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 Letter 42: Californians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 42-1 

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. 
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 Letter 43: People Organized to Win Employment Rights (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 43-1 

The process and assumptions used in developing future year 2030 No Project cumulative conditions are 

presented in Draft EIR pages III.D-39 and III.D-40. As indicated on page III.D-40, the analysis of future 

cumulative transportation impacts included traffic expected to be generated as part of the India Basin/Area 

C development. Therefore, the cumulative effects of Area C traffic, traffic from the Project, and traffic 

from other reasonably foreseeable developments were incorporated into the analysis and informed the 

mitigation measures. None of the foreseeable projects are in any way dependent on the other taking place, 

and could occur regardless of whether the other takes place or not. 

Although the NOP for this Draft EIR included the Area C development as part of the Project, Agency 

and Planning Department staff decided to separate the environmental review of the Area C redevelopment 

program from the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan EIR. This separation 

was to allow this Draft EIR to fully focus on the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment 

Plan and to accommodate the continuing community participation process on planning for the proposed 

Area C redevelopment program. 

Response to Comment 43-2 

The Bayview Transportation Improvement Project (BTIP) began almost a decade ago to review options to 

provide a major truck and auto route between US-101 and the Hunters Point Shipyard and to the South Basin 

industrial area, and to reduce through truck traffic on Third Street and east/west residential streets. Auto and 

truck activity is an essential component of the BVHP commercial and industrial businesses and will continue 

to be so. Providing designated truck access routes as proposed by the BTIP study would help to: 

■ Provide a roadway for traffic accessing the BVHP community that minimizes travel time, to attract 
traffic off of Third Street and other residential streets 

■ Reduce the wear and tear, and excessive damage to residential streets 

■ Reduce conflicts between truck traffic and residential uses, including pedestrians and light rail 

As the project sponsor for the BTIP, the City & County of San Francisco will comply with state and federal 

environmental laws requiring analysis and disclosure of the potential environmental impacts of the project. 

To do so, the San Francisco Department of Public Works has been working with the San Francisco 

Planning Department, Caltrans, and the Federal Highway Administration to develop a joint Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)/Draft EIR to satisfy provisions of the CEQA and the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DEIS/Draft EIR for this project, which is as yet unpublished, is 

intended to ensure a thorough decision-making process—including the identification of alternatives; 

assessment of potential impacts; and coordination with environmental permitting agencies and the public. 

The BTIP requires an extensive environmental review process. Special studies to address the issues 

identified in the initial site assessments and conceptual engineering reports were completed during 2008 

and the information was compiled into an Administrative DEIS/Draft EIR. The BTIP DEIS/Draft EIR 

was proposed to be published in the summer of 2009; however, reviewing delays were encountered which 

were out the control of the City & County of San Francisco. 
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Subsequently, the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development Plan Project 

proceeded and published this Draft EIR on November 12, 2009, with more recent assessments. The 

objectives of the BTIP were considered in developing the transportation circulation network for the CP-

HPS Phase II Development Plan, and the CP-HPS Phase II roadway cross-sections incorporate and 

expand upon the proposed BTIP improvements to meet the needs of the proposed mixed-use 

development at Candlestick Point and a new stadium at Hunters Point Shipyard. Therefore, the BTIP was 

included in the CPHPS Draft EIR in the cumulative analysis as a reasonably foreseeable project. However, 

because of the timing, some of the previously completed BTIP environmental studies are no longer 

considered relevant or consistent with the latest cumulative analyses in the area. For example, the 

transportation analysis conducted for BTIP did not assume the proposed CP-HPS Phase II development, 

and therefore the BTIP roadway improvements, future year traffic volumes, and operational analyses no 

longer represent an accurate assessment of the cumulative conditions in the area. Consequently, the City 

is now revising/updating certain technical studies (transportation, air quality, and noise) to reflect the 

newest updated information available from this Draft EIR, so that the cumulative analyses are consistent 

and so that decision makers do not have conflicting descriptions of improvements and analysis results. 

Response to Comment 43-3 

As currently proposed, nearly all of the Project development would be within ¼ mile of a transit stop. The 

portions of the development that would not be within this distance include the southernmost portion of 

the dual-use sports fields, parts of the R&D area, and parts of the parks and open space. As proposed, they 

would be within ½ mile. Refer to Figure C&R-6 (Transit Routes and Stops) illustrating locations of transit 

stops within the Project and the land uses contained within a ¼-mile radius of those stops. Existing transit 

services are described on Draft EIR pages III.D-12 to III.D-15, and existing transit routes are depicted on 

Figure III.D-3 (Existing Transit Network). 

Because the new and expanded Muni lines serving the Project would run through surrounding 

neighborhoods in the Bayview Hunters Point area to varying extent, as well as other city neighborhoods, 

these areas would generally experience increased transit frequencies and extended access in conjunction 

with the transit service plan proposed by the Project. These reliabilities of lines would also benefit from 

transit-priority treatments within and in the Project vicinity. The Muni lines planned for increased coverage, 

reliability improvements, and/or frequency include the 23-Monterey, 24-Divisadero, 28L-19th Avenue 

Limited, 29-Sunset, 44-O’Shaughnessey, 48-Quintara-24th Street (replacing portions of the 19-Polk as 

proposed in the TEP), 54-Felton, and the T-Third. 
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Response to Comment 43-4 

Section II.E.3 of the Draft EIR (on pages II-35 through II-38) states that some of the Project's proposed 

transportation improvements would require property acquisition. In order to complete both the Harney 

Way widening improvements described in Section II.E.3 (on page II-35) and the Crisp Road and Arelious 

Walker Drive improvements described in Section II.E.3 (on page II-38), some property acquisition would 

need to be required. None of the other transportation improvements proposed by the Project would 

require the acquisition of private property. The City and the Agency have met with several of the property 

owners whose property is envisioned to be affected by the roadway improvements. In addition, all property 

owners received a copy of the Draft EIR. Owners include the State, Lowpensky Family Trust, Regents of 

the University of California, Murphy Properties, George and Rosalie Yerby, Tuntex Properties, and 

Sunpark Properties, and several of them have participated in public meetings where the Project has been 

discussed. In addition, as required by Chapter 31 of the Municipal Code, a Notice of Availability indicating 

that the Draft EIR was available was also sent to owners and occupants within the 94124 zip code, as well 

owners and occupants within the Project site and a 300-foot radius beyond the Project site. 

BVHP Redevelopment Area Acquisitions 

For the improvements to Arelious Walker Drive between Gilman Avenue and Bancroft Avenue proposed 

by the Project, a total of approximately 2.32 acres would need to be acquired. These include portions of 

Blocks 4876, 4886-807, 4886-808, 4886-828, 4917-003, and 4935-003. These properties are currently 

owned by one private owner and the California Department of Parks and Recreation. The acquisition of 

the California Department of Parks and Recreation property is authorized under SB 792. This is discussed 

further in the Section III.P (Recreation) of the Draft EIR. There are currently no permitted residences on 

these properties and no businesses operating on these parcels other than game day parking. The privately 

owned property is zoned M1. 

The properties that would need to be acquired to complete the proposed improvements to Arelious Walker 

Drive between Gilman Avenue and Bancroft Avenue are within the boundaries of the Bayview Hunters 

Point Redevelopment Project Area and are subject to the eminent domain limitations and prohibitions of 

Proposition G, state law, and the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan. 

Proposition G expressly prohibits, in implementing the Project, the use of eminent domain to acquire any 

property that is currently residentially zoned, is improved with a building that contains one or more legally 

occupied dwelling units, is a church or other religious institution, or is publicly owned, including, without 

limitation, property owned by the Housing Authority of the City and County of San Francisco. 

Under state law, eminent domain cannot be used until the Agency “make[s] every effort to acquire property 

by negotiation, instead of by condemnation or eminent domain; that the Agency pay just compensation 

based upon fair market value; and that the Agency adopt at a public hearing by a vote of not less than two-

thirds of all members of the Agency Commission, a resolution finding that acquisition of such property 

through eminent domain is in the public interest, and necessary to carry out the Redevelopment Plan.” 

In addition, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan provides that the use of eminent domain shall 

be subject to the following limitations and prohibitions: 



C&R-587 

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 

■ The Agency shall not use eminent domain to acquire property without first receiving a 
recommendation from the PAC or appointed citizens advisory committee. As stated in Section 1.1.6 
[of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan], the Agency commits to maintain a PAC or an 
appointed citizens advisory committee for the duration of this Redevelopment Plan. 

■ The Agency shall not use eminent domain to acquire publicly owned property including without 
limitation, property owned by the San Francisco Housing Authority. 

■ Eminent domain proceedings, if used in Project Area B [which includes Candlestick Point], must be 
commenced within 12 years from the Effective Date. This time limitation may be extended only by 
amendment of this Redevelopment Plan, as adopted and approved by the Board of Supervisors and 
the Agency Commission, following a community process. 

■ The Agency shall not acquire, through the use of eminent domain, real property in a Residential (R) 
District, as defined by the Planning Code (“R” zone), as of the Effective Date, in Project Area B. 

■ The Agency shall not acquire, through the use of eminent domain, property that contains legally 
occupied dwelling units. 

■ The Agency shall not acquire, through the use of eminent domain, property owned by Churches or 
other religious institutions, as defined in Planning Code Section 209.3(j). 

■ The Agency shall not acquire real property in Project Area B to be retained by an owner pursuant to 
an Owner Participation Agreement, unless the owner fails to perform under that agreement and as 
a result the Agency exercises its reverter rights, if any; or successfully prosecutes a condemnation or 
eminent domain action. 

■ The Agency shall use eminent domain on a parcel not zoned “R” (Residential) only as a last resort 
after the property owner has failed, after reasonable notice, to correct one or more of the following 
conditions: 

 The property contains an unreinforced masonry building (UMB) that has not been seismically 
retrofitted by the date required by City ordinance. 

 The property contains a building in which it is unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live or work as 
determined by the Department of Building Inspection, after failure to comply with an order of 
abatement of such conditions pursuant to Section 102 of the Building Code. 

 The property contains uses that pose a threat to the public’s safety and welfare as formally 
determined through major citations by the appropriate City agencies or departments, including, 
but not limited to the San Francisco Police Department, San Francisco Fire Department, San 
Francisco District Attorney’s Office, San Francisco Department of Public Health, San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection, and San Francisco Planning Department. 

 A parcel that is vacant, used solely as a surface parking lot (not accessory to another use), or 
contains a vacant or substantially vacant (approximately 75 percent or more of the rentable area) 
building(s) and the owner has no active plans for a new use or development. 

 Under-utilization of a property of irregular form and shape, and of inadequate size that 
substantially hinders its economically viable uses for development consistent with this 
Redevelopment Plan. 

Consistent with the BVHP Redevelopment Plan, owners of real property in the BVHP Project Area may 

participate in the redevelopment of the Project Area by new development or rehabilitation in accordance 

with the standards for development or the standards for rehabilitation, which are set forth in the OPA 

Rules that were adopted on March 7, 2006, after a public hearing. The OPA Rules governing participation 
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by property owners are subject to amendment from time to time. The Agency may require as a condition 

to participate in redevelopment in the Project Area that each participant enter into a binding written OPA 

with the Agency by which the property will be developed, maintained or rehabilitated for use in conformity 

with the Redevelopment Plan, the Planning Code, the OPA Rules, declaration of restrictions, if any, and 

applicable design guidelines promulgated by the Agency. The proposed amendments to the BVHP 

Redevelopment Plan provide that owners of property in Zone 1 of the Project Area, which covers 

Candlestick Point, must enter into an OPA in order to coordinate the delivery of public infrastructure with 

the development of publicly owned land in the Candlestick Point sub-area. Properties whose owners 

choose not to participate in development pursuant to an OPA with the Agency will be permitted to 

continue existing uses as nonconforming uses. 

The Agency has a number of avenues available for completing the roadway improvements in the BVHP 

Redevelopment Plan area. SB 792 authorizes acquisition of the California Department of Park and 

Recreation property. The private property could be acquired by negotiation, through an OPA process, or 

by eminent domain as a last resort. The Agency would comply with the requirements of the BVHP 

Redevelopment Plan and Proposition G provisions in carrying out the roadway improvements. 

Acquisitions outside the Redevelopment Project Areas 

For the Harney Way widening improvements proposed by the Project, a total of approximately 0.7 acre of 

property located north of Harney Way between Thomas Mellon Drive and Executive Park East, currently 

zoned C-2, would need to be acquired. These include portions of Blocks 4991-075 and 4991-074. There 

are two separate private owners of these properties. On these portions of the respective properties, there 

are currently no permitted residences or any operating businesses. 

Additionally, approximately 1.3 acres of property containing no structures, and located within the 

Candlestick Point State Recreation Area south of Harney Way, would need to be acquired from the 

California Department of Parks and Recreation; such an acquisition is authorized under SB 792. This is 

discussed further in the Section II.P (Recreation) of the Draft EIR. These include portions of Blocks 5076-

008, 5076-010, and 5023-101. 

In addition, to complete the improvements connecting Arelious Walker Drive to Crisp Road near the HPS 

Phase II area, approximately 0.81 acres of property on Blocks 4591A-007 (zoned M2) and 4591A-002 

(zoned P/M2) would need to be acquired. There are two separate owners for these properties and there 

are no permitted residences on these properties. Uses currently operating on these properties are a 

commercial woodshop and institutional research, respectively. No structures would be affected except for 

a small shed structure on Block 4591A-002, which is on land owned by the Regents of the University of 

California (UCSF). The Arelious Walker Drive improvements also require approximately 0.24 acres of 

property on Block 4805-025, which contains no structures and would need to be acquired from the 

California State Lands Commission as authorized under SB 792. This is discussed further in the Section 

II.P (Recreation) of the Draft EIR. 

The properties that would need to be acquired to complete the Harney Way widening improvements and 

the connections between Arelious Walker Drive and Crisp Road are not within the boundaries of the 

Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area or the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment 
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Project Area. The proposed amendments to the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan and Hunters 

Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan do not change the existing zoning for these properties. 

Regardless of whether these properties are located within any redevelopment project area, Proposition G 

expressly prohibits, in implementing the Project, the use of eminent domain to acquire any property that 

is currently residentially zoned, is improved with a building that contains one or more legally occupied 

dwelling units, is a church or other religious institution, or is publicly owned, including, without limitation, 

property owned by the Housing Authority of the City and County of San Francisco. The Project 

implementation would be carried out in a manner that would comply with these provisions. None of the 

property is residentially zoned, improved with dwelling units, or is a church. With the exception of a small 

portion of property owned by UCSF, use of eminent domain could be employed, consistent with 

Proposition G. If for any reason negotiation with UCSF were unsuccessful, the Agency could modify the 

roadway configuration. For example, instead of routing the roadway in a manner that required acquisition 

of UCSF property, the roadway could be accommodated on adjacent property that the Navy would transfer 

to the Agency. 

With respect to when property acquisitions could occur, they could occur any time after certification of 

the EIR, if the EIR is ultimately certified by the Lead Agencies. Page II-80 of the Draft EIR further clarifies 

the time periods during which off-site roadway improvements would be constructed, indicating that it 

would only be during a portion of the Project’s overall construction schedule. (The indicated text changes 

are a result of updating the development schedule since publication of the Draft EIR.): 

Construction activities in Candlestick Point would occur from 20112012 through 20282031.39 Off-
site roadway, utility, and shoreline improvements would be constructed during years 2013 through 
2021 beginning in 2013 and would align with vertical development. … 

Construction activities in HPS Phase II would occur from 20102011 through 20232031.40 Off-site 
roadway, utility, and shoreline improvements would be constructed during years 2011 through 2016 
beginning in 2013 and would align with vertical development. … 

Response to Comment 43-5 

As described on page II-35 of the Draft EIR, one of the strategies of the TDM would require that 

homeowner’s dues include the cost of transit passes for all households. As currently described in the Draft 

EIR, a rental household would not specifically include the cost of transit passes. 

