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Response to Comment 71-1 

The detailed trip generation calculations requested by the Department are described in Appendix J of the 

Transportation Study, which is provided in Appendix D to the Draft EIR and was provided to the 

Department. The Appendix includes tables showing the forecasted vehicle trip generation for each land 

use, as requested in the comment. Appendix K of the Transportation Study Technical Appendix includes 

a detailed description of the trip generation methodology. 

The commenter recommends using the trip internalization methodology contained in the Trip Generation 

Handbook, published by Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The commenter is correct that this 

methodology is common for use in smaller development projects, when more accurate local data is not 

available. However, for an analysis on the scale of the Project, the ITE data on internal trip capture for 

multi-use developments is not particularly useful. First, the Trip Generation Handbook contains the 

following caution: 

The data presented … quantify the influence of several key factors on internal capture rates. 
Numerous other factors have a direct influence on travel at multi-use sites, factors for which the 
current data do not account. Additional data and analysis are desirable to better quantify the 
relationships between these factors and multi-use development trip generation and internal trip 
capture rates. 

This caution acknowledges that although there are a number of factors that influence trip generation, the 

ITE Trip Generation Handbook methodology is limited in accounting for development scale and the mix of 

uses. The Trip Generation Handbook also acknowledges that the trip internalization factors presented are 

based on a very limited sample size (three smaller suburban sites), collected in the East Coast and that, if 

available, use of local data is preferable: 

The estimated internal capture rates presented … rely directly on data collected at a limited 
number of multi-use sites in Florida. While ITE recognizes the limitations of these data, they 
represent the only known credible data on multi-use internal capture rates and are provided as 
illustrative of typical rates. If local data on internal capture rates by land use pair can be obtained, 
the local data should be used. 

As described below, the analysis conducted for the Project uses local data, a more robust sample size, 

and is more sensitive to the multiple factors that influence trip generation than the ITE methodology. In 

addition, the commenter provides no evidence to support their recommended internalization value of 

14 percent. 

Summary of Analysis 

The methods commonly used for forecasting trip generation of projects in San Francisco are based on 

person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode split data described in the SF 

Guidelines. These data are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San 

Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in the 

complex environs of San Francisco than more conventional methods because of the relatively unique 

mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking commonly found in San Francisco. 
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However, the methods described in the SF Guidelines cannot be directly applied to the Project because 

of its large scale, unique location, and distinctive character. 

Similarly, standard vehicle-traffic generation rates, such as those provided by Trip Generation, 8th 

Edition, 2008, ITE, represent national data that may not accurately represent the unique characteristics of 

San Francisco and therefore, would not be suitable for the Project, unless appropriate adjustments were 

made to account for the Project size, mix, and availability of transit. 

Therefore, estimates of the Project‘s travel demand were developed using state-of-the-practice methods 

for adjusting standard traffic generation rates. This method was originally developed for the US EPA and 

has been recommended for planning analyses by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and 

the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as documented in Assessment of Local Models and 

Tools for Analyzing Smart Growth Strategies (Caltrans and DKS Associates, July 2007). This method is 

commonly referred to as the ―4D‖ method, and generally accounts for the following factors that may 

influence traffic generation: 

■ Development scale—this ―D‖ is the only one of the 4D‘s that is used in virtually all 
transportation impact analyses and accounts for the fact that as development scale increases, trip 
generation increases. 

■ Density of the Project—although trip generation increases with development scale, the higher 
the Project‘s density, the less vehicular traffic generated per unit of development 

■ Diversity of uses—an appropriate mix of uses can lead to internalization of trips within a Project 

■ Design of Project—a walkable, pedestrian- and bicycle-oriented circulation system can help to 
reduce automobile dependence within a Project site 

The method can also take into consideration other site location factors such as ―Destination 

accessibility‖ and ―Distance from transit‖ under certain circumstances. The general concept behind the 

4D method is that projects that deviate from the base case (in this case, ITE methods) with respect to 

the four bulleted variables above exhibit different traffic generation patterns. Elasticities have been 

derived from travel behavior surveys to help estimate how traffic generation changes as a function of 

changes in the 4D‘s. 

Methodology 

The first step in the 4D method is to define the base case. In this case, the ITE Trip Generation 

(8th Edition, 2008) methodology was selected as the base case, as it represents typical suburban, 

automobile-oriented development. Generally, the derivation of person-trip generation for the Project was 

taken by converting vehicle trip generation forecasts from ITE Trip Generation, 8th Edition (a more 

recent version of the source suggested by the commenter) to person-trips. This conversion was made by 

multiplying the total number of vehicle trips forecasted by 1.6 persons per auto, which is the national 

average vehicle occupancy for all trip types according to the results of the National Household Travel 

Survey conducted and published by the United States Bureau of Transportation Statistics117. 

                                                 
117 US Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, Summary of Travel Trends, 2001 National 
Household Travel Survey, December 2004. 
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Once the base case is defined, the next step in the 4D process is to define the application area (i.e., the 

catchment area for trip internalization). For purposes of this analysis the Candlestick Point and Hunters 

Point Shipyard were treated as separate catchment areas. 

