROJECT'S SIGNIFICANT IMP ACTS 
VIOLATES CEQA 

MTA's "Hairball Project" is not accurately described, and MTA has not provided any CEQA documents before 
this MTA Board hearing. There is no way to tell from the few documents in the MTA Board's packet what the 
full Project proposes, its impacts, or what mitigation measures are proposed. The public has received no 
accurate information on this Project. There is no evidence that any City agency has as required conducted a 
preliminary review or initial study of the Hairball Project. 

The only map of the Hairball Project in MT A's materials show that this Project includes a large area of major 
corridors, including Cesar Chavez Street, Potrero Street, Bayshore Boulevard, Jerrold Street, Highway 101, and 
ramps to and from Highways 101 and 280. The staff report only describes "near-term improvements" on 
Segments "L, M, and O," which propose removing parking and industrial loading zones on Jerrold and 
Barneveld Avenue, and all overnight parking on Jerrold Avenue, which has nothing to do with creating 
"comfortabl~" condition for bicyclists. 

The Staff Report claims that Jerrold Avenue "is a challenging location to bicycle due to the high volume of 
vehicles and specifically large trucks that use this roadway, especially during the morning hours (approximately 
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700 vehicles on northbound Jerrold during the two hour morning peak period). These vehicle movements 
conflict with the large number of cyclists who also use this section of Jerrold Avenue during both the morning 
and evening peak commute hours (approximately 78 cyclists in the two hour morning peak and 70 cyclists in 
the evening peak period." (Staff Report, p. 3.) There is no supporting evidence for those alleged numbers, 
since no traffic studies or vehicle counts are provided for the entire Hairball Project area, including the dates, 
times, and who took the counts, or why 70 cyclists over a two-hour period is considered a "large 
number." Without that basic information, the existing conditions in the Project area cannot be accurately 
described. 

There is no accurate description of the Hairball Project or any analysis of the cumulative impacts of the entire 
Project. City may not as proposed piecemeal the Hairball Project into small segments to avoid accurate 
identification of the cumulative and direct impacts of the whole Project, since that segmentation violates 
CEQA. The Hairball Project clearly requires an environmental impact report. 

2. THE PROJECT IS NOT CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT FROM CEQA 

The City did not make publicly available, timely provide, or post a copy of the alleged "categorical exemption" 
of the proposed Project or any segment of it, precluding meaningful public comment on it. As a legal matter, 
City cannot lawfully piecemeal exemptions to avoid environmental review under CEQA. 

The Hairball Project is not exempt as claimed (Staff Report, p. 7) under 14 Cal. Code Regs. ("Guidelines") 
§15301, because it will have significant direct and cumulative impacts on the environment, as already admitted 
in the Bicycle Plan DEIR and Addenda and in City's findings. That admission precludes any categorical 
exemption. 

The Hairball Project does not fit within the section 15301 exemption "minor alteration" of existing facilities, 
since it changes the existing street configurations. Making overnight parking illegal in the area is another 
reason this Project does not fit within that exemption. Other plans that are undisclosed for the other segments of 
the Hairball Project also preclude claiming such an exemption. City's segmented "categorical exemption," 
including the Exemption here, is illegal piecemealing under CEQA, since they deliberately evade analyzing and 
mitigating the cumulative impacts of the Hairball Project. 

There is no analysis in available documents of the exceptions that may apply under Guidelines § 15300.2, 
including the cumulative impacts exception and the unusual circumstances exception. The Hairball Project will 
have cumulative impacts under Guidelines § 15300 .2, since it clearly proposes many "successive project( s) of 
the same type, in the same place, over time." Further, in this instance, the large traffic volumes and proposed 
reduction in parking and loading capacity constitute unusual circumstances. (Guidelines, § 15 3 00 .2( c ). ) 

This Project also has "possible environmental effects" that are "cumulatively considerable," meaning "that the 
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects," which as noted 
preclude any exemption from CEQA. (Guidelines §15065(a)(3).) The City's past, present, and planned future 
incursions onto City's roadways to impede vehicle transportation, remove parking, force turns, and otherwise 
adversely irapact traffic include past extensive transportation impacts due to the Bicycle Plan, "Sustainable 
Streets," "Vision Zero," and other Projects that, combined with the present Project, have potentially significant 
cumulative impacts on transportation, air quality, GHG, energy consumption, parking, and public safety that 
cannot be considered in isolation. 

3. CITY'S FAILURE TO ACCURATELY ANALYZE THE PROJECT'S IMPACTS IS NOT 
EXCUSED BY SECTION 21099 OF CEQA 

If City excuses itself from analyzing the Hairball Project's impacts by invoking a document issued by the 
Planning Department, claiming "The proposed bicycling safety improvement project and reduction in through 
lanes is considered an Active Transportation Project, in accordance with CEQA Section 21099 - Modernization 
of Transportation Analysis, and is therefore presumed to not significantly impact VMT and no further VMT 
analysis is required." Public Resources Code section 21099 does not allow City to excuse itself from analyzing 
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transportation and other impacts. Further, the statute only states that the state Office of Planning and Research 
may certify and adopt such Guidelines, which has not yet happened. City has no authority to create its own 
version of CEQA Guidelines based on MT A's anti-car wish list. 