Response to Comment 43-6 

The forecasts for transit usage in the Draft EIR are based on transit mode share forecasting models 

developed specifically for this analysis and validated based on observed transit usage in other 

neighborhoods in San Francisco. The models have been designed to account for differences in trip type 

(work vs. non-work), travel time, parking costs, and transit service levels. Ultimately, the analysis forecasted 

that 20 percent of weekday AM and PM peak hour trips would occur by transit. The current transit mode 

share in the Bayview neighborhood is 15 percent. Given the substantial increase in transit service proposed 

as part of the Project, the slight increase predicted in this analysis is reasonable. 

The Project’s transit improvements described on Draft EIR pages III.D-48 through III.D-50, and included 

in mitigation measure MM TR-17 on Draft EIR page III.D-99, would be implemented to meet the needs 
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of the Project. The phasing plan for implementing this service was designed to ensure that the level of 

transit provided is generally substantially greater than the Project’s transit demand, to ensure that the 

Project maintains its “transit orientation” throughout the development horizon. If transit use generated by 

the Project falls short of expectations, measures included in the Project’s TDM Plan could be implemented 

to encourage transit use and discourage auto use. The Project’s TDM Plan, which would be approved as 

part of the Disposition and Development Agreement, would include a provision for monitoring the 

effectiveness of congestion-reducing and traffic-calming measures. As part of the annual monitoring of 

the measures and programs, the on-site coordinator, would, in cooperation with SFMTA, review the 

effectiveness of the Project’s transportation measures and other traffic calming measures implemented in 

the project vicinity. If warranted, the on-site coordinator and SFMTA would consider implementation of 

additional parking, traffic-calming, and congestion-alleviating measures. 

Response to Comment 43-7 

The traffic impact analysis includes 14 study intersections on Third Street, four intersections on Evans 

Avenue/Innes Avenue, four intersections along Harney Way, and four intersections along Palou Avenue. 

The impacts of Project traffic and traffic associated with cumulative development on study area roadway 

facilities, including Third Street, Evans Avenue/Innes Avenue, Harney Way, and Palou Avenue were 

analyzed and are described in Impacts TR-3, TR-5, TR-6, and TR-9. The potential for area congestion to 

cause traffic to “spill” into adjacent neighborhood streets was described in Impact TR-10. No further 

analysis is required. 

Response to Comment 43-8 

Chapter IV of the Draft EIR describes transportation conditions associated with Project Variants 1 and 2, 

in which case additional development would be provided in the Hunters Point Shipyard site instead of a 

new NFL stadium. Four intersections along Palou Avenue were analyzed in the Draft EIR including Palou 

Avenue at Third Street, at Keith Street, at Ingalls Street, and at Crisp Avenue. Under the Project, Variant 1 

and Variant 2, traffic operating conditions at the intersection of Third/Palou would be LOS F, due 

primarily to the cumulative traffic volume increases on Third Street. Under the Project, Variant 1 and 

Variant 2, the intersections of Keith/Palou, Ingalls/Palou and Crisp/Palou would be signalized as part of 

the Project. Under Variant 1 and Variant 2, intersection LOS at Ingalls/Palou and Keith/Palou would be 

LOS C or better, indicating acceptable operating conditions even with the additional development 

proposed for these project variants. At the intersection of Crisp/Palou, operating conditions would be 

LOS D for Variant 2. Under Variant 1 the additional R&D development would cause the intersection of 

Crisp/Palou to fail (i.e., LOS F). As indicated on Draft EIR page IV-19, a mitigation measure was identified 

that would reduce Variant 1 impacts at this location to less than significant levels. 

More detailed analysis of these variants is provided in the Project Transportation Study, which was included 

as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 43-9 

As indicated on Draft EIR page II-38 (Project Description), the Yosemite Slough bridge would primarily 

function for transit, bicycle and pedestrian use. The bridge would have a 40-foot-wide greenway, which would 
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be converted for peak direction auto travel lanes on 49ers game days only. 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. The 

Project’s Infrastructure Plan, which the Board of Supervisors will approve through the Interagency 

Cooperation Agreement, would require that the bridge be closed to autos except on football game days. 

Before the bridge is open for use, the Board of Supervisors, by a legislative act must accept the bridge and 

designate it as a transit use only lane, except for the limited purpose specified in the Infrastructure Plan. Any 

subsequent changes to the use of the bridge would require Board of Supervisors approval. 

Response to Comment 43-10 

As shown on Figure III.D-6, the Project would provide improvements along portions of seven east-west 

streets outside of the Project Boundary, including Jamestown Avenue, Ingerson Avenue, Gilman Avenue, 

Carroll Avenue, Thomas Avenue, Palou Avenue, and Innes Avenue/Hunters Point Boulevard. Generally, 

these improvements consist of resurfacing and some lane reconfiguration within the existing right-of-way, 

although the sidewalks would be narrowed on Gilman Avenue from existing 15 feet to 12 feet to 

accommodate two travel lanes in each direction and to maintain on-street parking. (Note that the proposed 

12-foot-wide sidewalks would remain consistent with the City’s Draft Better Streets Plan guidelines). 

As of the date of publication of this document, there have been approximately 236 workshops and public 

meetings on the Project, including four focused workshops in the spring of 2008 on the topics of 

transportation, urban design, and open space. A number of design features and priorities from those 

workshops have been incorporated into the roadway improvements, including maintaining existing on-

street parking, provision of new street trees, better connections to the City bicycle network, and generally 

safer and more walkable sidewalks. In summer 2009, several street-specific community workshops were 

held in the Bayview and India Basin area, with a focus on design and engineering treatment options for 

Palou Avenue, Gilman Avenue, Harney Way, and Innes Avenue, among other corridors, the input from 

which has led to final design decisions for each street. 

Response to Comment 43-11 

The existing Alice Griffith housing site sits at the eastern end of the Bayview Neighborhood. Internally, 

the character of the street configuration within the Alice Griffith site is considerably different from the 

rest of the Bayview neighborhood, offering a more suburban-style, curvilinear street design. As a result, 

the Alice Griffith site has only two connections to the existing neighborhood, at the intersections of 

Griffith Street/Gilman Avenue and Hawes Street/Fitzgerald Avenue. These limited connections isolate 

the site and discourage walking and bicycling. It is currently served by the 29-Sunset bus route, which 

operates with frequencies of 10 minutes during typical weekday peak periods. 

The Project would reconstruct the Alice Griffith housing site and extend the existing street grid network 

in the Bayview neighborhood through the site, providing a substantial increase in the number of roadway 

connections and better integrating the site with the rest of the neighborhood. The street grid would 

continue east into the Candlestick Point development, such that the Alice Griffith site is connected to both 

the Bayview neighborhood and the Project via a continuous street grid network. 

The Project would also double the frequency of service on the 29-Sunset from existing 10 minutes during 

peak commute periods to 5-minute frequencies. The Alice Griffith site would also be a short walk (less 
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than ¼ mile) from the proposed new BRT service, which would offer high-quality rapid service in exclusive 

right-of-way to the Hunters Point Shipyard site to the northeast and across US-101 to the west toward the 

Geneva Avenue corridor and regional transit connections at the Bayshore Caltrain station and the Balboa 

Park BART station. The Alice Griffith site would also be within ¼ mile of the new Candlestick Point 

Express (CPX) bus route offering express service to Downtown San Francisco and connections to other 

regional transit service (ferries, AC Transit, etc.). 

Response to Comment 43-12 

As noted on page II-43 of the Draft EIR, “all commercial parking facilities would be paid parking, with 

measures to discourage single-occupant automobile use, such as designation of preferred parking areas for 

bicycles, carpools, vanpools, and carshare vehicles.” This would include grocery stores. 

The Project calls for 125,000 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail each in the Candlestick Point and 

Hunters Point Shipyard developments. A grocery store is not specifically proposed as part of the Project, 

but would be allowed under the proposed land uses. Adequate space is proposed at either site to 

accommodate a grocery store. 

Generally, the neighborhood-serving retail spaces are provided adjacent to the primary transit nodes within 

each site, specifically including both local transit and the proposed BRT. This would allow high-quality and 

frequent transit access to the retail space. Further, with the proposed extension of the existing street grid 

system in the Bayview neighborhood into the Project site, patrons could access the neighborhood-serving 

retail via a direct walk, bicycle ride, or vehicle trip, if desired. 

Response to Comment 43-13 

The parcel along Crisp that is labeled Not a Part of the Project is owned by the Regents of the University 

of California and is occupied by an animal testing facility, APN 4591A-002. The property is zoned P (Public 

uses) (north portion) and M-2 (Heavy Industrial) (south portion). 

Response to Comment 43-14 

The Project has been designed to transition in a pleasing manner from the adjacent neighborhoods through 

the use of setbacks, landscaping treatments, and stepped-up building heights and massing oriented 

primarily toward the center of the development. The street grid system will be extended to connect the 

Project with adjacent neighborhoods, including HPS Phase I. Although architectural finishes have not yet 

been chosen, they will be selected to blend harmoniously with existing neighborhoods while still attaining 

a distinct sense of place. 

Response to Comment 43-15 

In response to the comment, Figure II-13 (Proposed Transit Improvements), page II-40, in the Draft EIR 

has been revised to delete “Phase I Improvements” from the legend, and rename “Phase II 

Improvements” to “Bus Rapid Transit.” Figure 7 (Proposed Transit Improvements) from Draft EIR 

Appendix D (the Transportation Study) is correct. Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 for the revised 

Figure II-13. 
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Response to Comment 43-16 

Phasing of transit improvements is shown in Table 2 on page 31 of the Project Transportation Study, 

included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. A more detailed roadway and transit service timing and phasing 

plan would be provided as part of the Project’s Infrastructure Plan, which would be included in the 

Project’s DDA. The Project would be implemented in four overlapping phases, with transportation 

infrastructure improvements (both transit and roadway) linked to the development phases. The majority 

of development and infrastructure improvements would be completed by the end of the second phase, 

which has a scheduled completion date of 2021. 

Response to Comment 43-17 

The new Alice Griffith housing is proposed to be constructed as part of the first phase of development, 

along with construction of the new stadium. Following completion of the new stadium, the old stadium 

would be deconstructed and new roadway network in Candlestick Point would be constructed. However, 

access to Alice Griffith would be maintained as the Candlestick Point development proceeds. 

Response to Comment 43-18 

Land uses, including gas stations, in the Project site will ultimately be dictated by the amended Bayview 

Hunters Point and Hunters Point Redevelopment Plans and not by the Planning Code. Gas stations have 

not been identified as a Principal use in these amendments. 

Response to Comment 43-19 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of sea level rise taken into account for various 

Project components and how the Project will provide continued flood protection with greater levels of sea 

level rise. The shoreline will remain at or very close to the as-proposed Project shoreline location, which 

implies that only groundwater effects need to be considered for the subject roadway improvements. 

Response to Comment 43-20 

Figure C&R-7 (Location of New Traffic Signals) presents the locations of proposed on-site and off-site 

traffic signals. The figure illustrates 26 intersections throughout the Project area and the Bayview 

neighborhood that would be either manually controlled from within the Stadium’s Transportation 

Management System or by an on-site Traffic Control Officer. The manual control would allow for efficient 

egress of game attendees from the stadium. 
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Off-site intersections that would be signalized as part of the Project are also listed on Draft EIR page 

III.D-46. 

The following currently unsignalized off-site intersections would be signalized as part of the transit 

preferential treatment on Palou Avenue, or when traffic volumes warrant signalization: 

■ Crisp Road/Arelious Walker Drive 

■ Crisp Road/Outer Ring Road (West) 

■ Crisp Road/Inner Ring Road (West) 

■ Crisp Road/Inner Ring Road (East) 

■ Crisp Road/Outer Ring Road (East) 

■ Robinson Street/Fisher Street 

■ Robinson Street/Donahue Street 

■ Innes Avenue/Donahue Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Griffith Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Hawes Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Ingalls Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Jennings Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Keith Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Lane Street 

■ Carroll Avenue and Ingalls Street 

■ Thomas Avenue and Ingalls Street 

■ Arelious Walker Drive and Carroll Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive and Gilman Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive and Ingerson Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive and Harney Way 

■ Pennsylvania Avenue and 25th Street 

■ Evans Avenue, Jennings Street and Middlepoint Road 

Intersection control for new intersections within the Project site will be included in the Project 

Infrastructure Plan. The following intersections would be signalized: 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Harney Way/P Street 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Jamestown Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Bill Walsh Way 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Ingerson Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Gilman Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Egbert Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Carroll Avenue 

■ Harney Way/8th Street 

■ Harney Way/Ingerson Avenue 

■ West Harney Way/Ingerson Avenue 

■ West Harney Way/Gilman Avenue 

■ West Harney Way/Egbert Avenue 

■ Earl Street/Egbert Avenue 
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A pedestrian and bicycle-actuated signal would be installed at the Bay Trail crossing of the Yosemite Slough 

Bridge, about 150 feet north of the slough. 

At intersections on major roadways where traffic signals are not installed, STOP signs would be installed 

on streets intersecting the following major roadways: 

■ Donahue Street, at Galvez Street 

■ Robinson Street, between Donahue Street and Fischer Street 

■ Spear Avenue, between Fischer Street and B Street 

■ Arelious Walker Drive, between Harney Way and Carroll Avenue 

■ Harney Way, between Arelious Walker Drive and 4th Street 

■ West Harney Way, between 8th Street and Donner Avenue 

■ Palou Avenue and Jennings Street 

As noted above, the on-site intersection of Donahue/Innes would be signalized as part of the Project and 

the intersection of Donahue/Galvez would be STOP-sign controlled (the westbound approach of Galvez 

Street would have a STOP sign, while Donahue would not be controlled). These two intersections reflect 

the proposed street network for Hunters Point Shipyard, which differs somewhat from the roadway design 

in the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan adopted in 1997. The 1997 Redevelopment Plan 

featured a four lane curved roadway bypassing the intersection of Innes/Donahue in the northeast 

quadrant of HPS (known as the “S-Curve”). The S-Curve plan included traffic signals at the intersections 

of Innes/S-Curve and S-Curve/Donahue/Galvez. As the current CP-HPS Phase II planning and design 

progressed, the roadway was refined, leading to the removal of the S-Curve. Intersection analyses were 

conducted for 2030 Cumulative plus Project conditions to determine the intersection LOS conditions and 

if the removal of the S-Curve would affect transit operations. 

■ Removal of the S-Curve would not affect intersection operations, and both intersections would 
operate at acceptable levels. During both the AM and PM peak hours, the signalized intersection of 
Innes/Donahue would operate at LOS C, while at the intersection of Donahue/Galvez, the 
westbound approach of Galvez Street would operate at LOS C (Donahue Street would be 
uncontrolled and therefore not be subject to intersection control delays). 

■ Removal of the S-Curve from the plan would not affect the proposed transit routes that would serve 
Hunters Point Shipyard (i.e., the 48-Quintara, the 54-Felton and the Hunters Point Expresses). While 
the proposed plan would increase the bus routes by an additional 300 feet than under the S-Curve 
plan, the modest increase in travel distance would be offset by the removal of a traffic signal at the 
intersection of S-Curve/Donahue/Galvez that would be required under the S-Curve plan. 

The traffic analysis is detailed in the memorandum Supplemental Intersection Analysis in the Hunters Point 

Shipyard, Fehr and Peers, January 12, 2010. 
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 Letter 44: Neighborhood Parks Council (1/12/10) 

This letter is identical to Letter 49. Letter 44 was submitted to the San Francisco Planning Department, 

while Letter 49 was submitted to the Agency. 

Response to Comment 44-1 

As indicated in Response to Comment 31-9, Figure III.B-3 has been revised to include Bay Area Water 

Trail access points in the Project vicinity. While the precise location of access points within the Project 

area will be determined through future public processes, including the CPSRA General Plan Amendment 

process, the Project will provide access for small non-motorized recreational watercraft and therefore will 

advance the purposes of the Bay Area Water Trail. Refer to Response to Comment 31-9 for the revised 

Figure III.B-3. 

Response to Comment 44-2 

Refer to Draft EIR Section III.S (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) for discussion of the Project’s impact to 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

Senate Bill 97 (Chapter 185, 2007) requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to 

develop draft CEQA guidelines “for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of 

greenhouse gas emissions.” On April 13, 2009, OPR submitted to the Secretary for Natural Resources its 

proposed amendments to the state CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions, as required by Senate 

Bill 97. These proposed CEQA Guideline amendments would provide guidance to public agencies 

regarding the analysis and mitigation of the effects of greenhouse gas emissions in draft CEQA documents. 

