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 Letter 44: Neighborhood Parks Council (1/12/10) 

This letter is identical to Letter 49. Letter 44 was submitted to the San Francisco Planning Department, 

while Letter 49 was submitted to the Agency. 

Response to Comment 44-1 

As indicated in Response to Comment 31-9, Figure III.B-3 has been revised to include Bay Area Water 

Trail access points in the Project vicinity. While the precise location of access points within the Project 

area will be determined through future public processes, including the CPSRA General Plan Amendment 

process, the Project will provide access for small non-motorized recreational watercraft and therefore will 

advance the purposes of the Bay Area Water Trail. Refer to Response to Comment 31-9 for the revised 

Figure III.B-3. 

Response to Comment 44-2 

Refer to Draft EIR Section III.S (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) for discussion of the Project‘s impact to 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

Senate Bill 97 (Chapter 185, 2007) requires the Governor‘s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to 

develop draft CEQA guidelines ―for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of 

greenhouse gas emissions.‖ On April 13, 2009, OPR submitted to the Secretary for Natural Resources its 

proposed amendments to the state CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions, as required by 

Senate Bill 97. These proposed CEQA Guideline amendments would provide guidance to public 

agencies regarding the analysis and mitigation of the effects of greenhouse gas emissions in draft CEQA 

documents. 

At the time the Draft EIR was prepared and released, these guidelines had not been adopted by the 

Natural Resources Agency. However, On December 31, the Natural Resources Agency formally adopted 

the proposed new CEQA Guidelines concerning the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. These new 

CEQA Guidelines do not become legally effective until the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) 

approves the Guidelines and transmits them to the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code 

of Regulations. OAL has 30 days to review the Guidelines, and they become legally effective 30 days 

after OAL submits them to Secretary of State. The OAL approved and filed the guidelines with the 

Secretary of State on February 16, 2010. The guidelines were be published in the California Code of 

Regulations on March 18, 2010. 

With respect to transportation, the revised language is as follows: 

Would the project: 

a) Exceed the capacity of the existing circulation system, based on an applicable measure of 
effectiveness (as designated in a general plan policy, ordinance, etc.), taking into account all 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 
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c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation 
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

While the revised guidelines referenced by the commenter had not been adopted at the time the Draft 

EIR was prepared and circulated for public review, the Draft EIR does include an analysis of 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Section III.S. Further, with respect to the transportation requirements of 

the CEQA guideline changes, no changes occurred that 'require' any new analysis. Appendix G as cited 

by the commenter is just a sample of what criteria may be used in an initial study. They are not formal 

requirements. As discussed in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.7), lead agencies as have the 

discretion to set their own thresholds for determining significance of project impacts. 

The criteria for determining significance for each mode of transportation in the Draft EIR, as established 

by the City of San Francisco, are described in pages III.D-31 through -33 of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR adequately examines the potential traffic-related impacts of the Project in relation to the 

existing traffic conditions and street system capacity. The Draft EIR also provides detailed analysis of 

alternative transportation modes including transit (refer to Impacts TR-17, TR-18, TR-19, TR-20, TR-21, 

TR-22, TR-23, TR-24, TR-25, TR-26, TR-27, TR-28, TR-29, TR-30, TR-39, TR-47, and TR-52), bicycles 

(refer to impacts TR-31, TR-32, TR-40, TR-48, and TR-53) and pedestrians (refer to Impacts TR-33, 

TR-34, TR-41, TR-49, and TR-54). 