The third step in the 4D process is to determine the characteristics of the Project, as they relate to the 

4D variables described earlier. This process was done by comparing the Project with typical suburban 

development patterns. The Project‘s percentage differences from typical suburban developments were 

applied against elasticities developed from travel behavior surveys conducted by the Sacramento Area 

Council of Governments (SACOG) (SACOG 2009) and regional averages obtained from the Contra 

Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) travel demand forecasting model.118 The regional averages from 

the CCTA model are reasonable for application to this Project as they represent typical, suburban 

development, similar to the ITE trip generation rates, but are also located in the Bay Area and account 

for regional differences between the Bay Area and the national average. The analysis found that 

approximately 34 percent of all AM peak hour trips and 28 percent of all PM peak hour trips would be 

internal to the development. 

Validation 

The conclusion that between 34 and 28 percent of all peak hour person-trips generated by the Project 

would be internal to the development is higher than trip internalizations for smaller development 

projects that don‘t constitute full service communities. Further, the scale of the Project is on the order of 

other entire neighborhoods in San Francisco. Recent travel behavior surveys conducted by the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) have shown, for example, that 33 percent of all trips 

made in San Francisco‘s Marina District (Census Tracts 126, 127, and 128) and 34 percent of trips made 

in the Inner Sunset neighborhood (Census Tracts 302.01, 302.02, and 303.01, excluding UCSF Parnassus 

campus) are internal to those neighborhoods (Bay Area Travel Survey, 2000). Therefore the analysis 

forecasts that the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard neighborhood, both of which include a 

strong mix of residential, retail, recreational, and commercial uses, would function similar to other 

neighborhoods in San Francisco. 

The 4D approach has been validated for land use plans generally of up to ½-mile radius, as uses within 

that proximity of each other have been demonstrated to interact according to the elasticities used in the 

4D analysis. Both the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard areas have a roughly ½-mile radius 

(1-mile diameter). All residential, retail, office, and other uses are within 1 mile of each other or less, and 

it is reasonable that they will interact. More detail on the appropriate catchment area for trip interaction is 

provided in Appendix K of the Transportation Study. 

As noted above, the average vehicle occupancy rate of 1.6 persons per vehicle is the national average 

vehicle occupancy for all trip types reported by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics. The comment 

does not include any evidence suggesting why 1.6 persons per vehicle would not be appropriate. The 

comment also suggests that 1.6 persons per vehicle would be more appropriate for use in the game day 

scenario; however, data provided by the San Francisco 49ers suggests that existing vehicle occupancy for 

game days is closer to 3.0 persons per auto. 

                                                 
118 The CCTA travel demand model was refined to correct for accurate sidewalk cover and residential density in the 
region. 
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Response to Comment 71-2 

The requested figures are included in the Project‘s Transportation Study (Figures 30A-D, 31A-D, and 

32A-D). The Transportation Study was included as Appendix D to the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 71-3 

The traffic impact analysis includes four intersections along Palou Avenue (i.e., at Third Street, at Keith 

Street, at Ingalls Street, and at Crisp Avenue). The comment requests three additional study intersections 

on Palou Avenue. The additional intersections requested would be most similar in operations and traffic 

demand to two of the study intersections analyzed in the Draft EIR, Ingalls/Palou and Keith/Palou, 

because they would be signalized as part of the Project and would be generally located in the midst of the 

Bayview neighborhood street grid system. These two intersections were projected to operate at 

acceptable LOS C or better in each peak hour under year 2030 conditions with the Project. Because of 

similar configuration, context, travel demand, and traffic control, the intersections of Palou Avenue with 

Hawes Street, Jennings Street, and Lane Street would likely experience similar LOS and the Project‘s 

impacts at these intersections would be less than significant. 

The comment also requests the intersection of Arelious Walker/Ingerson be added as a study 

intersection. This intersection would likely operate similar to the intersection of Arelious 

Walker/Gilman, which was projected to operate at acceptable LOS D or better in each study peak hour 

under year 2030 conditions with the Project. Traffic volumes at the intersection of Arelious 

Walker/Ingerson are projected to be less than at the intersection of Arelious Walker/Gilman. Because of 

similar configuration, context, and traffic control, and lower intersection volumes, the intersection of 

Arelious Walker/Ingerson would likely experience similar or better LOS, and the Project‘s impacts at this 

intersection would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment 71-4 

The Draft EIR analyzes traffic impacts for Sunday conditions without a game and with a game. Because 

during post-game conditions, many traffic control devices would be manually operated and intersection 

levels of service would be impossible to calculate, no intersection LOS was calculated for the Sunday 

game day scenario. 

Response to Comment 71-5 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would contribute to significant impacts in year 2030 at the 

intersections of Geneva Avenue/US-101 Southbound Ramps and Harney Way / US-101 Northbound 

Ramps. These two intersections would be constructed as part of the Geneva Avenue Extension, US-101 

Candlestick Interchange Reconstruction, and Harney Way Widening projects and would replace the 

existing Beatty Avenue/Alana Way and Alana Way/Thomas Mellon Circle intersections. These impacts 

were identified in Impact TR-6 in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR also identified mitigation for these 

impacts. However, because implementation of the mitigation measure is under Caltrans jurisdiction and 

outside of the control of the City/Agency jurisdiction, its implementation is uncertain, and therefore the 

impacts were considered significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment 71-6 

The analysis in the Draft EIR assumes that traffic signal timings at ramp terminal intersections (and 

adjacent intersections) would be optimized to minimize queuing impacts on freeway mainlines. 

Therefore, no additional mitigations related to signal coordination is required. 