At the time the Draft EIR was prepared and released, these guidelines had not been adopted by the Natural 

Resources Agency. However, On December 31, the Natural Resources Agency formally adopted the 

proposed new CEQA Guidelines concerning the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. These new CEQA 

Guidelines do not become legally effective until the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approves the 

Guidelines and transmits them to the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. 

OAL has 30 days to review the Guidelines, and they become legally effective 30 days after OAL submits 

them to Secretary of State. The OAL approved and filed the guidelines with the Secretary of State on 

February 16, 2010. The guidelines were be published in the California Code of Regulations on March 18, 2010. 

With respect to transportation, the revised language is as follows: 

Would the project: 

a) Exceed the capacity of the existing circulation system, based on an applicable measure of 
effectiveness (as designated in a general plan policy, ordinance, etc.), taking into account all 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 
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d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., 
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

While the revised guidelines referenced by the commenter had not been adopted at the time the Draft EIR 

was prepared and circulated for public review, the Draft EIR does include an analysis of Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions in Section III.S. Further, with respect to the transportation requirements of the CEQA guideline 

changes, no changes occurred that 'require' any new analysis. Appendix G as cited by the commenter is 

just a sample of what criteria may be used in an initial study. They are not formal requirements. As discussed 

in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.7), lead agencies as have the discretion to set their own thresholds 

for determining significance of project impacts. 

The criteria for determining significance for each mode of transportation in the Draft EIR, as established 

by the City of San Francisco, are described in pages III.D-31 through -33 of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR adequately examines the potential traffic-related impacts of the Project in relation to the 

existing traffic conditions and street system capacity. The Draft EIR also provides detailed analysis of 

alternative transportation modes including transit (refer to Impacts TR-17, TR-18, TR-19, TR-20, TR-21, 

TR-22, TR-23, TR-24, TR-25, TR-26, TR-27, TR-28, TR-29, TR-30, TR-39, TR-47, and TR-52), bicycles 

(refer to impacts TR-31, TR-32, TR-40, TR-48, and TR-53) and pedestrians (refer to Impacts TR-33, 

TR-34, TR-41, TR-49, and TR-54). 

The timing and phasing of transportation improvements would be developed and included in the Project’s 

DDA. Refer also to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures) for details and clarity regarding 

proposed roadway configuration and implementation mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 44-3 

The particular comment is one of the proposed amendments to the CEQA guidelines for evaluating 

transportation impacts. While the revised guidelines had not been adopted at the time the Draft EIR was 

prepared and circulated for public review, with respect to the transportation requirements of the CEQA 

guideline changes, no changes occurred that “require” any new analysis. As stated on page III.A-3 of the 

Draft EIR, the impact significance used in the EIR are appropriately based on the San Francisco Planning 

Department MEA and Agency guidance regarding environmental effects to be considered significant. Page 

III.A-3 of the Draft EIR specifically states that: 

The impact significance criteria used in this EIR are based on San Francisco Planning Department 
Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency guidance 
regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant. This guidance is, in turn, based 
upon Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and MEA’s Initial Study checklist, with some 
modifications. In cases where potential environmental issues associated with the Project are 
identified, but are not clearly addressed by the guidance listed above, additional impact significance 
criteria are presented. The significance criteria used for each environmental topic/resource are 
presented at the beginning of the impact discussion in each section of Chapter III of this EIR. 
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Response to Comment 44-4 

This particular comment is also one of the proposed amendments to the CEQA guidelines for evaluating 

transportation impacts. Refer to Response to Comment 44-3 for discussion of revisions to the CEQA 

guidelines. 

Response to Comment 44-5 

This particular comment is also one of the proposed amendments to the CEQA guidelines for evaluating 

transportation impacts. Refer to Response to Comment 44-3 for discussion of revisions to the CEQA 

guidelines. 

Response to Comment 44-6 

Figure II-14 does not provide the phasing of the bicycle improvements on the Project roadway network. 

The timing and phasing of transportation improvements would be defined in the Infrastructure Plan, which 

would be included in the Project’s DDA. 

Within Hunters Point Shipyard Class II bicycle lanes would be provided on Innes Avenue, Robinson 

Street, Fisher Street, and along Crisp Road a Class I off-street facility would be provided. Construction of 

these streets and development adjacent to these roadways are currently planned to occur within the first 

phases of CP-HPS Phase II development, and therefore interim bicycle and pedestrian connections would 

not be necessary. The bicycle network within Hunters Point Shipyard would connect with existing Bicycle 

Route #7 on Palou Avenue (a Class III facility). 

Response to Comment 44-7 

The analysis provided in Impact RE-2, beginning on page III.P-15 of the Draft EIR and concluding on 

page III.P-31, evaluates not only impacts that could occur as a result of the resident and employee 

population, but also what could occur with the existing population of the Bayview area. The analysis 

determines that the increase in the Project‘s resident and employee population and the existing area 

population would not lead to substantial physical deterioration or degradation of existing and proposed 

facilities, nor would it result in the need for new or expanded facilities. The Project would, therefore, not 

cause a significant impact and no mitigation is required. Nonetheless, mitigation measure MM RE-2 has 

been identified to ensure that parks are phased as development occurs. 

Response to Comment 44-8 

Page III.P-31 of the Draft EIR has been revised to include Table III.P-3a (Residential Units, Employment, 

and Park Acreage Provided during Each Stage of Development) following Table III.P-3 in the Draft EIR, 

page III.P-31: 
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Table III.P-3a Residential Units, Employment, and Park Acreage Provided during Each 

Stage of Development [New] 

Stage of 

Development 

Residential 

Units Population 

Total Parkland 

(ac) 

Park-to-Population Ratio 

(acres per 1,000 Residents) Employees 

Park-to-Population Ratio 

(acres per 1,000 Residents 

& employees) 

Existing 256 1,113a 120.2 108 — 201.5 

Phase 1 3,160 7,363 235.6 32.0 2,346 24.3 

Phase 2 5,165 12,035 246.9 20.5 7,474 12.7 

Phase 3 7,670 17,872 250.4 14.0 10,595 8.8 

Phase 4 10,500 24,465b 336.4 13.8 10,730 9.6 

a. Refer to Table III.C-1 (Existing Population [2005]) in Section III.C (Population, Housing, and Employment). This population correlates 

to the total number of households in the Traffic Analysis Zone, which includes more than the 256 households located in the 

Candlestick portion of the Project site (e.g., 292). It is likely, therefore, that the population within the Candlestick portion of the 

Project site is less than 1,113, which would only increase the existing park-to-population ratio. 

b. Calculated as 2.33 people per residential unit. 

 

As illustrated in Table III.P-3a, when employees are included in the Project’s population, the parkland ratio 

remains well above the standard of 5.5 acres per 1,000 population at all phases of the Project. The Project 

will not cause significant physical degradation of exiting park facilities. 

Figure II-17 (Proposed Building and Parks Construction Schedule), Draft EIR page II-52, shows that the 

Project’s construction schedule would maintain adjacency between residential development and park 

construction and improvement. This phasing will be made mandatory by the Project’s Disposition and 

Development Agreement. (Figure II-17 has been revised in Section F [Draft EIR Revisions] to reflect that 

building construction activities would occur 1 to 2 years later than originally planned.) 

Response to Comment 44-9 

The comment regarding marina siting is noted. The Project area is not presently used by substantial 

numbers of small non-motorized craft such as kayaks. Moreover, with the exception of the Yosemite 

Slough bridge impacts discussed in Response to Comment 47-20, the Project is unlikely to impact 

conditions for watercraft other than windsurfers. 
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 Letter 45: National Trust for Historic Preservation, Western Office, and 

California Preservation Foundation (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 45-1 

This comment contains introductory information and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy 

of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 45-2 

This comment contains introductory information and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy 

of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 45-3 

Refer to Responses to Comments 28-1 and 39-3, and to Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this document, 

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. 

Response to Comment 45-4 

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-23, 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. (As noted in Section B (Project 

Refinements), herein, the Project analyzed in the Draft EIR proposed demolishing Buildings 208, 211, 224, 

231, and 253. Building 208 will now be retained as an element of the cultural landscape, but would not be 

occupied.) The NRHP-eligible resources would remain and would continue to be part of the NRHP-

eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District. 

The NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District as part of the Project would be 

bounded by new R&D development to the west and south and by the shoreline areas of HPS and San 

Francisco Bay to the north and east. Structures in the historic district, including Drydock Nos. 2 and 3, and 

Buildings 104, 204, 205, 207, and 208 would be within open space areas, as shown in Draft EIR Figure II-9 

(Proposed Parks and Open space), page II-27. (Figure II-9 has been revised in Response to Comment 86-5 

to reflect the proposed Bay Trail route around the Yosemite Slough.) With the Project, R&D buildings south 

of the drydocks would replace large-scale buildings, such as Building 211 and Building 253. While nearby 
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R&D development up to 105 feet in height would be a different design than the existing structures in the 

historic district, that new development would not alter the setting of the historic district such that its integrity 

would be impaired. In addition, the historic district would retain its waterfront setting, including the drydocks. 

Thus, new development at HPS would not have an adverse impact on the setting and context of NRHP-

eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District as part of Project. 

Mitigation measure MM CP-1b.1, pages III.J-34 to -35, requiring documentation of the CRHR-eligible 

resources before demolition, would reduce, but not avoid, the significant effect on CRHR-eligible resources. 

Refer to Section F of this document, discussing Subalternative 4A (Proposed Project with Historic Preservation 

Alternative) 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 45-5 

Refer to Responses to Comments 28-1 and 39-3, and to Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this document, 

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, consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 

Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, and would avoid significant adverse effects on historic resources. 

Response to Comment 45-6 

The Draft EIR found that the Project would not have a significant adverse effect on the NRHP-eligible 

Hunters Point Commercial Drydock District. As stated on Draft EIR pages III.J-33 to III.J-34: 

The Project proposes to retain the buildings and structures in the potential Hunters Point 
Commercial Drydock District, identified in 1998 as eligible for listing in the NRHP. Drydocks 2 and 
3 and Buildings 140, 204, 205, and 207 would be rehabilitated using the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Page & Turnbull, 
architects and historic resource consultants, reviewed the proposed treatment and rehabilitation of 
Drydocks 2, 3, and 4. The treatments would include repair of concrete surfaces of the drydocks and 
addition of guardrails along their perimeter. Page & Turnbull found that the proposed treatments 
would provide a methodology for resolving severe deterioration issues, and ultimately provide for 
the longevity of the historic resources; the treatments would be consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation266 (refer to Appendix J [Drydock Assessment] of the Draft EIR). 
Heritage Park is proposed at Drydocks 2 and 3 and would include interpretive display elements 
related to the history of HPS. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3), these impacts would be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

As discussed on in Section III.J, pages III.J-33 to -34, the Project would demolish structures identified as 

part of the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District; this 

would be a significant and unavoidable adverse effect. Refer to Response to Comment 28-1 with regard to 

Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan; Stadium, Marina, Yosemite Slough Bridge, with 

Historic Preservation), which would retain the structures in the California Register of Historical Resources 

(CRHR)-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District, and would 

avoid significant adverse effects on historic resources. 



C&R-613 

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 

The Draft EIR includes supplementary information on the historic treatment of the Drydocks 2, 3, and 4 

as atypical structures. All buildings to be retained in the NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial 

Drydock Historic District, would, as noted, be rehabilitated under the Secretary of the Interior Standards 

for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Draft EIR, page III.J-29, third full 

paragraph, notes: 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) states that “generally, a project that follows the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings shall be considered 
as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource.” 

Response to Comment 45-7 

Refer to Response to Comment 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 45-8 

The Bayview Waterfront Plan Historic Resources Evaluation, Volume II: Historic Resources Survey and Technical Report, 

October 2009, by Circa Historic Property Development (Circa Report, cited on page III.J-1), evaluated 

structures at Hunter Point Shipyard for eligibility for the NRHP, the CRHR, and local historic registers. 

The Circa Report concluded that Buildings 208, 211, 224, 231, and 253 met criteria as contributors to the 

CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District, described on 

pages III.J-22 through III.J-25. The Circa Report did consider NRHP criteria in that evaluation, and 

concluded that Buildings 208, 211, 224, 231, and 253 did not meet criteria for the NRHP. The conclusion 

is noted on page III.J-22 and Table III.J-1, page III.J-24. Therefore, the Draft EIR provides information 

that updates the evaluation of historic resources at Hunters Point Shipyard since the 1998 study noted in 

the comment, the 1998 study is also addressed on Draft EIR, page III.J-21. 

To clarify the summary of the Circa Report in the Draft EIR, the following underlined text has been added 

after the second sentence, first paragraph, page III.J-22: 

… The investigation evaluated the eligibility of buildings and structures for the NRHP, the CRHR, 
or local historic registers. … 

Refer also to Response to Comment 39-1 with regard to evaluation of historic resources at Hunters Point 

Shipyard. 

Response to Comment 45-9 

Refer to Responses to Comments 34-4 and 45-6 with regard to preservation of resources in the NRHP-

eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District consistent with the Secretary of the Interior 

Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 
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Response to Comment 45-10 

Refer to Response to Comment 34-6, clarifying that the Navy is completing the NRHP listing process for 

the Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District identified in 1998. 
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 Letter 46: Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 46-1 

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. 

Response to Comment 46-2 

The comment questions whether construction/approval of an entertainment and regional retail center at the 

location proposed is consistent with the City’s Transit First policy. There would be a robust transit network 

serving the entertainment and retail sites. These facilities would be served by three transit lines, including: 

■ 29-Sunset, with service to Mission Street, the Balboa Park BART station, San Francisco City 
College, and San Francisco State University 

■ CPX, which would provide express service to the Transbay Terminal in Downtown San Francisco, 
where patrons can connect to many other local bus lines as well as regional transit systems, including 
ferries, AC Transit bus service to the East Bay, and Golden Gate Transit bus service to Marin and 
Sonoma Counties 

■ 28L BRT, which would provide high-frequency service in exclusive right-of-way to the Hunters 
Point Shipyard transit hub, the Bayshore Caltrain station, and the Balboa Park BART station 

Consequently, patrons from the regional retail and entertainment centers who wish to use transit would be 

able to connect to destinations throughout the entire Bay Area with only a single transfer between systems 

or routes. The ability to provide convenient connections to this robust transit network was a key reason 

for the design and proposed location of these uses. 

The Project proposal includes a mix of regional and local transit links to ensure quick access by transit 

from points throughout the Bay Area to major destinations in the Project area. These include the proposed 

stadium, the parks, and the entertainment and retail center complex at Candlestick Point. While these land 

uses are consistent with the voter-approved Proposition G, the transit links proposed in the Project have 

been designed specifically to ensure that regional attractions (e.g., the arena) have multiple transit route 

access and strong connections to BART and Caltrain. Thus, the entertainment and retail complex would 

have direct access to BART and the T-Third by the 28L-BRT and the 29-Sunset, and direct access to 

Caltrain by the 28L-BRT, as well as multiple pedestrian and bicycle links to the Bayview via Gilman 

Avenue, Jamestown Avenue, and Ingerson Avenue, and along Harney Way and the State Park; links that 

would also serve the same local-to-regional transit hubs. 

Unlike numerous regional attractions in the Bay Area, transit serving this site would not only provide links 

to BART, Muni Metro, and Caltrain, it would provide those links on exclusive right-of-way to reduce and 

minimize conflicts, congestion impacts and other typical delay and unreliability factors of conventional bus 

transit service. The Project therefore provides a high level of transit orientation and amenity to support 

the trips to and from the Project, from both San Francisco and the larger Bay Area. 

The commenter also suggests that the proposed reconstruction of Harney Way would negatively impact 

shoreline access. The proposed configuration of Harney Way includes a number of pedestrian amenities 

designed to improve shoreline access. The reconstruction would include two new signalized intersections, 
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at Thomas Mellon Drive and Executive Park East. Each of these new signalized intersections would 

provide new crosswalks across Harney Way and allow controlled crossings for pedestrians. The 

reconstructed Harney Way has also been designed in two phases—the first being a slightly narrower, 

interim phase with fewer travel lanes, and the second being a slightly wider ultimate phase with more travel 

lanes when traffic volumes warrant—such that pedestrian crossing distances across travel lanes would 

remain a short as possible for as long a duration as possible. 

