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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 be true for those 
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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, USEPA, 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, 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. 
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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) 

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) 

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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 Letter 81: Golden Gate Audubon Society (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 81-1 

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

discussion of the Project’s potential effects on wildlife. 

Response to Comment 81-2 

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

discussion of the Project’s potential effects on biological resources of Yosemite Slough. The proposed 

bridge would run parallel to Third Street—about 0.7 mile to the east of Third Street—so there is no way 

that it cannot bypass the existing community and businesses on Third Street. However, it is at the eastern-

most edge of San Francisco in an undeveloped area, and, therefore, could not possibly divide an 

“established community.” Physical division of an established community means that one part of a 

community is completely cut off from another part, in that the residents/patrons of each portion could 

not physically travel from one part to the other. This would not occur under the Project. 

Response to Comment 81-3 

This comment contains introductory or general background information on existing wildlife use of 

Yosemite Slough and the benefits of the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project, 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 81-4 

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

discussion of the Project’s potential effects on biological resources of Yosemite Slough and to Master 

Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) for a discussion of the traffic-related 

justification for the bridge. 

Response to Comment 81-5 

The transportation-related benefits of the proposed Yosemite Slough bridge extend beyond transit and 

auto access to the stadium. Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough 

Bridge) for discussion of benefits of bridge to transit overall (including non-game days) and to bicycle and 

pedestrian connectivity between the Hunters Point Shipyard and the Candlestick Point development areas. 

Response to Comment 81-6 

Refer to Responses to Comments 31-9 and 31-11 for a discussion of the Bay Trail alignment. 

Response to Comment 81-7 

The commenter disagrees with the Draft EIR’s findings that the Yosemite Slough bridge will not have 

significant impacts on nearby aquatic resources and that the Draft EIR should be revised to address bridge 
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construction impacts, including increases in turbidity, pollution, mobilization of contaminants in water, 

and other disturbances to the natural environment related to the Project. 

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

discussion of potential effects of the bridge on Yosemite Slough, the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project, 

and wildlife use of the area. 

As discussed in the Impact BI-4c starting on page III.N-67 of the Draft EIR, construction of the bridge is 

expected to affect wetlands and aquatic habitats, and therefore, mitigation measures are prescribed to 

mitigate potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels (MM BI-4a.1, MM BI-4a.2, and 

MM BI-4c). Mitigation measure MM BI-4a.1 requires the Project Applicant to obtain a CWA Section 404 

permit, a CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification, and a CWA Section 402 National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 

Disturbance Activities. By obtaining CWA permits and certifications and complying with their conditions, 

construction of the bridge would be in compliance with the CWA and its implementing regulations. In 

addition, complying with the conditions of the CWA permits would reduce impacts from increased 

turbidity, pollution, mobilization of contaminants in water, and other disturbances to the natural 

environment to a less than significant level. 

The commenter also expresses concern regarding four impact statements included in the Draft EIR, but 

does not state what these concerns are. The commenter’s concern regarding these impacts statements is 

noted. 

Response to Comment 81-8 

The Draft EIR addresses increased stormwater pollution resulting from bridge operation, including 

pollution originating from automobiles, transit vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians. The Draft EIR states on 

page III.M-92 that: 

Stormwater runoff from the Yosemite Slough bridge and discharges of materials from bridge 
maintenance activities would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards. 
Primary pollutants of concern in stormwater runoff from transportation-related land uses include 
fuels, PAHs, sediment, metals, and litter and debris. … 

The primary pollutant associated with pedestrians and cyclists is trash and the primary pollutants associated 

with automobiles and transit vehicles include fuels (and associated constituents such as PAHs), sediment, 

and metals. 

Automobiles would only be a source of stormwater pollutants on game days, which would occur twelve 

days out of the year, because the bridge would only allow automobile traffic on game days. Game days are 

currently scheduled from September through early December, with the post-season extending through 

January, and therefore would only occur during a portion of the rainy season (the rainy season is typically 

defined as October 1 through May 31). 