The comment also notes that the Project should add additional queue storage space to mitigate queuing 

impacts to less than significant levels. Typical mitigation measures to resolve poor LOS operating 

conditions for ramp merge or diverge operations would be to add a lane to the ramp, or an auxiliary lane 

on the freeway. However, the City and County of San Francisco has a general policy not to increase the 

capacities of bridges, highways, and freeways for single-occupant vehicles.119 As a result, providing 

additional roadway capacity or ramp capacity was determined not to be feasible, and the ramp impacts 

would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment 71-7 

As discussed throughout the Draft EIR section, the SFCTA is conducting a study, known as the Bi-

County Study, through which funding and fair-share allocations for transportation improvements in the 

southeast section of San Francisco would be allocated to specific development proposals. This study will 

function similar to a regional impact fee program in that it will fully fund transportation improvements 

through contributions paid by private developers. 

Response to Comment 71-8 

Per Caltrans requirements for construction or modifications of on-ramps, the northbound on-ramp from 

Harney Way and the southbound on-ramp from Harney Way/Geneva Avenue Extension would have 

ramp meters installed as part of the new US-101/Harney Way/Geneva Avenue Extension Interchange 

project. The Project would not modify the northbound on-ramps at Alemany Boulevard or Bayshore 

Boulevard/Cesar Chavez and ramp meters are not proposed. Installation of isolated ramp meters would 

not mitigate the ramp junction LOS conditions at the identified locations. The metering of a number of 

on-ramps—for example, US-101 between San Jose and San Francisco, could help maintain stable flows 

on the mainline and improve ramp junction operations. However, additional studies would be necessary 

to evaluate the freeway and ramp system prior to determining the optimal configuration for US-101. 

                                                 
119 City and County of San Francisco, General Plan Transportation Element, Objective 3, Policies 3.1 and 3.2; Objective 
18, Policy 18.3. 
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Response to Comment 71-9 

The statement includes a typographical error. Impact TR-16, Draft EIR page III.D-97, has been revised 

as follows: 

Impact TR-16 Implementation of the Project would increase traffic volumes and, but 
would not contribute make a considerable contribution to cumulative 
traffic volumes on Harney Way. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) [Criterion D.a] 

With construction of Harney Way improvements, intersection levels of service on Harney Way, east of 

the US-101 interchange, would be acceptable. 

Response to Comment 71-10 

Post-game queuing conditions under 2030 No Project conditions were determined to be similar, not the 

same, as existing conditions, as referenced by the commenter. Transportation Study (Appendix D of the 

Draft EIR) pages 124 to 129 presents the future baseline transportation improvements that were 

assumed for the 2030 No Project conditions. Only planned regional roadway improvement projects of 

the Geneva Avenue Extension and the new US-101 Interchange at Geneva Avenue Extension/Harney 

Way would affect post-game conditions. Otherwise, pre-game and post-game circulation would remain 

similar to existing conditions. As indicated on Transportation Study page 324, due to projected increases 

in background traffic on the study area freeways and traffic associated with buildout of land uses already 

approved for HPS, congestion following a football game would worsen somewhat over existing 

conditions on area roadways and freeways. As part of the interchange project, additional capacity onto 

US-101 would be provided. As a result, although queuing and congestion due to background traffic may 

worsen compared to existing conditions, actual stadium clearance times may improve somewhat over 

existing conditions due to the increased capacity associated with the new interchange. However, the 

improved capacity may be limited in terms of game day operations, depending on the operation of ramp 

meters. Therefore, as indicated in the Transportation Study, with the existing stadium, the No Project 

post-game conditions would be similar to the existing congested and queued conditions. 

Response to Comment 71-11 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process) and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer 

Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of status of the CERCLA process and the conditions surrounding the 

deed transfer from the United States Navy to the City, including any deed restrictions. 

Response to Comment 71-12 

Refer to the discussion of Alternative 2, presented in Chapter VI of the Draft EIR, for discussion of 

transportation and circulation conditions if the Project were constructed without the Yosemite Slough 

bridge. 
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Response to Comment 71-13 

The analysis of impacts and mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR is based on travel demand 

forecasts, including transit ridership, vehicle trips, etc., that include a series of assumptions that represent 

the best available information to the analyst. CEQA does not require that these assumptions or the 

resulting forecasts be confirmed following completion of a project. Although SFMTA routinely monitors 

its transit and roadway system and makes adjustments and improvements as travel patterns warrant, this 

is not required as part of the Draft EIR to mitigate significant impacts. 
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 Letter 72: Muhammad, Colleen (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 72-1 

The comment is acknowledged. Refer to Response to Comment 72-2. 

Response to Comment 72-2 

Refer to Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup), and particularly the section on Residual 

Contamination Following Cleanup, for a discussion of contamination expected to remain in place after 

the cleanup. With regard to clean soil, Article 31 regulations establish minimum criteria for soil 

importation plans. While Article 31 is currently applicable only to Parcel A, the City presently anticipates 

that it will amend Article 31 to add contents to sections currently reserved for Parcels B, C, D, E, and F, 

as discussed throughout the Impacts section of Section III.K (refer to Section III.K.3, Draft EIR page 

III.K-38). As amended, Article 31 would similarly provide minimum criteria for soil importation plans in 

Phase II. Refer to Master Response 8 (Liquefaction) and Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards) for 

discussions of liquefaction, seismic hazards, and public safety on those issues. 

Refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and 

the Precautionary Principle) for discussions of an unrestricted use alternative and Proposition P, 

respectively. 

