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E.2 Individual Responses 

The following section contains the written comments received on the Draft EIR or the oral comments 

received during the public hearings on the Draft EIR followed by the responses to those comments. They 

are presented in the order they were received by the City and/or the Agency, and they are presented with 

consecutive numbering (e.g., Letter 1, Letter 2, Letter 3, etc.). 

Consistent with Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, comments that raise significant 

environmental issues are provided with responses. Comments that are outside the scope of CEQA review 

will be forwarded for consideration to the decision-makers as part of the Project approval process. All 

comments will be considered by the Lead Agencies when making a decision on the Project. 

 Responses to Written Comments 

The following are written comment letters received, followed by their responses. 
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 Letter 1: Sierra Club (11/25/09) 

Response to Comment 1-1 

The comment period was extended by the Agency and the Planning Commission of the City and County 

of San Francisco from 45 days to 60 days, which extended the end of the public review period from 

December 28, 2009, to January 12, 2010. The public review period began on November 12, 2009, and 

ended on January 12, 2010, beginning approximately two weeks before Thanksgiving, and ending 

approximately two weeks after New Year’s Day. While both agencies considered a longer review period, 

they ultimately decided that a 60-day review period would be adequate, which is two weeks longer than 

required by CEQA or customarily provided by the City and/or the Agency. 

In terms of opportunity for public input, formal public hearings were held on December 15 

(Redevelopment Agency), December 17 (Planning Commission), and January 5 (Redevelopment Agency), 

which provided more opportunities for the public to present oral comments than required under CEQA, 

which, in fact, does not require a formal hearing. Section 15202(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that: 

CEQA does not require formal hearings at any stage of the environmental review process. Public 
comments may be restricted to written communications. 

Irrespective of the requirements of CEQA, as required by Section 31.14(d)(3) of Chapter 31 of the San 

Francisco Administrative Code, the City requires that a public hearing shall be held to receive comments on 

the Draft EIR and the Agency requires the same by virtue of their standard practice. Even still, more public 

hearings were provided than required by either the City or the Agency. 

Further, refer to the responses to Letter 75, which is the comment letter from the Sierra Club dated January 

12, 2010. 
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 Letter 2: POWER (People Organized to Win Employment Rights) 

(12/14/09) 

Response to Comment 2-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 3: Hunters Point Shipyard Citizen’s Advisory Committee and 

Southeast Campus of City College of SF (12/16/09) 

Response to Comment 3-1 

Comment noted. No response is required. 
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 Letter 4: Neighborhood Parks Council (12/17/09) 

Response to Comment 4-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 5: Loa, Sam (12/17/09) 

Response to Comment 5-1 

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. 

Response to Comment 5-2 

In response to the comment, Figure III.B-1 (Existing Land Use), Draft EIR page III.B-3, has been revised 

to switch the label colors between Residential and Commercial/Industrial. The text in this section is correct 

regarding these land uses. 

Response to Comment 5-3 

Refer to Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle) regarding cleanup of HPS. 
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 Letter 6: Jackson, Espanola (12/17/09) 

Response to Comment 6-1 

As stated in Response to Comment 85-5, in terms of the planning process for the Project, Section I.B 

(History of the Planning Process), which is presented on pages I-1 through I-6 of the Draft EIR, describes 

a planning process that has occurred over three decades and has included hundreds of community meetings 

and other forms of public outreach. 

As stated in Response to Comment 96-1, the EIR process officially began on August 31, 2007, with 

issuance of a Notice of Preparation indicating that an EIR would be prepared. The Draft EIR public review 

period ended on January 12, 2010, and the Project is not expected to go before the decision-making bodies 

until April 2010, almost three years after beginning the process. Section 15108 of the CEQA Guidelines 

requires a much shorter process, stating: 

With a private project, the lead agency shall complete and certify the final EIR as provided in Section 
15090 within one year after the date when the lead agency accepted the application as complete. 
Lead agency procedures may provide that the one-year time limit may be extended once for a period 
of not more than 90 days upon consent of the lead agency and the applicant. 

Therefore, the EIR process for this Project has not been fast-tracked. 

Impacts related to flooding are fully addressed in Section III.M (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft 

EIR, and impacts related to liquefaction and seismic-related events are fully addressed in Section III.L 

(Geology and Soils) of the Draft EIR. Further, the first page of the Executive Summary, page ES-1, as well 

as page II-7 of Chapter II (Project Description), states that “Specifically, the Project proposes development 

of 10,500 residential units with an associated population of 24,465 residents.” The population associated 

with the Project is also fully disclosed and analyzed in Section III.C (Population, Employment, and 

Housing) of the Draft EIR. Refer also to Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards), Master Response 7 

(Liquefaction), and Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise). 
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 Letter 7: City of Brisbane (12/18/09) 

Response to Comment 7-1 

The comment is acknowledged. Figure II-12 (Proposed Roadway Improvements) has been revised to 

clarify the two separate proposed projects at the new US-101 interchange. In response to the comment, 

the labels in Figure II-12, page II-37, and Figure II-13 (Proposed Transit Improvements), page II-40, have 

been revised: “US-101/Harney Way Interchange Improvements” has been changed to “Candlestick Point 

Interchange Improvements/US-101 Auxiliary Lanes” on Figure II-12, and “Geneva Avenue Extension” 

has been changed to “proposed Geneva Avenue Extension (pending City of Brisbane approval)” on both 

Figure II-12 and Figure II-13. 

Response to Comment 7-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 7-1. 

Response to Comment 7-3 

In response to the comment, text in Section III.B (Land Use and Plans) on page III.B-2, last paragraph, 

fourth sentence, has been changed as follows: 

Other uses in the Baylands include building supply businesses, lumberyards, the Kinder Morgan 
Energy tank farm, and the Bayshore Sanitary water Sewer pump station. 

Response to Comment 7-4 

Text in Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation), text on page III.D-4, last paragraph, first sentence, 

was revised as follows: 

Bayshore Boulevard is a north/south arterial that generally parallels US-101. Bayshore Boulevard 
has two to three travel lanes in each direction, separated by a median. 

Response to Comment 7-5 

Text in Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation), Draft EIR page III.D-8, seventh paragraph, was 

revised as follows: 

Tunnel Avenue is a two-way north/south roadway that extends south of Bayshore Boulevard and 
merges into Bayshore Boulevard at Old County Road. The roadway has one lane in each direction 
with sidewalks and unrestricted on-street parking on both sides of the street north of Sierra Point 
Lumber. On-street parking is prohibited on Tunnel Avenue south of Sierra Point Lumber. Tunnel 
Avenue provides access to Bayshore Caltrain Station and to the US-101 ramps at Alana/Beatty. 
Tunnel Avenue is part of Bicycle Route #905. 

Response to Comment 7-6 

This comment on the existing SF bicycle route system will be forwarded to Damon Curtis, the SFMTA 

Program Manager of the Bicycle Program. 
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Response to Comment 7-7 

Text in Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation), page III.D-36, second bullet, last sentence, was 

revised as follows: 

■ Geneva Avenue/Harney Way Extension— … The lead agency for this Project is the City 
of Brisbane, with the Caltrans Project Study Report (PSR) expected to be completed in early 
2010. 