4. FAILURE TO PROVIDE PUBLIC NOTICE AND INFORMATION ON THE PROJECT 
VIOLATES CEQA'S REQUIREMENT OF INFORMED PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE 
DECISIONMAKING PROCESS 

There has been no information or outreach to the general public on the Hairball Project by the City. It is clear 
from the Staff Report that MTA only sought "feedback" from Project proponents, including Supervisor Hillary 
Ronen, the "San Francisco Bike Coalition," and MTA's own staff. ("Stakeholder Engagement," p. 6.) The 
public has been completely left out of that alleged "stakeholder engagement." 

The Hairball Project will have significant impacts on all users of the affected corridors, not just bicyclists, Ms. 
Ron en, and MT A staff. Because the Project has significant impacts on freeway access, it is of regional and 
statewide importance. MT A claims with no supporting evidence that it contacted "merchants along Jerrold 
Avenue to understand parking loss impacts and to develop a balanced solution." In fact, the Project ignores all 
of the Project's significant impacts on the vast majority of travelers, residents and businesses in the area. (Staff 
Memo,p. 6.) 

More seriously, the public has been deprived of the opportunity for meaningful input on the Hairball Project, 
which violates CEQA's basic purpose and mandate. 

CONCLUSION 

The Hairball Project is not exempt from CEQA. The Hairball Project has potentially significant direct and 
cumulative impacts on transportation, transit, parking, air quality, GHG, public safety, including emergency 
vehicle movement, noise, and human impacts that must be identified, analyzed, and mitigated under 
CEQA. The segmentation of the Hairball Project into more than 15 separate parts is illegal piecemealing. The 
whole Hairball Project must be accurately described, with its environmental impacts identified in an EIR, and 
those impacts must be mitigated in legally adequate findings under CEQA before this Project can be 
approved. Further the failure to make environmental documents and other information on the Hairball Project 
publicly available violates CEQA's requirements. 

For these reasons, the proposed Project is not exempt, and it has potentially significant impacts that must be 
analyzed and mitigated under CEQA. The MTA Board must therefore reject the proposed approval of the 
Project at Item 12. 

Mary Miles 
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EXHIBIT C 



SAN FRANCISCO 
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTION No. 1170919-119 

2 

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency is committed to making 
San Francisco a Transit First city that prioritizes non-private automobile transportation; and, 

WHEREAS, the Caltrans project supports the City's Vision Zero Goal of eliminating all 
traffic fatalities in San Francisco by 2024; and, 

WHEREAS, The segment of Jerrold Avenue between Barneveld Avenue and Bayshore 
Boulevard is a designated bicycle route on the San Francisco Bicycle Route Network that 
provides connections from the Bayview and Hunters Point to the Mission neighborhood and 
central San Francisco; and, 

WHEREAS, Section 891 of the Streets and Highways Code provides that agencies 
responsible for the development or operation of bikeways or roadways where bicycle travel is 
permitted may utilize minimum safety design criteria other than those established by Section 
890.6 ifthe following conditions are met: the alternative criteria are reviewed and approved by a 
qualified engineer, the alternative criteria is adopted by resolution at a public meeting after 
public comment and proper notice, and the alternative criteria adheres to the guidelines 
established by a national association of public agency transportation officials; and 

WHEREAS, The parking protected bikeway proposed as part of the project meets these 
three requirements; and 

WHEREAS, The parking protected bikeway has been reviewed and approved by a 
qualified engineer prior to installation; and, 

WHEREAS, The alternative criteria for the project are to discourage motor vehicles from 
encroaching or double parking in the bicycle facility, provide a more inviting and greater sense 
of comfort for bicyclists, and to provide a greater perception of safety for bicyclists; and, 

WHEREAS, The project's alternative criteria adhere to guidelines set by the National 
Association of City Transportation Officials; and, 

WHEREAS, Jerrold Avenue between Barneveld Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard.can 
incorporate a protected bicycle lane northbound and a bicycle lane southbound without any 
impacts to traffic and without significant impacts to parking; and, 

WHEREAS, The SFMTA project team contacted key stakeholders and met with 
businesses along the project corridor and held a public hearing to solicit feedback on areas of 
concern and answer questions about the project proposals; and, 



WHEREAS, SFMT A staff propose the following parking and traffic modifications 
associated with the Cesar Chavez Street/Bayshore Boulevard/Potrero A venue Intersection 
Improvement project: 