With respect to construction debris, as the comment notes, 80 percent of the debris will consist of 

concrete, wood, and steel. Those materials will be recycled on site, or immediately transferred offsite 

where it will be recycled and/or disposed of. Where building demolition involves disruption of materials 

containing asbestos, lead-based paints, and other common hazards, the Project will comply with strict 

handling regulations and guidelines, as described in Section III.K.3 and Section III.K.4 of the Draft EIR 

(refer to Impact HZ-16). Also, through implementation of Article 22A, mitigation measures MM HZ-1a, 

MM HZ-1b, MM HY-1a.1, and MM HY-1a.2, potential impacts to the public related to handling, 

stockpiling, and transport of contaminated soil would be reduced to less-than-significant levels (refer to 

Impact HZ-6a and Impact HZ-6b). Refer also to Table III.K-2 for specific examples of methods 

employed to reduce environmental effects associated with certain remedial actions. For example, impacts 

associated with temporary soil stockpiling will be reduced by actions including covering the stockpiles, 

securing the site, monitoring the air, and implementing engineering controls. 
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 Letter 73: Lee, Mishwa (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 73-1 

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. 

If sea level rise were to occur beyond that which the project will initially provide for, the perimeter will 

be raised to provide continued protection. As future improvements to the perimeter will not occur for 

decades and would be subject to regulatory approval at the time of need, fill quantities for the potential 

improvements are unknown. However, several concepts for perimeter improvement have been provided 

in Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise). 

With respect to the amount of fill necessary to accommodate sea level rise projections of 36 inches and 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) projections of up to 5 meters, Table II-12 

(Summary of Project Site Grading Requirements) of Section II.F.2 (Site Preparation and 

Earthwork/Grading) on page II-54 of the Draft EIR summarizes the Project‘s grading requirements that 

will provide for a minimum sea level rise allowance of 36 inches in the development areas and 16 inches 

at the shoreline. As described in Section II.F.2, pages II-69 to II-70, and MM HY-12a.1 and 

MM HY-12a.2, pages III.M-100 to III.M-102 of the Draft EIR, and further outlined in Master 

Response 8, if sea level rise exceeds 16 inches an adaptive management strategy is in place to continue 

providing protection to the Project site for higher levels. 

Response to Comment 73-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-42 for a discussion of the manner in which fugitive dust was analyzed 

in the Draft EIR, as well as a description of the mitigation measure that would reduce fugitive dust 

impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment 73-3 

Fill material brought to HPS Phase II would be delivered via SFMTA-approved surface truck routes 

(SFMTA San Francisco Truck Route Figure, January 29, 2010, or future updates) and via barges from the 

San Francisco Bay. The Construction Traffic Management Program specified by mitigation measure 

MM TR-1 would establish approved haul routes. In general, truck traffic routes to HPS Phase II would 

utilize US-101, exit onto Cesar Chavez Street, use Cesar Chavez Street to 3rd Street, then utilize the Evans 

Avenue/Hunters Point Blvd/Innes Avenue corridor to HPS Phase II. Trucks bringing fill to Candlestick 

Point would utilize US-101, exit onto Harney Way as it is a designated Commercial Throughway and 

leads directly to Candlestick Point. Alternate routes as approved by SFMTA would be used if needed. 
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Response to Comment 73-4 

With Respect to the commenter‘s questions related to costing and construction schedule the comment is 

noted and the responsibility of costing of operation and maintenance for the existing state parks will be 

clearly identified prior to the undertaking of any construction activities. 

With respect to the protection of trails the project characteristics, which are discussed in Section II.E 

(Project Characteristics), the Draft EIR, page II-7, second to last paragraph, states that: 

… Shoreline improvements would also be provided to stabilize the shoreline. … 

An analysis of the wave environment was completed and used to select improvements which would 

protect the shoreline from erosion. 

With respect to protection of the people who use the trails along the shoreline edge, the selected 

shoreline improvements have been designed to provide protection from a 100-year event. The crest 

elevation of shoreline improvements were developed based on the criteria set forth by the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency to prevent flooding and the Technical Advisory Committee on Flood 

Defense to ensure that shoreline edges would be safe for pedestrians during storm events. 

Examples of shoreline improvements that have been used in a similar type area to prevent trail collapse 

include Rock Revetments, Articulated Concrete Block (ACB) Mats, Beaches, and Marsh habitats 

(improvements are listed in order of use in relation to highest wave environment to lowest wave 

environment). The ACB Mats are provided as an alternative to Rock Revetments where the wave 

environment is relatively calm. These methods of shoreline stabilization have been used successfully at 

Treasure Island, Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach, and Redwood Shores Levee Trails. 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of strategies to continue providing 

protection along the shoreline edge as sea levels increase in the future. 

Response to Comment 73-5 

The commenter incorrectly states that a ―strong odor of methane‖ emanates from the embankment 

along the Bay near the group picnic area and restrooms. Methane is an odorless, nontoxic gas, but it can 

create a potential explosion hazard if it collects inside of a structure. Methane is typically associated with 

subsurface petroleum hydrocarbon degradation, landfills, and livestock operations. As stated in 

Section III.K.2 (Setting) on Draft EIR pages III.K-5 through -8, there are currently no known, 

unremediated, or active hazardous materials release sites at Candlestick Point. Due to the organic nature 

of material at the Bay margin, the odors the commenter has experienced, while not related to methane, 

may be due to the degradation of plant and marine debris commonly found at the Bay margin. These Bay 

margin odors are not a health threat to residents or workers. There are no studies planned in regards to 

the fill and seawater interaction, as the odor is not related to pollution and is not a source of air pollution. 