Response to Comment 7-8 

Text in Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation), page III.D-36, third bullet, first paragraph, and 

second paragraph, first sentence, was revised as follows: 

■ New US-101 Interchange at Geneva/Harney—In conjunction with the extension of 
Geneva Avenue east, the existing Harney Way interchange would is proposed to be 
redesigned as a typical diamond interchange, subject to review and approval by Caltrans. … 

The At the time the analysis was completed, Geneva Avenue/Harney Way crossing of 
US-101 would was proposed to have six lanes eastbound (three left-turn lanes and three 
through lanes) and six lanes westbound (three left-turn lanes and three through lanes), for a 
total of twelve lanes (refer to Appendix L of the Transportation Study). … 

Response to Comment 7-9 

Mitigation measure MM TR-16 requires construction of Harney Way to its ultimate configuration (either 

five or six through travel lanes) prior to degradation in intersection levels of service past mid-LOS D 

(45 seconds of delay per vehicle). The most recent analysis conducted of Harney Way indicates that to 

maintain acceptable operations, the roadway should ultimately be constructed as follows: 

■ Three lanes each direction west of Thomas Mellon Circle, with one eastbound lane becoming an 
eastbound left turn lane onto Thomas Mellon Circle 

■ Three westbound and two eastbound lanes plus a center turn lane between Thomas Mellon Circle 
and Arelious Walker Drive 

This long-term configuration would ensure acceptable operations along this section of Harney Way during 

the weekday and weekend peak hours. 

Response to Comment 7-10 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 7-11 

In response to the comment, the text in Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation), page III.D-84 (and 

Table ES-2, page ES-15) was revised as follows: 

MM TR-6 Mitigations and associated fair-share funding measures for cumulative regional 
roadway system impacts. The City of Brisbane and Caltrans, as part of the Harney Interchange 
Project, shall account for existing traffic, background traffic growth, and the most recent forecasts of 
traffic expected to be associated with each of several adjacent development projects, including the 
Project. The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) shall coordinate with the 



C&R-199 

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  

Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

City of Brisbane and Caltrans to ensure Project-generated vehicle trips are accounted for in the 
Harney Interchange analyses and design. 

Mitigations and associated fair-share funding measures for cumulative regional roadway system 
impacts, including freeway segment impacts, shall be formulated through the current 
interjurisdictional Bi-County Transportation Study effort being led by the SFCTA or its 
equivalent. The Project Applicant shall contribute its fair share to the Harney Interchange Project. 

In response to the comment, the text in Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation), page III.D-86 (and 

Table ES-2, page ES-16), second paragraph of MM TR-8, was revised as follows: 

MM TR-8 … 

Mitigations and associated fair-share funding measures for cumulative regional roadway system 
impacts, including freeway segment impacts, shall be formulated through the current 
interjurisdictional Bi-County Transportation Study effort being led by the SFCTA or its 
equivalent. The Project Applicant shall contribute its fair share to the Geneva Avenue Extension 
Project. 

Response to Comment 7-12 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 7-13 

The analysis considered the travel demand generated by the Project and other planned or proposed 

development in the area, including the proposed Brisbane Baylands project. As indicated by the 

commenter, the City of Brisbane would likely require mitigations for development within the City of 

Brisbane that would maintain intersection LOS C for the intersection of Bayshore/Old County and LOS D 

elsewhere in the City. It would be reasonable to assume that development of the Brisbane Baylands would 

include improvements to these intersections to accommodate the vehicle trips associated with that 

development. However, since those potential improvements are not known, no changes to Bayshore 

Boulevard/Old County Road and Sierra Point/Lagoon Way were assumed for the future year analysis. 

The commenter also requests clarification regarding the determination of significant contributions to 

intersections operating at unacceptable levels of service in year 2030. The year 2030 analysis considers 

traffic from many sources, not just the project. At the intersection of Bayshore/Old County, Project 

contributions to the growth between existing conditions and 2030 Cumulative traffic volumes would be 

3.4 percent during the AM peak hour, and 8.0 percent during the PM peak hour. At the intersection of 

Sierra Point/Lagoon Way, Project contributions to the growth between existing conditions and 2030 

Cumulative traffic volumes would be less than one percent during both the AM and PM peak hours. 

The metric and calculations for determination of the cumulative contributions is provided in the 

transportation study. At intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2030 No Project 

conditions, and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under Project conditions, the increase in 

Project vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably (i.e., 

5 percent or more) to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. Appendix E of the Transportation 

Study, in Draft EIR Appendix D, provides the cumulative contribution calculations. 
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Response to Comment 7-14 

As noted above, the traffic forecasts include traffic associated with the Project and other planned or 

proposed development in the area, including the Brisbane Baylands project; however, the analysis does not 

include the roadway improvements that would likely be required of said development. Although the 

project’s contribution to this impact would be cumulatively considerable, the proposed Brisbane Baylands 

project would also be a substantial contributor. 

The Draft EIR does not identify specific improvements for this facility because they are currently being 

developed as part of the Bi-County Study. The Project would contribute a fair share contribution to these 

improvements as determined as part of the Bi-County study. 

Response to Comment 7-15 

Mitigation measure MM TR-8 establishes the requirement that the Project Applicant contribute its fair 

share toward construction of the Geneva Avenue Extension Project. Mitigation measure MM TR-27 would 

require the design of the Geneva Avenue Extension Project to include transit preferential treatments. 

Therefore, the requirement suggested by the commenter is accounted for in mitigation measure MM TR-8. 

Refer to Response to Comment 7-11 for changes to mitigation measure MM TR-8. 

It should be noted that the San Francisco portion of the Transit Preferential Streets (TPS) treatments for 

the Geneva Corridor are already recommended and estimated in SFMTA’s Capital Improvement Program 

and related studies. 

Response to Comment 7-16 

Comment noted. Due to physical constraints on Bayshore Boulevard within San Francisco City limits, 

there are limited opportunities to implement transit priority treatments. To the extent that opportunities 

for reducing cumulative impacts on regional transit are identified by San Mateo County Transit Districts 

(SamTrans) or San Francisco, San Francisco will coordinate with SamTrans. 

Response to Comment 7-17 

The disconnected transit-only lane was an error on the figure and has been revised. Refer to revised 

Figure III.D-13 (Stadium Game Day Traffic Control Plan), Draft EIR page III.D-128. 

Response to Comment 7-18 

The second western “Muni service” was an error in the figure and was revised. Refer to revised 

Figure III.D-14 (Stadium Game Day Ingress Routes), Draft EIR page III.D-129. 
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 Letter 8: Indian Canyon Nation/Costanoan Indian Research Inc. 

(1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 8-1 

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 Project’s 

potential impacts on Burial Sites. 
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 Letter 9: POWER (People Organized to Win Employment Rights) 

(12/21/09) 

Response to Comment 9-1 

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

under SB 18. 
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 Letter 10: San Francisco Bay Trail (12/18/09) 

Response to Comment 10-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 11: Alice Griffith Public Housing Tenant Association (11/3/09) 

Response to Comment 11-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 12: Asian Pacific Democratic Club (12/17/09) 

Response to Comment 12-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

 Letter 13: Toxic Chem Handout—PC Hearing (12/17/09) 

Response to Comment 13-1 

The article on toxic chemicals does not directly comment upon the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 

information contained therein. The information provided will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 
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 Letter 14: Positive Directions Equals Change (12/17/09) 

Response to Comment 14-1 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 
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 Letter 15: Cavella, Barbara (12/12/09) 

Response to Comment 15-1 

The Project does not propose changes to the segment of Evans Avenue adjacent to the 1650 and 1690 

Evans Avenue properties (located between Phelps Street and Quint Street). Further, the Project does not 

propose changes to Evans Avenue, between Third Street and Jennings Street. The project does propose 

to re-stripe Hunters Point Boulevard and Innes Avenue from the Project boundary up to Evans Avenue 

to accommodate two travel lanes in each direction, a Class II bicycle lane in each direction, and on-street 

parking on the north side of the street. A 10-foot-wide sidewalk would be provided on the north side of 

the street and an 8-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side. 