The timing and phasing of transportation improvements would be developed and included in the 

Project‘s DDA. Refer also to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures) for details and clarity 

regarding proposed roadway configuration and implementation mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 44-3 

The particular comment is one of the proposed amendments to the CEQA guidelines for evaluating 

transportation impacts. While the revised guidelines had not been adopted at the time the Draft EIR was 

prepared and circulated for public review, with respect to the transportation requirements of the CEQA 

guideline changes, no changes occurred that ―require‖ any new analysis. As stated on page III.A-3 of the 

Draft EIR, the impact significance used in the EIR are appropriately based on the San Francisco 

Planning Department MEA and Agency guidance regarding environmental effects to be considered 

significant. Page III.A-3 of the Draft EIR specifically states that: 

The impact significance criteria used in this EIR are based on San Francisco Planning Department 
Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency guidance 
regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant. This guidance is, in turn, based 
upon Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and MEA‘s Initial Study checklist, with some 
modifications. In cases where potential environmental issues associated with the Project are 
identified, but are not clearly addressed by the guidance listed above, additional impact significance 
criteria are presented. The significance criteria used for each environmental topic/resource are 
presented at the beginning of the impact discussion in each section of Chapter III of this EIR. 



C&R-607 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Comments & Responses 

May 2010 

Response to Comment 44-4 

This particular comment is also one of the proposed amendments to the CEQA guidelines for evaluating 

transportation impacts. Refer to Response to Comment 44-3 for discussion of revisions to the CEQA 

guidelines. 

Response to Comment 44-5 

This particular comment is also one of the proposed amendments to the CEQA guidelines for evaluating 

transportation impacts. Refer to Response to Comment 44-3 for discussion of revisions to the CEQA 

guidelines. 

Response to Comment 44-6 

Figure II-14 does not provide the phasing of the bicycle improvements on the Project roadway network. 

The timing and phasing of transportation improvements would be defined in the Infrastructure Plan, 

which would be included in the Project‘s DDA. 

Within Hunters Point Shipyard Class II bicycle lanes would be provided on Innes Avenue, Robinson 

Street, Fisher Street, and along Crisp Road a Class I off-street facility would be provided. Construction of 

these streets and development adjacent to these roadways are currently planned to occur within the first 

phases of CP-HPS Phase II development, and therefore interim bicycle and pedestrian connections 

would not be necessary. The bicycle network within Hunters Point Shipyard would connect with existing 

Bicycle Route #7 on Palou Avenue (a Class III facility). 

Response to Comment 44-7 

The analysis provided in Impact RE-2, beginning on page III.P-15 of the Draft EIR and concluding on 

page III.P-31, evaluates not only impacts that could occur as a result of the resident and employee 

population, but also what could occur with the existing population of the Bayview area. The analysis 

determines that the increase in the Project‗s resident and employee population and the existing area 

population would not lead to substantial physical deterioration or degradation of existing and proposed 

facilities, nor would it result in the need for new or expanded facilities. The Project would, therefore, not 

cause a significant impact and no mitigation is required. Nonetheless, mitigation measure MM RE-2 has 

been identified to ensure that parks are phased as development occurs. 

Response to Comment 44-8 

Page III.P-31 of the Draft EIR has been revised to include Table III.P-3a (Residential Units, 

Employment, and Park Acreage Provided during Each Stage of Development) following Table III.P-3 in 

the Draft EIR, page III.P-31: 
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Table III.P-3a Residential Units, Employment, and Park Acreage Provided during Each 

Stage of Development [New] 

Stage of 

Development 

Residential 

Units Population 

Total Parkland 

(ac) 

Park-to-Population Ratio 

(acres per 1,000 Residents) Employees 

Park-to-Population Ratio 

(acres per 1,000 Residents 

& employees) 

Existing 256 1,113a 120.2 108 — 201.5 

Phase 1 3,160 7,363 235.6 32.0 2,346 24.3 

Phase 2 5,165 12,035 246.9 20.5 7,474 12.7 

Phase 3 7,670 17,872 250.4 14.0 10,595 8.8 

Phase 4 10,500 24,465b 336.4 13.8 10,730 9.6 

a. Refer to Table III.C-1 (Existing Population [2005]) in Section III.C (Population, Housing, and Employment). This population correlates 

to the total number of households in the Traffic Analysis Zone, which includes more than the 256 households located in the 

Candlestick portion of the Project site (e.g., 292). It is likely, therefore, that the population within the Candlestick portion of the 

Project site is less than 1,113, which would only increase the existing park-to-population ratio. 

b. Calculated as 2.33 people per residential unit. 