As stated in Draft EIR Section III.B (Land Use and Plans), the Project includes improvements to 

CPSRA, but these odors are not expected to impact the Project development process or the park 

improvements. The commenter does correctly point out an area of localized embankment sloughing 

along the park shoreline. Such localized slope failures are consistent with the dynamic natural 

environment along the shoreline and will require ongoing maintenance by State Parks staff. 
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Response to Comment 73-6 

The commenter correctly states that the development plan will require substantial disturbance of the 

surrounding bodies of water, particularly within Yosemite Slough. Section III.M (Hydrology and Water 

Quality) of the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts to water quality 

and beneficial uses of receiving waters to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation measure MM HY-1a.1 

starting on page III.M-58 of the Draft EIR, and mitigation measure MM HY-1a.2 starting on page 

III.M-61 of the Draft EIR, require a preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to protect 

receiving waters from sediment discharge caused by erosion, and other pollutants from construction 

activities occurring on land. Therefore, it is incorrect to state, as the comment does, that water quality 

and beneficial uses would be compromised, lowered, or diminished. 

Impacts to biological resources associated with disturbance of surrounding water bodies are primarily 

addressed in Section III.N (Biological Resources). Mitigation measure MM BI-4.a.1, starting on page 

III.N-59 of the Draft EIR addresses temporary and/or permanent impacts to wetland habitat, and 

requires the Project to comply with the various regulatory permits for in-water construction (such as a 

Clean Water Action Section 401 Water Quality Certification), to protect water quality and biological 

resources. Mitigation measure MM BI-4a.2 starting on page III.N-62 of the Draft EIR requires 

implementation of specific best management practices during in-water construction, such as installing 

sediment curtains around the worksite to minimize sediment transport. Implementation of these 

mitigation measures would reduce the impacts of in-water construction of the Yosemite Slough bridge to 

a less-than-significant level. Mitigation measure MM BI-4c on page III.N-68 of the Draft EIR mitigates 

the impacts on aquatic habitat from permanent shading caused by the Yosemite Slough bridge. 

Consequently, implementation of in-water construction would not lower water quality or diminish 

beneficial uses of Project receiving waters. Refer also to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on 

Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]). 

All five Project Variants, which are described in Chapter IV (Project Variants) of the Draft EIR, must be 

equally protective of water quality. Protection of water quality will be achieved by requiring the Project 

Applicant to implement mitigation measures (as described above) that would reduce water quality 

impacts to a less-than-significant level, such that the Project would not cause or contribute to a violation 

of water quality objectives, or contribute additional impairment to the Lower Bay, which is on the CWA 

Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies. 

The Project Variants include changes in land use (such as research and development or residential land 

use in lieu of the 49ers Stadium) and a utility variant that allows for on-site wastewater treatment in lieu 

of conveying Project wastewater flows off site to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant. It is 

anticipated that wastewater discharged from the on-site treatment plants into receiving waters would be 

subject to similar regulatory effluent discharge limits as the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, 

which is described starting on page III.M-40 of the Draft EIR. One exception is that on-site wastewater 

treatment facilities would not be subject to the Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Policy, as this policy 

only applies to discharges to a combined sewer system (i.e., wastewater and stormwater), and on-site 

facilities would only treat wastewater and not stormwater flows. 
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Response to Comment 73-7 

The commenter requests a comparison of economic viability of various healthy wetland resources. This 

is not a direct comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Further, 

the comment is unclear; therefore, an appropriate response cannot be made. No further response is 

required. 

Response to Comment 73-8 

Refer to Response to Comment SFPC-30 for a discussion of potential impacts to fisheries. 

Response to Comment 73-9 

Figure III.N-5 in Section III.N (Biological Resources) provides a figure depicting the Project‘s impacts to 

wetlands and other waters, including impacts of the bridge in the Yosemite Slough area, which is detailed 

in Area 2. With respect to non-bridge alternatives, no impacts to this area would occur. Figure III.N-5, 

including the accompanying calculations and explanatory text, has been revised in Section F (Draft EIR 

Revisions). 

Response to Comment 73-10 

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

community under Senate Bill 18 SB 18. 

Response to Comment 73-11 

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

community under SB 18. The comment notes that Draft EIR page III.J-2 states geoarcheology and 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) are recent tools that have provided more complete information 

on archaeological sites in San Francisco. As discussed in that response, the City is undertaking outreach, 

separate from the EIR process, intended to elicit a full understanding of concerns that Native American 

tribes and organizations have about the Project, how the concerns may be addressed, and any other 

suggestions or recommendations the Native American tribes or organizations may have. Those 

suggestions or recommendations may include the use of specific research methods at Native American 

archaeological sites. 

Response to Comment 73-12 

Mitigation measure MM CP-2a, Section III.J, pages III.J-36 through -39, provides for a series of steps, 

including pre-construction testing under the direction of a qualified archeologist, to identify potential 

cultural resources. Implementation of the Project‘s Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan 

(ARDTP), cited in the mitigation measure, would also include research guidance to determine factors 

such as dating of pre-historic sites.120 

                                                 
120 Archeo-Tec, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the Bayview Waterfront Project, San Francisco, California, 
November 2009. The prior name of the Project was the Bayview Waterfront Project. Some of the technical studies 
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Response to Comment 73-13 

The Draft EIR, as noted in the comment, acknowledges the potential for prehistoric resources to be 

present in shoreline areas of the Project site. Those areas would include Yosemite Slough. Construction 

activities at Yosemite Slough with the Project would be subject to implementation of mitigation measure 

MM CP-2a, which requires pre-construction testing and other evaluation prior to development. As 

discussed on Draft EIR page III.J-36 this would reduce impacts to archaeological resources to a less-

than-significant level. 