However, mitigation measure MM TR-24 would convert one travel lane in each direction on Evans 

Avenue, from Jennings Street to Napoleon Street, to transit-only, leaving one mixed-flow lane in each 

direction. This mitigation measure would affect the number of available mixed-flow travel lanes on the 

segment adjacent to 1650 and 1690 Evans Avenue. Refer to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation 

Measures) for clarity on the proposed physical changes to the roadway network. 

  



C&R-252 

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  

Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

 

[This page is intentionally left blank.] 
  



C&R-253 

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  

Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

 Letter 16: Birkelund, James (12/19/09) 
1 of 2 
  



C&R-254 

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  

Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

2 of 2 
  



C&R-255 

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  

Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

 Letter 16: Birkelund, James (12/19/09) 

Response to Comment 16-1 

The comment is acknowledged. Background documents were made available at the Agency and the San 

Francisco Planning Department. All documents requested under Section 6253 of the Public Records Act 

were provided to the commenter. 
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 Letter 17: Dale-LeWinter, Marcia (1/4/10) 

Response to Comment 17-1 

These comments regarding the benefits of having a permanent full-time auto-use bridge over the slough 

do not pertain to the technical adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Project. The commenter is 

correct that year-round auto use of the bridge could not be approved because the EIR does not analyze 

this as part of the Project, variants, or alternatives. Year-round auto use of the bridge would require 

additional environmental review. 

For the bridge to be open for public use, the City would need to formally accept the bridge as a public 

right-of-way through a legislative process. Upon acceptance, the City would designate the bridge as a “for 

transit only” facility closed to private vehicular traffic except for specified days and times. The Project’s 

Infrastructure Plan will establish conceptual parameters and regulatory guidance that will require that the 

entrance to the bridge approach streets on both sides of Arelious Walker have facilities that prevent traffic 

from accessing the bridge on non-game days, but allow traffic on football game days. A barrier in the form 

of a gate, retractable bollards, or removable barriers would be required to be installed to block the transit-

only lanes such that only authorized buses and emergency vehicles can gain access, except as allowed on 

football game days. Photo enforcement at the bridge approach streets would also be used to monitor and 

restrict access. The Infrastructure Plan is an exhibit to the Interagency Cooperation Agreement (ICA) 

between the City and the Agency. The purpose of the ICA is to facilitate the implementation of the 

Project’s redevelopment plans, Proposition G, and the development of the Project Site. The detailed design 

of the bridge will be further defined in the Developer’s Major Phase and Sub-Phase planning documents 

that are submitted to the Agency for review, as well as the public improvement plans that are reviewed by 

the City. 

Further, the State Parks Reconfiguration, Improvement, and Transfer Agreement, authorized under Senate 

Bill 792, between State Parks, State Lands, and the Agency will contain a restriction on use of the bridge, 

requiring that the bridge function primarily for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian use and be closed to private 

vehicular traffic except on football game days. Private vehicular traffic will be permitted on football game 

days, and, at all other times, the bridge will serve as a pedestrian, bicycle, and open space amenity. 
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Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

 Letter 18: Bay Access (12/28/09) 

Response to Comment 18-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 19: Whittle, Lola (12/14/09) 

Response to Comment 19-1 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 
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Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

 Letter 20: Multiple Commenters (12/14/09) 

Response to Comment 20-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 21: Enea, Kristine (12/11/09) 

Response to Comment 21-1 

Existing Conditions, Project-Only traffic volumes, and Year 2030 With Project Conditions traffic volumes 

are depicted on Figures 16, 31, and 32, respectively, in the Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard 

Phase II Development Plan Transportation Study (LCW Consulting, Fehr & Peers, and CHS Consulting 

Group, November 2009) (“Transportation Study”), which is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR. 

Table 9 and Table 45 through Table 47 in the Transportation Study depict Existing Conditions and Year 

2030 With Project Conditions intersection operating conditions along Innes Avenue. 

Refer to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures) for details regarding proposed roadway 

configuration and mitigation measures. 
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 Letter 22: Parkmerced Residents' Organization (12/9/09) 

Response to Comment 22-1 

Impact RE-2, Draft EIR pages III.P-15 to -31, provides the requested analysis of the amount of open 

space and parkland on the Project site in comparison to the new population. This analysis concludes that 

the Project area will include sufficient parkland to meet residents’ and employees’ recreational needs 

without leading to overuse or physical degradation of facilities. 

Response to Comment 22-2 

Transit is an essential component of the Project and the transit plan proposed in the Draft EIR is the 

product of a great deal of analysis and collaboration between key stakeholders. The following deficiencies 

have been identified as top community concerns in the extensive local and citywide planning efforts for 

the Project - and across southeastern San Francisco more generally: 

■ Comprehensive transit coverage, with more direct and faster service to Downtown and other San 
Francisco neighborhoods, and better access to regional transit (BART, Caltrain) serving regional 
employment centers and destinations 

■ Safer, more walkable streets with complete sidewalks and neighborhood traffic-calming 

■ Connected, safe bicycle routes connecting to the citywide bicycle network 

■ Area-wide traffic management to ensure access to regional highways and arterials without 
overwhelming residential and commercial streets 

■ Comprehensive parking management coordinated with the traffic network to ensure neighborhood 
livability in a balanced transportation system 

■ Clear and managed truck routes and good movement corridors to sustain local businesses without 
exacerbating congestion and street safety concerns 

To upgrade the transportation networks in this area and address these deficiencies, various City agencies 

(including SFMTA, the Planning Department, the DPW, and others) have worked with the Project 

Applicant and other key transportation providers to ensure that the Project includes the following key 

improvements: 

■ A BRT network bringing fast, clean and quiet bus service on transit-exclusive lanes (designed for 
potential conversion to light rail) that link the area with the Bayview, Executive Park and Visitacion 
Valley neighborhoods, and connect to Caltrain, BART and the T-Third light rail and numerous 
Muni bus lines 

■ The Yosemite Slough bridge, directly connecting Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard 
with permanent, dedicated BRT lanes and pedestrian and bicycle paths. The bridge would reduce 
transit travel times throughout Southeast San Francisco and provide fast, reliable connections to 
BART and Caltrain. On game days, the bridge would accommodate four lanes of auto traffic for 
egress to and from the proposed 49ers Stadium, reducing stadium traffic delays and congestion in 
residential neighborhoods. During the rest of the year, these lanes would convert to a park amenity 
with additional pedestrian and bicycle paths. 

■ Extensions of key cross-town Muni trolley and motor coach lines to directly serve every quadrant 
of San Francisco from this area, and increasing capacity and frequency on these lines to benefit the 
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Project and the surrounding areas of the Bayview, Visitacion Valley, Dogpatch, the Central 
Waterfront, the Mission and Potrero Hill 

■ Two new express bus routes linking Candlestick Point and Hunters Point directly to Downtown 

■ Two transit transfer hubs in the Project, and a major Caltrain/light-rail/bus/BRT hub at Bayshore 
Station 

■ Design of streets within the Project to the City’s new “Better Streets” standards of accessible 
sidewalks, sustainable “green” infrastructure, traffic calming, landscaping, lighting and safe 
intersection design 

■ Extensive, continuous bicycle connections within the Project to connect to existing city bicycle 
paths, lanes and routes, as well as the Bay Trail and the Blue Greenway network 

■ Pedestrian improvements along main corridors between the Project and surrounding 
neighborhoods, including streets such as Gilman Avenue, Palou Avenue, Innes Avenue and Harney 
Way 

■ Coordinated parking and goods movement strategies to ensure high standards of livability for 
residents and visitors/employees coming to the area 

■ On-site Traffic Demand Management program for the entire Project area to maintain a balanced 
transportation system and ensure that transit, carpool, and other options remain viable and 
attractive. This includes parking management, resident and employee transit passes, and carsharing 
and bikesharing facilities. 