A. ESTABLISH-TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANY TIME -Jerrold Avenue, east side, 
from Barneveld A venue to Bayshore Boulevard 

B. ESTABLISH- CLASS IV BIKEWAY - Jerrold Avenue, northbound, from Barneveld 
A venue to Bayshore Boulevard 

C. ESTABLISH- CLASS II BIKEWAY - Jerrold Avenue, southbound, from Barneveld 
A venue to Bayshore Boulevard 

D. ESTABLISH-TOW-A WAY NO STOPPING, I 0 PM TO 2 AM EVERY DAY -
Barneveld Avenue, west side, between McKinnon Avenue and Jerrold Avenue 

WHEREAS, The proposed Cesar Chavez Street/Bayshore Boulevard/Potrero A venue 
Intersection Improvement project is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA); Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations Section 15301 provides an exemption 
from environmental review for operation, repair, maintenance, or minor alteration of existing 
highways and streets, sidewalks, gutters, bicycle and pedestrian trails, and similar facilities; 
Section 15304 provides an exemption for minor public alterations to land including the creation 
of bicycle lanes on existing rights-of-way; and, 

WHEREAS, On May 26, 2017, the Planning Department determined that the proposed 
Cesar Chavez Street/Bayshore Boulevard/Potrero A venue Intersection Improvement project is 
categorically exempt from CEQA (Planning Case No. 2017-002118ENV) pursuant to Title 14 of 
the California Code of Regulations Section 15301 and Section 15304; and, 

WHEREAS, The proposed action is the Approval Action as defined by the S.F. 
Administrative Code Chapter 31; and, 

WHEREAS, A copy of the CEQA determination is on file with the Secretary to the 
SFMTA Board of Directors, may be found in the records of the Planning Department at 1650 
Mission Street in San Francisco, and is incorporated herein by reference; and 

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of 
Directors approves the bicycle, parking and traffic modifications listed in items A-D above on 
Jerrold A venue between Barneveld A venue and Bayshore Boulevard and on the west side of 
Barneveld Avenue between Jerrold Avenue and McKinnon Avenue to improve safety for 
bicyclists, pedestrians and motorists by installing bicycle lanes and minimal parking restrictions. 



I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of September 19, 2017. 

Secretary to the Board of Directors 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
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APPLICATION FOR 

Boa Sup·e1if1 ppealFee 

I . Applicant and Project Information 

. APPLICANT NAME: 

Mary Miles, Attorney at Law, for Coalition for Adequate Review 

APPLICANT ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 

(415 ) 863-2310 
, 364 Page St., #36 
· San Francisco, CA 94102 

EMAIL: 

page364@earthlink.net 

. NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION NAME: .. 

Coalition for Adequate Review 

NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 

) PLEASE SEE ABOVE 

PLEASE SEE ABOVE EMAIL: 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 

Bayshore Boulevard, Jerrold Ave., Barneveld Ave., Hwys. 101 and 280, and vicinity 

PLANNING CASE NO.: BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO.: • DATE OF DECISION (IF ANY): 

2017-001775ENV 9/19/17 (MTA) 

2. Criteria tor Granting Waiver 

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials) 

~ The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the ap()eal 
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other 
officer of the organization. 

~ 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. 

P.<l 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 that relating 
to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters. 

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



For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

Submission Checklist: 

APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION 

CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION 

MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION 

WAIVER APPROVED WAIVER DENIED 

Central Reception 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco CA 94103-24 79 

TEL: 415.558.6378 
FAX: 415.558.6409 
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org 

Date: 

Planning Information Center (PIC) 
1660 Mission Street, First Floor 
San Francisco CA 94103-2479 

TEL: 415.558.6377 
Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter. 
No appointment is necessary, 



FROM: 
Rob Anderson, Director 
Coalition for Adequate Review 

TO: 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Application for Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 
Appeal of "Hairball" Project, Planning Department No. 2017-001775ENV 

DATE: October 18, 2017 

This will advise that Mary Miles, Attorney at Law, is authorized to represent Coalition for 
Adequate Review in the Appeal of the "Hairball" Project noted above to the Board of 
Supervisors. 

Coalition for Adequate Review requests a fee waiver for filing this Appeal to the Board of 
Supervisors, and attaches a copy of the Application for Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 
form. 

Coalition for Adequate Review has existed for more than 24 months and is on the Planning 
Department's list of neighborhood organizations. Coalition for Adequate Review uses San 
Francisco streets, including 13th Street, and is affected by the impacts of the proposed Project 
that is the subject of this appeal. Additionally, Coalition applied for and received a fee waiver on 
another appeal to the Board of Supervisors in May, 2017, and believe that waiver remains 
effective. 

Therefore, Coalition for Adequate Review respectfully asks that the Planning Department grant 
the attached Application for Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver. Thank you . 

. ~~ 
Rob Anderson 