The intersection and freeway facility LOS impacts associated with the Project were analyzed and described 

in the Draft EIR. The analysis indicated a number of significant traffic-related impacts to the surrounding 

roadway system, including facilities in Visitacion Valley. The analysis describes mitigation measures to 

reduce traffic-related impacts to less than significant levels, where feasible mitigation measures were 

identified. However, at a number of facilities expected to experience significant impacts, no feasible 

mitigation measures were identified. For those facilities where no feasible mitigation measures were 

identified, a detailed discussion of mitigation measures considered and why they were determined to be 

infeasible is provided in the Transportation Study in Appendix D of the Draft EIR. 

The commenter also suggests that unacceptable LOS at intersections in Visitacion Valley be mitigated by 

land use planning for the Project by not providing a regional entertainment and retail center. A number of 

intersections in Visitacion Valley would operate at LOS E or LOS F under future year 2030 conditions 

without the Project. Therefore, not providing the Project’s regional entertainment and retail center would 

not mitigate the poor operating conditions at these intersections. Chapter VI of the Draft EIR describes a 

number of Alternatives to the Project, some of which would generate less traffic than the Project, and 

would therefore add less traffic to study intersections in Visitacion Valley. 

Impacts TR-38 and TR-43 describe traffic and parking impacts, respectively, associated with 49er game 

day conditions. Although mitigation measures are proposed to reduce the severity of traffic impacts, they 

would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Parking impacts during 49er game days were 

found to be less than significant. Visitors to the regional retail and entertainment center during game days 

would likely use regional facilities, such as US-101 and the Harney Way interchange, rather than local 

roadways within Visitacion Valley to access the retail and entertainment center. 

Response to Comment 46-3 

The Project’s commercial uses have been designed to provide a range of opportunities to the region, the 

adjacent neighborhoods, and the new Project residents. The retail market analysis prepared by CBRE 

Consulting (Appendix U to the Draft EIR) determined that the commercial uses proposed by the Project would 

be sufficiently supported by growth in the region and the new residents of the Project. The market analysis 

determined that there would be no adverse urban decay impacts from cumulative development on the 

surrounding neighborhoods, including Visitacion Valley. Access to the Project area would be improved under 

the Project with numerous connections, including BRT and a marina, to the greater San Francisco area. It is 

anticipated that there would be sufficient market base to support more than one entertainment venue. 

Response to Comment 46-4 

The comment is acknowledged. This proposal does not reduce or avoid any significant and unavoidable 

impact of the Project. 
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Response to Comment 46-5 

The Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts from the Project construction and traffic along the Harney Way 

corridor, including Executive Park, as described in Section III.H (Air Quality) and in Appendix H3, 

Attachments 1, 2, 4 and 6. The greater Visitacion Valley area is farther away than and generally upwind of 

the Harney Way corridor. As pollutant concentrations from these types of sources decrease with increasing 

distance and as the predominant wind direction tends to blow from west to east, out to the San Francisco 

Bay, the air quality impacts in Visitacion Valley would be lower than those in the Harney Way corridor. As 

discussed in Appendix H3, Attachments 1, 2, 4 and 6, the impacts in the Harney Way corridor were well 

below the BAAQMD CEQA threshold of significance so no adverse health impacts associated with the 

Project would be expected for the greater Visitacion Valley area. 

Response to Comment 46-6 

Refer to Response to Comment 31-5 regarding the subjectivity of aesthetic evaluation. Section III.E 

(Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR does not indicate there would be no impact on views. Rather, the analysis 

acknowledges that the towers would partially obstruct some views from different vantage points, which 

were clearly identified. Figure III.E-22 (View 10: Northeast from Bayview Hill), page III.E-33, of the Draft 

EIR, shows the view from Bayview Hill. To the east, residential towers at Candlestick Point would be 

visible. Short and mid-range views of degraded and unmaintained areas would be replaced with well-

designed development (page III.E-60 of the Draft EIR). As shown in Figure III.E-21 (View 11: Northwest 

from CPSRA), page III.E-34, of the Draft EIR from the easterly area of CPSRA, the Bay, Bayview Hill, 

and Candlestick Point stadium are clearly visible. Views of Bayview Hill would be partially obstructed, as 

noted on page III.E-60 of the EIR. However, this view would not be completely blocked, as shown in the 

simulation, and Bayview Hill would remain fully visible from other vantage points. 

Response to Comment 46-7 

The traffic-related impacts associated with the Project have been analyzed and are presented in the Draft 

EIR. Specifically, Impacts TR-1 through TR-16, TR-38, TR-46, and TR-51 identify traffic-related impacts 

due to the Project, their levels of significance, whether mitigation is feasible, and level of significance after 

mitigation. These impacts include traffic throughout the transportation study area, including a number of 

intersections in the Visitacion Valley area and the nearest freeway facilities. They also include the 

cumulative effects of a number of already approved and/or reasonably foreseeable development projects 

in the study area, as referenced by the commenter. 

The health and aesthetic impacts emanating from traffic congestion, as well as quality of life have been 

addressed in Draft EIR Sections III.I (Air Quality), Section III.E (Aesthetics), and Section III.B (Land Use 

and Plans) respectively. Further as the Draft EIR includes a cumulative analysis of all impact areas, the 

combination of the Project with all reasonably foreseeable development has also been addressed in Chapter 

III (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) under each issue area. 

With regard to replacing the regional retail centers with neighborhood-serving uses, these ideas were 

addressed in Chapter VI Alternatives. A reduced development scenario was presented in Alternative 3, 

page VI-4, in which retail uses would not be developed. 
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Refer to Response to Comment 52-7 regarding the neighborhood-serving retail (which includes grocery 

stores) uses and other services proposed by the Project that would be available and accessible to the larger 

Bayview community and also to the residents of Alice Griffith. Draft EIR Chapter II (Project Description), 

page II-16, second paragraph, states: 

Existing 256 public housing units would be demolished on the existing SFHA site and 844 new 
homes would be constructed in their place along with neighborhood serving retail and services, open 
space and new streets. The 844 new homes would include a mix of market-rate, affordable and 
below-market rental and homeownership and public housing replacement units. 

Figure II-4 (Proposed Land Use), page II-11, identifies the location of neighborhood-serving retail with a 

pink striped overlay. 

The commenter reiterates a previous comment regarding consistency between the Project and the City’s 

Transit First Policy. Refer to Response to Comment 46-2 for a discussion of the consistency of the City’s 

Transit First policy with the proposed entertainment and regional retail center. 

The commenter notes that the specificity of comments was affected by the length of time available to 

comment. Refer to Responses to Comments 80-1 and 84-11 for a discussion of the adequacy of the public 

comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. In addition, 

refer to Response to Comment 96-1 for a discussion of the other opportunities for providing public 

comment prior to publication of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment 85-5 for a discussion of 

the extensive planning process for the Project. 

Finally, the commenter has submitted an alternative concept plan for consideration that replaces the 

proposed regional retail and entertainment center with residential, neighborhood serving retail and other 

commercial development. California has declared that the statutory requirements for consideration of 

alternatives must be judged against a rule of reason. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) defines the “Rule 

of Reason,” which requires that an EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 

choice. The alternatives shall be limited to those that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the Project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only those that the 

Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project. Among the factors 

that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR is (i) failure to meet most 

of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to offer substantial environmental 

advantages over the project proposal (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)). Further, CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that “the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility 

of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, 

other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact 

should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or 

otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent).” Sufficient 

information is not provided by the commenter on the alternative concept plan to draw any conclusions 

about its feasibility. 
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 Letter 47: California State Parks Foundation (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 47-1 

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 47-2 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 47-3 

Following implementation of the Project, CPSRA will be protected by the same statutory scheme that 

protects the rest of the State Park System. 

As the Draft EIR acknowledges, the proposed reconfiguration would remove 29.2 acres from CPSRA. Of 

this area, 21.4 acres are currently used as parking for events at Candlestick Park stadium. This land currently 

does not provide CPSRA with recreational benefit; as such removing it does not damage the Park. Similarly, 

the land that would be crossed by the proposed Yosemite Slough bridge is not presently available for 

recreation. As discussed in Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological 

Resources]), with identified mitigation, the Project will have less-than-significant impacts on biological 

resources in the slough currently or following the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. The only direct 

loss to the Park is the 7.8 acres of recreation land (which includes several acres used for CPSRA parking) 

that would be removed and developed with residential uses essential to the Project’s overall success. 

In contrast to this relatively small loss, the reconfiguration would provide a substantial net increase in usable 

recreation land within CPSRA. The proposed reconfiguration would increase the recreational value of 

CPSRA, in part by providing substantial improvements to parkland in exchange for the land to be removed. 

The Project, moreover, would not damage any part of the post-reconfiguration park, as discussed more fully 

in Response to Comment 47-28. Overall the area of CPSRA usable for recreation will increase from the 

current area of 77.7 acres (about 64 percent of the park’s total 120.2 acres, including the slough, which is of 

minimal recreational value in its unrestored state) to 96.7 acres (the entire future park), a clear improvement. 

Response to Comment 47-4 

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

discussion of the Yosemite Slough Wetlands Restoration Project and the biological impacts resulting from 

construction and operation of the Yosemite Slough bridge; and Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits 

of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) for a discussion of the traffic implications if the Yosemite Slough bridge 

were constructed. 

Project Boundaries and the Yosemite Slough Bridge 

As noted in Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]), 

confusion regarding whether or not Yosemite Slough was considered part of the Project and whether 

impacts to portions of Yosemite Slough outside the Project site were analyzed in the Draft EIR stemmed 
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in part from reviewers’ interpretations of various figures in the Draft EIR, particularly Figure III.N-1 

(Biological Resources Study Area). This figure correctly depicted only the mouth of Yosemite Slough as 

being within the “Project Boundary,” while showing that a slightly greater portion of the slough was within 

the “Study Area” and the entire slough was within the “Yosemite Slough Watershed Wildlife Study Area.” 

The purpose of Figure III.N-1 was to indicate the relationships of three different geographic areas: the 

boundary of the Project site (Project Boundary); the boundary of the area that was covered by the wetland 

delineation performed for the Project (Study Area); and the boundary of the area in which data on wildlife 

use had been collected during a study performed by LSA Associates, Inc. and volunteers in 2004 (Yosemite 

Slough Watershed Wildlife Study Area). The Study Area boundary extended beyond the Project boundary 

because impacts to wetlands and aquatic habitats, both existing and those that would be present after 

implementation of the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project, were anticipated to occur slightly upstream 

from the Project boundary during construction of the Yosemite Slough bridge. That the Study Area 

boundary did not include the entire slough does not indicate that the remainder of the slough was not 

considered in the impact analysis. Rather, as discussed in the following section, the impact analysis 

considered direct and indirect effects on all biological resources both within and adjacent to the Project 

boundary, including all of Yosemite Slough and relevant adjacent areas. 

The figures in the EIR depict the location of the proposed Yosemite Slough bridge relative to the Project 

site boundaries and the CPSRA. In response to this comment, Figure C&R-8 (CPSRA and Project 

Boundaries) is provided as a larger-scale depiction to illustrate the Project boundaries relative to the slough. 

This illustration also clearly shows the proposed position of the bridge relative to the CPSRA boundary. 

The bridge footings on either side of Yosemite Slough would require removal of portions of parkland from 

the CPSRA (red hatched areas). On the north side of the slough, this would result in 0.8 acre, and on the 

south side of the slough it would be part of 2.6 acres that would be reconfigured. As evident in the figure, 

on the north end of the slough, the bridge footings on the north are located at the eastern edge of the park 

boundary and thus would not “split” the CPSRA. On the south end of the slough, the area removed for 

bridge footings would impinge on approximately 300 feet or less (270 feet) through the CPSRA. On the 

south side, the bridge would extend Arelious Walker Drive through a portion of the CPSRA. Persons using 

the Bay Trail would be able to cross Arelious Walker Drive and easily access the opposite portion of the 

CPSRA. Thus, while the road and bridge approach on the south side of the slough would cross the CPSRA, 

it would not act as a physical barrier preventing use of the entire CPSRA. While the proposed road and 

bridge would cut through the open space in one location, the majority of the restored slough area would 

remain unaffected and available for its intended use. Further, given the limited automobile use of the bridge 

(during stadium events only) crossing Arelious Walker Drive would not involve navigating a heavily 

traveled thoroughfare. Cross-traffic, except on stadium day events, would be limited to the BRT, bicycles, 

and pedestrians. The current condition of the south side of the slough (the larger shore area) is documented 

in the Draft EIR, page III.P-26, and states in part: “This area, which runs north along the shoreline from 

the Boat Launch to Arelious Walker Drive, is currently used for stadium parking and is not available as 

recreation or open space land. The Project would create grasslands and other habitats and make the area a 

functioning part of CPSRA’s open space.” 
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The Yosemite Slough Restoration Project 

Commenters suggested that the Draft EIR did not adequately recognize the Restoration Project as an 

integral component of the CPSRA or adequately analyze effects of the bridge on the Restoration Project, 

and suggested that the bridge would conflict with the goals of the restoration. The Restoration Project was 

discussed in the cumulative context and was considered one of the “planned and in-process wetland 

Restoration Projects within the Bay area” in the cumulative impact analysis on page III.N-118 of the Draft 

EIR. In addition, the effects of the Project on the habitats and species that would be expected to use the 

restoration site were analyzed in the context of direct and indirect impacts to sensitive habitats and special-

status/sensitive species both on- and off-site (Impact BI-3a through Impact BI-12c). Direct, explicit 

reference to the effects of the Project, including the Yosemite Slough bridge, on the Restoration Project 

itself was limited in the Draft EIR. Because the Draft EIR followed the CEQA requirement to assess 

impacts with respect to the change that the Project would cause to existing, baseline conditions (under 

which the Restoration Project has not been implemented), the descriptions of those impacts focused on 

existing conditions rather than explicitly discussing the Restoration Project. Nevertheless, as explained in 

more detail, below, the existing slough serves as an appropriate proxy for the restored slough in terms of 

type of habitat and species that could be impacted by the Project. Although the Restoration Project would 

increase the extent of tidal aquatic, mudflat, and (especially) tidal marsh habitat in Yosemite Slough, the 

type of the potentially affected habitats and species present after implementation of the Restoration Project 

would be similar to existing conditions, and the quantity of impacts to the new/restored habitats would 

not be substantially greater than the Project’s effects on existing Yosemite Slough conditions. Thus, the 

DEIR assessed impacts to the resources which are the focus of the Restoration Project. To enable the 

public to see how the analysis covered the impact areas, Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on 

Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]) more directly correlates the biological analysis with the details of 

the Restoration Project. 

The Yosemite Slough Restoration Project was considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts in all 

technical sections. For clarity, text changes have been made to specifically call out the Restoration Project 

in the cumulative analysis of each technical section (refer to Section F [Draft EIR Revisions]). 

As stated in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration issued by the California State Parks 

Foundation110 for the Restoration Project, the goals and objectives of the restoration plan include the 

following: 

■ Increase the area subject to tidal influence. 

■ Restore habitat diversity by re-establishing tidal flats and marsh in areas of present upland fill. 

■ Improve local foraging and roosting habitat for migratory and resident birds. 

■ Improve quality of life for the surrounding community. 

■ Remediate, sequester, or remove contaminated soils to reduce potential for human and wildlife 
contact. 

■ Create a clean, beautiful, and local park that the public can visit and view wildlife habitat. 

■ Create an environmental area that local schools can use for educational field trips. 

                                                 
110 California State Parks Foundation. 2006. Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Candlestick Point State 
Recreation Area Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. SCH # 2005122023, June. 
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■ Benefit local businesses by increasing the number of visitors coming to the area. 

■ Connect the Bay Trail through CPSRA with the Bay Trail that is proposed for Hunters Point. 

As described in Section III.N (Biological Resources) and Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on 

Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]), all impacts to the slough, restored or unrestored, were analyzed. 