 

As illustrated in Table III.P-3a, when employees are included in the Project‘s population, the parkland 

ratio remains well above the standard of 5.5 acres per 1,000 population at all phases of the Project. The 

Project will not cause significant physical degradation of exiting park facilities. 

Figure II-17 (Proposed Building and Parks Construction Schedule), Draft EIR page II-52, shows that the 

Project‘s construction schedule would maintain adjacency between residential development and park 

construction and improvement. This phasing will be made mandatory by the Project‘s Disposition and 

Development Agreement. (Figure II-17 has been revised in Section F [Draft EIR Revisions] to reflect 

that building construction activities would occur 1 to 2 years later than originally planned.) 

Response to Comment 44-9 

The comment regarding marina siting is noted. The Project area is not presently used by substantial 

numbers of small non-motorized craft such as kayaks. Moreover, with the exception of the Yosemite 

Slough bridge impacts discussed in Response to Comment 47-20, the Project is unlikely to impact 

conditions for watercraft other than windsurfers. 
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 Letter 45: National Trust for Historic Preservation, Western Office, and 

California Preservation Foundation (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 45-1 

This comment contains introductory information and is not a direct comment on the content or 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 45-2 

This comment contains introductory information and is not a direct comment on the content or 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 45-3 

Refer to Responses to Comments 28-1 and 39-3, and to Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this 

document, with regard to Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II Development, Historic Preservation) 

and Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan with Historic Preservation) as preservation 

alternatives that would retain the structures in the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock 

and Naval Shipyard Historic District and would avoid significant adverse effects on historic resources. 

Response to Comment 45-4 

Draft EIR Section III.J (Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources) discusses the NRHP-eligible 

Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District, as identified in 1998. The Hunters Point 

Commercial Drydock Historic District is shown in Figure III.J-2 (Potential Historic District), page 

III.J-23. As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter II (Project Description), page II-23, the Project would retain 

structures in this NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District, including 

Drydocks Nos. 2 and 3, and Buildings 104, 204, 205, and 207. Impact CP-1b, Impact of Hunters Point 

Phase II, pages III.J-33 to -34, notes that that the Project would have less than significant impacts on the 

NRHP-eligible district. Section III.J also identified a larger CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial 

Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District, shown on Figure III.J-2, that would include Buildings 

208, 211, 224, 231, and 253. The Project would demolish those buildings, and as stated in the Draft EIR, 

this would be an unavoidable significant adverse impact on the CRHR-eligible district. (As noted in 

Section B (Project Refinements), herein, the Project analyzed in the Draft EIR proposed demolishing 

Buildings 208, 211, 224, 231, and 253. Building 208 will now be retained as an element of the cultural 

landscape, but would not be occupied.) The NRHP-eligible resources would remain and would continue 

to be part of the NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District. 

The NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District as part of the Project would be 

bounded by new R&D development to the west and south and by the shoreline areas of HPS and San 

Francisco Bay to the north and east. Structures in the historic district, including Drydock Nos. 2 and 3, 

and Buildings 104, 204, 205, 207, and 208 would be within open space areas, as shown in Draft EIR 

Figure II-9 (Proposed Parks and Open space), page II-27. (Figure II-9 has been revised in Response to 

Comment 86-5 to reflect the proposed Bay Trail route around the Yosemite Slough.) With the Project, 

R&D buildings south of the drydocks would replace large-scale buildings, such as Building 211 and 
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Building 253. While nearby R&D development up to 105 feet in height would be a different design than 

the existing structures in the historic district, that new development would not alter the setting of the 

historic district such that its integrity would be impaired. In addition, the historic district would retain its 

waterfront setting, including the drydocks. Thus, new development at HPS would not have an adverse 

impact on the setting and context of NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic 

District as part of Project. 