The Draft EIR states, on page III.M-92, that: 

… Impacts from bridge operation would be reduced via compliance with the existing stormwater 
runoff programs. … 
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Existing stormwater runoff programs are the Phase II Municipal Stormwater General Permit, and local 

requirements for incorporating site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs into the project 

(which are subject to approval by the SFPUC). The existing stormwater runoff programs would address 

potential new pollutants introduced into Yosemite Slough from operation of the bridge. Increased 

pollution from transit vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists would be addressed under the Post-Construction 

Storm Water Management in New Development and Redevelopment element of the Municipal 

Stormwater General Permit, and implemented through compliance with SFPUC’s San Francisco 

Stormwater Design Guidelines. As described on pages III.M-47 to III.M-48 of the Draft EIR, the San 

Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines require capture and treatment of a precipitation depth of 0.75 

inch in volume-based BMPs (such as a detention basin), or a rainfall intensity of 0.2 inch per hour for flow-

based BMPs (such as a vegetated swale). The City’s requirements for stormwater treatment comply with 

the Maximum Extent Practicable performance standard in the Municipal Stormwater General Permit, 

which requires that the City ensure that controls are in place that would prevent or minimize water quality 

impacts from development projects. 

As described in Chapter II (Project Description) on page II-38 of the Draft EIR, the Yosemite Slough bridge 

would be constructed with a 40-foot-wide greenway, which would be converted to automobile travel lanes 

on 49ers game days only. The greenway would also be designed to provide treatment for stormwater 

pollutants associated with automobiles, and reduce the impacts of vehicle-related stormwater runoff to a less-

than-significant level. Runoff from the transit vehicle lanes would be routed to the greenway, and/or to land-

based stormwater treatment controls such as swales. The stormwater treatment components for the bridge 

would be described in the Project Stormwater Control Plan, which is subject to approval by the SFPUC. 

In addition, the Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping for Municipal Operations element of the 

Municipal Stormwater General Permit would address increased pollutants from transit vehicles, 

pedestrians, and cyclists, because the Permit requires the City to implement a program to reduce the 

amount and type of pollution that collects on streets and roads. The City would likely implement a street 

sweeping program to comply with this element of the Permit, and street sweeping would reduce the 

sediment, litter, debris and oil and grease on the bridge that could potentially be discharged in stormwater 

runoff. Compliance with existing stormwater runoff programs would reduce the impacts from bridge 

operation to a less-than-significant level, and therefore no mitigation is required. 

In response to the comment and to clarify the elements of the Project related to the bridge and stormwater 

runoff, the Draft EIR text on page III.M-92 (Impact HY-6c) has been revised as follows: 

Stormwater runoff from the Yosemite Slough bridge and discharges of materials from bridge 
maintenance activities would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards. 
Primary pollutants of concern in stormwater runoff from transportation-related land uses include 
fuels, PAHs, sediment, metals, and litter and debris. The pollutants could originate from 
automobiles, transit vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians. Automobiles would only be a source of 
stormwater pollutants on game days, which occur twelve days out of the year, because the bridge 
would only allow automobile traffic on game days. As described in Chapter II (Project Description) 
on page II-38, the Yosemite Slough bridge would be constructed with a 40-foot-wide greenway, 
which would be converted to automobile travel lanes on 49ers game days only. The greenway would 
also provide vegetative treatment for stormwater pollutants associated with automobiles, and would 
reduce the impacts of automobile-related stormwater runoff to a less than significant level. Runoff 
from the transit vehicle lanes would also be routed to the greenway and/or to land-based stormwater 
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treatment controls such as swales. The stormwater treatment measures for the bridge would be 
described in the Project’s Stormwater Control Plan, which is subject to SFPUC’s approval. 

Bridge maintenance activities such as welding and grinding, sandblasting, and painting can also 
adversely affect water quality if materials generated from maintenance are allowed to discharge into 
the Bay. It is anticipated that bridge operation would be under the jurisdiction of the City, and thus 
stormwater runoff mitigation would be performed under the Municipal Stormwater General Permit, 
which requires development of a pollution prevention program for municipal operations. The 
municipal operations program would also include street sweeping to remove litter and sediment-
associated pollutants generated by transportation land uses. 

Pollutants generated from transit vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians would also be addressed under 
the pollution prevention program for municipal operations implemented by the City. The pollutants 
would also be reduced through compliance with local stormwater treatment requirements (i.e., San 
Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines), which were put into effect to comply with the new 
development requirements in the Municipal Stormwater General Permit. 

