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 Letter 112: San Francisco Chamber of Commerce (1/5/10) 

Response to Comment 112-1 

This comment letter describes the benefits and key features of the Project, briefly describes the 

alternatives addressed in the Draft EIR, states that the Draft EIR is adequate, and urges that there be no 

further delay in the comment period for the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment 1-1 for a 

discussion of the Draft EIR public review period. The letter does not contain direct comments on 

environmental issues. No further response is required. 
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 Letter 113: San Francisco Housing Action Coalition (1/5/10) 

Response to Comment 113-1 

This letter is in support of the Project and makes no specific comment on environmental issues or the 

content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 114: Hamman, Michael (1/5/10) 

Response to Comment 114-1 

Refer to Responses to Comments 35-5 and 96-9 for a discussion of the water distribution and delivery 

system, including impacts on local domestic water pressure. 
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 Letter 115: Da Costa, Francisco (1/10/10) 

Response to Comment 115-1 

This e-mail provides a link to http://www.indybay.org/newsitems/2010/01/10/18634866.php, which is 

an article dated Sunday January 10, 2010, written by the commenter. 

Response to Comment 115-2 

The comment contains opinion and is not a direct comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No 

further response is required. 

Response to Comment 115-3 

The comment contains opinion and is not a direct comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Refer to 

Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community under 

Senate Bill 18 (SB 18). Refer also to Responses to Comments 107-1 through 107-3. 

Response to Comment 115-4 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American 

community under Senate Bill 18 (SB 18). Refer also to Responses to Comments 107-1 through 107-3. 

Response to Comment 115-5 

Refer to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites) for a discussion of burial sites in the 

Project area. Refer also to Responses to Comments 107-1 through 107-3. 

Response to Comment 115-6 

The comment contains opinion and is not a direct comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Refer to 

Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community under 

Senate Bill 18 (SB 18). Refer also to Responses to Comments 107-1 through 107-3. 

Response to Comment 115-7 

The purpose of Appendix C1 (Environmental Justice) of the Draft EIR was to provide an analysis of 

environmental justice issues as they may apply to the entire Bayview neighborhood, and included many 

different groups of people, including the Ohlone people. The issue of Public Trust Lands is discussed in 

the Draft EIR in Section III.B (Land Use and Planning), and again in Section III.J (Cultural Resources 

and Paleontological Resources), the latter of which contains an extensive discussion of the Muwekma 

Ohlone people. Refer also to Responses to Comments 93-4 and 93-5. A comprehensive Historic Context 

Statement was prepared by CIRCA Historic Property (July 2009) and is contained in Draft EIR 

Appendix J1 (CIRCA, Historic Context Statement, July 2009). This report contains extensive information 

concerning the Muwekma Ohlone people (refer to pages 23 through 25). In addition, the Draft EIR 

contains 20 pages of historic context, including identification of known shellmound sites. Refer also to 

Responses to Comments 107-1 through 107-3. 



C&R-1868 

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 115-8 

The majority of this comment is directed at the Navy‘s Environmental Impact Statement preparation and 

does not pertain to the Draft EIR. The remainder of this comment contains information about Alice 

Griffith Public Housing land and other Public Trust Land. Refer to Section III.B (Land Use and Plans), 

Draft EIR pages III.B-8 and -9 for a discussion of Public Trust lands. Refer also to Responses to 

Comments 107-1 through 107-3, 93-4, and 93-5, which discuss lands in the Public Trust. 

Response to Comment 115-9 

Refer to Responses to Comments 115-5 and 115-7. 
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 Letter 116: Bay Access (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 116-1 

Boat access in the CPSRA is described in Section III.P (Recreation) of the Draft EIR. In fact, on Draft 

EIR page III.P-17, it is stated that the portion of the CPSRA that is currently undeveloped or used for 

Candlestick Park stadium parking would be substantially improved to enhance overall park aesthetics and 

landscape ecology; reconnect visitors to the bay shoreline; and provide direct access to the bay for 

swimming, fishing, kayaking, and windsurfing. This comment contains information concerning non-

motorized boat access and difficulty with rough water, wind, mud, and the southern surge. The 

commenter states that the beach between Wind Meadow and Heart of the Park has not been mentioned 

as a boating site in the Draft EIR. However, the fact that both of these areas contain a sandy beach with 

access to the water is described on Draft EIR page III.P-25. Specific areas of improvements in the 

CPSRA are discussed below. The discussion in the Draft EIR is presented to provide an overview of the 

conceptual design that is currently proposed for CPSRA improvements. However, the ultimate 

configuration of each of these areas would be at the discretion of the California Department of Parks 

and Recreation through the ongoing planning process for the CPSRA. It is assumed that the Blue 

Greenway Roadmap vision and the Bay Water Trail proposals would be taken into consideration during 

that process. The goals of the Project for shoreline improvements would not conflict with the vision of 

the Blue Greenway Roadmap with regard to providing access to the shoreline and creating a waterfront 

inviting to all. 