Mitigation measure MM CP-1b.1, pages III.J-34 to -35, requiring documentation of the CRHR-eligible 

resources before demolition, would reduce, but not avoid, the significant effect on CRHR-eligible 

resources. 

Refer to Section F of this document, discussing Subalternative 4A (Proposed Project with Historic 

Preservation Alternative) that would retain the structures in the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point 

Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District and would avoid significant adverse effects 

on historic resources. 

Response to Comment 45-5 

Refer to Responses to Comments 28-1 and 39-3, and to Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this 

document, with regard to Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II Development, Historic Preservation) 

and Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan with Historic Preservation) as preservation 

alternatives that would retain the structures in the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock 

and Naval Shipyard Historic District, consistent with the Secretary of the Interior‘s Standards for 

Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, and would avoid significant adverse 

effects on historic resources. 

Response to Comment 45-6 

The Draft EIR found that the Project would not have a significant adverse effect on the NRHP-eligible 

Hunters Point Commercial Drydock District. As stated on Draft EIR pages III.J-33 to III.J-34: 

The Project proposes to retain the buildings and structures in the potential Hunters Point 
Commercial Drydock District, identified in 1998 as eligible for listing in the NRHP. Drydocks 2 
and 3 and Buildings 140, 204, 205, and 207 would be rehabilitated using the Secretary of the 
Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Page & 
Turnbull, architects and historic resource consultants, reviewed the proposed treatment and 
rehabilitation of Drydocks 2, 3, and 4. The treatments would include repair of concrete surfaces of 
the drydocks and addition of guardrails along their perimeter. Page & Turnbull found that the 
proposed treatments would provide a methodology for resolving severe deterioration issues, and 
ultimately provide for the longevity of the historic resources; the treatments would be consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation266 (refer to Appendix J [Drydock 
Assessment] of the Draft EIR). Heritage Park is proposed at Drydocks 2 and 3 and would include 
interpretive display elements related to the history of HPS. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(b)(3), these impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

As discussed on in Section III.J, pages III.J-33 to -34, the Project would demolish structures identified as 

part of the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District; this 

would be a significant and unavoidable adverse effect. Refer to Response to Comment 28-1 with regard 

to Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan; Stadium, Marina, Yosemite Slough Bridge, 
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with Historic Preservation), which would retain the structures in the California Register of Historical 

Resources (CRHR)-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District, 

and would avoid significant adverse effects on historic resources. 

The Draft EIR includes supplementary information on the historic treatment of the Drydocks 2, 3, and 4 

as atypical structures. All buildings to be retained in the NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial 

Drydock Historic District, would, as noted, be rehabilitated under the Secretary of the Interior Standards 

for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Draft EIR, page III.J-29, third 

full paragraph, notes: 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) states that ―generally, a project that follows the Secretary 
of the Interior‘s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior‘s 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings shall be 
considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource.‖ 

Response to Comment 45-7 

Refer to Response to Comment 39-4 on the evaluation of Candlestick Park stadium under NRHP and 

CRHR criteria. As discussed in that Response, Candlestick Park stadium would not meet NRHP or 

CRHR criteria as an historic resource. 

Response to Comment 45-8 

The Bayview Waterfront Plan Historic Resources Evaluation, Volume II: Historic Resources Survey and Technical 

Report, October 2009, by Circa Historic Property Development (Circa Report, cited on page III.J-1), 

evaluated structures at Hunter Point Shipyard for eligibility for the NRHP, the CRHR, and local historic 

registers. The Circa Report concluded that Buildings 208, 211, 224, 231, and 253 met criteria as 

contributors to the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic 

District, described on pages III.J-22 through III.J-25. The Circa Report did consider NRHP criteria in 

that evaluation, and concluded that Buildings 208, 211, 224, 231, and 253 did not meet criteria for the 

NRHP. The conclusion is noted on page III.J-22 and Table III.J-1, page III.J-24. Therefore, the Draft 

EIR provides information that updates the evaluation of historic resources at Hunters Point Shipyard 

since the 1998 study noted in the comment, the 1998 study is also addressed on Draft EIR, page III.J-21. 

