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In compliance with San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Distribution 
of Multi-Page Documents,” the Planning Department has submitted a multi-page supplemental 
response to the Appeal of Categorical Exemption for the SFMTA – Hairball Improvement Project 
(Segment M, N, O) [BF 171147] in digital format. Hard copies of this response have been 
provided to the Clerk of the Board for distribution to the appellants and project sponsor by the 
Clerk of the Board. A hard copy of this response is available from the Clerk of the Board. 
Additional hard copies may be requested by contacting Sherie George of the Planning 
Department at 415-575-9039 or Sherie.George@sfgov.org. 
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Memo 

Categorical Exemption Appeal 
SFMTA – Hairball Intersection Improvement Project 

 
DATE:   November 27, 2017 
TO:   Brent Jalipa, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
FROM:   Devyani Jain, Acting Deputy Environmental Review Officer – (415) 575-9051 
   Debra Dwyer – (415) 575-9031 
   Sherie George – (415) 575-9039 
RE:   Planning Case No. 2017-001775ENV 
 Appeal of Categorical Exemption for SFMTA - Hairball Intersection 

Improvement - Segments M, N, and O 
HEARING DATE: November 28, 2017 
ATTACHMENTS: F – APPELLANT’S OPENING BRIEF DATED NOVEMBER 17, 2017 

 
PROJECT SPONSOR: Thalia Leng, Transportation Planner, San Francisco Municipal Transportation 

Agency (SFMTA), (415) 701-4762 
APPELLANT: Mary Miles, Attorney for Coalition for Adequate Review  
 

INTRODUCTION 
This memorandum is a response (“Supplemental Appeal Response”) to appellant’s opening brief 
(“Opening brief” 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 SFMTA - Hairball Intersection Improvement Project – 
Segments M, N, and O (the “project”). Department staff submitted an appeal response memorandum on 
November 20, 2017 (“Original Appeal Response”), addressing concerns raised in the original October 19, 
2017, Letter of Appeal (“Original Appeal Letter”). 
 
Please refer to the department’s original appeal response for a description of the approval process of the 
CEQA Determination.  
 
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 the department for additional environmental review. 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Please refer to the department’s original appeal response for a description of the project.  

BACKGROUND 
Please refer to the department’s original appeal response for background information on the project.  
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APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES  
The concerns raised in Appellant’s opening brief from November 17, 2017 repeat some of the appellant's 
previous concerns stated in the original appeal letter, among them that the project would result in 
significant direct and cumulative impacts, piecemealing of the project, the lack of noticing, and that the 
project is not categorically exempt from CEQA. The department has provided responses to the 
substantive concerns in the original appeal response and those responses are incorporated herein by 
reference. The department supplements its responses to the appellant’s Concerns 2 and 3 raised in the 
original appeal letter.  For clarity, the attachment to this supplemental appeal response (referred to 
below) is identified as "Attachment F" to continue the sequencing of the attachments to the department's 
original appeal response.  
 
Concern 2:  The Appellant contends that the project cannot be exempt under CEQA since the project 
would have cumulatively considerable effects on the environment and unusual circumstances exist.  
 
Concern 3: The appellant contends that the exemption failed to accurately describe the whole project, 
state existing conditions, identify and mitigate the project’s significant impacts in violation of CEQA. 
 
Supplemental Response to Concerns 2 and 3: The project would not result in significant cumulative 
impacts, is accurately described in the exemption, and a categorical exemption is the appropriate level 
of evaluation for the project. 
 
The following provides further context on the proposed conceptual recommendations to improve safety 
and pedestrian and bicycle connectivity within the Hairball area (specifically segments A-D and H-L). 
Segments F-G and Segments M, N, and O have been described in detail in the Department’s Original 
Appeal Response (Response 3) and are the only projects proposed by San Francisco Public Works (Public 
Works) and SFMTA for implementation at this time.  The proposals for Segments F-G and M, N, and O 
have gone through further design review and complied with environmental review requirements as of 
May 2017. 
 
Recommendations within the Hairball area (including the proposed project) were previously included in 
the department’s 2012 Cesar Chavez East Design Plan (“The Plan”). The intent of the Plan was to develop 
a community-supported vision and design to make streets and public pathways safe, comfortable and 
accessible and to provide paths of travel through the Hairball area for all modes of transportation. 
Although the Plan identified several areas for safety and connectivity improvements, the city did not 
adopt the plan for implementation.  The ideas for the individual segments would be implemented based 
upon funding and resource availability and subject to additional design review, public outreach, 
environmental review, and subsequent approval by the City. Because the Plan consisted solely of 
unfunded preliminary recommendations and was never adopted, the Plan itself was not a project under 
CEQA.    
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As stated above, only segments F–G and M, N, and O have been further refined for implementation 
including design review, public outreach, the identification of funding and a specific timeline for 
implementation. The preliminary recommendations in the Plan for Segments A-E and H-L would 
improve the pedestrian and bicycle path of travel by modifying or realigning existing crosswalks and 
curb ramps, implementing traffic calming measures and activated signals, and increasing the space 
allocated for pedestrians and bicyclists. Most of the improvements recommended in the Plan would not 
be made to travel lanes, but would be located in the parking lane, on sidewalks or other off-street paths.  
These pedestrian and bicycle improvements are such that if they were to be further pursued at a project 
level only localized effects would be anticipated to occur. Therefore, there would be no potential for 
combined operational effects. Also, minimal construction would be required to implement these changes 
(paint, restriping, curb ramps, and other minor repaving and curb work).  Because these would be City 
proposals, if they were to be implemented, construction would be subject to the Clean Construction 
Ordinance and there would be no potential for significant air quality impacts.  
 
Unlike the projects for Segments F-G and M, N, and O for which the recommendations were refined and 
developed into specific projects, the recommendations for the other segments of the Hairball area are 
preliminary in nature, and any potential environmental impacts from them would be speculative. As of 
November 2017, the proposals for these other segments within the Hairball area have not been submitted 
for environmental review to the department, do not have identified funding sources, and are not 
considered reasonably foreseeable for the purposes of CEQA. 
 

CONCLUSION 
No substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a significant environmental effect may occur as a 
result of the project has been presented that would warrant preparation of further environmental review. 
The department has found that the proposed project is consistent with the cited exemption class. The 
appellant has not provided any substantial evidence or expert opinion to refute the conclusions of the 
department.   
 
For the reasons stated above and in the May 26, 2017 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 recommends that 
the board uphold the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination and deny the appeal of the CEQA 
Determination. 
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Appeal Response Attachment F 
 
 

Appellant’s Opening Brief dated November 17, 2017 from 
Mary Miles 
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