For the Heart of the Park, the Project proposes changes to the CPSRA boundary in this area to add 

approximately 1.5 acres of additional land. The Project would retain and enhance much of the existing 

landscape structure. Planting and overall aesthetics would be improved, pedestrian pathways would be 

renovated and added, and program areas would be developed for greater use. Improvements are 

proposed to existing restrooms, picnic areas, and trails. Additionally, new overlooks, an interpretive 

amphitheater, and reconfigured park entrance and parking facilities are proposed. For Wind Meadow, 

proposed features would include new trails, restrooms, picnic areas, restored natural landscape areas, 

waterfront overlooks, and access to the water. It is not anticipated that boating activities would be 

precluded in and between these areas; rather, the intent of the improvements is to facilitate enjoyment 

and use of the shoreline for pedestrians, picnickers, boaters, and windsurfers. 

Figure III.B-3 (Existing San Francisco Bay Trail Plan Route), Draft EIR page III.B-18, has been revised 

to include Bay Area Water Trail access points in the Project vicinity and to show the Bay Trail in the 

preferred alignment along the Yosemite Slough shoreline (refer to Section F [Draft EIR Revisions] of 

this document). Refer also to Responses to Comments 31-9 and 44-1, which both address non-

motorized boat launch sites, illustrated by revised Figure III.B-3. 

Response to Comment 116-2 

As indicated in Response to Comment 31-9, Figure III.B-3 (Existing San Francisco Bay Trail Plan Route) 

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 would be determined through future public processes, 

including the CPSRA General Plan Amendment process, the Project would provide access for small non-
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motorized recreational watercraft and, therefore, would advance the purposes of the Bay Area Water 

Trail. It is further acknowledged that BCDC has jurisdiction over the first 100 feet of shoreline on the 

Project site. Refer to Response to Comment 47-58 for a discussion of the project‘s consistency with the 

BCDC San Francisco Bay Plan. Refer also to pages III.B-13 through -15 for a discussion of consistency 

with BCDC policies related to fill. Project consistency with the Bay Trail Plan is analyzed on Draft EIR 

pages III.B-16 through -19 of Section III.B (Land Use and Plans). Refer also to Responses to Comments 

31-9 and 44-1 and Figure III.B-3. 

Response to Comment 116-3 

Refer to Response to Comment 31-13 for a discussion of access to the Bay Trail during Project 

construction. Outside the CPSRA, the City, Agency, and Lennar Urban are committed to working with 

Bay Trail planners and stakeholders to develop plans for the specific Bay Trail alignment and to seek 

safe, feasible interim alignments. 
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 Letter 117: India Basin Neighborhood Association (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 117-1 

This comment states the Draft EIR fails to contain sufficient detail to address the transportation issues 

associated with the Project. The Traffic Impact Analysis, Draft EIR Appendix D and the foundation for 

the EIR section, consisted of 406 pages of text and tables and two volumes of substantiating data. The 

commenter states they are proposing several mitigations, described in the detailed comments that follow 

the cover page. These comments are addressed below in responses to comments. The remainder of the 

comment contains opinion or is not a direct comment on the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 117-2 

The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-1 through Impact TR-58 specifically 

addresses potential impacts of the Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development 

Plan and identifies appropriate mitigation measures. Impacts resulting from development within India 

Basin/Area C are being analyzed as part of a separate environmental review process. However, as 

indicated on Draft EIR page III.D-40, the preliminary estimates of development potential within India 

Basin/Area C was included as a background project for the 2030 Cumulative No Project condition. 

Therefore, the analysis for Cumulative No Project includes the travel demand that would be generated by 

India Basin/Area C development. 

Response to Comment 117-3 

The Project includes the provision of a bicycle lane in both directions on Innes Avenue. The impact 

assessment did not identify any safety issues related to bicycle use of these lanes that would necessitate 

providing off-street bicycle facilities, such as the referenced potential multi-modal bridge over India 

Basin, parallel to Innes Avenue along the Hudson Avenue right-of-way. 

A Class II bicycle lane, as proposed for Innes Avenue, is consistent with the bicycle lanes for Innes 

Avenue included in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, which was cleared in its own environmental review 

process. Further, the proposed roadway design would meet City and County of San Francisco design 

standards. These standards were developed to safely accommodate all roadway users, including transit, 

bicycles, trucks, pedestrians, and private automobiles. 

Response to Comment 117-4 

Draft EIR Table III.D-4 (Project Person and Vehicle Trips by Mode), page III.D-58, presents a summary 

of the travel demand generated by the Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point components of the 

Project. As indicated in the table, the majority of the Project trips would be generated by the Candlestick 

Point component, rather than the Hunters Point Shipyard component. During the AM peak hour, about 

55 percent of total trips would be generated by the Candlestick Point component and 45 percent by 

Hunters Point Shipyard component. During the PM peak hour, 69 percent of the total trips would be 

generated by the Candlestick Point component and 31 percent by the Hunters Point Shipyard 

component. 
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The Project includes improvements to numerous roadways to the south of Hunters Point Shipyard for 

access to US-101. Residents and visitors to development within Candlestick Point would be able to use 

Harney Way and US-101 to access I-280 directly, and would not need to drive over the Hunters Point 

Hill. 