To clarify the summary of the Circa Report in the Draft EIR, the following underlined text has been 

added after the second sentence, first paragraph, page III.J-22: 

… The investigation evaluated the eligibility of buildings and structures for the NRHP, the CRHR, 
or local historic registers. … 

Refer also to Response to Comment 39-1 with regard to evaluation of historic resources at Hunters Point 

Shipyard. 

Response to Comment 45-9 

Refer to Responses to Comments 34-4 and 45-6 with regard to preservation of resources in the NRHP-

eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District consistent with the Secretary of the Interior 

Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 
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Response to Comment 45-10 

Refer to Response to Comment 34-6, clarifying that the Navy is completing the NRHP listing process 

for the Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District identified in 1998. 
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 Letter 46: Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 46-1 

Refer to Response to Comment 1-1 and Response to Comment 85-5 for a discussion of the adequacy of 

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 46-2 

The comment questions whether construction/approval of an entertainment and regional retail center at 

the location proposed is consistent with the City‘s Transit First policy. There would be a robust transit 

network serving the entertainment and retail sites. These facilities would be served by three transit lines, 

including: 

■ 29-Sunset, with service to Mission Street, the Balboa Park BART station, San Francisco City 
College, and San Francisco State University 

■ CPX, which would provide express service to the Transbay Terminal in Downtown San 
Francisco, where patrons can connect to many other local bus lines as well as regional transit 
systems, including ferries, AC Transit bus service to the East Bay, and Golden Gate Transit bus 
service to Marin and Sonoma Counties 

■ 28L BRT, which would provide high-frequency service in exclusive right-of-way to the Hunters 
Point Shipyard transit hub, the Bayshore Caltrain station, and the Balboa Park BART station 

Consequently, patrons from the regional retail and entertainment centers who wish to use transit would 

be able to connect to destinations throughout the entire Bay Area with only a single transfer between 

systems or routes. The ability to provide convenient connections to this robust transit network was a key 

reason for the design and proposed location of these uses. 

The Project proposal includes a mix of regional and local transit links to ensure quick access by transit 

from points throughout the Bay Area to major destinations in the Project area. These include the 

proposed stadium, the parks, and the entertainment and retail center complex at Candlestick Point. While 

these land uses are consistent with the voter-approved Proposition G, the transit links proposed in the 

Project have been designed specifically to ensure that regional attractions (e.g., the arena) have multiple 

transit route access and strong connections to BART and Caltrain. Thus, the entertainment and retail 

complex would have direct access to BART and the T-Third by the 28L-BRT and the 29-Sunset, and 

direct access to Caltrain by the 28L-BRT, as well as multiple pedestrian and bicycle links to the Bayview 

via Gilman Avenue, Jamestown Avenue, and Ingerson Avenue, and along Harney Way and the State 

Park; links that would also serve the same local-to-regional transit hubs. 

Unlike numerous regional attractions in the Bay Area, transit serving this site would not only provide 

links to BART, Muni Metro, and Caltrain, it would provide those links on exclusive right-of-way to 

reduce and minimize conflicts, congestion impacts and other typical delay and unreliability factors of 

conventional bus transit service. The Project therefore provides a high level of transit orientation and 

amenity to support the trips to and from the Project, from both San Francisco and the larger Bay Area. 

The commenter also suggests that the proposed reconstruction of Harney Way would negatively impact 

shoreline access. The proposed configuration of Harney Way includes a number of pedestrian amenities 
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designed to improve shoreline access. The reconstruction would include two new signalized 

intersections, at Thomas Mellon Drive and Executive Park East. Each of these new signalized 

intersections would provide new crosswalks across Harney Way and allow controlled crossings for 

pedestrians. The reconstructed Harney Way has also been designed in two phases—the first being a 

slightly narrower, interim phase with fewer travel lanes, and the second being a slightly wider ultimate 

phase with more travel lanes when traffic volumes warrant—such that pedestrian crossing distances 

across travel lanes would remain a short as possible for as long a duration as possible. 