Impacts from bridge operation would be reduced via compliance with the existing stormwater runoff 
programs, specifically, elements of the Municipal Stormwater General Permit, and local requirements 
for stormwater treatment measures that would be subject to approval by the SFPUC. Operation of 
the Yosemite Slough bridge would not cause an exceedance of water quality standards or contribute 
to or cause a violation of waste discharge requirements and a less than significant impact would 
result. No mitigation is required. 

In response to the comment and to clarify the elements of the Project related to the bridge and stormwater 

runoff, the Draft EIR text on page II-38 (Project Description) has been revised as follows: 

5. Yosemite Slough Bridge. A new Yosemite Slough bridge would extend Arelious Walker 
Drive from Candlestick Point to Hunters Point Shipyard. The 81-foot-wide, seven-lane 
bridge would cross the slough at its narrowest point and would primarily function for transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian use. Figure II-12 illustrates the bridge location. The bridge and its 
approach streets would have two dedicated 11-foot-wide BRT lanes and a separate 12-foot-
wide Class I bicycle and pedestrian facility, which would be open at all times. The bridge 
would also have a 40-foot-wide greenway, which would be converted to four peak direction 
auto travel lanes on 49ers game days only. Those four lanes would be open on game days to 
vehicle traffic in the peak direction of travel. The roadway would be planted with grass and 
would serve as an open space amenity on all non-game days. Two-foot-tall barriers would 
separate the BRT lanes from the bicycle/pedestrian plaza and the vehicle lanes. The greenway 
would be designed to function as a stormwater treatment control facility for the auto travel 
lanes. Runoff from the BRT lanes would also be routed to the greenway and/or to land-based 
stormwater treatment facilities, in accordance with the City’s requirements for stormwater 
treatment. 

Response to Comment 81-9 

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

discussion of the project’s potential effects on biological resources of Yosemite Slough. Due to the low 

volume of traffic that will be using the bridge, as described in Master Response 3, significant impacts to 

Yosemite Slough from traffic-related pollution are not expected to occur. 

Response to Comment 81-10 

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

discussion of the Project’s potential effects on biological resources of Yosemite Slough. 
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Response to Comment 81-11 

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

discussion of the potential effects of shading on biological resources of Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 81-12 

The commenter suggests that plant life, including coastal scrub, may be affected by the bridge and asks 

whether the project will prevent invasion by weeds, erosion, and sediment deposition due to traffic on the 

bridge. The commenter also asks how revegetation will be accomplished. 

A small amount of coastal scrub dominated by coyote brush will be impacted at the southern approach to 

the Yosemite Slough bridge. However, this regionally abundant plant species and habitat type will continue 

to be present in other shoreline areas, and some restoration/creation of such habitat is planned. 

Revegetation efforts are described in the Draft Parks, Open Space, and Habitat Concept Plan provided in 

Appendix N3 of the Draft EIR. That Plan also describes the process by which invasive plants will be 

removed, monitored, and controlled on the site. Traffic use of the bridge is not expected to result in 

increased erosion or sediment deposition. 

Response to Comment 81-13 

As stated on pages II-38 to II-39 of Chapter II (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the Yosemite 

Slough bridge will be approximately 81 feet wide and approximately 900 feet long based on preliminary 

designs. As the Project proceeds through the final design phase, the bridge design will be refined. Final 

Project design, including the bridge, will undergo review by City and Agency staff to ensure that any design 

modifications would not change the environmental analysis in the EIR. For a discussion of effects of the 

bridge on biological resources from lighting, traffic, and shadow, refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of 

the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]). Page III.M-58 of Section III.M (Hydrology and 

Water Quality) describes mitigation measure MM HY-1a.1, which sets forth the requirements for a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan that must be prepared by the Project Applicant. As noted on page 

III.M-72 of Section III.M: 

With respect to water quality impacts caused by construction of the Yosemite Slough bridge, 
including pollutants transported through erosion and sedimentation or the incidental release of 
construction materials or the accidental spill of substances commonly used in construction directly 
to the Lower Bay, implementation of mitigation measures MM HY-1a.1 (SWPPP—Combined 
Sewer System), MM HY-1a.2 (SWPPP—Separate Storm Sewer System), MM HZ-1a (Article 22 Site 
Mitigation Plan), MM HZ-2a.1 (Unknown Contaminant Contingency Plan), and MM HZ-9 (Navy-
Approved Workplans for Construction and Remediation Activities on Navy-Owned Property) 
would reduce the potential for contaminants, sediments, or pollutants in stormwater runoff to enter 
the Lower Bay. While mitigation measures MM HY-1a.1 and MM HY-1a.2, each of which require 
the preparation of a SWPPP, are intended to address runoff that enters either the combined or 
separate sewer systems, the BMPs could also address bridge construction activities. In addition, 
because the bridge would be constructed using piles driven in dry conditions (behind coffer dams), 
water quality impacts would be minimized. 
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Response to Comment 81-14 

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

discussion of the project’s potential effects on biological resources of Yosemite Slough, including wildlife. 