Vehicle trips generated by development within Hunters Point Shipyard would be able to access Hunters 

Point Shipyard via Innes Avenue to the north and Crisp Avenue to the south. Based on the directional 

distribution of trips, approximately 49 percent of the AM peak hour, and 46 percent of the PM peak 

hour, vehicle trips generated by the Hunters Point Shipyard component of the Project would travel to 

and from Hunters Point Shipyard via Innes Avenue; the remaining 51 percent of the AM peak hour, and 

54 percent of the PM peak hour vehicle trips would use Crisp Avenue. 

Response to Comment 117-5 

The number of vehicle trips at the study intersections is included in the Transportation Study, included 

as Draft EIR Appendix D. Refer to Figures 31A through 31D of Appendix D. 

The very low existing traffic volumes on Innes Avenue and Hunters Point Boulevard (about 154 vehicles 

per hour during the AM peak hour and 170 vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour), wide right-of-

way, and limited street-level uses along the majority of Hunters Point Boulevard between Innes Avenue 

and Evans Avenue facilitate speeding at this location. Along Innes Avenue and Hunters Point Boulevard 

the Project would provide two 10-foot-wide travel lanes, two 11-foot-wide travel lanes, a 5-foot-wide 

bicycle lane on the south side of the street, a 6-foot-wide bicycle lane on the north side of the street, and 

on-street parking on the north side of the street. The restriping to accommodate the multiple lanes would 

define the right-of-way for vehicles, bicycles, and parked-vehicles. The narrowing and delineation of 

travel lanes would provide the potential for reducing travel speeds. In addition, the increase in traffic 

volumes associated with development at Hunters Point Shipyard would also serve to reduce the potential 

for speeding. No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Refer to Master Response 19 (Proposed BAAQMD Guidelines) for an updated analysis of cumulative 

impacts associated with TAC and PM2.5 based on the most recent guidance from the BAAQMD 

As noted on Draft EIR page III.I-31, the increase in traffic resulting from implementation of the Project 

and ambient growth over the next 20 years would increase the ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive 

locations along the major vehicular access routes to the Project site. As further noted on Draft EIR pages 

III.I-42 through -44, the greatest Project-related traffic noise increase (5.7 dBA Ldn) would occur along 

Jamestown Avenue, north of Harney Way. Additionally, two other roadway segments would experience 

substantial cumulative traffic noise level increases: Carroll Avenue, east of 3rd Street (4.3 dBA Ldn), and 

Gilman Avenue, east of 3rd Street (4.0 dBA Ldn). As shown in Table III.I-14 (Modeled Traffic Noise 

Levels along Major Project Site Access Roads), Draft EIR page III.I-42, these increments are large 

enough to exceed the adopted threshold for a substantial permanent increase in traffic noise in residential 

areas. Figure III.I-6 (Project-Related Roadway Noise Level Increases), Draft EIR page III.I-43, illustrates 

the roadways where noise levels would exceed the adopted threshold for a permanent increase in traffic 

noise. There would be no Project-related increase in traffic noise along Innes, as noted in Table III.I-14. 
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The Draft EIR, beginning on page III.J-42, discusses potential mitigation for these noise impacts and 

states why they would be infeasible. 

The impact analyses contained in the Draft EIR Section III.H (Air Quality), Section III.I (Noise), and 

Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation) do not identify any significant impacts that would warrant 

the provision of the referenced potential multi-modal bridge over India Basin along the Hudson Avenue 

right-of-way. Project improvements for Innes Avenue would alleviate existing potential traffic-related 

hazards along Innes Avenue–Hunters Point Boulevard, and no additional street improvements would be 

required. 

Response to Comment 117-6 

It is unclear what document containing transit mode split the commenter is referring to. The travel 

demand methodology is presented on Draft EIR pages III.D-56 to -59 and is further detailed in the 

Transportation Study (included as Appendix D of the EIR). As indicated, the 4D method was used to 

estimate the travel demand by mode. Information from the San Francisco County Transportation 

Authority‘s SF-CHAMP travel demand model was used as inputs into the 4D analysis to yield the trip 

generation by mode presented on Table III.D-4 (Project Person and Vehicle Trips by Mode), Draft EIR 

page III.D-58. 

Response to Comment 117-7 

The removal of parking spaces on the south side of Innes Avenue would not result in significant impacts, 

and, therefore, mitigation measures would not be required. Refer also to Response to Comment 35-4 

regarding loss of parking on Innes Avenue. 

Response to Comment 117-8 

The impact analysis does not assume one car per household. It is unclear what assumption the 

commenter is referring to with respect to ―one car per household.‖ The travel demand model did not 

restrict auto ownership. The commenter may be referring to the D4D residential parking standards, 

which would allow for up to one parking space per residential unit. The D4D would not restrict auto 

ownership. 

Response to Comment 117-9 

Refer to Response to Comment 35-1 regarding phasing of development, including neighborhood serving 

retail. 

