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 Letter 82: Arc Ecology (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 82-1 

This comment contains introductory, closing, or general background information and is not a direct 

comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 82-2 

As a result of the size of the Project, the mass emissions will be above the BAAQMD mass emission 

thresholds of significance (Impact AQ-4), resulting in a ―significant and unavoidable‖ determination. 

However, despite its size, the Project has been designed to minimize these exceedances to the extent 

possible. The Project‘s design incorporates a dense, compact development plan that includes a diverse 

mix of land uses that are well connected with regional mass transit systems, all of which serve to reduce 

the mass emissions of this Project compared to a similar sized project without these design features, as 

stated on page III.H-31: 

Table III.H-5 (Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions [Year 2030]) presents the emission 
modeling with comparisons to BAAQMD thresholds and the transportation scenario without trip 
reduction features (referred to as the Business as Usual [BAU] scenario). The estimated daily 
criteria pollutant emissions associated with the proposed Project and the BAU scenario are shown 
in Table III.H-5 in comparison with each other and with the BAAQMD CEQA significance 
criteria. Although the Project would generate substantially fewer emissions than the BAU scenario 
(i.e., from 14 to 50 percent less than BAU depending on the pollutant), Project emissions of ROG, 
NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 would exceed the BAAQMD thresholds. No additional feasible mitigation 
measures have been identified that would further reduce the Project‘s operational criteria emissions 
below the BAAQMD thresholds. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

However, the Project design is a dense, infill mixed-use project, with a transit-oriented design, 
which is consistent with Senate Bill 375 as well as the San Francisco‘s sustainable city initiatives to 
reduce emissions, on a per-capita basis by its very nature. However, the BAAQMD CEQA 
guidelines list a total mass of criteria pollutants as its CEQA threshold. Accordingly, a large 
project, such as this one, regardless of its design and location will always exceed these mass-based 
thresholds. 

While the emissions from the Project may exceed the mass thresholds, as discussed in Impact AQ-9, the 

Project would conform to the current regional air quality plan, and therefore would not impair the ability 

of the BAAQMD to maintain air quality within its jurisdiction. Therefore, the Project would neither 

worsen existing air quality nor contribute substantially to projected air quality violations. 

Response to Comment 82-3 

The comment incorrectly states that requiring a site mitigation plan, contingency plan, or health and 

safety plan does not constitute a mitigation measure, but only ―a promise of the intent to have a 

mitigation measure.‖ In fact, the Draft EIR provides legally binding mitigation through formulation of, 

and compliance with, approved plans meeting certain performance standards and utilizing detailed 

methods. 

As the Draft EIR explains, the Project is legally committed to utilizing the mitigation measures 

corresponding to Impacts HZ-1 through HZ-14. Prior to obtaining a site permit, building permit or 
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other authorization from the City for development activities in various areas, the Project Applicant must 

comply with the mitigation measures, which require, for example, preparation of a site mitigation plan 

under Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (MM HZ-1a), or approval by the San Francisco 

Department of Public Heath of an unknown contaminants contingency plan (MM HZ-2a.1). Without 

such approval and compliance with the mitigation measures, no permit may be issued, and no 

development may take place. 

The mitigation measures do not, and cannot, contain the full specifics of the site mitigation plans, 

contingency plans, and health and safety plans since those plans must take into account circumstances 

that exist at the time they are prepared. However, the Draft EIR does provide significant detail about the 

purposes and required content of the plans and the standards they must be designed to achieve. For 

example, mitigation measure MM HZ-1a, Draft EIR page III.K-54, requires that, where the site 

investigation reveals a hazardous materials release: 

The site mitigation plan shall identify, as appropriate, such measures as excavation, containment, or 
treatment of the hazardous materials, monitoring and follow-up testing, and procedures for safe 
handling and transportation of the excavated materials, or for protecting the integrity of the cover 
or for addressing emissions from remedial activities, consistent with the requirements set forth in 
Article 22A. 

The Draft EIR further states that any remedial activities, safety protocols, and control measures required 

would be similar to the specific measures described in Draft EIR Table III.K-2 (Remedial Actions, 

Potential Environmental Effects, and Methods to Reduce Effects), pages III.K-74 -76. Similarly, 

mitigation measure MM HZ-2a.1, in describing contingency plans, states the plans will accomplish 

appropriate notification and site control utilizing methods including further investigation and 

remediation in various forms where necessary. Please refer to the mitigation measures corresponding to 

Impacts HZ-1 through HZ-14 for further detail. 

Response to Comment 82-4 

Mitigation measure MM HZ-10b provides for the creation of legally binding design documents, 

approved by all required regulatory agencies (including US EPA, DTSC, RWQCB, and the Navy and 

CDPH if necessary) for the installation of any pilings through a landfill cap. The Draft EIR outlines 

specific standards those documents must adhere to; in particular, they must describe how the cap will be 

evaluated to determine the potential adverse affect of shoreline improvements, and they must describe 

the method of construction to mitigate environmental risk and restore the cap. Mitigation measure 

MM HZ-10b ensures that, before any construction activities take place that could potentially affect 

contaminated sediments, the Agency, its contractors, or the Project Applicant shall comply with all 

requirements incorporated into the design documents, work plans, health and safety plans, dust control 

plans, and any other document or plan required under the Administrative Order on Consent. In addition 

to Impact HZ-10 and mitigation measure MM HZ-10b, refer to Master Response 10 (Pile Driving 

through Contaminated Soil) for a detailed discussion on these topics. 