The Project would not interfere with any of the identified objectives of the Restoration Project. In numerous 

ways, the Project would further the objectives of the Restoration Project, particularly with respect to 

improving quality of life for the surrounding community, remediating, sequestering, or removing 

contaminated soils to reduce potential for human and wildlife contact, benefiting local businesses by 

increasing the number of visitors coming to the area, and connecting the Bay Trail through CPSRA with the 

Bay Trail that is proposed for Hunters Point. The Project would rehabilitate and replace dilapidated structures 

and vacant lots full of rubble and debris with high-quality development that would include numerous acres 

of open space and local parks. The Project would connect the Bay Trail along the shoreline on Hunters Point. 

The Project would increase the number of visitors and residents coming to the area, exposing residents and 

visitors to the CPSRA and the restored slough who might have otherwise not been provided the opportunity. 

The bridge itself would provide unique viewing opportunities of the slough wetlands and tidal habitat that 

would not otherwise be available. The area is urban now, although degraded. The Project would create a new, 

improved development that includes open space and parks that would complement the CPSRA, and would 

include shoreline improvements that would directly benefit visitors to the CPSRA. The Project and the 

Restoration Project are not mutually exclusive. The two projects can further the objectives of each other. 

Analysis of the Yosemite Slough Bridge and Roadway 

As noted in Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]) and 

Section III.N (Biological Resources), Section III.E (Aesthetics), and Section III.P (Recreation) of the Draft 

EIR, the placement of a bridge across the neck of the slough would not, as demonstrated in the EIR, result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts to wildlife habitat or recreational users of the slough, or in significant and 

unavoidable impacts to scenic resources. It is acknowledged that the bridge and roadway would present a 

structural element that would not otherwise be visible across the neck of the slough. The Project’s proposed 

roadway and bridge through an otherwise entirely recreational open space area would have some adverse impact 

on the recreational experience, when compared to a natural open space area with no roadway or bridge running 

through it. Clearly, the introduction of a roadway and bridge, together with activity on and use of those features, 

would adversely affect the natural feel of this portion of the park. Nevertheless, the EIR does not consider the 

proposed roadway and bridge to result in a significant adverse impact on the proposed improved recreation 

area for a variety of reasons. The Slough is presently, and would continue to be, located with an urban 

environment, bordered in part by developed lots and roads. Hence, even without the proposed roadway and 

bridge, park users would be aware of and in close proximity to the roads and developed areas bordering the 

park. In addition, the proposed road and bridge would provide some benefits to the restored park. The bridge 

would be carefully designed to maximize its integration with surrounding natural areas, including open work, 

low profile, and architectural finishes that would allow the bridge to blend to the maximum extent feasible with 

the surrounding environment. The Yosemite Slough is between two urbanized areas, and the “natural” view 

and feel of the slough as it currently exists would only be sensed if one were wearing blinders, providing the 

narrowest possible focus directly out from the slough. Otherwise, urban development as it exists would intrude 

on the “natural feel” of the area, even without the Project. Also refer to Response to Comment 47-20. 
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Yosemite Slough Bridge Benefits 

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

need for the bridge and the benefits that it provides. Even without a stadium, the bridge would provide 

substantial benefits to bicyclists and pedestrians, and facilitates reduced transit times. With a stadium, the 

bridge would also provide acceptable access to the stadium on game days. The bridge, as noted, above, 

would provide viewing opportunities for visitors and residents that would not otherwise be available. The 

pedestrian and bicyclist paths on the bridge would provide unique opportunities for viewing wildlife and 

the improved wetlands upon completion of the Restoration Project that would otherwise be unavailable. 

The nesting island and restored wetlands would be highly visible from the bridge and would actually 

provide a better view in some respects than the view from on the ground. Wildlife traversing the slough 

could easily be watched from the bridge. 

No-Bridge Options 

The commenter indicates that there is no analysis in the EIR of a non-stadium option without the Yosemite 

Slough bridge. A range of development scenarios excluding the Yosemite Slough bridge has been analyzed 

in the Draft EIR. These include Alternative 2, Alternative 4, and Alternative 5, the analysis of which 

provides a range of impacts for development without a bridge, from a reduced development scenario 

without a stadium to a more intense development without a stadium as analyzed under Alternative 5. 

Alternative 2 analyzes the full Project land use program without construction of the Yosemite Slough 

bridge. Generally, travel demand associated with all Variants and Alternatives studied would be similar with 

or without the Yosemite Slough bridge. Because the Yosemite Slough bridge would not accommodate auto 

travel on non-game days, the traffic circulation patterns are expected to be the same under Alternative 2 

as the Project. Similarly, since auto traffic would only use the bridge on game days for any Alternative or 

Variant considered, the typical non-game day travel patterns for any of the Alternatives or Variants that 

include the bridge would be the same under conditions without the bridge. If Variant 1 (R&D Variant), 

Variant 2 (Housing Variant), or Variant 2A (Housing/R&D Variant) were approved, and no bridge were 

constructed, the impacts would not increase from those identified for Variant 1, Variant 2, or Variant 2A 

with the bridge. In fact, all operational and construction impacts associated with the bridge, although 

identified as less than significant, would be eliminated. 

Without the bridge across Yosemite Slough, additional travel distance and travel time would have a notable 

effect on passengers who use the BRT to travel to or from the Hunters Point Shipyard (the analysis 

indicates a reduction of 15 percent for these trips). However, because this represents a relatively small 

portion of overall Project-generated transit riders, the overall change in transit ridership and auto trip 

generation is negligible. This conclusion applies to any Variant or Alternative that was analyzed assuming 

a bridge over Yosemite Slough. 

Operation of the BRT within the rail right-of-way would not affect study intersection operations. 

Therefore, the traffic impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be the same as the Project. Similarly, 

traffic impacts associated with any Variant or Alternative that was analyzed assuming a bridge over 

Yosemite Slough would be the same as the equivalent Variant or Alternative without the bridge. 

Table C&R-10 (Development Plan Assumptions for Alternatives 2, 4, and 5) describes the Project 

components that were analyzed for Alternatives 2, 4, and 5. 
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Table C&R-10 Development Plan Assumptions for Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 

Alternative 

Yosemite 

Slough Bridge Stadium Intensity of Development Plan 

2 No Yes Same as Project 

4 No No Reduced CP-HPS Phase II Development (approximately 30%) with Historic Preservation 

5 No No Same as Project but less development at CP, more at HPS Phase II 

 

While Alternative 2 analyzed the impacts of a no-bridge scenario with the stadium at a similar development 

intensity as the Project, Alternatives 4 and 5 examined alternative development scenarios, one with a 

reduced development envelope compared to the Project and the other with the same development 

program, but different distribution of uses, as the Project, both without a stadium or inclusion of the 

Yosemite Slough bridge. 

Alternative 4 is a reduced-development alternative. A total of 7,350 residential units would be constructed 

under this alternative, about 30 percent less than proposed with the Project. Consequently, the population 

growth anticipated under this alternative would be approximately 17,126 compared to approximately 

24,465 under the Project. Land uses proposed under Alternative 4 would be similar to those proposed 

under the Project; however, residential densities and commercial intensities for most uses would be 

approximately 30 percent less at full build-out in comparison to build-out of the Project. 

Alternative 5 would have the same overall land use program as the Project. The total number of housing 

units would be the same as for the Project. However, approximately 1,350 units would be shifted from 

Candlestick Point to HPS Phase II, because no State Parks agreement would occur, resulting in a smaller 

development footprint at Candlestick Point. No Yosemite Slough bridge would be constructed and there 

would be no stadium at HPS Phase II. As noted on page VI-126 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 5 would retain 

the existing configuration of the State Park boundary, and would not include improvements or ongoing 

funding for operations and maintenance as provided by the Project. As a result, the land area available for 

development at Candlestick Point would be smaller and 1,350 housing units would be shifted to HPS 

Phase II. A total of 6,500 residential units would be constructed at Candlestick Point with higher densities, 

resulting in more mid-rise structures and towers than under the Project. The amount of retail, office, 

community service, hotel, arena uses would remain as proposed under the Project. Research and 

development uses, neighborhood retail, community-serving uses, the artists’ studios, and marina proposed 

by the Project are also proposed under Alternative 5. Residential development would increase by 1,350 units, 

for a total of 4,000 units. The San Francisco 49ers football stadium would not be constructed at HPS Phase II. 

Therefore, the EIR has analyzed alternatives without a bridge or stadium that range from a 70-percent of 

Project development to a full Project development with units shifted from Candlestick Point to HPS 

Phase II. The shifting of these residential units in Alternative 5 would result in more intense development 

at HPS Phase II than as analyzed for the Project. While the traffic patterns would be somewhat different 

under Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, the EIR has analyzed an equivalent, a reduced, and a more intense Project 

at HPS Phase II without inclusion of the bridge. 

If the 49ers relocate to a city other than San Francisco, Variants 1, 2, or 2A could be developed. If any of 

these Variants is ultimately implemented, and there is no Yosemite Slough bridge, impacts with regard to 
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Land Use and Plans, Population, Housing, & Employment, Aesthetics, Wind, Shadow, Cultural and 

Paleontological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, Public Services, Recreation, Utilities, Energy, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions would not differ 

from the analyses in the EIR with respect to these Variants, as impacts on these resource areas are based 

on intensity of development, population/employment generation, extent of land disturbance, and types of 

land uses, and would not become more severe or result in additional environmental impacts if a bridge 

were not constructed. Therefore, the analyses contained in the EIR for any of these Variants would apply 

if neither the stadium nor the bridge is built. 

The only resources that could be affected by routing traffic around the slough would be traffic, transit, air 

quality, and noise. Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 analyzed routing traffic around the Yosemite Slough rather than 

across a Yosemite Slough bridge. If Variants 1, 2, or 2A were approved without a bridge, the traffic impacts 

of routing traffic around the slough has been included in the EIR analysis of Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, and 

would be greater than the Project. The biological resource impacts would be reduced with no bridge 

compared to the Project. However, the benefits of the bridge would not be realized, such as decreased 

transit times and additional wildlife viewing opportunities. 

The only area where transportation and circulation would be different without a stadium if the bridge were 

not built relates to transit travel times. The distance across the Yosemite Slough bridge (from Carroll 

Avenue to Shafter Avenue) is approximately 0.4 mile. The distance on the route around the slough is 

approximately 1 mile, a difference of 0.6 mile. The travel time for the BRT route across this distance 

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

time for the BRT route around the slough (assuming an average 7 mph travel speed) would be 8.7 minutes, 

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

disclosed in the Draft EIR is a reasonable estimate given the uncertainties in estimating actual transit travel 

time. Further, whether the actual difference in travel time is 5 minutes or 6 minutes, or perhaps even 7 

minutes, it would not alter the significance conclusion relative to transit travel since the transit ridership 

generated would be similar to the Project with a no-bridge development scenario, and transit demand 

would be accommodated by available capacity, similar to the Project. Further, as described for Alternative 2 

in the Draft EIR, traffic volumes would be similar under conditions with or without the bridge, since traffic 

would not typically be allowed to use the bridge. Therefore, impacts to transit associated with traffic 

congestion would be similar with or without the bridge. 

Response to Comment 47-5 

The Draft EIR considers the Project’s impacts to recreation opportunities at CPSRA as a whole, while 

acknowledging that some area would be removed from the park. It concludes that because recreational 

opportunities would increase overall, the Project would not have a significant physical impact. Refer to 

Draft EIR at p. III.P-32. As discussed in Responses to Comments 47-20 and 47-26, below, the Project 

would not significantly degrade existing recreational opportunities at, or any other aspect of, Yosemite 

Slough as it exists today. Response to Comment 47-20 discusses potential impacts to future uses of the 

slough. Refer also to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological 

Resources]) and to Draft EIR pages III.E-50 through III.E-51, concerning the Project’s aesthetic impacts 

to the slough. 
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Response to Comment 47-6 

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 is 

specifically responded to in Responses to Comments 47-7 through 47-65. 

Response to Comment 47-7 

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

Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge), which discuss the bridge’s effects on 

biological resources and transportation, respectively. As noted in Master Response 4, although the bridge 

does provide an important function related to the stadium on game days, the bridge would also serve a vital 

role in providing effective BRT service to the Hunters Point Shipyard neighborhood and a key pedestrian 

and bicycle connection between the Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point neighborhoods. 

Therefore, the bridge is proposed under Project Variants 1 and 2, which do not include the stadium. 

However, the Draft EIR Chapter VI includes an analysis of the Project without the Yosemite Slough 

Bridge. Alternative 2 (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan; No Yosemite Slough Bridge) would have the 

same land use program proposed with the Project, including the State Parks agreement, but would not 

include the Yosemite Slough bridge. Discussion of impacts of Alternative 2, as compared to the Project, is 

presented on Draft EIR pages VI-30 to VI-59. Alternative 2 could also be combined for approval with 

Project land use Variants 1 and 2, also resulting in a Project without the Yosemite Slough bridge. 

Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II Development; Historic Preservation; No HPS Phase II Stadium, 

Marina or Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Alternative 5 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II Development; No HPS 

Phase II Stadium, State Park Agreement, or Yosemite Slough Bridge), presented on Draft EIR pages VI-93 

to VI-159 also do not include the Yosemite Slough bridge. 

The benefit of the bridge with respect to BRT service described above are similar for the land use plans as 

part of the Project, Project Variants, and Project Alternatives where BRT service is proposed. 

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 47-8 

Refer to Responses to Comments 47-3 and 47-28 for discussions of the proposed park reconfiguration. 

Response to Comment 47-9 

This comment is an overview of the commenter’s concerns, which are specifically described and responded 

to above and below in responses to this letter. 

Response to Comment 47-10 

The Draft EIR identifies both the City and County of San Francisco and the Agency as co-lead agencies 

for the purposes of carrying out or approving the Project and preparing the CEQA review document. 

Section 15051(a) of the CEQA Guidelines provides criteria for determining the Lead Agency, stating that 
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it generally should be the agency that will carry out the Project. Section 15051(d) of the CEQA Guidelines 

also acknowledges that there may be times in which two or more public agencies have a substantial claim 

to be the Lead Agency, in which case, the agencies may designate one agency as the lead or may provide 

for cooperative efforts by two or more agencies, as is the case for the CP-HPS Phase II EIR. 

The City and County of San Francisco has adopted guidelines for implementing CEQA, as required by the 

statute; and those guidelines are codified in its Administrative Code Article 31. Article 31.04 states that the 

City and all of its officials, boards, commissions, departments, bureaus, and offices shall constitute a single 

“local agency,” “public agency,” or “lead agency,” as those terms are used in CEQA, except that the Agency 

shall be a separate “local agency” or “public agency” as specified in CEQA. With regard to the 

establishment of any redevelopment area, the City shall be the “Lead Agency.” In other words, the City 

has authorized the Agency to be its own Lead Agency except in the instance of the establishment of a 

redevelopment area. 

In this case, the Project does not establish a redevelopment area, so Article 31.04 does not mandate that 

the “City” serve as the Lead Agency; however, the Project proposes to amend two plans of existing 

redevelopment areas and that action requires Board of Supervisor approval. The Board also will take a 

number of other approval actions. The Agency, however, will carry out the Project. The facts here present 

a situation as recognized in Section 15051(d) where two or more agencies have a substantial claim to be 

the Lead Agency. Given the language in Article 31.04, it has been the City's experience that the Agency has 

a substantial claim to be the Lead Agency in circumstances where the Agency proposes to establish 

redevelopment areas or amend redevelopment plans. Consequently, in addition to having CEQA allow for 

cooperative efforts by two or more agencies, the City and Agency have long had the practice of jointly 

preparing CEQA documents for redevelopment plans and plan amendments. 

Consistent with CEQA’s basic purpose of informing decision-makers and the public about potential 

significant environmental effects, the identification of cooperative lead agencies increases the opportunity 

for public disclosure. Rather than creating a problem for the public, if anything, this process results in a 

better process for the public. It ensures that the Project is well defined, both by the City and the Agency. 

It requires two commissions to hold public hearings on the draft document, the Redevelopment 

Commission and the Planning Commission, following both the City's adopted guidelines for carrying out 

CEQA and the Agency's adopted guidelines. It requires both commissions to certify to the adequacy, 

accuracy, and completeness of the Final EIR. 