While some wildlife species will be able to adapt or habituate to shading or other effects of the bridge, 

others will not, resulting in the loss of a small area of habitat under and immediately adjacent to the bridge. 

The commenter suggests that the EIR provide a diagram depicting the bridge dimensions relative to 

vegetation conditions, a diagram depicting shadow at various times during the day and its impacts on 

wetlands, and a diagram depicting night lighting from the bridge. Master Response 3 discusses the potential 

effects of the bridge, including shading and increased night lighting, on wetlands and other sensitive 

habitats; diagrams are not needed to convey these effects. While some night lighting will be required on 

the bridge, such lighting will be limited to the minimum necessary for human safety. Given the urban 

context in which Yosemite Slough occurs, species using the area will have to be habituated to some lighting, 

and the Lead Agencies do not expect lighting impacts on wildlife to be substantial; refer to Master 

Response 3 for further discussion of the effects of increased night lighting on biological resources of 

Yosemite Slough. 

The commenter also recommends that the bridge be constructed and designed using guidelines from a 

reference from the Arizona Game and Fish Department. The design and construction of the bridge 

generally follow the principles outlined in that publication, although due to the very different conditions 

in Yosemite Slough as compared to streams in Arizona, site-specific design and construction measures that 

take into account the types and sensitivity of biological resources at Yosemite Slough have been (and will 

be) employed. 

Response to Comment 81-15 

This comment contains introductory or general background information and also reflects the commenter’s 

opinions. No response is required. However, the commenter’s general issues regarding impacts are 

specifically responded to in Responses to Comments 81-2 through 81-14. 

Response to Comment 81-16 

Chapter III.N (Biological Resources) describes the project’s potential impacts to the habitats and species 

referred to in this comment. The Project applicant has already engaged the BCDC regarding potential 

Project effects on all resources regulated by that agency, and has met with BCDC staff on several occasions. 

The applicant will continue to pursue the necessary permits from the BCDC, thus addressing any issues of 

project consistency with the San Francisco Bay Plan. 

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR underestimates potential impacts to the Bay. Actually, a very 

conservative approach to estimating Bay fill was taken in the Draft EIR, in that impacts resulting from 

removal of Bay fill on HPS, as described in Impact BI-4b on pages III.N-64 to III.N-67, were considered 

“fill” activities because of the movement of existing fill and potential temporary impacts to water quality that 

might result. In actuality, removal of fill along the shoreline may occur under dewatered conditions, using 

coffer dams, so that no impacts to water quality will occur. Thus, such activities would actually be beneficial 

by removing Bay fill even though they are considered impacts to aquatic habitats in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment 81-17 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-88 regarding potential project impacts to eelgrass. Specifically, 

MM BI-5b.1 and BI-5b.2 have been modified somewhat to require more extensive surveys for eelgrass, 

both in and within 750 feet of in-water construction activities at HPS Phase II and the Yosemite Slough 

bridge, prior to such in-water activities. Otherwise, potential project impacts to eelgrass were adequately 

described in the Draft EIR in Impacts BI-5a and BI-5b on pages III.N-69 and III.N-70, and the associated 

mitigation measures reduce impacts to eelgrass beds in and adjacent to construction areas to less than 

significant levels by requiring impact avoidance if practicable, best management practices to avoid water-

quality impacts, and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to eelgrass. Regarding compliance 

with BCDC’s eelgrass recommendations, the Project applicant has already engaged the BCDC regarding 

potential Project effects on all resources regulated by that agency, and has met with BCDC staff on several 

occasions. The applicant will continue to pursue the necessary permits from the BCDC, thus addressing 

any issues of project consistency with the San Francisco Bay Plan. 