Response to Comment 82-5 

As stated in mitigation measure MM HZ-15, Draft EIR page III.K-99, the Project Applicant must attain 

approval of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) prior to obtaining any permit from the City that 
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includes soil disturbing activities for areas over one acre, and additionally the Project Applicant must 

attain approval of a Dust Control Plan (DCP) prior to obtaining any such permit for areas over 0.5 acre. 

The ADMP and DCP must be approved by BAAQMD and SFDPH, respectively, and must meet certain 

standards through numerous dust control measures. The DCP addresses all forms of dust and is not 

specifically targeted at naturally occurring asbestos, although most of the mitigation measures required by 

the plan have the effect of controlling emissions of naturally occurring asbestos disturbed during 

excavation activities. The City and County of San Francisco‘s ―no visible dust‖ objective is likewise not 

specifically targeted at naturally occurring asbestos emissions. The ADMP approved by the BAAQMD is 

specifically targeted at controlling naturally occurring asbestos emissions (whether visible or not), as 

required by the state regulation promulgated by the California Air Resources Board called the Airborne 

Toxic Control Measures (ATCM). The state ATCM regulations do not require ambient air monitoring to 

be included as a part of ADMPs; however, the regulations provide that air districts may require an 

ADMP to include such monitoring. Consistent with the state ATCM regulations, MM HZ-15 requires 

the ADMP for the Project to include ambient monitoring to the extent the BAAQMD requires such 

monitoring. In approving the ADMP for HPS Phase I, the BAAQMD did require ambient air 

monitoring, and continues to require it. There is no reason to believe the BAAQMD would vary from its 

position of requiring ambient air monitoring when approving the ADMP for the Project. Refer to 

mitigation measure MM HZ-15 and Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring Asbestos) for detail 

regarding the DCP and ADMP. 

Response to Comment 82-6 

Comment noted. The shutdown criteria in the BAAQMD-approved ADMP for HPS Phase I was 

established using the methodology employed by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment (OEHHA), and corresponds to a risk level of one increased cancer per 10,000 (at the level 

suggested by the commenter). As indicated in the Response to Comment 82-5, there is no reason to 

believe the BAAQMD will require a different monitoring program in the ADMP for the Project than it 

did for the ADMP for HPS Phase I. 

Response to Comment 82-7 

The ambient air monitoring conducted by the Project Applicant at HPS Phase I includes four 

―community‖ monitoring stations operated by an independent contractor under the supervision of the 

San Francisco Department of Public Health. Samples from these monitoring stations are analyzed by a 

different laboratory than the one that analyzes the samples from the monitors operated under the direct 

supervision of the Project Applicant. Under the ADMP, the results of the community air monitors have 

the same legal effect as those of the monitors operated under the direct supervision of the Project 

Applicant; in both cases the Project Applicant is required to shut down project operations if monitoring 

results are above certain thresholds. If the BAAQMD requires ambient air monitoring to be included in 

the ADMP for the Project (as described in the Response to Comment 82-5 above), it is likely that similar 

community monitoring stations will be utilized. With respect to the public provision of monitoring data, 

monitoring results will be available to the community through Navy and City community participation 

programs and through regulatory agencies. Further, additional notice requirements will be implemented 
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under mitigation measure MM HZ-15, Draft EIR page III.K-99, as described in Master Response 16 

(Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues). 

The shutdown criteria in the BAAQMD-approved ADMP for HPS Phase I is if the results from one of 

the air monitors exceeds 16,000 structures per cubic meter. This level was established using the 

methodology employed by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 

(OEHHA), and corresponds to a risk level of one increased cancer per 10,000 (at the level suggested by 

the commenter). As indicated in Response to Comment 82-5, there is no reason to believe the BAQMD 

will require a different monitoring program in the ADMP for the Project than it did for the ADMP for 

HPS Phase I. 

Response to Comment 82-8 

The commenter states that removal of riprap at Candlestick Point would have a significant impact on 

oysters and recommends replacement of hard substrate that is to be removed with new hard substrate. 

As stated in Impact BI-10a, page III.N-83 in the Draft EIR, the scenario recommended by the 

commenter is what is anticipated to occur as a result of the Project—hard substrate that is removed will 

be replaced by similar hard substrate suitable for colonization by oysters. Thus, the Draft EIR correctly 

concludes that impacts to oysters on Candlestick Point will be less than significant. 

Response to Comment 82-9 

The commenter states that the mitigation measures for potential Project impacts to green sturgeon are 

incomplete, as Section 7 consultation with the NMFS will be necessary regarding impacts to this species. 

The commenter suggests that the NMFS may not approve impacts from the bridge. 