The intersection and freeway facility LOS impacts associated with the Project were analyzed and 

described in the Draft EIR. The analysis indicated a number of significant traffic-related impacts to the 

surrounding roadway system, including facilities in Visitacion Valley. The analysis describes mitigation 

measures to reduce traffic-related impacts to less than significant levels, where feasible mitigation 

measures were identified. However, at a number of facilities expected to experience significant impacts, 

no feasible mitigation measures were identified. For those facilities where no feasible mitigation measures 

were identified, a detailed discussion of mitigation measures considered and why they were determined to 

be infeasible is provided in the Transportation Study in Appendix D of the Draft EIR. 

The commenter also suggests that unacceptable LOS at intersections in Visitacion Valley be mitigated by 

land use planning for the Project by not providing a regional entertainment and retail center. A number 

of intersections in Visitacion Valley would operate at LOS E or LOS F under future year 2030 conditions 

without the Project. Therefore, not providing the Project‘s regional entertainment and retail center would 

not mitigate the poor operating conditions at these intersections. Chapter VI of the Draft EIR describes 

a number of Alternatives to the Project, some of which would generate less traffic than the Project, and 

would therefore add less traffic to study intersections in Visitacion Valley. 

Impacts TR-38 and TR-43 describe traffic and parking impacts, respectively, associated with 49er game 

day conditions. Although mitigation measures are proposed to reduce the severity of traffic impacts, they 

would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Parking impacts during 49er game days were 

found to be less than significant. Visitors to the regional retail and entertainment center during game days 

would likely use regional facilities, such as US-101 and the Harney Way interchange, rather than local 

roadways within Visitacion Valley to access the retail and entertainment center. 

Response to Comment 46-3 

The Project‘s commercial uses have been designed to provide a range of opportunities to the region, the 

adjacent neighborhoods, and the new Project residents. The retail market analysis prepared by CBRE 

Consulting (Appendix U to the Draft EIR) determined that the commercial uses proposed by the Project 

would be sufficiently supported by growth in the region and the new residents of the Project. The market 

analysis determined that there would be no adverse urban decay impacts from cumulative development 

on the surrounding neighborhoods, including Visitacion Valley. Access to the Project area would be 

improved under the Project with numerous connections, including BRT and a marina, to the greater San 

Francisco area. It is anticipated that there would be sufficient market base to support more than one 

entertainment venue. 
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Response to Comment 46-4 

The comment is acknowledged. This proposal does not reduce or avoid any significant and unavoidable 

impact of the Project. 

Response to Comment 46-5 

The Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts from the Project construction and traffic along the Harney 

Way corridor, including Executive Park, as described in Section III.H (Air Quality) and in Appendix H3, 

Attachments 1, 2, 4 and 6. The greater Visitacion Valley area is farther away than and generally upwind of 

the Harney Way corridor. As pollutant concentrations from these types of sources decrease with 

increasing distance and as the predominant wind direction tends to blow from west to east, out to the 

San Francisco Bay, the air quality impacts in Visitacion Valley would be lower than those in the Harney 

Way corridor. As discussed in Appendix H3, Attachments 1, 2, 4 and 6, the impacts in the Harney Way 

corridor were well below the BAAQMD CEQA threshold of significance so no adverse health impacts 

associated with the Project would be expected for the greater Visitacion Valley area. 