Response to Comment 81-18 

The commenter suggests that the biological conditions of CPSRA were not adequately described and 

comments that biological surveys were conducted on only two days. The existing conditions section of 

Chapter III.N (Biological Resources) contains descriptions of the habitat types and wildlife communities 

of the entire project area, including CPSRA, and Figure III.N-2 maps the habitats in this portion of the 

project site. Although PBS&J biologists were on-site on only three days, as noted in Section III.N.2 on 

page III.N-3, the description of biological resources in Chapter III.N was also informed by multiple field 

visits conducted by H. T. Harvey & Associates biologists during general reconnaissance surveys, wetland 

delineation surveys, and tree surveys, as well as by a number of background references as described on 

pages III.N-3 and III.N-4 of the Draft EIR. 

The commenter also suggested that the Draft EIR did not adequately describe the bird species that could 

potentially nest on the site and listed a number of bird species that nest on CPSRA. The intent of Chapter 

III.N of the Draft EIR was not to provide an exhaustive list of animals that occur on the site, but rather 

to describe the general wildlife community, noting representative common species that occur on the site, 

and to provide more detail on potentially occurring special-status species. Some of the species listed by the 

commenter as breeding on CPSRA, such as double-crested cormorant, black-crowned night-heron, snowy 

egret, great egret, Caspian tern, white-throated swift, and several others, are not indicated by the 2003 San 

Francisco Breeding Bird Atlas as having been confirmed breeding on CPSRA, and suitable breeding habitat 

for some of these species is absent from the site. 

Regarding the comments pertaining to potential effects on wildlife resulting from increased human use of 

the site, refer to Response to Comment 64-5 for a discussion of such effects. 

Response to Comment 81-19 

The commenter suggests that the project will result in an increase in the human population of the area and 

a concomitant increase in pets, particularly cats and dogs, and makes recommendations for limiting the 

potential for such animals to impact wildlife. The Impact BI-16a discussion, Draft EIR page III.N-101, 
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mentions the potential for impacts to wildlife resulting from increased human activity and increased 

presence of domestic animals, as follows: 

Human activity at Candlestick Point following completion of construction would affect wildlife, 
including invertebrates, reptiles, amphibians, birds, and mammals. Potential adverse effects include 
disturbance of individuals (including nesting birds) in terrestrial, shoreline, and aquatic habitats due 
to movement by humans, domestic animals, and vehicles; depredation of native species by domestic 
animals; injury or mortality of individuals due to vehicular traffic; and other impacts. However, as 
discussed in Impact BI 2, adverse effects of human disturbance and other operational factors would 
occur primarily to small numbers of regionally abundant species, and operational impacts would not 
substantially affect populations of these species. Impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required. 

Response to Comment 81-20 

The commenter suggests that the project will result in an increase in trash and food waste, which degrade 

the aesthetics of the park and subsidize populations of nuisance birds and mammals, which could in turn 

adversely affect more sensitive native wildlife species. The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR did not 

adequately analyze the impact. 

In response to the comment, the Impact BI-2 discussion, Draft EIR page III.N-50, has been revised to 

add the following sentence after the fourth sentence of the first paragraph under this impact: 

… areas/ornamental plants. In addition, an increase in trash, particularly food waste, could 
potentially subsidize nuisance species such as common ravens (Corvus corax), American crows (Corvus 
brachyrhynchos), raccoons, rats, and feral cats, which in turn could increase predation on more sensitive 
wildlife species. … 

In addition, Impact BI-16a, page III.N-101 of the Draft EIR has been revised to add the following sentence 

to the second paragraph under this impact, after the second sentence: 

… and other impacts. In addition, an increase in trash, particularly food waste, could potentially subsidize 
nuisance species, which in turn could increase predation on more sensitive wildlife species. … 

Response to Comment 81-21 

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR did not adequately characterize the value of the project area 

to wildlife. The Draft EIR considered not only the results of the Yosemite Slough Watershed Wildlife 

Study but also other species that could potentially occur in the project area when describing existing 

conditions and assessing impacts to habitat. 

The commenter disagrees with statements that certain birds were considered California Species of Special 

Concern only when breeding and states that the reference cited in the Draft EIR does not support this 

statement. However, the reference cited in the document (a list of bird Species of Special Concern on the 

CDFG’s website [http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/ssc/ birds.html] and the compendium on 

which this list is based (Shuford and Gardali 2008) both indicate a “Season of Concern” for these species. 