Response to Comment 117-10 

Impact TR-58 presents a discussion of emergency access issues, and Project impacts on emergency 

access were determined to be less than significant. Innes Avenue is expected to be more than 60 feet 

wide. In cased of an accident or other blockage, it is unlikely that the entire width of the street would be 

blocked such that emergency vehicle access to the Hunters Point Shipyard area via Innes Avenue would 

be blocked. However, if such an event were to occur, there are multiple routes through which vehicles 
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and emergency vehicles could reach the Hunters Point Shipyard, including Crisp Avenue and Palou 

Avenue, and Arelious Walker Avenue via the Yosemite Slough bridge. 

Response to Comment 117-11 

It is not anticipated that there would be any safety impacts associated with removing parking on the 

south side of Innes Avenue. The proposed cross-section of Innes Avenue for the north side includes a 

10-foot-wide sidewalk, a 9-foot-wide parking lane, and a 6-foot-wide bicycle lane, while on the south side 

there would be an 8-foot-wide sidewalk and a 5-foot-wide bicycle lane, prior to the travel lanes. 

Therefore, there would be between 13 and 25 feet between the edge of the property line and the travel 

lanes (which is sufficient distance for a dog on a 6-foot leash to not get decapitated). Children riding their 

bicycles on Innes Avenue would benefit from the provision of bicycle lanes. 

Response to Comment 117-12 

The Project does not propose to remove the medians on Evans Avenue. 

Response to Comment 117-13 

It is unclear which recently installed bulbouts the commenter is referring to. The Project does not 

propose to remove any existing bulbouts. 

Response to Comment 117-14 

The Project would not restrict the use of people‘s backyards, their ability to access their homes, or 

capacity to open their windows. The Project would not represent a general ―taking‖ of streets and 

property as the commenter asserts. This comment represents opinion and is not a direct comment on the 

content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. With respect to eminent domain, refer to Response to Comment 

43-4 for a discussion of potential property acquisitions associated with roadway improvements identified 

for the Project. 

Response to Comment 117-15 

The reliability of telecommunications services (including internet access) is outside the scope of the 

CEQA process and neither the City nor CEQA has established thresholds of significance for 

telecommunications services. These types of services are demand-based, i.e., service providers respond to 

increased demand by upgrading and adding their systems. As noted on Draft EIR page III.Q-59, 

telephone, television, and internet services could be provided by any one of a number of service 

providers in the City of San Francisco. The service providers would provide any needed upgrades to their 

distribution systems, including new switching and routing equipment, to accommodate the demand of 

the Project. There are no known capacity issues associated with existing telecommunications service in 

the City. Further, no evidence is provided by the commenter to substantiate that there are problems 

associated with existing telecommunications service in the City, and there is no reason to believe that 

there would be any accessibility concerns arising as a result of the Project. The subdivision process would 

include submittal of detailed infrastructure plans to the Department of Public Works identifying how 

they would meet the infrastructure needs of the Project. Implementation of these plans would be a 
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condition of subdivision approval. The subdivision process would ensure that adequate infrastructure is 

provided to accommodate the demands of the Project such that the capacity of the service providers to 

provide such utilities would not be exceeded. 

Response to Comment 117-16 

Refer to Response to Comment 35-6 for a discussion of safety issues with regard to high-voltage 

overhead power lines. All utilities for the Project would be undergrounded. The aboveground utility 

poles along Innes would not be undergrounded as a result of this Project. Refer also to Response to 

Comment 96-6. 

Response to Comment 117-17 

Refer to Responses to Comments 35-5 and 96-9 for a discussion of the water distribution system. Also 

refer to Responses to Comments 28-1, 35-1 through 35-8, and 41-1 through 41-3. Refer to Response to 

Comments 34-1 through 34-7 with regard to comments by San Francisco Architectural Heritage. 
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 Responses to Oral Comments 

Following are oral comments, followed by their responses, received at three public meetings: the Agency 

meeting on December 17, 2009; the San Francisco Planning Commission meeting on December 17, 

2009; and the Agency meeting on January 5, 2010. 
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 Transcript SFRA1: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (12/15/09) 

Response to Comment SFRA1-1 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-2 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-3 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-4 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-5 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-6 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-7 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-8 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-9 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment SFRA1-10 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-11 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-12 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-13 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-14 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-15 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-16 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-17 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-18 

Chapter II (Project Description), page II-14, identifies ―Community Services: Community serving uses 

are proposed at sites on both Candlestick Point (50,000 gsf) and HPS Phase II (50,000 gsf). Proposed 

uses include a fire station on 0.5 acre at HPS Phase II and 6,000 square feet for police facilities. In 

addition, uses may include, but are not necessarily limited to, healthcare, day-care, senior centers, library, 

recreation centers, and community centers. Facilities may be provided that cumulatively exceed 100,000 

square feet. If so, the Project contemplates an equal reduction in retail and/or research and development 
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and/or office use.‖ Thus, land earmarked for a new fire station would be located within the Project site. 