The regulatory process, which may include a Section 7 consultation, is a parallel but separate process 

from the CEQA process, and resolution of permitting issues is not required for assessment of impacts, 

specification of measures necessary to mitigate impacts to less than significant levels, and project 

approval under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 82-10 

In reference to the comment that re-suspension of sediment at Candlestick Point may result in impacts 

to biological resources, Impact BI-19a referenced in this comment pertains to the operational aspects of 

the development at Candlestick Point. No activities resulting in the re-suspension of sediments at 

Candlestick Point will occur after construction is completed. 

Response to Comment 82-11 

In reference to the comment that consultation with the NMFS and CDFG will be necessary regarding 

potential maintenance dredging impacts to fish and eelgrass, refer to Response to Comment 82-9 above 

regarding the distinction between the regulatory permitting process and the CEQA process. The 

applicant will be required to consult with both agencies regarding regulatory issues, separate from the 

CEQA process. 
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Response to Comment 82-12 

One comment suggested that flashing lights, rather than continuously burning lights, on tops of buildings 

may not be permissible by the US Coast Guard. According to David Sulouff, Chief of the Bridge Section 

for the Eleventh Coast Guard District, the Coast Guard is not expected to have any concerns over 

lighting on tops of the towers on Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II, as such lights would not pose an 

impediment to navigation of vessels on San Francisco Bay.121 

Response to Comment 82-13 

The suggestion that measures to protect native oysters from maintenance dredging, including a turbidity 

plume study, are not necessary, are noted. The commenter may be correct in suggesting that a survey for 

oysters on substrates within the marina may not detect the species. Nevertheless, in light of concerns 

regarding the status of this native species inside San Francisco Bay, these measures are being required to 

ensure against impacts to a substantial and important occurrence of the species (e.g., a large oyster bed), 

in the unlikely event that such an occurrence be present. 

Response to Comment 82-14 

In reference to the comment regarding the Pacific herring spawning season and seasonal restrictions 

pertaining to the spawning season, refer to Response to Comment 37-1. 

Response to Comment 82-15 

In response to the comment, the text in mitigation measure MM HZ-1a, Draft EIR page III.K-55 (and 

Table ES-2, page ES-51), has been revised as follows: 

MM HZ-1a … 

To the extent that Article 22A does not apply to state-owned land at CPSRA, prior to 
undertaking subsurface disturbance activities at CPSRA, the Agency and the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation shall enter into an agreement to follow procedures 
comparable equivalent to those set forth in Article 22A for construction and development activities 
conducted at Candlestick Point State Recreation Area. 

Response to Comment 82-16 

Documents prepared for the Project approval hearing process will include a Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program, which will describe who is responsible for implementing and monitoring the 

mitigation measures that are adopted. 

Response to Comment 82-17 

In response to the comment, mitigation measure MM HY-1a.1, Draft EIR page III.M-59 (and Table ES-

2, page ES-77), has been edited to add the following text to the second item under the first bullet: 

MM HY-1a.1 […] 

                                                 
121 David H. Sulouff, pers. comm. to Steve Rottenborn of H. T. Harvey & Associates, March 10, 2010. 



C&R-1392 

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 

 Erosion Control BMPs—Preserve existing vegetation where feasible, apply mulch or 
hydroseed areas with native, non-invasive species, until permanent stabilization is 
established, and use soil binders, geotextiles and mats, earth dikes and drainage swales, 
velocity dissipation devices, slope drains, or polyacrylamide to protect soil from erosion. 

In response to the comment, the text for mitigation measure MM HY-1a.2, Draft EIR page III.M-62 

(and Table ES-2, pages ES-79 and -81), the following sentence has been added to the second item under 

the first bullet as well as to the first item under the tenth bullet: 

MM HY-1a.2 … 

■ Erosion and Sedimentation: 

… 

 Stabilize and re-vegetate disturbed areas as soon as possible after construction with 
planting, seeding, and/or mulch (e.g., straw or hay, erosion control blankets, hydromulch, 
or other similar material) except in actively cultivated areas. Planting and seeding shall 
use native, non-invasive species. 

… 

■ Post-construction BMPs: 

 Re-vegetate all temporarily disturbed areas as required after construction activities are 
completed. Re-vegetation shall use native, non-invasive species. 

… 

In addition, Appendix N3 of the Draft EIR includes a Draft Parks, Open Space, and Habitat Concept 

Plan that describes proposed removal of, monitoring for, and ongoing control of invasive plants and 

describes proposed revegetation efforts. 

Response to Comment 82-18 

Natural, living shorelines will be incorporated wherever possible and feasible with input from local 

agencies and stakeholders. Mitigation measures proposed will also require approvals from a myriad of 

environmental and other regulatory agencies prior to construction, which will provide independent 

review of their design and performance. 