The Draft EIR did not “dismiss conservation concerns” regarding species that occur on the project site 

during the non-breeding season; rather, the importance of the site to all species was considered regardless of 

the season, even for species that are not considered Species of Special Concern when they occur as 

nonbreeders on the site. It was determined that those particular species that were considered Species of 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/ssc/birds.html
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Special Concern only during the breeding season, and that occur on the site only as nonbreeders, would not 

be significantly impacted by the Project, but this was based on the Project-specific impacts to these species’ 

populations rather than on the basis of whether or not they were considered Specifies of Special Concern. 

The commenter notes that a number of birds that have been recorded on the site are on the Audubon 

Watch List. Impacts to all species, whether or not on a list of species of concern, were considered during 

impact assessment. The commenter also notes that a number of bird species rely on the project area and 

questioned why only the peregrine falcon was considered in Impact BI-6b. This impact was not intended 

to focus only on the peregrine falcon; rather, Impact BI-6b on page III.N-75 in the Draft EIR contained 

the following text: 

Similar to development at Candlestick Point, construction-related activities including, but not limited 
to, grading, materials laydown, facilities construction, vegetation removal, and construction vehicle 
traffic may result in loss of a special-status and/or legally protected avian species’ active nest and/or 
mortality of the nest’s occupants; this would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of 
mitigation measures MM BI 6a.1 and MM BI 6a.2 (as detailed in Impact BI 6a) would reduce the 
effects of Project construction and implementation on nesting special-status and legally protected 
avian species to less-than-significant levels. 

Thus, the Impact BI-6b discussion on page III.N-75 referred to the discussion under Impact BI-6a, Draft 

EIR page III.N-72, which stated: 

In addition to recognized special-status species, as discussed above in Regulatory Framework, all 
native bird species that may use the site are protected under the MBTA and California Fish and 
Game Code. These laws protect many common species in addition to those considered special-status 
species. 

Therefore, impacts to all native bird species were addressed in Impacts BI-6a and BI-6b, and mitigation 

measures MM BI-6a.1 and MM BI-6a.2, Draft EIR pages III.N-73 and -74, were applied to both 

Candlestick Point and HPS. Peregrine falcons were discussed specifically because they are presently a State-

listed endangered species and because a resident pair breeds on the site. 

The commenter suggests that impacts to raptors were not adequately analyzed, and claims that 

Impact BI-7b “appears to ignore the fact that the Project would result in a loss or alteration of 43 acres of 

grassland.” The comments acknowledge that some raptors will benefit from new grasslands and that the 

nest box program, which is a component of the Draft Parks, Open Space, and Habitat Concept Plan 

provided in Appendix N3 of the Draft EIR, would benefit additional species. Refer to Response to 

Comment 64-4 for more discussion of the project’s impacts to raptors (e.g., for clarification that the 43 

acres of grassland impacted at HPS will be impacted due to grassland restoration efforts). 

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR did not adequately assess the impacts of tall buildings to birds. 

Refer to Impacts BI-20a and BI-20b on Draft EIR pages III.N-108 to -111; these impacts discuss the 

potential effects of tall buildings and associated reflections and lighting on birds. These impact discussions 

also cite some of the same references that are cited by the commenter. 
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Response to Comment 81-22 

The commenter recommends that the 10,000 trees to be planted on the site be natives. The Draft Parks, 

Open Space, and Habitat Concept Plan, provided in Draft EIR Appendix N3, describes the trees that will 

be planted as follows: 

While native vegetation shall be favored, site-appropriate non-native trees and shrubs that provide 
food or structural resources that are particularly valuable to native wildlife may also be considered. 

It is expected that the vast majority of trees to be planted will be natives. 

The commenter also suggested that the project did not appear to consider the Hunters Point Constructed 

Storm Water Wetland Feasibility Study prepared for the Golden Gate Audubon Society. The majority of 

the commenter’s recommendations pertain to creation of wetlands and remediation issues that are subject 

to remediation decisions to be made by the Navy, and that are not in the control of the Project applicant. 

Response to Comment 81-23 

The commenter lists native plants that are present on the site and that provide habitat value for wildlife. 

This comment is noted; native plants such as these will be planted on the site as described in the Draft 

Parks, Open Space, and Habitat Concept Plan provided in Appendix N3 of the Draft EIR. 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR did not adequately discuss salt marsh plants, yet the description 

of the salt marsh community on page III.N-9 of the Draft EIR contains all of the plants listed in this 

comment. 