Also as identified in Section III.O Public Services, ―construction of a new SFFD facility on land 

designated for community-serving uses on the Project site would allow the SFFD to maintain acceptable 

response times for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of 100,000 gsf of 

community facilities, which could include a new SFFD facility, has been included as a component of the 

Project‖ (Draft EIR page III.O-22). 

Response to Comment SFRA1-19 

With specific regard to transportation impacts, Draft EIR pages III.D-67 through III.D-154 presents the 

transportation impacts associated with the Project and identifies mitigation measures to reduce or 

eliminate significant impacts; however, in some cases there will be significant and unavoidable traffic 

impacts. Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures) provides a detailed discussion of mitigation 

measures intended to reduce transit delays and the extent to which these mitigation measures would 

reduce the Project‘s transit impacts to less than significant levels. 

While this commenter specifically addresses traffic impacts, comments have been made expressing 

concern as to how the Project can be approved with significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a 

less-than-significant level. The purpose of CEQA is to disclose to decision-makers the environmental 

effects of a project before a decision is made whether to approve the project. In order to approve the 

Project, CEQA requires decision-makers to make certain findings. When a project EIR identifies 

significant impacts that cannot be mitigated, the findings must include a statement of overriding 

considerations, which must be based on substantial evidence, and must explain why the decision-makers 

conclude that the benefits of the Project outweigh the significant impacts of the project. Section 15093(a) 

and (b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide as follows: 

CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable risks when 
determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, 
or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, 
the adverse environmental effects may be considered acceptable. 

When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects 
that are identified in the Final EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency shall 
state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the final EIR and/or other 
information in the record. The statement of overriding considerations shall be supported by 
substantial evidence in the record. 

The Lead Agencies have made a good faith effort to disclose all significant and unavoidable as well as 

potentially significant impacts as a result of the proposed Project. These impacts include those that 

would occur intermittently, as with stadium and arena events, those that would occur only during 

construction, and those that would occur during operation of the Project. As required by CEQA, this 

EIR is intended to present a concise analysis of impacts in sufficient detail to allow the decision-makers 

to recognize and understand the nature of the significant impacts. All significant impacts of the proposed 

Project, including those on air quality, cultural resources, noise, and traffic, have been disclosed in the 

Draft EIR. 
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In addition to adopting a statement of overriding considerations if the EIR identified unavoidable 

significant impacts, CEQA also requires the adoption of other findings, including a requirement to adopt 

all feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that will reduce or avoid significant effects and a 

mitigation monitoring program to ensure the implementation and enforcement of mitigation measures. 

Subsection 21081.6(b) specifically requires that the findings demonstrate that mitigation measures are 

fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. Conditions of project 

approval may be set forth in referenced documents that address required mitigation measures or by 

incorporating the mitigation measures into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-20 

As summarized on Draft EIR pages III.H-20 to -22 and documented in the Air Quality Analysis in 

Appendix H of the Draft EIR, potential off-site sensitive populations were identified for evaluation in 

this Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) based on guidance from the District (BAAQMD 2005) 

and Cal/EPA (2003). Off-site sensitive receptors identified for the HHRA included K–12 schools within 

one kilometer of the Project. For each of these sensitive receptors, potential exposure to a schoolchild 

was evaluated. 

The identified sensitive receptors were crosschecked with the seventeen schools and day care centers 

identified by the Navy (as included in Comment 88-1 [Porter Sumchai]) in their Historical Radiological 

Assessment as being located within a 1-mile radius of Hunters Point Shipyard. Based on this comparison, 

an additional two schools and a daycare center were identified as not explicitly evaluated using 

schoolchild exposure assumptions. These locations were, however, evaluated using more conservative 

residential exposure assumptions and were all well below the thresholds of significance. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-21 

The commenter suggests that peregrine falcons will be impacted by the Project in violation of the 

endangered species act. Refer to Section III.N (Biological Resources), Impact BI-6b, as well as 

accompanying mitigation measure MM BI-6b. The crane on which peregrine falcons nest at HPS will not 

be removed by the Project, and implementation of MM BI-6b will avoid Project impacts to these birds. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-22 

The comment does not identify air quality violations that are claimed to be underestimated. Therefore, 

the comment is noted, but no response can be formulated. The Draft EIR identifies all potential air 

quality violations. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-23 

Section III.K.2 (Setting) on pages III.K-8 through III.K-28 of the Draft EIR addresses HPS 

contaminants, including those listed in this comment. Refer also to Master Response 9 (Status of the 

CERCLA Process), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer 

Shipyard Cleanup). 
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Response to Comment SFRA1-24 

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 SFRA1-25 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-26 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 85-5 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 SFRA1-27 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-28 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-29 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-30 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-31 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-32 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment SFRA1-33 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-34 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-35 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, with respect to eminent 

domain, refer to Response to Comment 43-4 for a discussion of potential property acquisitions 

associated with roadway improvements identified for the Project. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 85-5 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 SFRA1-36 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 85-5 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 SFRA1-37 

It is acknowledged that the Shipyard is a Superfund site. Refer to Master Response 5 (Health of Bayview 