■ Full accommodation of game-day traffic and transit for the proposed 49ers stadium to secure both 
faster automobile ingress/egress than current conditions, and more frequent, reliable transit access 
to the rest of San Francisco, the South Bay, and the rest of the Bay Area 

■ State-of-the-Art “green” sustainable infrastructure innovations that adapt year-round amenities with 
specific game-day transportation needs, including the Yosemite Slough bridge (described above) 
and the green play/sports areas that would convert to game-day parking 

■ A phasing and monitoring plan of these transportation services, coordinated with SFMTA, to 
ensure the cost-effective, sustainable provision of services matching each development phase of the 
Project 

Page III.D-37 of the Draft EIR describes the transit improvements expected to occur in the area as part 

of SFMTA’s TEP. Page III.D-48 of the Draft EIR describes the additional transit improvements that are 

proposed as part of the Project. 

Refer also to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures) for details regarding proposed roadway 

configuration and mitigation measures designed to reduce transit delays. 

The commenter suggests that new Muni routes to Downtown should be required. As described above and 

in the Draft EIR, the Project would implement two new express bus routes from the Project to Downtown 

San Francisco, as well connections to regional transit (BART, Caltrain, and the T-Third Light Rail) all of 

which would provide connections to Downtown San Francisco. 

The commenter also suggests that a new “loop” transit route should be created around the entire site to 

improve connections within the site. The proposed BRT route would travel from the center of the Hunters 

Point Shipyard development through the center of the Candlestick Point development, providing easy 

connections between the two sites, as well as to other regional transit connections. 
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The commenter also notes that the cumulative effects of all development currently proposed in the area 

should be considered, particularly with respect to capacity of the T-Third light rail line. Potential capacity 

impacts to transit are analyzed under Impacts TR-18, TR-19, and TR-20 on Draft EIR pages III.D-100 

to -104 state that under year 2030 cumulative conditions with the Project, transit service within the project 

study area cordons, downtown screenlines, and regional screenlines would all operate within capacity 

standards. The 2030 cumulative conditions include cumulative development projected for the Bayview area 

and for the rest of San Francisco. Based on the analysis, the Draft EIR concluded that the Project’s impacts 

to transit capacity would be less than significant with implementation of the Project’s transit operating plan. 

Finally, the commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not mention high-speed rail as a necessary 

component for implementation of the Project nor does it discuss potential transit connections. Although 

high-speed rail is currently under study by the High-Speed Rail Authority (HSRA), its funding is not certain 

and the analysis does not assume it would be in place. The California high-speed rail project is proposed 

to connect Los Angeles with San Francisco, with stops in major metropolitan areas. The trains would have 

travel speeds of up to 220 mph, and the journey between Los Angeles and San Francisco would be made 

in less than 2 hours and 40 minutes. In order to meet the desired travel times between Los Angeles and 

San Francisco, the train would make limited stops. In the segment between San Jose and San Francisco, 

three stations are preferred (in San Jose, at the San Francisco International Airport [SFO], and at the San 

Francisco Transbay Terminal). A potential station at either Mountain View, Palo Alto or Redwood City is 

also being considered. Given the proximity of the project site to the downtown San Francisco terminus, it 

is unlikely that a stop at CP-HPS would be provided. If high speed rail were to be implemented with a stop 

in downtown San Francisco, residents, employees and visitors to CP-HPS would be able to take advantage 

of high speed intercity rail travel between major metropolitan areas (e.g., instead of taking a plane to Los 

Angeles, they would take the high speed train). If implemented, the high-speed rail project itself would not 

likely change the travel modes to and from the project site, and the transportation impacts of the project 

identified in the Draft EIR would not be affected. 

If, independently from or in conjunction with the high-speed rail project, a downtown extension and 

electrification of Caltrain were implemented (a proposal that is also not funding certain and therefore not 

assumed or analyzed), additional transit ridership from the Project-enhanced Bayshore Caltrain station and 

surrounding area would likely be generated. This could have the effect of supplementing and 

complementing transit ridership between the Visitacion Valley/Executive Park area, and of inducing more 

automobile-to-transit trips along this corridor. If so, this would likely somewhat relieve both traffic 

congestion in the corridor and the demand for transit service on parallel existing and proposed lines, such 

as the T-Third, the 9-San Bruno, and the proposed Candlestick Point Express bus, and, therefore, result 

in no additional potential impacts. 

Response to Comment 22-3 

The commenter expresses concern about the balance of rental versus for-sale housing in the Project. Of 

the Project’s below-market housing, approximately 49.2 percent will be rental-only units, and the remainder 

will be for-sale or rental, consisting of the following: 

■ 256 Alice Griffith Public Housing replacement units to be rented at rates affordable to households 
earning between 0 and 60 percent of Area Median Income, as defined by the US Department of 
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Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area (HMFA) that 
contains San Francisco 

■ 1,388 Agency Affordable Units to be developed by the Redevelopment Agency and rented to 
households earning between 0 and 60 percent of Area Median Income (AMI) 

■ 809 Units to be privately developed as either for-sale or rental units and sold or leased to households 
earning between 80 and 120 percent of AMI 

■ 892 Units to be privately developed as either for-sale or rental units and sold or leased to households 
earning between 121 and 160 percent of AMI 

Refer to Response to Comment 50-13 for specific information regarding the income distribution for San 

Francisco. 
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 Letter 23: Winter, Rhonda (12/8/09) 

Response to Comment 23-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 24: City of Brisbane (11/18/09) 

Response to Comment 24-1 

The Draft EIR is available for public review by appointment at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 

One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103, or at the City Planning Department, 

1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. The EIR will be posted for public review at 

http://www.sfplanning.org and www.sfgov.org/sfra. Additionally, the City of Brisbane received a copy of 

the Draft EIR and provided comments as evidenced by Letter 7 (City of Brisbane). 

  

http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfgov.org/sfra
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 Letter 25: Golden Gate Audubon Society (11/16/09) 

Response to Comment 25-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 26: Dodt, Dan (11/13/09) 

Response to Comment 26-1 

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

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
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 Letter 27: Da Costa, Francisco (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 27-1 

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

under SB 18. 

Response to Comment 27-2 

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

under SB 18. 
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 Letter 28: Hamman, Michael (1/4/10) 

Response to Comment 28-1 

Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II Development, Historic Preservation) was included in the Draft 

EIR to analyze an alternative with preservation of all five historically eligible structures (Buildings 208, 211, 

224, 231, and 253).103 Although the text of Alternative 4 in the Draft EIR inadvertently omitted reference 

to Buildings 208 and 231, this was a typographical error and the text has been revised in the Draft EIR 

(Section F [Draft EIR Revisions]) to clarify that four buildings would be retained and/or rehabilitated 

according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. (Building 208 is included in the Project, so 

Alternative 4 has been clarified to indicate that it includes Buildings 211, 224, 231, and 253.) That 

Alternative 4 includes a reduced development plan compared to the Project does not affect the analysis of 

the historic preservation component in Alternative 4. 