As a procedural matter, there is no additional burden on the part of the public by having additional 

hearings; instead, the public is afforded more opportunities to participate in the process, and any oral 

comments at any one or more of the hearings are provided equal weight. The public has embraced the 

practice, as is evident by the number of people who appeared to testify before the commissions. Further, 

the process does not produce administrative waste because the fact remains that both the City and the 

Agency have discretionary approval authority over the Project and both agencies must be fully informed 

as to the potential environmental impacts before acting on the Project. 

Consistent with Section 15051(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, to the extent that the City would act first on 

the Project, it could be considered the primary Lead Agency, if a choice were to be made. However, if the 

City were designated as the primary Lead Agency and the Agency as a responsible agency (as opposed to 
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designating co-lead agencies), the conclusions of the EIR would not change, nor would the process by 

which the EIR has been or will be heard and considered by the City and the Agency. The designation of 

the City as the primary Lead Agency would not trigger any of the conditions identified in Section 15088.5 

of the CEQA Guidelines that require recirculation of an EIR, which include (1) a new significant 

environmental impact; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact; (3) a feasible 

project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed that would 

clearly lessen the significant impacts of the project (but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it); or 

(4) precluding meaningful public review and comment. 

Response to Comment 47-11 

Use of a Project-Level vs. Programmatic EIR and Certainty with Respect to Project 

Features and/or Variant Features 

As stated on page I-6 of the Draft EIR: 

This EIR evaluates the development Project’s environmental effects at a project level of detail and 
examines all phases of the Project, including planning, construction, and operation, as well as the 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that might result. The Candlestick Point-Hunters Point 
Shipyard Phase II EIR is a Redevelopment Plan EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15180 
and a project EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15161. The CEQA “Project” includes the 
proposed Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development project, the proposed 
amendments of the Bayview Hunters Point and Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plans, and 
the proposed amendments of the San Francisco General Plan and the San Francisco Planning Code. 

CEQA does not mandate the use of programmatic EIRs in most circumstances. Section 15168(a) of the 

CEQA Guidelines provides permissive language regarding the use of Program EIRs, stating, “A program 

EIR is an EIR which may [emphasis added] be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as 

one large project and are related. …” Section 15165 of the CEQA Guidelines, in its section describing 

multiple and phased projects, provides guidance as to when a program EIR must be used, stating, “Where 

individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken and where the total undertaking comprises 

a project with significant environmental effect, the lead agency shall prepare a single program EIR for the 

ultimate project as described in Section 15168.” The identification of a separate section of the CEQA 

Guidelines to address multiple and phased projects is intended to make clear that an EIR must address the 

impacts associated with the whole of an action. If the approval of one particular activity could be expected 

to lead to many other activities being approved in the same general area, such as is the case with multiple 

or phased projects, the EIR must examine the expected effects of the ultimate environmental changes. 

Essentially, while CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines allow for different types of environmental documents, 

such as a program EIR or a project EIR, the type of environmental document ultimately selected must 

disclose all environmental impacts associated with a project or an action that leads to other reasonably 

foreseeable actions; impacts cannot be overlooked due to piecemeal development. As further explained in 

Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (Kostka and Zischke 2009), a Program EIR may 

be used to (1) avoid multiple EIRs, which could otherwise cause piecemeal environmental review or 

(2) consider broad programmatic issues for related actions at an early stage of the planning process. 

The CP-HPS Phase II Project, while it would occur over a 20-year period of time due to the size of the site 

and magnitude of the undertaking, represents a single and discrete project, the whole of which has been fully 
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analyzed in the CP-HPS Phase II Project EIR. With respect to the stadium, the EIR evaluates a project that 

includes a stadium, which is consistent with the development application submitted by Lennar Urban and 

jointly accepted by the City and County of San Francisco and the Agency. However, because it is possible 

that the 49ers may not choose to remain in San Francisco, which is a decision made by the 49ers and outside 

of the control of the lead agencies and the Applicant, it is possible that a stadium would not be necessary at 

the Project Site; therefore, the EIR evaluated a variant to the Project that did not include a stadium. 

With respect to the Tower Variants, the document analyzes different locations and heights of the residential 

towers at Candlestick Point, while maintaining the same total number of residential units identified for the 

Project, in order to provide a range of options for the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to 

evaluate. Impacts related to all of the environmental topics, including shade, wind, and aesthetics impacts, 

are fully evaluated for all of the variants, including the Tower Variants. In fact, as stated on page IV-1 of 

the Draft EIR (and as revised in this document in Section F [Draft EIR Revisions]): 

Most of the features of the variants would be similar to the features of the Project. None of the 
variants would alter the Project Objectives, which are provided in detail in Chapter II (Project 
Description). The Project could be approved in combination with Variants 3 (Tower Variants A, B, 
C, and D), 4, and/or 5, any of which can be overlaid on the Project. Variants 1, 2, and 2A represent 
variants of the Project without a stadium; either of these variants, if approved, could also include 
components of Variants 3 (Tower Variants A, B, C, and D), 4, and/or 5. For all of these variants, 
this cChapter IV (Project Variants) provides an environmental analysis such that this EIR would be 
adequate under CEQA for purposes of review and approval for any of the variants of the Project 
either individually or in combination with elements of the Project. The variants are analyzed at a 
project -level of detail, which is equal to the Project analysis included in Chapter III (Environmental 
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) Section III.A through Section III.S of this document. 
The environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the variants are presented 
following the description of each variant. A comparison of the variant development programs to the 
Project is presented in Table IV-1 (Comparison of Variants to the Project). Table IV-2 (Impact 
Comparison of Project Variants) summarizes the effects of the Project compared to the variants. As 
necessary, figures are included to illustrate key details of the Variants and are presented below with 
the variant descriptions. 

The analysis of variants in the EIR does not reflect uncertainty or ambiguities, but, instead, provides flexibility 

and a range of options for the Lead Agency to consider. In all cases, the variants have been fully evaluated. 

All potential components of the proposed development that could occur over the 20-year development 

schedule have been fully considered in the Draft EIR, either in the analysis of the Project or in the analysis 

of the variants. 

It is acknowledged that some aspects of the Project will need to undergo further design and those further design 

details will be reviewed and approved by the Agency following the initial approval actions for the Project, 

consistent with the design review process set forth in the Project approval documents. It is anticipated that 

these later approvals would require additional environmental analysis only if the specific conditions provided 

for in CEQA for such later approval action were to occur. As stated on page I-7 of the Draft EIR: 

It is anticipated that each discretionary approval related to the implementation of the Project would 
rely on this EIR and would not require preparation of subsequent environmental documentation, 
unless otherwise required by CEQA pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15162 through 15164. Anticipated approvals for the Project are included in 
Chapter II. 
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Recreational Impacts Associated with Variant 5 

As stated on page IV-238 of the Draft EIR with respect to Variant 5 (49ers/Raiders Shared Stadium): 

Development with the 49ers/Raiders Shared Stadium Variant would be similar to the Project. The 
Shared Stadium Variant would include the construction and improvement of new parks, recreational 
facilities, and open space. At build-out of this Variant, approximately 337.5 acres of parks, open 
space, and recreational uses would be provided, as described in Table IV-1, which is about 0.5 acre 
more than proposed with the Project. 

As stated on page IV-238 of the Draft EIR: 

The Shared Stadium Variant would have the same number of housing units as proposed with the 
Project, thereby resulting in the same residential population of 24,465, although 0.5 acres more of 
parkland would be provided. Operational impacts are determined based on a ratio of acres of 
parkland per resident. Currently, the City provides approximately 7.1 acres of parkland per thousand 
residents, and the standard used in Section III.P assumes a ratio of 5.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 
population is sufficient to meet the demand for recreational facilities without causing or accelerating 
substantial physical deterioration of facilities or requiring the construction of further facilities. The 
parkland-to-population ratio associated with the Shared Stadium Variant would be 13.7, which is the 
same as the Project. The Shared Stadium Variant ratio would be considerably higher than the ratio 
of 5.5 acres of parkland per thousand residents, which is considered sufficient to meet demand for 
recreational facilities without causing or accelerating substantial physical deterioration of facilities or 
requiring the construction of further facilities. Impacts would be less than significant. 

As stated on page III.P-29 of the Draft EIR (which provides the same information for Variant 5): 

The Project would also provide approximately 10,730 jobs, which could result in a daytime 
population of 35,195 (adding the resident population of 24,465, and assuming that no residents were 
also employees, which is unlikely). Counting the entire daytime population as a part of the population 
served by the parks on the Project site, the parks-to-population ratio would be 9.5 acres per 1,000 
employees/residents, which still exceeds the benchmark ratio of 5.5 acres per 1,000 residents. 

In summary, Variant 5 would provide 0.5 acre of additional park facilities, but would result in the same 

residential and daytime population and associated parks-to-population ratios as the Project, which are 

considered acceptable. 

The Draft EIR assumed there would be 12 game days and 20 other stadium events for the Project, resulting 

in a total of 32 events. Variant 5 assumes 22 games and 20 other stadium events, for a total of 42 events, 

an increase of 10 events as compared to the Project. 

Environmental Impacts of Shared Stadium and No Stadium Variants 

As with the Project, Variant 5 would locate the stadium at Hunters Point, which is not proximate to the 

CPSRA for purpose of both attending a game and recreating at the CPSRA. As with the Project, it is 

assumed that individuals that attend a game may arrive early for the purpose of tailgating (refer to page 

III.D-26 of the Draft EIR), but would not also arrive early (or stay late) for recreation purposes at the 

CPSRA. Therefore, even with an increase of 10 events, it is unlikely that any of the individuals would 

impact the recreational values of the CPSRA. 

In terms of how the Project will differ in terms of environmental impacts under the 49ers/Raiders Shared 

Stadium as compared to the Project, refer to the analysis for Variant 5, provided on pages IV-214 through 

IV-248 of the Draft EIR, as well as Table IV-2 (Impact Comparison of Project Variants). Table IV-2 has 



C&R-736 

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 

been revised to include Subalternative 4A and is presented in Section F (Draft EIR Revisions). In terms of 

how the Project will differ in terms of environmental impacts, if the stadium is not built, unlike the Project, 

refer to the analysis for Variants 1 and 2, provided on pages IV-4 through IV-139 of the Draft EIR, as well 

as Table IV-2 (Impact Comparison of Project Variants). 

Response to Comment 47-12 

All of the issues raised in this comment are addressed by the commenter in greater detail in subsequent 

comments. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment 47-4 for a discussion of why the Yosemite Slough 

was not included as part of the Project site. Refer to Response to Comment 47-11 for a discussion of 

reasonably foreseeable future activities associated with the Project. Refer to Response to Comment 47-14 

for a discussion of the Project’s objectives. Refer to Response to Comment 47-16 for a discussion of 

necessary federal approvals. 

Response to Comment 47-13 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-4 regarding the identification and analysis of Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 47-14 

Chapter II (Project Description) of the Draft EIR clearly indicates that the Project includes construction of 

a new 49ers stadium, as first described on page II-14 and again described on page II-20. The conceptual 

design and cross-sections in Figure II-7 (49ers Stadium Conceptual Elevations) and Figure II-8 (Existing and 

Approved Parks and Open Space), pages II-22 and II-23, further reflect this aspect of the Project. Figure II-8 

has been revised and presented in Response to Comment 50-23 to correct the legend and clarify the park 

boundaries around the stadium site. The Project, including a new 49ers stadium, is evaluated in Chapter III 

(Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) within each environmental topic area. 

In this comment, the commenter is identifying one of the six objectives of the Project. Objective 5 on page 

II-7 of the Draft EIR states: 

5. The integrated development should 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 necessary infrastructure, and in so doing should: 

■ Provide the parking necessary to operate the stadium. 

■ Provide the necessary transportation infrastructure, including automobile, public 
transit and pedestrian connections between Candlestick Point, Hunters Point 
Shipyard, and the larger BVHP neighborhood, to facilitate the efficient handling of 
game day traffic. 

The Project Objectives are designed to describe the underlying purpose of the Project, as a whole, and to 

guide in the selection of alternatives. While the City and Agency would like a stadium to be part of the 

Project, development of an NFL stadium is not the City’s or Agency’s decision, and is a business decision 

of the NFL. For the purpose of the analysis of Project impacts, the 49ers stadium is assumed as part of 

the Project. For example, Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation) evaluates the transportation 

impacts of a 49ers stadium and identifies mitigation measures to address them. 
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While the Project includes development of a stadium, several variants to the Project were developed to 

address a non-stadium scenario. To maintain the same major elements of the Project, while accounting for 

the potential for the 49ers to relocate to Santa Clara or another jurisdiction, the City identified Variant 1 

(R&D Variant) and Variant 2 (Housing Variant), which would develop R&D or housing, respectively, in lieu 

of a stadium, at levels that would be consistent with population and employment levels associated with a 

stadium scenario. This analysis is presented in Chapter IV (Variants), and is presented separately from the 

analysis of a new 49ers stadium within Chapter III. Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) for a discussion of the need for, and benefit of, the Yosemite Slough bridge. 

Project variants are addressed on page IV-1, second paragraph, of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR states 

that the Project and one or more variants could be adopted ultimately by decision-makers. Nothing in 

CEQA precludes adoption of a Project that authorizes multiple land uses. The use of the variants in the 

Draft EIR was done to make it clear which portions of the Project might be developed in alternative ways. 

Text changes in Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this document show new text that has been added to 

the Executive Summary to discuss Project variants. 

As addressed on page IV-214, last paragraph, of the Draft EIR, a stadium shared by two NFL teams would 

have limited new environmental effects compared to a one-team stadium: 

Overall, the 49ers/Raiders Shared Stadium Variant would not change the amount or type of 
development compared to the Project. However, the 49ers/Raiders Shared Stadium Variant includes 
an increase in NFL events per season from 12 to 20 games. Development with this Variant is also 
likely to result in events occurring weekly for the entire NFL season. Thus, no construction-related 
environmental effects would occur in excess of those identified for the Project. The potential 
operational effects of the 49ers/Raiders Shared Stadium Variant would be related to the increase of 
stadium use and would affect air quality, noise, transportation, utilities, energy, and aesthetics. 

As stated in Appendix D of the Draft EIR, pages 35 and 36, the 49ers/Raiders Shared Stadium Variant 

would have the same impacts as the Project, except that transportation impacts would occur on ten 

additional days compared to the Project. 

Refer to Response to Comment 17-1 for a discussion of allowing the bridge to be open year-round for 

automobile use. 

Response to Comment 47-15 

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

to be open to automobile traffic outside of game-day conditions. 

Further, the purpose of making the BRT route “rail-ready” is not as a precursor to anticipated 

implementation of light-rail on this route; rather, it is a common citywide approach to providing new 

infrastructure, including new BRT routes, that seeks to avoid precluding future modifications or 

conversions as technology or demands change. Generally, the concept of “rail-ready” implies that roadway 

designs, including available right-of-way, curve radii, grades, potential station platform areas, and overhead 

clearances proposed by the Project would not preclude implementation of light rail along the route. 

However, there is currently no proposal to implement light rail along the BRT route. If such a proposal 

were made at a later date, any such proposal would need to go through appropriate environmental review 
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prior to being considered by SFMTA. Such a project is not foreseeable and cannot, therefore, be analyzed 

because no such project has been defined or proposed. 

Response to Comment 47-16 

Table ES-1 (Major Project Approvals), Draft EIR page ES-6, and Table II-16 (Major Project Approvals), 

Draft EIR page II-82, include the major Project approvals, including regional, state, and federal approvals. 

The table is not an exhaustive list, as identified in the table note, but describes the major approvals that 

would be required of the Project. In response to this comment, Table ES-1 and Table II-16 are revised: 

 

Table ES-1 Major Project Approvals [Revised] 

… 

Redevelopment Agency Commission 

… 

■ Approves Reports to the Board of Supervisors on the amendments to Redevelopment Plans 

… 

■ Approves land transfer agreements with Port Commission, State Lands Commission, and California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (CDPR) 

… 

… 

Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

■ Approves amendments of the Bay Plan and Seaport Plan 

■ Approves permits for activities within BCDC’s jurisdiction, including the proposed Yosemite Slough bridge 

■ Reviews Project land use plan for federal consistency under the Coastal Zone Management Act for activities not previously authorized 
in Consistency Determination No. CN 1-99 

… 

US Army Corps of Engineers 

■ Approves permit for fill related to the Yosemite Slough bridge, shoreline improvements, and other activities. 