Hunters Point Community) for a discussion of the Shipyard and the factors that contribute to health 

disparities in the community. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-38 

As noted on pages III.K-9 through III.K-26 of Section III.K (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) in the 

Draft EIR, remediation of hazardous materials releases identified in HPS Phase II is taking place through 

a regulatory process that the Navy is required to implement under CERCLA irrespective of whether or 

not the HPS Phase II component of the Project is implemented. These ongoing remediation activities are 

not part of the Project. Thus, the goal of the Draft EIR is not to assess the adequacy or impacts of the 

Navy‘s remediation actions and the Draft EIR does not propose capping the Shipyard. The relevant 

environmental regulatory agencies would require performance of these remedial activities regardless of 

whether this Project or any other development proposals were proceeding. Refer to Master Response 9 

(Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), Master Response 13 (Post-
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Transfer Shipyard Cleanup), and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle) 

regarding site cleanup. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-39 

Refer to Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards) for a discussion of how the site may be affected by 

earthquakes. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-40 

With respect to energy conservation measures, as stated on pages II-49 through II-50 of the Draft EIR: 

The Project would comply with all applicable provisions of the City‘s Green Building Ordinance, 
which is contained in Chapter 13c of the San Francisco Building Code, and would provide 
recycling, composting, and trash facilities as required by the City‘s specifications. The Project has 
set an energy efficiency performance target of 15 percent below the energy efficiency standards 
articulated in Title 24, Part 6 of the 2008 California Code of Regulations (CCR). Lennar Urban would 
include measures such as high performance glazing, efficient lighting, daylighting, shading, 
envelope optimization, reflective roofs, and natural ventilation in the Project design. ENERGY 
STAR appliances are proposed for all new residential units. In addition, Lennar Urban could also 
implement renewable energy strategies, such as the use of photovoltaic cells to provide electricity; 
the use of solar thermal energy to provide space cooling with the use of absorption systems; 
and/or water for space heating and domestic water systems. 

Lennar Urban has also voluntarily committed to constructing all Project buildings to the LEED® 
for Neighborhood Development Gold standard based on the Pilot Version of the rating system 
released in June 2007.29 Following the 2007 LEED® ND Pilot Program rating system, preliminary 
analysis indicates the Project could achieve approximately 63 points, which is in the LEED® ND 
Gold range, through strategies including but not limited to the following: 

■ Compact, infill development (including 90 percent of the new buildings fronting on public 
streets or open space) 

■ Enhanced habitat values 

■ Brownfield remediation and urban reuse 

■ Close proximity to transit and bicycle networks (75 percent of all development would be 
within ¼-mile walk to a transit stop and Class I, II, and III bikeways provide connections 
throughout the site and to the greater Bayview community) 

■ Urban design that promotes walking and discourages driving 

■ Diversity of land uses and housing types 

■ Affordable housing that supports a community of mixed ages and income 

■ Community participation in the community planning and design 

■ Compliance with the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance 

■ ENERGY STAR compliance to be documented by a Home Energy Rating System (HERS) 

■ Unbundled parking 

■ Drought tolerant plant species and the use of efficient irrigation systems such as drip 
irrigation, moisture sensors, and weather data-based controllers 

■ Tree-lined streets throughout the development and streetscape improvements extending 
from the Project Site to Third Avenue along Gilman and Palou 

■ Access to public space and recreational amenities through the creation of parks and 
playfields 
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■ Efficient use of water and the potential use of recycled water for non-potable water uses 
such as irrigation, toilets, vehicle washing 

■ Progressive stormwater management to retain and treat stormwater on site and/or in 
adjacent areas 

In addition, and as stated on page III.Q-16 of the Draft EIR: 

Implementation of the Project would generate a total demand of approximately 1.67 mgd (per 
Table III.Q 4). This demand is based on an estimate of a historical benchmark demand, adjusted to 
account for current California Building Codes and the requirements of the San Francisco Green 
Building Ordinance, which would require the installation of ultra-low flow fixtures, use of high-
efficiency building equipment, efficient landscape irrigation techniques, and provision of water-
efficient plant materials. 

The Project would meet the requirements of the City‘s Green Building Ordinance, which would result in 

a decrease by 20 percent of the Project‘s total water demand compared to a similar sized project that 

would not meet the requirements of the City‘s Green Building Ordinance. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-41 

It is acknowledged that the Shipyard is a Superfund site. Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the 

CERCLA Process), Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup), and Master Response 15 

(Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle) regarding site cleanup. Refer to Master Response 7 

(Liquefaction) for a discussion of how the Project may be affected by liquefaction. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-42 

Refer to Response to Comment 22-3 for a discussion of the affordable housing being provided in the 

Project. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-43 

Refer to Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards) for a discussion of how the Project may be affected by 

earthquakes. Refer to Master Response 7 (Liquefaction) for a discussion of how the Project may be 

affected by liquefaction. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-44 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-45 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-46 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment SFRA1-47 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-48 

This comment contains introductory 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. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 85-5 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 SFRA1-49 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-50 

The Draft EIR includes discussion of the Project‘s proposed improvements to bicycle circulation on 

page III.D-50. The Draft EIR also includes discussion of the Project‘s impacts to bicycle circulation 

(refer to Impacts TR-31, TR-32, TR-40, TR-48, and TR-53). 