When considering Project approval, the Lead Agencies have the flexibility to approve all or any portion of the 

Project. This flexibility extends to approving all or any portion of an alternative as well. Therefore, the Lead 

Agencies could adopt the Project and the historic preservation component of Alternative 4 without the EIR 

providing a separate analysis of such an option. Both the Project’s land use plan and the historic preservation 

option were thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Project ultimately approved by the Lead Agencies could 

include a combination of components of the Project, any of the variants, and/or any of the alternatives. 

The analysis of the historic preservation component of Alternative 4 would not change regardless of 

whether that element is combined with a variant, another alternative, or the Project. While not required, a 

subalternative to Alternative 4—Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan with Historic 

Preservation)—has been included in the Final EIR to fully respond to comments. This is not a substantially 

different alternative, but one that combines the Project’s development plan with preservation of the 

historically eligible buildings, both of which were analyzed in the Draft EIR. Similar to Alternative 4, (Draft 

EIR Chapter VI, pages VI-93 through -126), Subalternative 4A would retain the historic buildings 

(Buildings 211, 224, 231, and 253) that would otherwise be demolished under the Project. In order to 

accommodate the historic preservation component in the Project’s development plan, some adjustments 

in the location and intensity of some of the Project’s land uses and a more cost-effective approach for 

providing sea level rise protection for the historic resources area have been included in this subalternative. 

In all other respects, Subalternative 4A assumes a development plan that is identical to the Project. 

Refer to Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this document, which discusses Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS 

Phase II Development Plan with Historic Preservation) that would retain the structures in the California 

Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard 

Historic District. As discussed therein, Subalternative 4A would retain and rehabilitate the structures in the 

CRHR historic district, including structures in this National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible 

Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District: Drydocks Nos. 2 and 3, and Buildings 104, 204, 

205, and 207. The larger CRHR-eligible historic district would encompass the boundaries and the 

                                                 
103 It should be noted that, since publication of the Draft EIR, the decision has been made to retain Building 208 under 
all development scenarios 
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contributory structures in the NRHP district. Subalternative 4A would avoid significant adverse effects on 

historic resources. 

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

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

Commercial Drydock Historic District is shown in Figure III.J-2 (Potential Historic District), page III.J-23. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter II (Project Description), page II-7, the Project would retain structures 

in this NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District, including Drydocks Nos. 2 

and 3, and Buildings 104, 204, 205, and 207. Impact CP-1b (Impact of Hunters Point Phase II), pages 

III.J-33 to -34, notes that that the Project would have less-than-significant impacts on the NRHP-eligible 

district. Section III.J also identified a larger CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval 

Shipyard Historic District, shown on Figure III.J-2, that would include Buildings 208, 211, 224, 231, and 

253. The Project would demolish those buildings, and, as stated in the Draft EIR, this would be an 

unavoidable significant adverse impact on the CRHR-eligible district. The NRHP-eligible resources would 

remain and would continue to be part of the NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic 

District. 

As noted in the comment, mitigation measure MM CP-1b.1, pages III.J-34 to -35, requiring documentation 

of the CRHR-eligible resources before demolition, would reduce but would not avoid the Project’s 

significant effects on CRHR-eligible resources. To clarify this comment, the differences between the 

NRHP and CRHR are also provided. The CRHR is a listing of State of California resources that are 

significant within the context of California’s history. The CRHR criteria are modeled after NRHP criteria; 

however, the CRHR focuses more closely on resources that have contributed to the development of 

California. All resources listed in or formally determined eligible for the NRHP are eligible for the CRHR. 

In addition, properties designated under municipal or county ordinances are also eligible for listing on the 

CRHR. The primary difference between the NRHP and the CRHR is that the latter allows for a lower level 

of integrity for a resource to be considered historically significant. 

Alternative 4 and Subalternative 4A would retain the structures in the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point 

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

historic resources. 
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 Letter 29: Bay Area Council (1/4/10) 

Response to Comment 29-1 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 
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 Letter 30: San Francisco Planning + Urban Research Association 

(1/4/10) 

Response to Comment 30-1 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 
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 Letter 31: San Francisco Bay Trail (1/12/10) 

This letter is identical to Letter 87. Both letters are dated January 12, 2010, and both were jointly submitted 

to the Agency and the San Francisco Planning Department. 

Response to Comment 31-1 

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. 

Response to Comment 31-2 

In response to the comment, the text in Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation), under the San 

Francisco Bay Trail heading, third sentence, page III.D-19 has been revised as follows: 

… At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, and in some cases, 
bike lanes, and sidewalks, or city streets signed as bike routes. … 

Response to Comment 31-3 

In response to the comment, Figure III.B-3 (Existing San Francisco Bay Trail Route) has been revised to 

show the Bay Trail in the preferred alignment, along the Yosemite Slough shoreline. 

Response to Comment 31-4 

All proposed streetscape improvements would be designed to improve the safety and experience of 

pedestrians and bicyclists in the area. Improvements to the pedestrian realm are discussed on Draft EIR 

pages III.D-50 to -52. Generally, streetscape improvements for internal streets as well as improvements to 

external streets are consistent with the City Planning Department’s Draft Better Streets Plan. 

As shown on Figure III.D-10 (Project Bicycle Network and Bay Trail Improvements), the Project would 

provide a combination of new Class I, Class II, and Class III bicycle facilities throughout the project site, 

as well as connections to the City’s bicycle network outside of the Project site. Specifically, the Project 

would connect to and extend existing City Bicycle Routes on Innes Avenue (Route #68), Palou Avenue 

(Route #7), Carroll Avenue (Route #805), and would create a new Class III route along Gilman Avenue, 

which would connect the Candlestick Pont development to Third Street and Paul Street, both of which 

are part of the City’s bicycle network. The Project would also improve and connect to the Class I shared 

bicycle/pedestrian facility along Harney Way. Further, the Project would include a number of internal 

bicycle facilities, including Class I, Class II, and Class III, as shown on Figure III.D-10. 
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Response to Comment 31-5 

The Bay Trail alignment proposed in the Draft EIR has been amended in response to public comments. The 

amended alignment traces the slough shoreline and connects with the proposed Bay Trail alignments on 

Candlestick Point and Hunters Point. The Bay Trail must cross Arelious Walker Street on both sides of the 

slough. On the north side, the crossing will be possible without substantial deviation from the shoreline 

alignment. On the south side, visitors walking the Bay Trail will need to walk along Arelious Walker for a 

block inland (southward) in order to cross the street, then return to the shoreline. The trail alignment along 

Arelious Walker will be clearly marked. The Bay Trail will remain a continuous shoreline trail. 

Response to Comment 31-6 

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

regard to Project boundary determinations. 

Chapter VI of the Draft EIR presents the alternatives and includes discussion of the impacts of a “no 

bridge” alternative (Alternative 2). Chapter VI includes a discussion of the transportation-related impacts 

associated with Alternative 2. 

Under conditions without the new NFL stadium, the bridge would serve the same users as it would serve 

under conditions with the stadium on non-game days, including transit passengers, bicyclists, and 

pedestrians. The bridge would be part of the Project and constructed by Project Applicant. Therefore 

detailed analysis of subsidy per rider is neither appropriate nor required for this EIR. 

Response to Comment 31-7 

The commenter requests that Table III.D-6 (Projected Football Game Day Trip Generation by Mode) be 

revised to reflect the number of spectators arriving by bike or by foot, and what tools the project applicant 

would employ to actively encourage spectators to arrive by non-motorized modes. 

The game day trip generation forecasts used in the analysis are based on actual auto and transit usage at 

the existing stadium, with modest increases to transit use likely to occur with the robust transit 

improvements proposed to serve the stadium. While information on the number of patrons that currently 

walk or bicycle to games is not known, it is reasonable to expect an increase in the number of game day 

patrons who walk and bicycle to the stadium. Sufficient data is not available to estimate trips by walk and 

bicycles for special events at the proposed stadium, such as NFL games. However, the potential that some 

patrons would arrive by bicycle or walking are accounted for in the game day conditions. 