The design of the Project shoreline improvements must consider structural integrity, functionality, and 

regulatory requirements. Living shorelines emphasize the use of natural materials including marsh 

plantings, shrubs and trees, low profile breakwaters, strategically placed organic material, and other 

techniques that recreate the natural functions of a shoreline ecosystem. Table II-13 (Summary of 

Shoreline Improvements at the Project Site) of the Draft EIR, starting on page II-57, and Table II-14 

(Description of Existing Shoreline Conditions and Proposed Improvement Concepts), starting on page 

II-59, shows the areas where beaches and tidal wetlands would be constructed. Table II-14 also identifies 

areas where bulkheads could be replaced with a natural shoreline edge. Figure II-20 (Natural Shoreline 

Recommended Work Map), on page II-68 of the Draft EIR, illustrates the areas where living shoreline 

elements are proposed. 
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In response to the comment, mitigation measure MM HY-12a.2, Draft EIR page III.M-102 (and Table 

ES-2, page ES-89), has been revised as follows: 

MM HY-12a.2 Shoreline Improvements for Future Sea-Level Rise. Shoreline and public access 
improvements shall be designed to allow future increases in elevation along the shoreline edge to 
keep up with higher sea level rise values, should they occur. Design elements shall include 
providing adequate setbacks to allow for future elevation increases of at least 3 feet along the 
shoreline from the existing elevation along the shoreline. Before the first Small Lot Final Map is 
approved, the Project Applicant must petition the appropriate governing body to form (or annex 
into if appropriate) and administer a special assessment district or other funding mechanism to 
finance and construct future improvements necessary to ensure that the shoreline, public facilities, 
and public access improvements will be protected should sea level rise exceed 16 inches at the 
perimeter of the Project. Prior to the sale of the first residential unit within the Project, the 
legislative body shall have acted upon the petition to include the property within the district 
boundary. The newly formed district shall also administer a Monitoring and Adaptive 
Management Plan to monitor sea level and implement and maintain the protective improvements. 

In response to the comment, the text for mitigation measure MM HY-14 on page III.M-106 (and Table 

ES-2, pages ES-90 to -91) of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

MM HY-14 Shoreline Improvements to Reduce Flood Risk. To reduce the flood impacts of failure of 
existing shoreline protection structures, the Project Applicant shall implement shoreline 
improvements for flood control protection, as identified in the Candlestick Point/Hunters Point 
Development Project Proposed Shoreline Improvements report. Where feasible, elements of living 
shorelines shall be incorporated into the shoreline protection improvement measures. 

Response to Comment 82-19 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) and Responses to Comments 36-2, 57-1, and 58-3 for a 

comprehensive discussion of the sea level rise documents reviewed, the levels of sea level rise taken into 

account for various Project components, and the plan to provide flood protection if higher levels of sea 

level rise occur. The Adaptation Strategy includes measures to provide continued flood protection 

beyond the 16 inches of sea level rise that it is initially built to, thereby ensuring that open-space and 

public uses continue. 

Response to Comment 82-20 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-16, which is identical to this comment. 

Response to Comment 82-21 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-18 for a discussion of the incorporation of natural, living shoreline 

elements into the project, wherever possible and feasible, with input from local agencies and 

stakeholders, and to the extent that such measures are compatible with proposed shoreline treatments. 

Response to Comment 82-22 

The suggestion that the natural shoreline incorporate a variety of habitats, including deep intertidal, 

eelgrass, and native oyster beds and reefs, is noted. The Project will incorporate habitat diversity into this 

shoreline to the extent that such measures are compatible with proposed shoreline treatments. 
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Refer also to Response to Comment 57-3 for a discussion of shoreline protection and improvements. 

Response to Comment 82-23 

This comment contains introductory, closing, or general background information and is not a direct 

comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 82-24 

Figure C&R-17 (Cross-section of the Yosemite Slough Bridge, With Stadium and Without Stadium) 

presents the proposed cross-section of the Yosemite Slough bridge under conditions with and without a 

new NFL stadium. As shown, with the stadium, the bridge would be 81 feet wide, including a 40-foot-

wide bicycle/pedestrian promenade (which would be converted to four 10-foot-wide travel lanes on 

game days only), a 2-foot-wide median on either side of the promenade, two 11-foot-wide BRT lanes, a 

2-foot-wide median barrier, a 12-foot-wide Class I bicycle/pedestrian facility, and a 1-foot-wide shoulder. 

Under conditions without the new stadium, the bridge would be 41 feet wide and would include a 12-

foot-wide Class I bicycle/pedestrian facility and two 11-foot-wide BRT lanes. 

Response to Comment 82-25 

This comment repeats information presented in the Draft EIR regarding traffic impacts of Alternative 2. 

No additional response is required. 

Response to Comment 82-26 

The intent of the statement was to note that game-day traffic impacts would be exacerbated under 

Alternative 2 without the bridge compared to the Project. In response to the comment, the text in 

Section VI.D (Environmentally Superior Alternative), second paragraph, second and third sentences, 

page VI-160, has been revised as follows: 

… Alternative 2 (CP-HPS Phase II Development Project, HPS Phase II Stadium, State Parks 
Agreement, and without the Yosemite Slough Bridge) would avoid Project impacts related to 
biological resources, water quality, and hazardous materials because the Yosemite Slough bridge 
would not be constructed. However, because the Yosemite Slough bridge would not be 
constructed, Alternative 2 would result in increased traffic-related impacts, particularly on game 
days. … 

Response to Comment 82-27 

In response to the comment, Figure VI-1 (Alternative 2 Circulation Plan Railroad Right-of-Way for Bus 

Rapid Transit) shows the correct alignment of the proposed BRT route for Alternative 2. 