Response to Comment 46-6 

Refer to Response to Comment 31-5 regarding the subjectivity of aesthetic evaluation. Section III.E 

(Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR does not indicate there would be no impact on views. Rather, the analysis 

acknowledges that the towers would partially obstruct some views from different vantage points, which 

were clearly identified. Figure III.E-22 (View 10: Northeast from Bayview Hill), page III.E-33, of the 

Draft EIR, shows the view from Bayview Hill. To the east, residential towers at Candlestick Point would 

be visible. Short and mid-range views of degraded and unmaintained areas would be replaced with well-

designed development (page III.E-60 of the Draft EIR). As shown in Figure III.E-21 (View 11: 

Northwest from CPSRA), page III.E-34, of the Draft EIR from the easterly area of CPSRA, the Bay, 

Bayview Hill, and Candlestick Point stadium are clearly visible. Views of Bayview Hill would be partially 

obstructed, as noted on page III.E-60 of the EIR. However, this view would not be completely blocked, 

as shown in the simulation, and Bayview Hill would remain fully visible from other vantage points. 

Response to Comment 46-7 

The traffic-related impacts associated with the Project have been analyzed and are presented in the Draft 

EIR. Specifically, Impacts TR-1 through TR-16, TR-38, TR-46, and TR-51 identify traffic-related impacts 

due to the Project, their levels of significance, whether mitigation is feasible, and level of significance 

after mitigation. These impacts include traffic throughout the transportation study area, including a 

number of intersections in the Visitacion Valley area and the nearest freeway facilities. They also include 

the cumulative effects of a number of already approved and/or reasonably foreseeable development 

projects in the study area, as referenced by the commenter. 

The health and aesthetic impacts emanating from traffic congestion, as well as quality of life have been 

addressed in Draft EIR Sections III.I (Air Quality), Section III.E (Aesthetics), and Section III.B (Land 

Use and Plans) respectively. Further as the Draft EIR includes a cumulative analysis of all impact areas, 
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the combination of the Project with all reasonably foreseeable development has also been addressed in 

Chapter III (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) under each issue area. 

With regard to replacing the regional retail centers with neighborhood-serving uses, these ideas were 

addressed in Chapter VI Alternatives. A reduced development scenario was presented in Alternative 3, 

page VI-4, in which retail uses would not be developed. 

Refer to Response to Comment 52-7 regarding the neighborhood-serving retail (which includes grocery 

stores) uses and other services proposed by the Project that would be available and accessible to the 

larger Bayview community and also to the residents of Alice Griffith. Draft EIR Chapter II (Project 

Description), page II-16, second paragraph, states: 

Existing 256 public housing units would be demolished on the existing SFHA site and 844 new 
homes would be constructed in their place along with neighborhood serving retail and services, 
open space and new streets. The 844 new homes would include a mix of market-rate, affordable 
and below-market rental and homeownership and public housing replacement units. 

Figure II-4 (Proposed Land Use), page II-11, identifies the location of neighborhood-serving retail with a 

pink striped overlay. 

The commenter reiterates a previous comment regarding consistency between the Project and the City‘s 

Transit First Policy. Refer to Response to Comment 46-2 for a discussion of the consistency of the City‘s 

Transit First policy with the proposed entertainment and regional retail center. 

The commenter notes that the specificity of comments was affected by the length of time available to 

comment. Refer to Responses to Comments 80-1 and 84-11 for a discussion of the adequacy of the 

public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. In 

addition, refer to Response to Comment 96-1 for a discussion of the other opportunities for providing 

public comment prior to publication of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment 85-5 for a 

discussion of the extensive planning process for the Project. 

Finally, the commenter has submitted an alternative concept plan for consideration that replaces the 

proposed regional retail and entertainment center with residential, neighborhood serving retail and other 

commercial development. California has declared that the statutory requirements for consideration of 

alternatives must be judged against a rule of reason. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) defines the 

―Rule of Reason,‖ which requires that an EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a 

reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to those that would avoid or substantially lessen any of 

the significant effects of the Project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only those that 

the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project. Among the 

factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR is (i) failure to 

meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to offer substantial 

environmental advantages over the project proposal (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)). Further, 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that ―the factors that may be taken into account when 

addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of 

infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries 

(projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the 

proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is 
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already owned by the proponent).‖ Sufficient information is not provided by the commenter on the 

alternative concept plan to draw any conclusions about its feasibility. 
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