■ Consults with USFWS or NMFS regarding federally listed species prior to carrying out its discretionary authority under Section 404 of 
the CWA, pursuant to Section 7 of federal ESA 

■ Consults with NMFS regarding pile-driving and harbor seal and California sea lion prior to carrying out its discretionary authority under 
Section 404 of the CWA, pursuant to Marine Mammal Protection Act 

■ Consults with NMFS regarding modifying designated EFH prior to carrying out its discretionary authority under Section 404 of the 
CWA, pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Act 

… 

 

Each federal agency required to take approval actions would determine its NEPA requirements for those 

actions. The Navy, for example, is preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) with 

a Draft SEIS expected to be published in June 2010 and the Final SEIS expected in December 2010. 

Response to Comment 47-17 

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

discussion of the potential impacts from construction of the Yosemite Slough bridge on wetlands that are 

restored as part of the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project as mitigation for impacts from other projects. 
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Response to Comment 47-18 

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

discussion of the Project’s consistency with, and potential effects of the Yosemite Slough Restoration 

Project. The Yosemite Slough Restoration Project is not an adopted land use plan of a local or regional 

agency within the meaning of Section 15125(d) or (e) of CEQA. 

Response to Comment 47-19 

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

of potential effects of the project on the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project and its biological goals. 

Mitigation measures pertaining to impacts to jurisdictional habitats (i.e., MM BI-4a.1, MM BI-4a.2, and 

MM BI-4c) would apply to any impacts to the resources present when the project is constructed, whether 

they currently exist or whether they will exist as a result of the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. 

Therefore, no revisions to these mitigation measures are necessary. 

Response to Comment 47-20 

The Draft EIR considers, as CEQA requires, the Project’s impact on the existing physical environment, 

which includes Yosemite Slough in its existing, unrestored state. For example, Draft EIR pages III.E-50 

through -51 analyze the Project’s aesthetic impacts related to the slough. Yosemite Slough currently does 

not support substantial recreational use, including recreational boating or trails. Thus, the Project would 

not have a negative impact on existing recreational use. 

Analysis of the Project’s impact on the future recreational uses associated with the slough and the 

Restoration Project is difficult. Because these uses do not currently exist, such analysis requires one to 

project how future visitors may use and experience the slough, and then to project how the Project, 

particularly the proposed bridge across the slough, would alter those experiences. CEQA normally 

discourages such speculation. Nevertheless, the commenter has provided information about the proposed 

future project to create a wetland restoration area around Yosemite Slough and expressed concern that the 

Project is inconsistent with various elements of the project. Although no such uses exist at this time, 

assuming the Restoration Project as described by the commenter is eventually constructed, the Project 

would not have a significant adverse impact on future recreation in the slough, as explained below. 

Recreational Boating in the Slough 

The proposed bridge across Yosemite Slough would not impede the passage of recreational paddle crafts from 

the slough into the open bay. Although the precise details of the bridge’s design have not been finalized at this 

time, preliminary plans estimate that under current conditions, the bridge would provide approximately 13 feet 

of clearance at mean high water—that is, during an average high tide, as illustrated by Figure C&R-9 (Yosemite 

Slough Bridge—Paddle Craft Clearances). This is sufficient clearance to allow unimpeded navigation by human-

powered craft. If sea level rises by 55 inches—a projection at the high end of many estimates of the effects of 

climate change—clearance would be 8 feet, 7 inches at mean high water, which is still sufficient for paddle craft 

navigation. And in a more moderate seal level rise scenario of 36 inches, clearance would be 10 feet, 3 inches at 

mean high water. Thus, there will be no physical impediment to navigation. 



PBS&J 04.16.10 02056 | JCS | 10SOURCE: RHAA; Lennar Urban, 2010.

Candlestick Point — Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II EIR
YOSEMITE SLOUGH BRIDGE – PADDLE CRAFT CLEARANCES

FIGURE C&R-9
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Some paddlers may feel that their experience is less “natural” because of the bridge and is therefore 

diminished. Bridges are a frequent feature of water recreation areas in California. For example, most 

paddlers visiting Elkhorn Slough in Monterey County, a very popular human-powered boating area, pass 

under Highway 1 at the beginning of their outing. Moreover, the recreational experiences offered by 

CPSRA and other parks within the Project area involve a mosaic of natural and developed parklands, all 

connected to urban development. The restored slough will be a more-natural part of the patchwork, but 

will not be isolated from the developed and urban areas nearby. People visiting the slough, including 

paddlers, will be aware that they are in an urban park and could expect to see features like the bridge. Thus, 

while the bridge may detract from the sense of nature that some visitors hope for, on the whole it will not 

have significant adverse impacts on boaters’, or other visitors’ recreational experiences, as described below. 

The Bay Trail Along the Slough Shoreline 

As discussed in Response to Comment 47-28, 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 would be 

possible without substantial deviation from the shoreline alignment. On the south side, visitors walking 

the Bay Trail would 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 would be clearly marked. 

While this crossing is not exactly the same as identified in the Restoration Project’s plans, it is not a 

significant inconsistency. The Bay Trail will remain a continuous shoreline trail. 

Vista Points in the Slough 

Proposed vista points associated with the planned Yosemite Slough restoration may also provide 

recreational experiences in the future. The footprint of proposed bridge may include the areas planned for 

vista points. While the precise location and nature of these vista points are not known (and CEQA does 

not require such speculation), it is likely that the proposed bridge will have a less than significant impact 

on the experience they would offer. On most days of the year, the bridge will be open only to pedestrians, 

cyclists, and transit vehicles. In this pedestrian-dominated mode, the bridge will be effectively an aspect of 

the Project’s parkland, linking CPSRA with the open space on Hunters Point. The entire length of the 

bridge will offer scenic vistas both towards the Bay and inward toward the restored slough. The availability 

of these views essentially provides the experience that the vista points would have offered. Moreover, the 

bridge’s final design may be able to accommodate widened portions of the sidewalks that project over the 

water and serve as observation decks at either end of the span. These would similarly be effective 

replacements for the vista points, and would be available at all times, even on those occasions when the 

bridge is open to private vehicles. 

To the extent that the surroundings of a vista point—rather than simply the views on offer—are considered 

an essential part of the experience, the proposed sites could be relocated within the slough restoration area. 

For example, overlooks could be constructed along the Bay Trail at points on either side of the slough 

west of the bridge. These points would provide views of the slough comparable to those from the originally 

proposed vista sites. Views toward the Bay would include the bridge, which may detract from some viewers’ 

experience. The points would nevertheless offer substantial views of the Bay, the mouth of the slough, 
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Double Rock, and shoreline features. In light of these views and of viewers’ expectations of the urban 

nature of these parklands, the bridge’s impact on views from the slough, and of the recreational experience 

of Slough viewpoints, would be less than significant. 

Overall, while the proposed bridge would result in a different, more urban recreational experience than 

Slough visitors would obtain without it, the Project would not have a significant adverse impact on 

potential future recreational opportunists in Yosemite Slough. 

Other Elements of Slough Restoration Project 

The commenter points to several elements of the Restoration Project and concludes that the Project is 

inconsistent with these elements. The Project will remove from CPSRA approximately 1.5 acres of the 34 

acres in the proposed restoration area, which includes the slough itself. Consequently, the large majority 

of the Restoration Project is not directly affected by the Project. The Project will not have any effect on 

recreational access to the slough, one of the Restoration Project’s stated purposes; in fact, the connection 

of Arelious Walker Street across the slough will enhance access to the restoration area and result in more, 

not fewer visitors to the area. The Project will not prevent the construction of the Restoration Project’s 

proposed interpretative center, fencing, lighting, benches, or drinking fountains. With the exception of the 

small acreage affected by the bridge construction, the Project will not affect the addition of 2.5 acres of 

passive public use areas, new interpretative trails, and vista points along those trails. As explained above, 

small portions of trails and vista points affected by the bridge could be relocated within the slough 

restoration area without a substantial effect on the recreational opportunity that the Yosemite Slough 

Restoration Project presents to visitors to the area. 

The Project would construct a bridge and roadway in an area that otherwise would, after the restoration 

project, be used solely for recreation and open-space uses. The construction of these facilities, together 

with their use and operation, would adversely affect visitor’s experience of the restored natural state of the 

area. However, the slough is now, and would continue to be, located in an urban environment, bordered 

by roads and developed lands. The bridge would have limited automobile use, primarily serving as a BRT, 

bicycle, and pedestrian route. Even without the bridge and roadway, users would always be near and aware 

of the urban environment in addition to the more natural immediate surroundings in the restoration area. 

Moreover, the majority of the restored slough area would be unaffected. Therefore, any adverse impact 

would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment 47-21 

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

discussion of potential effects of the Project on wetlands created as part of the Yosemite Slough 

Restoration Project. 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-20 for a discussion of the Project’s impacts on future recreation in the 

slough, and Response to Comment 47-73 for a discussion of the aesthetic impacts of the Project on the 

restored slough. 
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Response to Comment 47-22 

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

discussion of the project’s potential effects on the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. As discussed in 

Master Response 3, impacts on the biological resources that are expected to occur within the Restoration 

Project area were addressed in the Draft EIR. Also, refer to Responses to Comments 47-67 through 47-

101 for responses to individual comments in WRA’s letter, and refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion 

of text added to quantify potential impacts of the Yosemite Slough bridge on wetlands proposed to be 

created as part of the Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment 47-23 

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

discussion of the reasons why different study areas were depicted on Figure III.N-1 (Biological Resources 

Study Area) and Figure III.N-2 (Study Area Habitats) and for clarification regarding the scope of the 

project’s analysis of impacts to biological resources in on-site and off-site areas (i.e., the impacts to 

resources in all of Yosemite Slough were included in the impact analysis). 

With respect to whether the biological resources impact analysis included Yosemite Slough, page III.N-1 

of the Draft EIR states: 

The Study Area for this biological resources analysis includes both developed and undeveloped 
portions of HPS Phase II and Candlestick Point, including the entire Candlestick Point State 
Recreation Area (CPSRA), as well as off-site open waters adjacent to the Project site that would be 
impacted by Project components (i.e., breakwater, pier, etc.); refer to Figure III.N-1 (Biological 
Resources Study Area). The off-site aquatic resources discussed include Yosemite Slough (except 
the area of construction), the open water area between Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II (known 
as South Basin), and adjacent open waters that would be impacted by Project components (i.e., 
breakwaters, gangways, floats, etc.). For purposes of the evaluation of sensitive species, the Study 
Area is defined as the Project site and a radius of up to 5 miles beyond the Project site. 

Thus, the Draft EIR included Yosemite Slough in the off-site areas in which impacts were analyzed. The 

phrase “(except the area of construction)” was not intended to indicate that the area of construction was 

excluded from the impact analysis; rather, this parenthetical phrase was intended to indicate that the area 

of construction was included in the on-site impact analysis. In response to this comment, Section III.N 

(Biological Resources), third paragraph, second sentence, page III.N-1, has been revised as follows for 

clarification purposes: 

… The off-site aquatic resources discussed include Yosemite Slough (except the area of construction, 
which is included in the on-site impact analysis), the open water area between Candlestick Point and 
HPS Phase II (known as South Basin), and adjacent open waters that would be impacted by Project 
components (i.e., breakwaters, gangways, floats, etc.). … 

Response to Comment 47-24 

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

discussion of the project’s potential effects on the existing biological resources of Yosemite Slough, and 

the potential effects on the wetlands planned for restoration under the Yosemite Slough Restoration 

Project. 
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Response to Comment 47-25 

Refer to Responses to Comments 47-26 through 47-30 for discussions of the Draft EIR’s analysis of the 

Project’s impacts on existing recreational resources and facilities. 

Response to Comment 47-26 

The majority of the CPSRA shoreline would not be affected by the proposed bridge. Please refer to Response 

to Comment 47-20 regarding the bridge’s impacts on recreational opportunities in Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 47-27 

Current recreation in CPSRA consists primarily of windsurfing and land-based uses such as picnicking and 

walking. The Draft EIR analyzes the Project’s impacts on such users. It analyzes the Project’s impacts on 

windsurfing on page III.P-33. The Draft EIR analyzes the Project’s impacts on existing land-based uses by 

considering the area that will be available for such uses. It considers construction-related impacts in 

Impact RE-1, beginning on page III.P-12. Regarding impacts on future recreational uses in Yosemite 

Slough, please refer to Response to Comment 47-20. As discussed in Response to Comment 47-3, the 

Project will enhance the rest of CPSRA (outside the slough), and therefore will not have an adverse impact 

on future recreational uses. 

Response to Comment 47-28 

The Draft EIR analyzes recreational impacts in part by considering whether the Project would “adversely 

impact existing recreational opportunities.” This standard goes well beyond what is required by the CEQA 

Guidelines, which include recreation standards that only address impacts to the physical environment; they 

do not require any consideration of impacts to recreational users’ experiences. Refer to CEQA Guidelines, 

Appendix G Section XIV. This qualitative standard was selected to acknowledge and analyze the changes 

that current users of CPSRA will encounter during and after implementation of the Project. In applying 

this standard to the Project, the Draft EIR recognizes that the proposed reconfiguration of CPSRA would 

remove some land from the Park. As the Draft EIR shows, and as further identified in Table C&R-11 

(CPSRA Recreation Land), this land does not for the most part support recreational uses presently. 

Specifically, of the 29.2 acres to be removed, only 7.8 acres is presently used for recreation. The remainder 

is not recreation land, but is used for parking for Candlestick Park stadium events. 

 

Table C&R-11 CPSRA Recreation Land 

 

Current 

CPSRA Land 

(acres) 

Current CPSRA Land 

to be Removed by 

Reconfiguration 

CPSR 

 Land to Be 

Improved 

Land to be 

Added to CPSRA 

and Improved 

Total Following Reconfiguration 

(Current Improved Land  

+ CPSRA Land to be Improved  

+ Land Added to CPSRA) 

Improved Recreation Land 51.5 [3.9]  5.7 96.7 

Unimproved Recreation Land 26.2 [3.9] 22.3   

Land Unavailable for Recreation 42.5 [21.4] 21.3   

Total 120.2 [29.2] 43.6 5.7  
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At the same time, the Project would provide substantial improvements to CPSRA. These proposed 

improvements are not mitigation measures. Rather, they are an essential part of the Project. The Draft EIR 

acknowledges that land would be removed from CPSRA, but concludes that following implementation of 

the Project, including the improvements, the Park as a whole will not suffer an adverse effect on 

recreational opportunities. The table below demonstrates the that the Project would remove only small 

amounts of actual recreation land, while improving large areas of land currently inaccessible or underused. 

Specifically, of the 77.7 acres of CPSRA currently in use for recreation, approximately 51.5 acres is 

developed with facilities and actively used. The remaining 26.2 acres is undeveloped and used less 

frequently. Following the reconfiguration, 69.9 acres of this land would be improved and available for 

recreation. Further, 5.7 acres of improved land would be added. The removal of actual recreation land 

would be minimal: only 7.8 acres, half of which is unimproved. Against that small loss, CPSRA would gain 

large areas of improved land. 

Overall, the reconfiguration and associated park improvements would increase, rather than diminish, 

recreational opportunities at CPSRA. In short, CPSRA will provide a better recreational experience after 

the Project than it does now. 

Response to Comment 47-29 

The Draft EIR considers the Project’s impacts on the existing physical environment, and therefore analyzes 

the impact of increased use on existing recreational facilities. It does not analyze the impacts of increased 

use of areas that are currently unused for recreation purposes, such as areas of CPSRA that are currently 

used for stadium parking but will, following the Project, be used for recreation. Because these areas are 

presently parking lots, future use cannot degrade them to worse-than-current conditions. In other words, 

future use cannot make these parts of CPSRA worse than the parking lots they currently are. 