The commenter notes that the BRT route proposed under conditions without the Yosemite Slough 

bridge would travel in exclusive right-of-way and that the explanatory text does not include this 

information. In response to the comment, the text in Section VI.C (Analysis of Project Alternatives), 

under the Transit Impacts heading, page VI-34, the second paragraph under this heading, has been 

revised as follows: 
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Although the alternative BRT route around Yosemite Slough would be technically feasible, it 
would not be an optimal configuration for a BRT system. BRT service would provide direct, fast, 
and reliable travel in a dedicated right-of-way, typically with signal priority for VBRT vehicles. 
When these elements are combined, the BRT service takes on a higher quality character than 
typical local bus service. The Yosemite sSlough bridge would provide a dedicated right-of-way and 
the most direct route between Hunters Point Shipyard and points to the west, including 
Candlestick pPoint, the Bayshore Caltrain Station, and Balboa Park BART. Although the route 
around Yosemite Slough proposed under Alternative 2 would provide exclusive right-of-way, the 
route would involve a number of right-angle turns and additional signalized intersections and 
would not accommodate the BRT route provide a comparably direct route as that provided on the 
bridge proposed with by the Project. 

Response to Comment 82-28 

Although the portion of the route around Yosemite Slough that travels within the Navy rail right-of-way 

would be ―rail-ready,‖ the primary area of concern with respect to rail-readiness of that route is the 

multiple right-angle turns and additional signalized intersections that the BRT would have to travel 

through between Arelious Walker Drive and the Navy rail right-of-way (i.e., along Carroll Avenue, 

Hawes Street, Armstrong Avenue and Shafter Avenue). Also refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and 

Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge). 

Response to Comment 82-29 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge), which describes how 

the route around the Yosemite Slough would be much less direct than the proposed bridge due to 

multiple right-angle turns and additional signalized intersections. 

Response to Comment 82-30 

The estimate of travel time around Yosemite Slough was developed based on data regarding average 

vehicle travel speeds provided by SFMTA‘s cost estimation model, which was developed as part of the 

Transit Effectiveness Project. That data notes that local bus service travels an average speed of 7 miles 

per hour (mph), while BRT service typically travels at 10 mph. Although the route around the slough 

would provide exclusive right-of-way, due to the large number of right-angle turns through signalized 

intersections, the analysis assumes that the BRT would operate at speeds more similar to local bus service 

through this portion (i.e., 7 mph). The route across the bridge would operate more similar to typical BRT 

speeds (i.e., 10 mph) because it would have no intersections, no turns, and no conflicting bicycle, 

pedestrian, or traffic streams. Because it would not have to stop on the route across Yosemite Slough 

bridge, the average travel speed may, in fact, be higher than 10 mph. 

The distance across the Yosemite Slough bridge (from Carroll Avenue to Shafter Avenue) is 

approximately 0.4 mile. The distance on the route around the slough is approximately 1 mile, a difference 

of 0.6 mile, and includes crossing through 12 to 14 intersections and four additional right turns that the 

route over the Yosemite Slough bridge would not require. The travel time for the BRT route across this 

distance (assuming an average 10 to 20 mph travel speed) would be approximately 1.25 to 2.5 minutes. 

The travel time for the BRT route around the slough (assuming an average 7 mph travel speed) would be 

8.7 minutes, an increase of over 6 to 7.5 minutes. Therefore, the assumption of a 5-minute difference in 

travel time as disclosed in the Draft EIR is a reasonable estimate given the uncertainties in estimating 
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actual transit travel time. As described above, the travel times used in the Draft EIR are from the same 

start and end points for both routes, so the comparison is valid. Although the route around the slough 

would provide exclusive right-of-way, its benefits would be limited because of the large number of right-

angle turns through signalized intersections. 

As noted above, an average travel speed of 7.3 mph is consistent with SFMTA‘s data regarding typical 

local bus speeds. Although the average speeds from SFMTA include dwell times at stops, they also are 

collected on routes traveling along typically straight corridors. The BRT route around Yosemite Slough 

would not have stops for passenger loading, but it would have more sharp turns through signalized 

intersections, which are more likely to require stops. Therefore, an average speed of 7 miles per hour is 

reasonable. 

The commenter does not provide evidence supporting the claim that average BRT speeds are between 20 

and 25 miles per hour. It is possible that BRT routes achieve maximum speeds of between 20 and 25 

miles per hour, but unlikely that they achieve this speed over the length of their route, particularly if they 

are traveling through industrial areas and making a series of right-angle turns through signalized 

intersections as would be required by the proposed route around the slough. If anything, the 20-25 mph 

speed would be more likely to apply to the route across the bridge, since it would be straight and 

unobstructed and would have adequate distance to achieve its maximum speed. 

As described above, the travel time estimates were calculated based on typical average speeds provided 

by SFMTA and are correct (Fehr & Peers, Memo to Planning Department documenting SFMTA‘s 

Transit Operating Speed Assumptions). 

The Transportation Study (provided as Appendix D of the Draft EIR) and the text of the Draft EIR 

itself are consistent. Neither the Transportation Study nor the Draft EIR identified a new significant 

impact to Route 28L associated with Alternative 2. However, both the Transportation Study and the 

Draft EIR note that Alternative 2 would not provide the same quality in terms of travel times, reliability, 

and ridership on the 28L as would be provided by the Project. 