Response to Comment 73-14 

Refer to Response to Comment 73-13 regarding mitigation proposed to reduce impacts to archeological 

resources present in the shoreline. 

Response to Comment 73-15 

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

community under Senate Bill 18 (SB 18). 

Response to Comment 73-16 

Draft EIR Chapter I (Introduction), Section I.B.2 (Redevelopment Plans – Hunters Point Shipyard 

Redevelopment), pages I-2 to I-4, discusses the approval of what is now referred to as Hunters Point 

Shipyard Phase I. Phase I is under construction and is not part of the proposed Project. Phase I 

development is subject to the mitigation measures identified in the Hunters Point Shipyard Reuse Final 

EIR, certified February 8, 2000, and subsequent Final EIR Addenda issued in November 2003 and July 

2006. The Final EIR included a background report addressing potential prehistoric sites at the Shipyard 

and the November 2003 Addendum discussed the presence of Native American sites. The Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for Hunters Point Shipyard Phase I required that, for any 

project disturbance below the layer of historic fill within four identified archaeological sensitivity zones, 

that archaeological consultants prepare an archaeological treatment plan and monitoring plan. Zone 1 in 

Phase 1 specifically related to Native American sites. No Phase I activity has occurred in the four 

identified archaeological sensitivity zones that would trigger the preparation of an archaeological 

treatment and monitoring plan as required in the MMRP. No other disturbance of archaeological 

resources has been identified during Phase I development. 

The MMRP also required instruction of project construction contractors about the archaeological 

sensitivity of the area and the Final EIR adds the additional requirement of the distribution of the 

Planning Department ―Alert Sheet‖ to all project contractors and that signed verification of this 

distribution be submitted to the Planning Department Environmental Review Officer (ERO). However, 

the ERO does not have a record of that verification. 

  

                                                                                                                                                                     
completed for the Project use the former name if they were prepared prior to August 2009; however, regardless of 
name, the reports address conditions at the Project site. 
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 Letter 74: Matlock, Perry (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 74-1 

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

community under SB 18. 

Response to Comment 74-2 

The comment opposing development of the Yosemite Slough bridge 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. 

Alternative 2: CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan; No Yosemite Slough Bridge, Draft EIR pages VI-30 

through VI-59, is a Project alternative with no Yosemite Slough bridge. 

Response to Comment 74-3 

Please refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process) for a discussion of the cleanup 

process and the current status of each parcel undergoing the CERCLA process; Master Response 13 

(Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of cleanup activities for clarification regarding who 

will be responsible for any cleanups necessary after transfer and what types of residual contaminants will 

remain at the site after transfer; Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) for a discussion of 

the relationship between the remediation program and the project; Master Response 15 (Proposition P 

and the Precautionary Principal) for a discussion of how Proposition P and the Precautionary Principal 

relate to the remediation program and the project; and Master Response 16 (Notifications Regarding 

Environmental Restrictions and Other Issues) for a discussion of how future property owners and 

residents, adjacent property owners and residents, and neighboring schools and residents will be notified 

of the type of restrictions that will be imposed on the property, the type of contaminants remaining in 

the property, any releases or potential releases of contaminants, and violations of environmental 

regulations or mitigation measures by the Project Applicant. 

Response to Comment 74-4 

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

community under SB 18. 

Response to Comment 74-5 

This comment contains information on the history of the Muwekma Ohlone tribe and its legal status as a 

Native American tribe and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 
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 Letter 75: Sierra Club (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 75-1 

This comment contains introductory, closing, or general background information and also reflects the 

commenter‘s opinions. No response is required. However, each of the commenter‘s general issues 

regarding biological and aesthetic impacts to the CPSRA, a transportation alternative to construction of 

the Yosemite Slough bridge, and the provision of long-term job opportunities for the Bayview 

community are specifically responded to in Response to Comment 64-1. 

Response to Comment 75-2 

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 75-3 

Refer to Response to Comment 64-1 regarding employment opportunities associated with the Project. 

Response to Comment 75-4 

Arc Ecology has not asserted that its suggested alternatives avoid the unmitigated (significant 

unavoidable) impacts of the Project. It is not clear how these alternatives would do so. Refer to Response 

to Comment 84-23 regarding the Arc Ecology‘s proposed alternatives. Refer to Response to Comment 

84-5 regarding maritime port use as an alternative. 

Refer to Response to Comment 48-3 regarding the selection and analysis of alternatives. 

Response to Comment 75-5 

Refer to Responses to Comments 31-14, 47-34, 47-36, 47-46, 47-58, 47-73, and 47-75 regarding aesthetic 

impacts relative to the slough, bridge, and CPSRA. 

It would be difficult to have an ―undisturbed nature experience‖ in an urban area, as development to the 

north, south, and west of the Project site are currently being developed and are visible from the Yosemite 

Slough and CPSRA. The bridge would not be responsible for ―forever destroying the ability of people to 

have that undisturbed nature experience,‖ as commenter asserts. The bridge is but one component of the 

Project. Page III.P-32 of the Draft EIR describes how the portions of the CPSRA identified for 

conversion (i.e. near the bridge) are degraded, unimproved, or not maintained, and do not currently 

provide recreational opportunities. Refer to Response to Comment 47-4 regarding the interrelationship 

between the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project and the bridge. 