Response to Comment SFRA1-51 

Refer to Master Response 5 (Health of the Bayview Hunters Point Community) for a discussion of 

health outcomes in the Bayview community. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-52 

Refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) for a discussion of the relationship between 

the remediation program and the project and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the Precautionary 

Principle) for a discussion of how Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle relate to the remediation 

program and the Project. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-53 

Regarding the concern that toxins may remain beneath a cap at HPS, note that a cover or cap is a 

physical barrier that eliminates the pathway between these chemicals and exposure to humans. Long-

term monitoring and controls are in-place to ensure that the cap remains an effective barrier in the 

future. Refer to Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of toxics that will 

remain at HPS and the protective mitigation measures in place to address these. The closing comments 

stating possible health effects of PCBs are acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment SFRA1-54 

Refer to Master Response 7 (Liquefaction) and Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill) for discussion 

about hazardous waste and cap and cover concerns. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-55 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 85-5 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 SFRA1-56 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-57 

Refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) for a discussion of the relationship between 

the remediation program and the project and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the Precautionary 

Principle) for a discussion of how Proposition P and the Precautionary Principal relate to the remediation 

program and the project. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-58 

This comment regarding the methods used by the Navy or the Agency for remediation activities on HPS 

Phase II is not a direct comment on 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. 

With respect to the generation of local jobs, economic issues are not considered by CEQA to be 

environmental impacts; therefore the EIR is not required to, and does not address, economic issues. 

Economic issues are important to City, the community and the Project Applicant, and those issues will 

be considered by the City decision makers through the Project review and approval process, outside of 

the EIR and CEQA process. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-59 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), 

and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) regarding site cleanup. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-60 

Refer to Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle) for a discussion of the 

issues surrounding Proposition P and its role at the site. This comment contains opinion that is not a 

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

is required. 
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Response to Comment SFRA1-61 

This comment primarily contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and 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. However, with 

respect to an extension of the public comment period, refer to Responses to Comments 80-1, 84-11, and 

96-1 for a discussion of the adequacy of the public comment period, including the many opportunities 

for providing comments on the Draft EIR. Also, refer to Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill) and 

Section III.K (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) for a discussion of the various ways to address the 

landfill on the Hunters Point portion of the Project site. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-62 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-63 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 85-5 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 SFRA1-64 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-65 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-66 

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 SFRA1-67 

The Draft EIR includes a discussion of transportation-related impacts that would occur if no stadium 

were provided. Further, refer to the Project‘s Transportation Plan (attached), which describes how 

proposed roadway cross sections would change if no stadium were provided. 
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Response to Comment SFRA1-68 

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 SFRA1-69 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-70 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 

and 85-5 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 SFRA1-71 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 

and 85-5 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 SFRA1-72 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 

and 85-5 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 SFRA1-73 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-74 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-75 

This comment contains introductory 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. 
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Response to Comment SFRA1-76 

As shown in Section III.R (Energy) in Table III.R-2 (Existing Project Site Electricity Demand) on page 

III.R-4 of the Draft EIR, the existing stadium consumes approximately 5,100 MWh of electricity 

annually Development of the new stadium for the Project would be required to comply with Title 24, the 

City of San Francisco General Plan, and the City‘s Green Building Ordinance. Therefore, the new stadium 

would be more efficient than the existing stadium, as shown in Table III.R-8 (Project Electricity Demand 

from Building Envelopes [MWh]) on page III.R-19 of the Draft EIR, the new stadium is anticipated to 

consume approximately 4,080 MWh annually. The new stadium would be required to meet the criteria 

set forth in the Green Building Ordinance and, therefore, would use less energy than the existing stadium 

and impacts would be less than significant with regard to wasteful or inefficient energy usage. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-77 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-78 

The Yosemite Slough portion of CPSRA was not included in the formal Project area because it is not in 

the Agency‘s Redevelopment Plan area. Moreover, other than the proposed bridge, the Project does not 

propose any actions within the slough itself. The Draft EIR does, however, consider impacts to the 

slough‘s resources. For example, refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough 

[Biological Resources]); Responses to Comments 31-14, 47-34, 47-36, 47-58, 47-75; and Responses to 

Comments 47-5, 47-20, and 47-26 through 47-30 for discussions of the impacts to Yosemite Slough 

biology, aesthetics, and recreation, respectively. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-79 

Refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]). Refer 

also to Response to Comments 47-39 through 47-41 for greater detail regarding potential noise impacts 

within the CPSRA with construction and operation of the project. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-80 

The commenter‘s opinion that the Draft EIR‘s assessment of impacts to biological resources and 

mitigation measures are inadequate is noted. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-81 

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 SFRA1-82 

Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR describes the transportation-related 

impacts associated with the Project, including improvements proposed by the Project and the impacts 
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associated with Project-generated vehicle traffic. For a detailed discussion of mitigation measures 

intended to reduce transit impacts by implementing specific physical changes to the roadway network, 

refer to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures). 