Response to Comment 82-31 

The 28L-19th Avenue/Geneva Limited would be extended from the Balboa Park BART station east 

along Geneva Avenue into the Project site. East of Bayshore Boulevard, the 28L-19th Avenue/Geneva 

Limited would provide the Bus Rapid Transit service extending across Yosemite Slough bridge into the 

Hunters Point Shipyard. The Project‘s impacts to this line are due to Project-generated traffic congestion 

at and just west of the Bayshore Boulevard/Geneva Avenue intersection, when the 28L would operate in 

mixed-flow travel lanes. 

It is not clear to what data the commenter is referring. It is possible that the commenter is referring to 

Tables 77 and 83 in the Transportation Study in Appendix D of the Draft EIR. Table 77 presents the 

additional transit vehicles that would be necessary on each route serving the Project study area to 

maintain headways due to the Project and Variants 1 and 2. Table 83 presents the same information for 

Project Alternatives. If this is the data to which the commenter is referring, the comment contains a 

misrepresentation of the data. 
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Table 83 illustrates that based on long-term growth in traffic congestion in the study area, which would 

increase transit travel times, if Alternative 1 (No Project) occurred, a total of 16 additional buses would 

be necessary to maintain proposed transit headways in the study area in both the AM and PM peak 

hours. This includes only one additional vehicle for the 28L in both peak hours. 

Table 77 illustrates that with implementation of the Project (and associated increases in traffic 

congestion, which would increase transit travel times) using SFMTA‘s Service Planning model in 

consultation with SFMTA, a total of 7 additional vehicles would be needed in the AM peak hour and 12 

vehicles in the PM peak hour to maintain headways on all transit lines serving the study area. This 

includes one additional vehicle on the 28L-19th Avenue/Geneva Limited in each peak hour compared to 

Alternative 1 (No Project). 

Table 83 shows that with implementation of Alternative 2, the 28L-19th Avenue/Geneva Limited would 

require the same number of additional vehicles (one) as required by the Project to maintain proposed 

headways, associated with traffic congestion-related delays only. However, the additional travel time 

around Yosemite Slough under Alternative 2 without the bridge would require an additional 2 vehicles 

on the 28L BRT, compared to the Project. These additional vehicles are not reflected in Table 83, which 

is summarizing the effects of traffic congestion related transit delays only. 

Response to Comment 82-32 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) for discussion of 

stadium traffic egress for Alternative 2. The existing stadium is situated adjacent to a single freeway 

interchange. A very large portion of post-game traffic is routed to this single interchange, which is 

typically overwhelmed following games, limiting the capacity of autos to exit the stadium. The new 

stadium would be situated such that it has two primary routes to regional freeways—the route over 

Yosemite Slough toward Harney Way and the reconstructed US-101/Harney Way interchange and the 

route along Innes Avenue/Evans Avenue/Cargo Way which opens up direct connections from the 

stadium to other regional freeway entrances at Cesar Chavez Street, Indiana Street, and Bayshore 

Boulevard/Alemany Boulevard (refer to Figure III.D-15 [Stadium Game Day Egress Routes] on Draft 

EIR page III.D-130). 

Response to Comment 82-33 

It is possible that providing extremely difficult stadium egress would promote a shift from private auto to 

transit. However, the shift would not be so great as to reduce stadium clearance times to within standards 

set by the NFL (i.e., 1 hour for average game). For example, the proposed bridge would accommodate 

approximately 4,000 vehicles per hour following games. The average auto occupancy for game day 

attendees is 2.6 persons per auto, according to data provided by the 49ers. In order to maintain the 

stadium clearance times provided by the Project, which includes the Yosemite Slough bridge, the 10,400 

people per hour who would otherwise use the bridge (4,000 vehicles per hour x 2.6 persons per vehicle) 

would have to switch to transit. When added to the 17,040 persons per hour already forecasted to use 

transit to access the stadium, the stadium‘s transit mode share would more than double, increasing from 

19 to 40 percent, with 27,440 transit riders. 
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Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) for discussion of 

importance of bridge related to new stadium. 

Response to Comment 82-34 

The comment summarizes Comments 82-23 to 82-33. Refer to Responses to Comments 82-23 to 82-33 

as well as Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge). No further 

response required. 

Response to Comment 82-35 

In response to the comment, Section VI.C (Analysis of Project Alternatives), Draft EIR page VI-30, 

fourth paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

Under Alternative 2, motorized traffic transit and non-motorized traffic would be required to 
circumnavigate Yosemite Slough because no bridge would be constructed. On game days, 
motorized and non-motorized traffic, which would travel across Yosemite Slough Bridge under the 
Project, would also be required to circumnavigate Yosemite Slough because no bridge would be 
constructed under Alternative 2. Figure VI-1 (Alternative 2 Circulation Plan Railroad Right-of-Way 
for Bus Rapid Transit) illustrates the proposed route. The rest of the street network at Candlestick 
Point and HPS Phase II would be the same as the Project. 