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

comprehensive discussion of the less-than-significant impacts on the birds, waterfowl, and other wildlife 

that frequent the slough. The commenter states that the bridge would prevent people walking and 

viewing along the slough from seeing the seals that are hauled out on sandbars off the Hunters Point 

shoreline, leopard sharks, and the waterbirds swimming in the Bay waters beyond the bridge. This could 
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be true for those walking in the immediate vicinity of the bridge; however, views of the Bay would 

remain from numerous other vantage points in the slough, and the bridge itself would provide pedestrian 

paths that would provide an excellent additional viewpoint from which to watch seals and other wildlife 

in the slough and the Bay. 

Noise from the BRT vehicles would be intermittent, and would diminish rapidly with distance from the 

bridge. Cars would only access the bridge at specific times on game days only, which would limit the 

impacts of noise from these vehicles on recreational users of the slough and CPSRA. 

Refer to Response to Comment 17-1 regarding the bridge; the Project would prohibit automobile use of 

the bridge except on game days. 

Response to Comment 75-6 

The comment is identical to Response to Comment 64-3. Refer to Response to Comment 64-3 for 

discussion of the Yosemite Slough bridge. 

Response to Comment 75-7 

A number of the components of this comment refer to potential impacts of the Yosemite Slough bridge 

on biological resources, including sensitive species and habitats. For responses to these comments, refer 

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

provides a discussion of the Project‘s potential effects on the biological resources of Yosemite Slough 

and on the proposed Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. For example, that master response discusses 

reasons why the western snowy plover, suggested by this commenter as potentially nesting on islands to 

be created as part of the restoration project, would not nest on those islands. 

The commenter suggests that the USACE, US EPA, and BCDC should deny any permit for the bridge. 

Permitting issues are outside the scope of this CEQA analysis, and the project applicant has already 

engaged all three agencies in discussions regarding permitting this project. The applicant will continue to 

work with these agencies to address regulatory issues. 

The commenter suggests that birds moving between South Basin and Yosemite Slough may strike the 

bridge on very foggy days. While the possibility of some such collisions cannot be ruled out, shorebirds 

in the Bay Area regularly navigate numerous hazards under foggy conditions, and there is no evidence 

that substantial impacts of this kind will occur. 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-89 for a discussion of potential impacts to bird use of Double Rock. 

Many of the comments in this letter overlap (generally verbatim) those in the comment letter from San 

Francisco Tomorrow. Such comments include those regarding consideration of mud flats as Special 

Aquatic Sites, potential impacts of the project on wildlife movement, wildlife using the CPSRA, the 

―region‖ used as the context for determining whether project impacts affect regional populations, the 

importance of grasslands and the Draft EIR‘s assessment of impacts to grassland species, the Draft 

EIR‘s assessment of cumulative impacts to habitats and species in San Francisco, the potential value and 

feasibility of proposed grassland restoration, the potential for control of burrowing mammals to be 

required on HPS, alternative locations for mitigating impacts to grassland off-site, impacts to CPSRA, 
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and impacts to wildlife from an increase in human visitors to the site. Refer to Response to Comment 

64-4 for a response to such comments. 

The commenter suggests that sea level rise of 3-6 feet would reduce room for wildlife movement under 

the bridge at the bridge abutments, and that predation of such wildlife may be high in these areas even 

with existing water levels. The commenter is correct that sea level rise may reduce the area for wildlife 

movement under the bridge, and predation may be somewhat higher near the bridge if wildlife 

movement is confined to narrow areas near the abutments. However, it is not expected that wildlife 

movement past the bridge will be completely eliminated by sea level rise, and there is no evidence to 

suggest that predation rates on either side of the bridge would increase so sharply as to have substantial 

effects on the occasional movement by wildlife that is expected to occur in this area. Furthermore, 

movement of wildlife around the upper end of Yosemite Slough will be constrained by existing industrial 

land uses that will not change as a result of either the CP/HPS project or the Yosemite Slough 

Restoration Project. In particular, sea level rise would constrict or eliminate already very narrow avenues 

for wildlife movement in areas where the proposed restoration site abuts industrial development at the 

upper end of the slough. As a result, the Project‘s contribution to constraints on wildlife movement 

around Yosemite Slough will not be substantial. 

The commenter has observed harbor seals hauled out and loafing in South Basin near the HPS shoreline 

―several times‖ and suggests that the EIR should identify bridge construction impacts to ―an occasional 

harbor seal haul out area.‖ Harbor seals are capable of hauling out virtually anywhere surrounding the 

Bay (and in coastal areas) providing mud flats, sand flats, marshes, rocks, or other hard substrates close 

to the water, and individuals will use such locations opportunistically as they forage throughout the Bay. 

However, such opportunistic haul-out locations are obviously not limiting Bay-area seal populations due 

to the abundance of such locations. Rather, haul-out locations that are used repeatedly by numbers of 

seals are particularly worthy of protection given the importance that the seals place on those traditionally 

used areas. The Yosemite Slough Watershed Wildlife Survey did not detect any haul-outs in South Basin 

during its year-long study, nor have any regular haul-outs been reported from anywhere in the project 

area by other sources. Therefore, the project will not disturb a traditional haul-out used by large numbers 

of seals. Although seals that occasionally use South Basin or other areas along the shoreline may be 

disturbed by project-related construction to the point that they avoid areas close to construction, these 

individuals will be able to find ample haul-out locations elsewhere in the Bay, and such disturbance will 

have no long-term or population-level effects on harbor seals. Also refer to Impact BI-9b in the Draft 

EIR, which states on page III.N-81: 

It is possible that any of the sensitive fish species listed in the Setting section could be found 
within aquatic habitats of HPS Phase II during certain times of year. Those include green sturgeon, 
Chinook salmon, steelhead, and longfin smelt. Marine mammals such as the harbor seal and 
California sea lion could also be present. Pacific herring and a number of other non-special-status 
fish could also occur in these waters. The high noise levels generated by pile driving have the 
potential to disturb, injure, or kill these species. 