Response to Comment 81-24 

The comment regarding open space is noted. The Project’s ratio of 13.8 acres per 1,000 residents provides 

substantial amounts of open space. 

The comments regarding native grasses, natural playing fields, and dog play areas are noted. The specific 

elements of the CPSRA improvements, including landscaping and plantings will be determined through 

the CPSRA General Plan Amendment process. No synthetic turf is proposed for the Project’s playing 

fields. Dog recreation areas will accommodated within community parks outside of CPSRA. 

Figure III.P-2 shows the location of proposed parks and the reconfiguration of CPSRA. Refer to 

Responses to Comments 47-3, 47-28, and 47-29 for further discussion of the reconfiguration. As shown 

on Figure III.P-2, the Candlestick Park stadium area will not be developed as a park, and is not included 

in any park area calculations. 

Response to Comment 81-25 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) 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. 
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Response to Comment 81-26 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-29 for discussion of this standard of significance. While the Project 

site’s parkland ratio will be reduced from its current level (which is particularly high because the area has a 

very small population), the ultimate ratio of 13.8 acres per 1,000 residents is well above the standard of 

5.5 acres provided in the 1986 San Francisco General Plan and used in the Draft EIR. This impact is, 

therefore, less than significant. 

Response to Comment 81-27 

The comments regarding park programming are noted. In contrast with typical nursery-grown trees, a 

“specimen tree” is often older or larger and has particularly exceptional aesthetic qualities. In landscape 

design, a specimen tree may be used at focal points, in small courtyards, or in other places where the tree’s 

exceptional qualities will be noticed and have a strong impact on the sense of place. 

Impacts related to stormwater runoff on Candlestick Point are discussed in Impact HY-6, beginning on 

Draft EIR page III.M-78. 

Response to Comment 81-28 

The commenter states there is no basis for the assertion that the Project is consistent with BCDC and Bay 

Trail plans. Refer to Response to Comment 47-58 for a discussion of the Project’s consistency with BCDC 

policies and the Bay Plan policies with respect to biological resources. Refer also to pages III.B-13 through 

III.B-15 for a discussion of consistency with BCDC policies related to fill. Project consistency with the 

Bay Trail Plan is analyzed on pages III.B-16 through III.B-19 of Section III.B (Land Use and Plans) of the 

Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 81-29 

Refer to Response to Comment 81-18 for a discussion of the number of days on which biological resources 

surveys were conducted and of the information on which the biological resources assessment was based. 

The bird species listed by the commenter as having been considered as potentially occurring by the Navy 

in 2000 were all considered during the preparation of the special-status species table and the impact 

assessment in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 81-30 

The Draft EIR, page III.E-75 discloses that the Project site will change from an “area of low to moderate-

level illumination to moderate to high illumination.” Thus, the Project would result in day and night lighting 

that is typical for other urbanized locations in San Francisco. Page III.E-76 identifies that “views of the 

night sky are diminished as they are in all urban areas” The Draft EIR identifies mitigation measures that 

reduce spill light and require shielding of light fixtures to reduce light pollution (refer to mitigation 

measures MM AE-7a.1 through AE-7a.3, page III.E-72). Mitigation measure MM AE-7a.1 restricts light 

fixture direction, prescribes state-of-the-art light fixtures, and shielding. Mitigation measure MM AE-7a.2 

requires the use of low-level and unobtrusive light fixtures for landscape illumination and exterior sign 

lighting; and mitigation measure MM AE-7a.3 requires the Applicant to prepare a Lighting Plan for each 
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phase of the Project to be approved by the Agency prior to issuance of building permits to minimize glare 

and prevent spill light. 

Page III.E-73 of the Draft EIR describes that the requirements for lighting for the stadium are subject to 

“NFL Sports Lighting Design Criteria.” As these requirements are already in force at Candlestick, the new 

light and glare attributed to the new 49ers stadium is a relocation of impacts from Candlestick Point to 

HPS Phase II, that would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures MM AE-7b.1 and 

MM AE-7b.2. No more detail is necessary to identify or address the impact of stadium lighting associated 

with the Project. 

Response to Comment 81-31 

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. 

However, the commenter is requesting that the lead agencies consider their comments and those of other 

community members and organizations. All comment letters and responses will be forwarded to the 

decision makers for their consideration prior to approval or denial of the Project. 
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