Response to Comment SFRA1-83 

Refer to Section III.K.2 (Setting) of the Draft EIR and Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards), Master 

Response 7 (Liquefaction), Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 11 

(Parcel E-2 Landfill), and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of how 

caps and covers may be affected by liquefaction and the extent that toxins will be removed. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-84 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 85-5 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 SFRA1-85 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 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 SFRA1-86 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 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 SFRA1-87 

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. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-88 

This comment contains opinion, anecdotal, or general information and is not a direct comment on 

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 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 SFRA1-89 

As stated in Table II-2 on page II-8 of the Draft EIR, the Project will include 10,500 residential units. In 

addition, as stated on page II-84 of the Draft EIR (as revised in this document, refer to Section F [Draft 

EIR Revisions]): 

The Project would bring economic benefits to the City including an expanded economic base and 
additional sources of employment, as well as needed housing for all income levels. The Project 
would generate up to 10,730 employment positions. Approximately 3,476 new employees would 
be associated with Candlestick Point, and primarily with the regional retail uses. Approximately 
7,254 new employees would be associated with HPS Phase II, and primarily with the R&D uses. 
The 350 jobs associated with the new 49ers stadium are mostly relocated from Candlestick Point 
to HPS Phase II. 

In addition, construction employees would also be needed to construct the Project. The number of 
construction employees would vary depending upon the phase of construction, but would range 
from 6083 workers at the commencement of construction activities to approximately 500617 
workers during 20162015, the most labor-intensive phases of construction. … 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 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 SRFA1-90 

The rebuilding of Alice Griffith Public Housing would take place in the first phase of development of 

the Project. The Draft EIR analyzes the environmental effects of replacement of 256 housing units at 

Alice Griffith. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-91 

The reconstruction of Alice Griffith Public Housing is part of the Project analyzed in the Draft EIR. It is 

an integral element of the Project. The rebuilding of the Alice Griffith Public Housing can proceed once 

the EIR process is final and decision-makers elect to approve the Project. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-92 

The EIR must be certified before any other component of the Project can proceed. Job training and 

other programs related to occupancy of the Project would necessarily occur after EIR certification and 

decision-makers elect to approve the Project. As noted on page III.C-21 of the EIR, redevelopment of 

the Alice Griffith site would proceed in phases and would not displace existing residents. The initial 

phases would develop currently vacant portions of the Alice Griffith site, and existing residents would 

then occupy replacement public housing units before existing structures would be demolished in 

subsequent phases. 
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Response to Comment SFRA1-93 

Refer to Response to Comment 43-4 regarding transportation improvements and property acquisition. 

Most of the transportation improvements required for the Project would occur in the public right-of-

way; however, there are streets both within and outside of the Project site that would require additional 

right-of-way. In order to complete the recommended transportation improvements, additional right-of-

way would need to be acquired along several identified roadways. The power of eminent domain is 

contained in the existing Bayview-Hunters Point (BVHP) Redevelopment Plan and in the Hunters Point 

Shipyard Redevelopment Plan. There is an existing prohibition on the use of eminent domain for 

residential property in the BVHP Redevelopment Plan. Under state law, eminent domain for residential 

properties can proceed only to eliminate blight. Most of the Project site is under public ownership. There 

are five blocks with privately owned parcels in Candlestick Point that are disclosed in the EIR. If the 

developer is unable to acquire these properties, they would be allowed to participate in the Project via an 

Owner Participation Agreement or continue their existing, nonconforming use. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-94 

Chapter II (Project Description), page II-14, identifies ―Community Services: Community serving uses 

are proposed at sites on both Candlestick Point (50,000 gsf) and HPS Phase II (50,000 gsf). Proposed 

uses include a fire station on 0.5 acre at HPS Phase II and 6,000 square feet for police facilities. In 

addition, uses may include, but are not necessarily limited to, healthcare, day-care, senior centers, library, 

recreation centers, and community centers. Facilities may be provided that cumulatively exceed 100,000 

square feet. If so, the Project contemplates an equal reduction in retail and/or research and development 

and/or office use.‖ Thus, land earmarked for a new fire station would be located within the Project site. 

Also as identified in Section III.O Public Services, ―construction of a new SFFD facility on land 

designated for community-serving uses on the Project site would allow the SFFD to maintain acceptable 

response times for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of 100,000 gsf of 

community facilities, which could include a new SFFD facility, has been included as a component of the 

Project‖ (Draft EIR page III.O-22). 

Response to Comment SFRA1-95 

There would be room for both a police station and a fire station in the community facilities designation, 

as the need arises. 

Response to Comment SFRA1-96 

The nesting peregrine falcons identified on the site are located in the Regunning Crane, which would be 

untouched by the Project. Refer to Section III.N (Biological Resources) for a full discussion of the 

Project‘s impacts on the peregrine falcons, as well as on other sensitive species on and near the Project 

site. 
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