The Project would improve bicycle access to the area in terms of new bicycle lanes on existing and 

reconfigured roadways, and bicycle access within and in the vicinity of the Project site would be maintained 

on game days. The Project would include a number of wider sidewalks near the stadium connecting to the 

adjacent neighborhoods and to transit connections to accommodate pedestrians. Further, the game day traffic 

control plan calls for maintenance of Class II bicycle lanes on several streets that would be reconfigured to 

increase peak directional auto capacity during pre- and post-game periods. For stadium patrons arriving by 

bicycle, the proposed stadium would provide improved amenities such as bicycle lockers at stadium entrances 

and a bicycle valet similar to the service operate at AT&T Park for the San Francisco Giants baseball games. 
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As described on page III.D-132 and III.D-133 of the Draft EIR, the stadium operator would be required 

to prepare a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) which would address all modes. Actions included in 

the TMP to encourage non-motorized modes include: 

■ The use of charter buses to the stadium shall be encouraged and expanded. 

■ The stadium operator shall implement measures to encourage carpools of 4-plus persons per 
vehicle. 

■ The stadium operator shall charge a higher parking cost for low occupancy vehicles. 

■ The stadium operator shall develop a separate Travel Demand Management (TDM) plan for 
employees of the stadium and concessionaries, to reduce number of employees and 
concessionaries that arrive by auto. 

Response to Comment 31-8 

Chapter IV of the Draft EIR describes the transportation improvements that would occur under Variants 1 

and 2, which would not include a new stadium. As noted on pages IV-18 and IV-87, which describe the 

transportation improvements associated with Variants 1 and 2, respectively, in the absence of stadium, the 

proposed Bay Trail alignment would not change from what is proposed as part of the Project. 

Alternative 1 (No Project) would not include any Bay Trail improvements. Alternative 2 (CP-HPS Phase II 

Development, No Bridge), Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II Development, Historic Preservation) 

and Alternative 5 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II Development) which do not include the Yosemite Slough 

Bridge, and Alternative 3 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II Development, 49ers stay at Candlestick Park) which 

includes the Yosemite Slough Bridge, would also have the same Bay Trail alignment as the Project. 

Response to Comment 31-9 

Revised Figure III.D-10 (Project Bicycle Network and Bay Trail Improvements) presents the location of 

the proposed bicycle improvements, including proposed Class II bicycle lanes. Note that Figure III.D-10 

has been revised such that the improvements to Gilman Avenue are proposed to be Class III bicycle route 

rather than a Class II route, as shown in the Draft EIR. Major roadways include the streets that provide 

access through the Project site. 

As stated in Response to Comment 44-1, Figure III.B-3 (Existing San Francisco Bay Trail Route) has been 

revised to include Bay Area Water Trail access points in the Project vicinity. The Bay Area Water Trail 

Plan, which is still in draft form, shows an existing launch site in the Project area at CPSRA. The 

development of shoreline parks and open space under the Project will provide access for personal non-

motorized watercraft. While the precise location of access points within the Project site will be determined 

through future public processes, including the CPSRA General Plan Amendment process, the Project 

would provide access for small non-motorized recreational watercraft and, therefore, would advance the 

purposes of the Bay Area Water Trail. 

Response to Comment 31-10 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 
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Response to Comment 31-11 

In response to the comment, Figure III.B-3 (Existing San Francisco Bay Trail Route) has been revised to 

show the Bay Trail in the preferred alignment, along the Yosemite Slough shoreline. Refer to Response to 

Comment 31-9 for the revised figure. 

Response to Comment 31-12 

The City parkland noted on Figure III.P-3 (Proposed CPRSRA Reconfiguration) consists of Candlestick Park 

stadium and its associated parking lots; these facilities are under the jurisdiction of the City through the 

SFRPD. (Figure III.P-3 has been revised and is presented in Response to Comment 50-23 to correct the 

legend and clarify the park boundaries around the stadium site.) These facilities do not provide public outdoor 

recreation opportunities beyond the stadium use. Therefore, the development of these areas as part of the 

Project will not cause significant environmental impacts related to recreational opportunities. The impacts of 

construction and operation of the Project in this area are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. 

Further, Proposition G, approved by the San Francisco voters, authorizes removal of this land from 

SFRPD jurisdiction provided that the Project as a whole meets several conditions. It must include new 

park or open space land at least as large as the approximately 77-acre stadium site. The Project must also 

be consistent with the following goals: 

■ Produce tangible community benefits for the Bayview and the City 

■ Reunify the Project Site with the Bayview and should protect the character of the Bayview for its 
existing residents 

■ Include substantial new housing in a mix of rental and for-sale units, both affordable and market-
rate, and encourage the rebuilding of Alice Griffith Housing 

■ Incorporate environmental sustainability concepts and practices 

■ Encourage the 49ers—an important source of civic pride—to remain in San Francisco by providing 
a world-class site for a new waterfront stadium and supporting infrastructure 

■ Be fiscally prudent, with or without a new stadium 

The Project advances each of these goals and, as shown in Table III.P-3 (Residential Units and Park Acreage 

Provided during Each Stage of Development); it includes approximately 216 acres of new park and open 

space land. Thus, the Project meets Proposition G’s requirements. The transfer of the stadium area out 

SFRPD jurisdiction is thus authorized by Proposition G, reinforcing the conclusion that such transfer would 

not constitute a significant environmental impact. (Table III.P-3 has been revised in Section F (Draft EIR 

Revisions) to reflect that development activities would occur 1 to 2 years later than originally planned.) 

Response to Comment 31-13 

CPSRA will remain open and accessible throughout the phases of the Project, although construction 

associated with the proposed improvements will require closures of some areas at some times. 

The specific improvements to be provided within CPSRA, including permanent and potential interim Bay 

Trail alignments, will be identified by the CDPR during the CPSRA’s General Plan Amendment process. 

Outside CPSRA, the City, Agency, and Lennar Urban are committed to working with Bay Trail planners 
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and stakeholders to develop plans for the specific Bay Trail alignment and to seek safe, feasible interim 

alignments. 

Refer to Response to Comment 31-4 for a discussion of development of a “complete, open and accessible 

Class I multi-use Bay Trail.” 

Response to Comment 31-14 

In general, individual responses to aesthetics and changes in aesthetics are subjective and cannot be 

quantified. Section III.E (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR analyzes whether the Project would have a 

substantial effect on a scenic view or substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the site or its 

surroundings. These statements are taken directly from Appendix G (Environmental Checklist Form) of 

the CEQA Guidelines. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the key word in determining whether 

an aesthetic impact is significant or not is “substantial.” Substantial is generally accepted to mean fairly 

large, or a considerable amount, size, or quantity. This determination is a subjective evaluation based on 

an analysis of facts. The analysis in the Draft EIR considers the magnitude of the change relating to existing 

conditions in determining the significance of the impact. The Draft EIR analysis does not determine there 

would be no impact on views or the visual character or quality of the site; it determined the impact would 

be less than significant (that is, not substantial) for the reasons stated in Section III.E. 

Views of the Bay and the remainder of the slough would be retained from numerous other vantage points, 

including along the shoreline, from the view corridors within the Project site, the CPSRA, and the bridge 

itself. The Project would not interfere with the Bay Trail proposed around the slough. The bridge would 

be constructed at the periphery of the CPSRA and slough. On the north side, it would be at the CPSRA 

boundary and would not encroach within the CPSRA. On the south side, it would impinge on the CPSRA 

for a length of about 270-280 feet (less than 300 feet). The Project would improve access to the entire area, 

allowing a greater number of people to take advantage of the scenic resources at CPSRA and the slough. 