Response to Comment 82-36 

In response to the comment, the text in Section VI.C (Analysis of Project Alternatives), Draft EIR page 

VI-30, fifth paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

Similar to the Project, under Alternative 2, Tthe primary roadway connection for automobiles and 
other vehicular traffic between Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II would be west on Carroll 
Avenue to Ingalls Street, north along Ingalls Street to Thomas Avenue, and east on Thomas 
Avenue to Griffith Street. Ingalls Street would remain an industrial mixed-use street with two auto 
lanes and parking and loading zones on its northern and southern sides. The width of sidewalks on 
that portion of Ingalls Street from Carroll Avenue to Yosemite Avenue would be decreased from 
16 feet to 11 feet to create a uniform street width to accommodate the auto lanes, parking, and 
loading. 

Response to Comment 82-37 

Figure VI-1 (Alternative 2 Circulation Plan Railroad Right-of-Way for Bus Rapid Transit) shows an 

incorrect alignment of the proposed BRT route for Alternative 2. The figure has been revised to illustrate 

the correct alignment. Refer to Response to Comment 82-27 for the revised figure. 

Response to Comment 82-38 

The line along Innes Avenue was also in error. Figure VI-1 (Alternative 2 Circulation Plan Railroad 

Right-of-Way for Bus Rapid Transit) has been revised to illustrate the correct alignment. Refer to 

Response to Comment 82-27 for the revised figure. 
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Response to Comment 82-39 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-28 for a discussion of ―rail-readiness‖ of the BRT route around 

Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 82-40 

In response to the comment, the text in Section VI.C (Analysis of Project Alternatives), the first 

paragraph, under the Transportation and Circulation heading, page VI-33, has been revised as follows: 

Alternative 2 would be the same as the Project, except it would not include the Yosemite Slough 
bridge. Because vehicular traffic could not use the bridge on non-game days, Tthe main roadway 
connection between Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II would be the same as with the Project, 
via Ingalls Street. The bus rapid transit (BRT) route would be along Carroll Avenue, Hawes Street, 
Armstrong Avenue, and the abandoned railroad right-of-way to provide access between 
Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II. Alternative 2 would otherwise have the same transportation 
improvements as proposed with the Project. 

Response to Comment 82-41 

The referenced paragraph states that ―Alternative 2 would have similar Project and cumulative effects at 

study intersections.‖ The text is clear and no changes are required. 

Response to Comment 82-42 

In the case of the Yosemite Slough bridge, the bridge would carry four lanes of traffic inbound before 

games and four lanes outbound after games. Emergency vehicles would be permitted to use the BRT 

lanes. 

The referenced text is in a paragraph discussing game-day traffic impacts. As described in the Draft EIR, 

game-day traffic entrance and exiting capacity would be reduced by 40 percent in Alternative 2, 

compared to the Project. Game-day traffic impacts may, in fact, be more severe under Alternative 2. The 

commenter is correct in noting that the number of lanes accessing the regional facilities and on the local 

street system would remain the same. No change to the text is required. 

Response to Comment 82-43 

In response to the comment, the text in Section VI.C (Analysis of Project Alternatives), under the 

―Intersection Conditions‖ heading, page VI-34, has been clarified, as follows: 

During game days at the football stadium, with no Yosemite Slough Bridge, the entrance and 
exiting capacity for vehicles would be reduced about 40 percent compared to the Project; four out 
of a total of 11 exit lanes would be available without the bridge. As with the Project, a mitigation 
measure to implement a Travel Demand Management Plan for stadium events would reduce but 
not avoid traffic impacts, which would be significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment 82-44 

The text in Section VI.C (Analysis of Project Alternatives), under Transit Impacts heading, page IV-34, 

has been revised as indicated in Response to Comment 82-27. Refer to Response to Comment 82-27 for 

revisions to Figure VI-1 and the description of the BRT route. 

Response to Comment 82-45 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to 

Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of travel time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 82-46 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to 

Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of travel time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 82-47 

The text in Section VI.C (Analysis of Project Alternatives), under the ―Transit Impacts‖ heading, page 

VI-34, the typographical error has been corrected, as follows: 

Although the alternative BRT route around Yosemite Slough would be technically feasible, it 
would not be an optimal configuration for the BRT system. BRT service would provide direct, 
fast, and reliable travel in a dedicated right-of-way, typically with signal priority for BVRT vehicles, 
… 

Response to Comment 82-48 

While the transportation impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 would be the same or similar, the 

Project Objectives would not be met at the same level. Table VI-4, page VI-59, provides a summary of 

the Project Objectives and indicates whether the Alternative meets those objectives. Two of the 

objectives of the Project are met to a lesser extent than the Project. Because game day access would be 

reduced by 40 percent with Alternative 2, and because the BRT would not be an optimal configuration, 

Alternative 2 does not meet the Project objective 1 and 2 to the same extent as the Project. Refer to 

Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) regarding the need for the 

bridge. 

Response to Comment 82-49 

With regard to meeting the Project Objectives, refer to Response to Comment 82-48. Refer to Master 

Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) regarding the need for the bridge. 