Also, mitigation MM BI-9b on page III.N-82 in the Draft EIR would reduce impacts from such noise 

levels. The text in MM BI-9b has been revised as indicated in Response to Comment 37-1. 
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 Letter 76: Whittle, Lola (1/12/10) 
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 Letter 76: Whittle, Lola (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 76-1 

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 76-2 

The commenter‘s support for the Yosemite Slough bridge and preference that the bridge be made 

available for vehicular use year round is noted. Refer to Response to Comment 33-4, which describes 

that the Board of Supervisors will legislatively require that the bridge be closed to autos except on 

football game days by designating the bridge as a public right-of-way for transit only, except as specified. 

The Infrastructure Plan, which the Board will approve, will require a bridge design that controls access. 

Only the Board, after completion of any required additional environmental review could change the 

designation, but no such other designation is contemplated by the Project. 
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 Letter 77: City and County of San Francisco, Historic Preservation 

Commission (1/12/10) 
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 Letter 77: City and County of San Francisco, Historic Preservation 

Commission (1/12/10) 

All of the comments provided in this letter are substantially similar to the comments provided in 

Letter 39; however, where this letter was submitted as a ―draft‖ letter by the Historic Preservation 

Commission, Letter 39 represents their ―final‖ letter. Full responses are provided in Letter 39. 
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 Letter 78: City and County of San Francisco, Human Rights 

Commission (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 78-1 

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

community under SB 18, and to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites) regarding 

the presence and treatment of burial remains and funerary objects discovered at the Project site. 

Response to Comment 78-2 

The Issues of Concern for Native Americans in San Francisco, a report of the San Francisco Human Rights 

Commission, submitted with the comment, provides general information and is not a direct comment on 

the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 79: San Francisco Bicycle Coalition (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 79-1 

The analysis in the Draft EIR does examine the impact associated with full buildout of Harney Way. 

Under this scenario, Harney Way would have a Class I shared bicycle/pedestrian path on its southern 

side, adjacent to the San Francisco Bay. This facility would accommodate bicycle travel in both the 

eastbound and westbound directions. However, to provide connections to potential bicycle facilities to 

the west and reduce the need for bicycles to cross Harney Way, Harney Way would also include a 

Class II bicycle lane in the westbound direction. As described in Impact TR-31, the Draft EIR 

determined that there would be no significant adverse impacts to bicycles associated with the planned 

bicycle configurations. 

The ultimate configuration of Harney Way has been developed based on a series of public meetings and 

workshops, and it is anticipated that Harney Way would be built out as currently proposed in the Draft 

EIR. However, as indicated in mitigation measure MM TR-16, prior to issuance of grading permits for 

Phases 2, 3, and 4, the Project Applicant shall fund a study to evaluate traffic conditions on Harney Way 

and determine whether additional traffic associated with the next phase of development would result in 

the need to modify Harney Way to its ultimate configuration. The study shall be conducted in 

collaboration with the SFMTA, which would be responsible for making final determinations regarding 

the ultimate configuration. Along with other concurrent factors, SFMTA may incorporate public 

comment into the ultimate configuration, thereby allowing community preferences to help shape viable 

options that may differ from those currently planned. 

Response to Comment 79-2 

Comment noted. The purpose of the feasibility study referenced in mitigation measure MM TR-32 would 

be to examine the connectivity issues, topography, and auto traffic volumes cited by the commenter. 

Response to Comment 79-3 

The comment refers to Figure 14 in the Project‘s Draft Transportation Plan. The same figure is included 

in Figure III.D-10 of the Draft EIR. In response to the comment, Figure III.D-10 in the Draft EIR has 

been revised to include a Class III bicycle facility on Harney Way from Arelious Walker Drive to the 

northeastern end of Harney Way within the Candlestick Point site. Refer to Response to Comment 31-9 

for the revised figure. 

Response to Comment 79-4 

The Project would include a number of bicycle-related improvements designed to encourage bicycle use 

to the new stadium. Refer to Response to Comment 31-4. However, regardless of the amount of bicycle-

related infrastructure that could be reasonably provided, due to the very high traffic volume and large 

volumes of pedestrians in the vicinity of the stadium on game days, bicycling (as with other modes) 

would become more congested and difficult. However, Impact TR-40 concluded that the impacts to 

bicycles would be less than significant, because congestion and crowding are generally expected at large 

sporting events. 
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Response to Comment 79-5 

For purposes of the Draft EIR, the level of significance of Project impacts were measured according to 

the significance criteria described on pages III.D-31 to III.D-33. Specifically for bicycles, Criteria D.k 

specifies that impacts to bicycles would be significant if the Project would ―create potentially hazardous 

conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and 

adjoining uses.‖ 
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 Letter 80: People Organized to Win Employment Rights (12/11/09) 

Response to Comment 80-1 

Refer to Response to Comment 1-1 and Response to Comment 85-5 regarding extension of the 

comment period and opportunities for public comment. 
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