Inclusion of a bridge into a natural setting does not necessarily degrade the character or quality of the 

setting or substantially block views, depending on its design. The final design of the bridge would include 

maximum consideration for its aesthetic appeal, integration into the natural environment, and view 

conservation. The bridge has also been designed with a low profile that would not protrude significantly 

above grade. Views of the slough and the Bay would be offered from the bridge itself, as well as from the 

improved shoreline areas that would be included as part of the Project, which would provide additional 

viewing opportunities not currently available. Additional visual simulations are provided in Response to 

Comment 47-46 of various viewpoints of the Yosemite Slough bridge are provided to help the reader 

visualize how the bridge would look in its surroundings. Refer to Responses to Comments 47-34, 47-36, 

47-46, 47-58, 47-73, and 47-76 regarding aesthetic impacts relative to the bridge, slough, and CPSRA. 

The traffic along the bridge would obstruct views of the Bay from only certain vantage points along the slough, 

and interruptions in view would occur only intermittently and for very brief periods of time when the BRT is 

operating. The bridge would be open to automobile traffic only on game days (10 to 12 NFL games per year). 
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Response to Comment 31-15 

Refer to Response to Comment 31-13 regarding the City, Agency, and Lennar Urban’s commitment to 

working with Bay Trail planners and stakeholders to develop plans for safe, feasible interim alignments 

during the construction phasing of the project. 
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 Letter 32: Docomomo/US, Northern California Chapter (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 32-1 

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. 

Response to Comment 32-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 39-1, for a discussion of the adequacy of the evaluation of historic 

resources at Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II and 39-4 on the evaluation of Candlestick Park stadium under 

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

NRHP or CRHR criteria as an historic resource. 

Response to Comment 32-3 

Refer to Response to Comment 39-2 with regard to Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II 

Development, Historic Preservation) as a preservation alternative, and to Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) 

of this document, discussing Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan with Historic 

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

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

Response to Comment 32-4 

Refer to Response to Comment 28-1 with regard to Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II 

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

Historic Preservation) as preservation alternatives that would retain the structures in the CRHR-eligible 

Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District and would avoid significant 

adverse effects on historic resources. Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this document discusses the reuse 

of historic structures and reconfiguration of adjacent blocks considered in Subalternative 4A, and the uses 

proposed in the structures that would be retained. Section F notes that all buildings in the historic district 

would be rehabilitated according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and 

Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Building 231 would be reused for parking. Buildings 211 

and 253 would accommodate R&D uses. The rehabilitation would occur generally as recommended by 

Page & Turnbull’s Hunters Point Shipyard Feasibility Study (July 1, 2009, included in the EIR as part of 

Appendix J) That feasibility study proposed parking uses for Building 231, to accommodate parking as part 

of the overall HPS Phase II land use program, and as a use appropriate for the large volume of Building 

231. The Page & Turnbull report, page 16, states, with regard to Building 231 reuse: 

Pros 

■ Existing building is re-used in its original location 

■ New program makes relatively minor impact on the original structure 

■ Minor upgrades and demolition required to existing structure to accommodate program 

■ Additional floor plates help brace the existing structure 

■ Parking levels and/or Mechanical floor can be exchanged for office space if desired (building 
as configured would still meet code) 
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■ Retail use at lower level “activates” long edges of building, engaging pedestrians and creating 
a lively streetscape 

■ Large number of cars can be accommodated without any addition of height or density 

■ Large roof area conducive to alternative energy production, i.e. solar. 

■ Excellent views from upper floor 

Cons 

■ Addition of a floor plate alters original open plan and volume 

■ Independent structure is required for new floor plates 

■ Cost per parking spot is relatively high 

■ Much of the glass at the upper level would need to be replaced due to breakage 

■ If alternative (office) use is preferred, not all offices would have direct access to natural light 
(based on the wide floor plate) 
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 Letter 33: Antonini, Michael J. (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 33-1 

As noted in the comment, the stadium would be completed prior to build-out of the Project land uses 

within the Candlestick Point area. Between completion of the new stadium and build-out of the land uses 

and parkland at Candlestick Point, the parking supply for the existing stadium would be available for 

stadium parking. The number of parking spaces that would be available would depend on the Project 

phasing and construction plan for the Candlestick Point roadway infrastructure and building construction. 

As indicated on page III.D-138 of the Draft EIR, it is anticipated that any parking shortfalls (i.e., game 

days where parking demand exceeds the supply of 17,415 spaces) would be met similar to existing 

conditions, where spectators park in satellite parking lots, on street, or within private lots in the area. Some 

spectators may also switch to alternative modes of transportation, such as transit or charter bus. The 

Transportation Management Plan (TMP) that would be required to be prepared by the stadium operator 

as part of mitigation measure MM TR-38 (TMP for the Stadium) on Draft EIR pages III.D-132 and -133, 

would include parking management strategies. The TMP has not yet been developed, however, would be 

developed in consultation with SFMTA. 

Expansion of the proposed stadium to 80,000-person capacity is not proposed as part of the Project. If it 

were required as part of a special event such as a Super Bowl or if San Francisco were to be selected to 

host a future Olympic Games, the associated venue modifications and their configuration, along with 

regional transportation improvements and overall arrangement of the event, would require extensive 

planning, analysis, and approvals, all of which are beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 33-2 

The commenter references a potential multi-modal bridge over India Basin, parallel to Innes Avenue. Such 

a facility is not proposed by the Project, nor is it required as a mitigation measure to lessen Project impacts. 

Therefore, no such facility was evaluated as part of this Draft EIR. 

The commenter also references a light rail extension from Bayshore Caltrain station (the current terminus 

of the T-Third route is at Bayshore Boulevard/Sunnydale Avenue, near the Bayshore Caltrain station). The 

referenced extension would follow the proposed BRT alignment along Harney Way, across Yosemite 

Slough, through the Hunters Point Shipyard site, and extend along Innes Avenue back toward Third Street, 

essentially forming a loop around the Bayview neighborhood. Such a route extension is not proposed by 

the Project, nor is it required as mitigation measure to lessen project impacts. Further, funding for such as 

system has not been identified. Therefore, no such service modification was evaluated as part of this Draft 

EIR. However, provision of light rail in the future, as suggested by the commenter, is not precluded by the 

roadway network improvements proposed by the Project. 

The commenter also notes that similar multi-use turf/parking field facilities are provided at the new Dallas 

Cowboys stadium. This is acknowledged. No response is required. 
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Response to Comment 33-3 

Comment acknowledged. The grading plan for Hunters Point Shipyard will provide a stadium site that is 

approximately 60 inches above its current grade and the rest of the parking/playing fields areas will be 

raised about 55 inches. This will bring the site above the 55-inches-sea-level-rise-by-2100 scenario provided 

as guidance by the State. 

Response to Comment 33-4 

The commenter suggests that additional lanes be provided on the Yosemite Slough bridge, that an extension 

of Carroll Avenue be provided, and that the Yosemite Slough bridge be open to traffic at all times. 

Additional Lanes on Yosemite Slough Bridge—The Yosemite Slough bridge has been designed to 

accommodate four lanes of traffic between Harney Way and the proposed stadium. The proposed stadium 

egress plan would achieve an over 40 percent increase in stadium exit capacity compared to the existing 

facility and would provide a typical post-game clearance time similar to other new NFL stadiums 

(approximately 1 hour). 