Refer to Master Response 4 and Responses to Comments 47-4 and 82-30 about the difference between 

the Alternative 2 BRT and the Project transit travel time. With regard to impacts related to hazards and 

hazardous materials, geology and soils, and biological resources, Alternative 2 reduces the number of 

less-than-significant impacts (impacts which can be addressed by mitigation) that would occur with the 

Project. Alternative 2 has the same or similar significant unavoidable impacts as the Project. 
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Response to Comment 82-50 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge). Despite providing 

dedicated right-of-way, the route around Yosemite Slough would be substantially more circuitous with 12 

to 14 additional signalized intersections and four additional right turns is therefore considered a much 

less direct connection across Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 82-51 

The commenter is referencing text that is meant to identify the utility and ease of access that a bridge at 

the mouth of the slough would provide for multiple modes of transit (pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit 

riders). The visual and physical connection at the mouth of the slough would encourage travel that would 

not otherwise occur. 

Response to Comment 82-52 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-48 with regard to meeting the Project Objectives, and 82-50 

regarding a much less direct connection across Yosemite Slough for Alternative 2, compared to the 

bridge alternative. The commenter is mistaking the text in the Draft EIR which describes how a crossing 

of Yosemite Slough would provide benefits that would not accrue without a direct bridge connection. 

The analysis does not refer to grade separation as the distinguishing factor of the bridge. What is 

referenced is the utility and ease of access that a bridge at the mouth of the slough would provide for 

multiple modes of transit (pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders). The visual and physical connection 

at the mouth of the slough would encourage travel that would not otherwise occur. Bicyclists and 

pedestrians are more likely to travel across the slough as the bridge would provide longer views and 

quicker access to the shoreline. 

Response to Comment 82-53 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Response to 

Comment 82-50 regarding a less direct connection across Yosemite Slough for Alternative 2 as compared 

to the bridge alternative. 

Response to Comment 82-54 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 82-55 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) regarding the need 

for the bridge. Refer to Responses to Comments 47-4 and 82-30 about the difference between the 

Alternative 2 BRT and the Project transit travel time. 
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Response to Comment 82-56 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) for discussion of 

post-game traffic flow under conditions without the Yosemite Slough bridge. Also refer to Response to 

Comment 82-32 for discussion of capacity constraints at regional transportation facilities. 

Response to Comment 82-57 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) for discussion of 

post-game traffic flow under conditions without the Yosemite Slough bridge and discussion of 

comments by the National Football League stating that a bridge across Yosemite Slough would be crucial 

to facilitating a new stadium at the Hunters Point Shipyard site. 

Response to Comment 82-58 

The text in Section VI.D (Environmentally Superior Alternative), page VI-160 has been revised as 

indicated in Response to Comment 82-26. 

Response to Comment 82-59 

The text in Section VI.D (Environmentally Superior Alternative), page VI-160 has been revised as 

indicated in Response to Comment 82-26. 

Response to Comment 82-60 

The routes toward Ingalls Street and across Yosemite Slough would generally deliver traffic from the new 

stadium to the same streets that are currently used to provide stadium egress (Harney Way, Carroll 

Avenue, and Gilman Avenue). The analysis assumes only a modest increase in capacity of the 

reconstructed Harney Way interchange compared to existing conditions. Alone, these routes across 

Ingalls Street and over Yosemite Slough are expected to offer similar capacity to their current capacity 

following games at Candlestick Park. The improvement in stadium clearance time is due in large part to 

the location of the stadium, which allows a second main exit route, along Innes Avenue, which provides 

connections to other regional freeway entrances. No further analysis is required to demonstrate capacity 

on Carroll Avenue, Gilman Avenue, or Harney Way because the analysis assumes they would have 

similar exiting capacity to existing conditions. 

Response to Comment 82-61 

This comment is similar to Comment 82-44. Refer to Response to Comment 82-27 for revisions to 

Figure VI-1 and description of the BRT route. 

Response to Comment 82-62 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to 

Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel time around Yosemite Slough. 
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Response to Comment 82-63 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to 

Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 82-64 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to 

Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 82-65 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to 

Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 82-66 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to 

Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 82-67 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to 

Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 82-68 

The comment refers to the statement that the 28L-19th Avenue/Geneva Limited would experience 

increases in travel time due to Project-generated traffic. The comment notes that this route currently 

operates between Daly City and the Presidio, several miles west of the Bayview neighborhood, making it 

unlikely that Project-generated traffic would affect this route. However, the 28L-19th Avenue/Geneva 

Limited would be extended from the Balboa Park BART station east along Geneva Avenue into the 

Project site. East of Bayshore Boulevard, the 28L-19th Avenue/Geneva Limited would provide the Bus 

Rapid Transit service extending across Yosemite Slough bridge into the Hunters Point Shipyard. 

The Project‘s impacts to this line are due to Project-generated traffic congestion at and just west of the 

Bayshore Boulevard/Geneva Avenue intersection, when the 28L would operate in mixed-flow travel 

lanes. As noted in the Draft EIR, Geneva Avenue would be extended from its current terminus at 

Bayshore Boulevard east to connect with Harney Way at US-101. 

Response to Comment 82-69 

The commenter has submitted a preliminary design report for a proposed stormwater treatment wetland. 

The comment is not a direct comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft 

EIR. The comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration prior to approval or 

denial of the Project. 
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