Under conditions with the Yosemite Slough bridge, the primary exit constraint is the gates exiting the 

stadium parking lot. As a result, widening Yosemite Slough bridge would not increase stadium exit capacity 

unless additional exits from the stadium parking lot were provided and Crisp Road, Arelious Walker Drive, 

and Harney Way were all widened beyond their proposed configurations. Widening these roads would be 

inconsistent with the project’s goals of creating a transit-oriented, pedestrian and bicycle-friendly 

neighborhood because they would increase roadway crossing distances and generally make transit less 

accessible. Therefore, a wider bridge was not considered since it would not be necessary in order to achieve 

acceptable stadium exit times and due to the general inconsistency with the Project’s goals and the City’s 

Transit First policy. 

Carroll Avenue Extension—The commenter also suggests that Carroll Avenue be widened to increase 

traffic capacity, and that an extension of Carroll Avenue west of Third Street to the Paul Avenue/US-101 

interchange be considered. The project proposes to widen Carroll Avenue between the Project and Third 

Street. The resulting cross section would provide 12-foot sidewalks on each side, a 7-foot on-street parking 

lane on each side, and two vehicular travel lanes on each side. Further widening to increase stadium egress, 

as suggested by the commenter, would result in sidewalks that would be inconsistent with the City’s Draft 

Better Streets Plan (which recommends a minimum 12-foot width) or acquisition of private property, 

including Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) businesses and private residences, neither of which 

would be considered feasible or desirable. 

An extension of Carroll Avenue to connect with the Paul Avenue/US-101 interchange was evaluated as 

part of the Bayview Transportation Improvement Projects (BTIP) Study, and at that time was determined 

to be difficult due to geometric constraints, costs associated with relocation of the spur tracks that are 

located adjacent to the main Caltrain tracks in the vicinity of Carroll Avenue, and overall costs even though 

it would provide some circulation options. Constructing Carroll Avenue to the west to connect with Egbert 

Avenue west of the Caltrain tracks would require an overcrossing or undercrossing of the Caltrain tracks 

and spur tracks that run parallel to Third Street. Going under the tracks was determined to be infeasible 

due to the large-capacity sewer line that runs parallel to the tracks, while an overcrossing was determined 
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to be challenging and expensive, as it would result in a very steep downgrade and would conflict with 

entrances to existing and planned development. 

Refer to Response to Comment 17-1 for a discussion of the process that would be required for the bridge 

to be open for public use. 

Response to Comment 33-5 

As noted on page II-50 of Chapter II (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, new development at HPS 

Phase II would begin with the construction of the 49ers stadium, scheduled for completion by 2017. It is 

possible that the stadium could be completed earlier than 2017 depending on availability of funding. If any 

substantive changes to Project phasing are made during the course of implementation of the Project, City 

and Agency staff would make a determination whether the changes materially affect the analysis in the EIR 

and whether additional environmental review is necessary. 

As described in Section B (Project Refinements), since publication of the Draft EIR, the development 

schedule has been updated to reflect that site preparation activities would begin 1 to 2 years later than 

originally planned, and the completion of building construction would be extended from 2029 to 2031, 

with full occupancy by 2032. Refer to Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) for the updated text and figures 

(including page II-50). 

Response to Comment 33-6 

The parking structure at the Candlestick Point retail center has been proposed to accommodate 

approximately 2,300 parked vehicles. On game days, 1,000 of these spaces would be reserved for game-

day patrons, leaving 1,300 parking spaces available for the retailers located in the 635,000 square foot 

regional retail center. It is not feasible to reserve additional spaces in this garage for game-day patrons and 

still provide adequate parking for businesses in the retail center. Further, expanding the proposed facility 

to 8,000 spaces as suggested by the commenter is not proposed as part of the Project. 

Finally, the commenter references travel within the Candlestick Point site and travel to the stadium site by 

light rail. The transit service proposed would be BRT and not light rail. Although the BRT has been 

designed so as not to preclude potential conversion to light rail at a later date if deemed desirable by 

decision makers, it is important to note that light rail is neither proposed as part of the project nor proposed 

by SFMTA, and has not been considered in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 33-7 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 33-8 

As indicated on Figure III.D-17 in the Draft EIR, space for 44 RVs, 17 limousines, and 340 buses would 

be provided in the dual-use turf surface parking lots adjacent to the new stadium. 
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Response to Comment 33-9 

The commenter notes that the term “South Bay” as used in the Draft EIR to describe the geographic 

distribution of 49er season ticket holders refers to the entire San Francisco Bay Area Peninsula (Peninsula) 

south of the City of San Francisco, including all of San Mateo County. In response to the comment, the 

text in Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation), third paragraph, third sentence (under 

Table III.D-6), page III.D-61, has been revised as follows: 

… The information obtained from the 49ers indicates that approximately 40 percent of the season 
ticket holders reside in the South Bay (including all of San Mateo County), 16 percent in the East 
Bay, 14 percent within San Francisco, and 10 percent in the North Bay counties. … 

Additional detail regarding the location of 49ers season ticket holders (i.e., the percentage in San Mateo 

County versus counties to the south) was unavailable, but would not affect the transportation analysis since 

the ingress/egress routes would remain the same. 

The commenter also suggests that roadways should be widened to improve stadium clearance times beyond 

those provided by the project. Refer to Response to Comment 33-4, above. Generally, widening existing 

roadways to provide increased vehicular exit capacities from the stadium beyond those proposed would involve 

acquisition and demolition of existing private property, affecting existing PDR uses and private residences. 

Response to Comment 33-10 

Alternative 3, discussed in Section VI.C in the Draft EIR, evaluates the environmental impacts associated 

with a project that would retain Candlestick Park and not construct a new stadium at the Hunters Point 

Shipyard. These other ideas (e.g., expanding the arena to 20,000 seats; building the arena at Hunters Point) 

were addressed in Chapter VI (Alternatives) (Table VI-11, pages VI-170 through VI-172). These ideas were 

rejected because operation of the arena could increase traffic-related impacts, would result in additional 

trips to HPS Phase II, and could increase impacts along the Third Street corridor. 

These comments do not address the technical adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Project. The 

comments relate to policy issues that will be identified herein for review by decision makers during the 

Project approval process. 

Response to Comment 33-11 

Currently, there is no regularly scheduled transit service to Candlestick Park. On game days, special express 

and shuttle bus service is implemented connecting the stadium with regional transit. Despite the fact that 

transit service to Candlestick Park is very unique and not part of the City’s regular transit system, 

approximately 19 percent of existing patrons opt to take transit to 49ers football games, based on data 

provided by the San Francisco 49ers. 

According to the 49ers, patrons have consistently expressed a desire to see new and improved transit 

service to football games as an alternative to travel by auto. The Project would enhance transit service 

during game days, and would: 
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■ Include substantial investment in regularly scheduled transit service to and from the new stadium 
(including extension of trolley and motor coach service and introduction of new Bus Rapid Transit 
service) 

■ Provide transit preferential treatments designed to improve transit travel time and reliability through 
exclusive transit right-of-way on Palou Avenue and along the BRT route 

■ Manage the provision of parking immediately adjacent to the stadium to accommodate multi-modal 
access and support realistic transit ridership goals 

Given these factors, the familiarity and sophistication of Bay Area patrons with respect to using transit, 

and the demonstrated evidence from other NFL stadium locations that NFL patrons are interested and 

willing to use transit as a means to reach games, an increase in transit ridership of six percentage points 

from 19 percent to 25 percent would be within a reasonable range of increased transit utilization. 
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