Thus, the Draft EIR’s analysis of CPSRA is concerned solely with the Project’s impacts on the 77.7 acres 

of CPSRA currently available for recreation. Of this area, 7.8 acres would be removed from the park, 

which, the Draft EIR acknowledges. The remaining 69.9 acres will likely experience increased visitation 

due to the Project, although CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to speculate about or quantify the 

precise level of increased visitation. The Draft EIR’s analysis thus must take account of the combined 

impact of the removal of 7.8 acres and increased usage of the remaining 69.9 acres. The Draft EIR 

reasonably concludes that the park will be able support the increase in visitation without substantial 

degradation, on the basis of many aspects of the Project: the improvements to the 69.9 acres that will 

increase the amount of use the area can support, the addition of 26.8 acres to CPSRA’s stock of improved 

recreation land, the Project’s funding for CPSRA operations and maintenance, and the availability of large 

areas of new parkland throughout the Project area. Refer to Draft EIR on page III.P-32. As such, this 

substantial improvement in the quality of parkland at CPSRA would outweigh the impact of the loss of 

7.8 acres of recreation land, thus rendering any impact less than significant. 

Moreover, in this context increased visitation is a benefit of the Project: bringing additional visitors to this 

unique and important state park advances the goals of the City, the Agency, and the State Park System. 

Regarding the standard of significance for this impact, CEQA requires analysis of a project’s impacts on 

the physical environment. Thus standards of significance measure whether a project would make the 
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environment—in this case, recreational facilities—significantly worse than it is without the project. Here, 

the ratio of parkland to acres to 1,000 residents is used as a way of measuring whether the Project will 

increase park usage to such a degree that substantial physical degradation would occur or accelerate. The 

current ratio at the Project site is very high because there is a small population as compared to the size of 

CPSRA. The Project will inevitably reduce this ratio, but such reduction would not lead to degradation of 

existing facilities and thus would not cause a significant environmental impact. The Draft EIR selected its 

standard of 5.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents because this was the ratio existing in the City at the 

time of the 1986 General Plan. Although an improvement in this ratio would be a benefit, maintenance of 

the ratio would allow the ongoing maintenance of parkland without accelerated degradation. In fact, as 

demonstrated on pages III.P-30 and -31 of the Draft EIR, parkland ratios at the Project site will be well 

above 5.5 acres per 1,000 residents at all phases of the Project. 

Response to Comment 47-30 

In response to the comment, the text in Section III.P (Recreation), page III.P-1, paragraph 1, sentence 3 

has been revised as follows: 

… The analysis in this section concludes that no the Project could have potentially significant or 
significant environmental impacts development would result from the Project related to the timing 
of proposed park; therefore, no a mitigation measures are is included. 

Also in response to the comment, the text in Section III.P (Recreation), page III.P-25, last paragraph, has 

been revised as follows: 

… In addition, The Last Rubble would contain a new beach area and marshland (refer to 
Figure II-21). Other features here may include parking, picnic areas, overlook terraces, restrooms, 
and a restaurant/café. 

Noise impacts to CPSRA are encompassed by the analysis in Section III.I (Noise and Vibration). Park 

users are not considered sensitive receptors. 

Response to Comment 47-31 

This comment contains introductory information and summarizes an attached letter from Tom Brohard 

and Associates (Comments 47-102 through 47-115). Responses to specific comments from that letter are 

provided in Responses to Comments 47-67 through 47-101. Also refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose 

and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) for discussion of transportation issues relating to the 

Yosemite Slough bridge. 

Response to Comment 47-32 

The Draft EIR considered impacts of the Project to scenic vistas and scenic resources, including the 

CPSRA, impacts from increased light and glare, and analyzed whether the Project would substantially 

degrade the visual character or quality of the site. Regardless of whether the CPSRA is called out specifically 

in the Draft EIR as a scenic resource or not, impacts to the CPSRA were considered in all applicable 

technical sections, including Aesthetics, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, 

Geology and Soils, Noise, Biological Resources, Traffic, Air Quality, and Recreation. The Draft EIR does 

not underplay the significance of the CPSRA as a resource, contrary to the commenter’s assertion. If that 
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were the case, there would be no analysis in the Draft EIR of impacts to the CPSRA at all or the CPSRA 

would be briefly mentioned here and there. The fact that the CPSRA, when built out, will dwarf all other 

park resources in the area, as commenter states, actually provides some substantiation for the fact that the 

Project, although large, would not adversely affect the CPSRA from a visual standpoint. There are no 

impacts to the CPSRA that are not disclosed in the Draft EIR, and the commenter does not cite any such 

specific impacts that were not analyzed. Instead, the commenter relies on the fact that the Draft EIR does 

not specifically identify the CPSRA as a “scenic resource” in exactly those words. The Draft EIR references 

the CPSRA repeatedly throughout every section of the document; thus, the impacts of the Project were 

considered in the full environmental context, pursuant to Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990), 

221 C.A.3d 692. 

Response to Comment 47-33 

Refer to Responses to Comments 31-14, 47-34, 47-36, 47-58, 47-73, and 47-76 for discussion of the 

proposed bridge and its aesthetic impacts on views. Response to Comment 47-46 also contains additional 

simulations of the proposed Yosemite Slough bridge from four additional reference points. Impacts on 

CPSRA would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment 47-34 

Section III.E (Aesthetics) of the EIR contains 30 figures. Viewpoints were selected for inclusion in the 

EIR that are representative of the wide range available on such a large site. It is not necessary to include 

every possible view of a project feature to make a determination of the significance of an impact. Refer to 

Responses to Comments 31-14, 47-34, 47-36, 47-58, 47-73, and 47-76 for discussion of the proposed 

bridge and its aesthetic impacts on views. Response to Comment 47-46 also contains additional simulations 

of the proposed Yosemite Slough bridge from four more reference points. The analysis in the EIR and the 

amplification of that analysis in the Responses to Comments demonstrates that the Project would have a 

less-than-significant aesthetic impact on the CPSRA. 

Response to Comment 47-35 

Construction equipment for the bridge would not block views except from very close up, and the presence 

of construction equipment would be temporary and intermittent. Views of, across, and from the slough 

would remain from many vantage points during and after construction of the bridge. Pages III.E-51 and 

III.E-52 of the Draft EIR state that impacts from construction are potentially significant, and less than 

significant with mitigation measure MM AE-2 (requiring strict control and storage of construction 

equipment and staging). With regard to lighting, most recreational users of the CPSRA are on site during 

daylight hours (the park is open from 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. daily and slightly longer during summer). 

Therefore, security lighting at night would not disturb recreational users of the CPSRA. All potentially 

significant impacts from construction of the Yosemite Slough bridge have been identified and determined 

to be less than significant in the EIR. Also refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite 

Slough [Biological Resources]) for a discussion of impacts of lighting in the bridge area on biological 

resources. 
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Response to Comment 47-36 

Impact AE-4 analyzes long-range views across the site. From a distance, the Yosemite Slough bridge will 

not appear as a prominent feature of the Project. Facts to support the conclusions of the EIR as to long-

range views were presented on pages III.E-53 through -56, which discussed eight different viewpoints in 

addition to views across the Bay towards Oakland. With regard to Impact AE-5, the commenter fails to 

quote the remainder of the paragraph (page III.E-58, second paragraph of the Draft EIR), which sets forth 

the reasons the potentially significant impact of the bridge would not substantially damage a resource that 

contributes to a scenic public setting. The bridge would contain “green” auto lanes, with plantings in the 

middle providing a green boardwalk. Page III.N-95 of the Draft EIR indicates that the bridge would be 

low enough in profile to easily allow birds to fly over the bridge, and the bottom of the bridge deck would 

be high enough that swimming birds could swim under during tidal currents that currently allow that. The 

bridge would be low in profile (9 feet above water at the arch of the span and extending to 16 feet above 

water at its tallest point) and integrated into the open space on either side of the slough, and would contain 

piers and pedestrian and bicycle paths for a pedestrian viewing experience. Yosemite Slough would 

continue as a waterway bordered by open space opening from a narrow channel to the west to the wider 

South Basin to the east and would remain a scenic resource on the site. Placement of a low-profile bridge 

at one end of the slough would not substantially damage the scenic resource, as the vast majority of the 

slough would be untouched, and the impact would be less than significant. Visual simulations included in 

the Draft EIR show that the bridge would not, in the context of the entire expanse of the slough, 

substantially damage the resource. 

For a discussion of the bridge and aesthetic impacts, refer to Responses to Comments 31-14, 47-34, 47-

36, 47-46 (including four new graphics depicting the bridge), 47-58, 47-73, and 47-76. Whether a visual 

impact is substantial is largely a subjective determination based on an evaluation of facts. The Lead 

Agencies have made the determination that the bridge would not substantially impede views of the Bay or 

substantially damage a scenic resource because the bridge would have a small footprint relative to the 

expanse of the slough, and because its design would be visually integrated into the environment to a 

substantial degree. The Lead Agencies have determined that the Project, and the bridge in particular, would 

not result in a substantial adverse change in the visual character or quality of the site. The visual simulations 

and the extensive analysis contained in this section provide substantial evidence of the nature and 

magnitude of the change in visual character. The Lead Agencies have concluded based on substantial 

evidence that the change is not substantially adverse and the impact would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment 47-37 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-35 regarding light and glare impacts. The CPSRA is not open at night. 

Therefore, Project lighting would have no adverse effect on recreational users of the CPSRA, which would 

be on site only during daylight hours. With regard to bridge lighting and vehicle headlight impacts on 

biological resources, refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological 

Resources]). 
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Response to Comment 47-38 

The comment states that the evaluation of potential noise impacts is flawed for three reasons: (1) the 

CPRSA was not included as a noise sensitive receptor, (2) the proposed Yosemite Slough bridge is not 

analyzed as a source of noise, and (3) no potentially significant or significant noise impacts from noise to 

recreational users are identified. Refer to Responses to Comments 47-39, 47-40, and 47-41 for full 

responses to these issues. Also refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough 

[Biological Resources]). 

Response to Comment 47-39 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not disclose potentially significant impacts to recreational 

users of the CPSRA, and that the Draft EIR provides no significance threshold for analyzing potential 

noise-related impacts to recreational users of the CPSRA. While it is true that the Draft EIR characterizes 

parks and open space as noise-sensitive uses, this characterization is based upon the City of San Francisco 

General Plan’s “Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise” presented in the Environmental 

Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan. The General Plan Land Use Compatibility Chart 

indicates that new construction of parks should generally not be undertaken in areas where ambient noise 

levels exceed 75 dBA. As shown in the Draft EIR and further explained in Response to Comment 47-41, 

implementation of the project would result in an increase in 24-hour noise levels to the areas adjacent to 

the CPSRA; however, the future ambient noise levels are estimated to be well below the 70 dBA noise 

exposure that is considered satisfactory by the General Plan. It should also be pointed out that noise-

sensitive uses, as per the General Plan, are not the same as noise-sensitive receptors under CEQA. Noise-

sensitive receptors are generally considered to be those individuals for whom a long-term exposure to 

excessive noise could be detrimental to their health or welfare. Uses with noise-sensitive receptors in San 

Francisco are generally considered to be uses such as residences, schools, hospitals, and rest homes. 

The commenter states that no noise measurements were taken within the CPSRA. Noise measurements 

were taken in close proximity to uses that would experience permanent long-term increases in ambient 

noise levels as a result of project implementation. As described in Section III.I (Noise and Vibration), 

existing long-term (24-hours over the course of three days in January 2009 and July 2009) and short-term 

(15-minute) noise measurements were taken at locations that were identified as having sensitive receptors 

that would potentially be permanently impacted by implementation of the Project. These noise-sensitive 

receptors represented residential and educational uses as identified in Table III.I-3 through Table III.I-6. 

Consistent with the City’s Noise Ordinance and General Plan, the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) was 

used to measure potential noise impacts. Residential and educational uses were selected, as these uses 

would have the highest degree of sensitivity to increases in noise levels, and increases in exterior noise 

levels above 75 dBA Lmax (Lmax is the highest peak noise) would result in interference with indoor speech 

and sleep disruption, and would impact the educational environment of the schools in the vicinity of the 

Project. While users of the CPSRA would experience a change in ambient noise levels, these recreationists 

are not considered noise sensitive receptors. Implementation of the Project would not result in ambient 

noise levels in excess of 70 dBA within the CPSRA, as noise levels along adjacent roadways were modeled 

to be below 65 dBA Ldn. As roadway noise is the predominant source of ambient noise in the Project 

vicinity, and as the CPSRA is generally located either equal to or further from roadways than the noise 
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measurement locations used for the EIR, ambient noise levels within the CPSRA would be equal to or less 

than the noise levels identified at those noise measurement locations. Recreational users of the CPSRA 

would not be exposed to 24-hour increases in noise levels as would residential uses located along the 

Project roadways, nor would they be exposed to temporary increases above 75 dBA Lmax that would occur 

during stadium events at the new stadium site. In addition, as noted, the CPSRA is not open after dark, 

which is when most non-football-related stadium events would likely occur. Therefore, the locations 

selected for both long- and short-term noise measurements meet the requirements of the City of San 

Francisco and provide an accurate baseline for evaluation of potential project impacts to sensitive receptors 

as required by CEQA. 

As noise levels adjacent to the CPSRA would be substantially below the 70 dBA noise, implementation of 

the proposed Project would be considered compatible with CPSRA uses. The potential for the project to 

create permanent increases in ambient noise levels that would exceed the 70 dBA noise exposure limit were 

evaluated under Impact NO-4, which analyzed operational impacts such as the use of mechanical cooling 

systems, deliveries of retail and commercial products and activities such as trash collection and 

Impact NO-6, which analyzed operational impacts due to increase in roadway noise levels. As detailed 

under these impacts, ambient noise levels associated with the Project would not exceed 70 dBA and noise 

measurements were not required to be taken in the CPSRA as impacts to users within the CPSRA would 

be less than significant. 

The commenter claims that the Draft EIR provides no significance threshold for determining significant 

impacts on the CPSRA, in addition to claiming that no quantitative or qualitative analysis was made for 

determining potential Project-related noise impacts to the CPSRA. As neither the CDPR nor the CPSRA 

General Plan has established significance criteria for increases in ambient noise levels, the lead agencies 

utilized the thresholds of significance identified in Section III.I.4 (and further detailed below), in order to 

determine potential impacts to both existing and future noise-sensitive receptors both on and off site with 

regard to construction and operational increases in noise. The Lead Agencies utilized the City of San 

Francisco Noise Ordinance standards for residential uses to evaluate potential permanent increases in noise 

levels that would occur with implementation of the project for off-site uses, including users of the CPSRA. 

The residential noise standards are the most restrictive identified in the Noise Ordinance, and, therefore, 

afford the most protection to off-site users in the vicinity of the Project. 

The Draft EIR’s significance thresholds are clearly identified on under Section III.I.4 (Impacts) on pages 

III.I-21 and III.I-22. Specifically, with regard to impacts relating to increase in ambient noise increases that 

would potentially impact noise-sensitive receptors the following thresholds were identified based upon the 

City of San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance: 

■ During Construction 

 Generate construction noise between the hours of 8:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. that exceeds the 
ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line (unless a special permit has been 
granted by the Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection); or produce 
noise by any construction equipment (except impact tools) that would exceed 80 dBA at 100 
feet. (Criteria I.a and I.d) 

■ During Operation 

 Cause an increase in noise (i.e., as produced by “any machine or device, music or 
entertainment or any combination of same”) greater than 5 dBA or 8 dBA above the local 
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ambient (i.e., defined as the “lowest sound level repeating itself during a minimum 10-minute 
period as measured with a sound level meter, using slow response and A-weighting”) at any 
point outside the property plane of a residential, commercial/industrial or public land use, 
respectively, containing the noise source. (Criteria I.a, I.c, or I.d) 

 In the case of noise or music generated from a “licensed Place of Entertainment,” cause an 
increase in low frequency ambient noise (i.e., defined as the “lowest sound level repeating 
itself during a 10-minute period as measured with a sound level meter, using slow response 
and C-weighting”) by more than 8 dBC. (Criteria I.a, I.c, or I.d) 

Additionally, the Draft EIR considered noise impacts where quantitative significance thresholds may not 

be included in the City of San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance. The Draft EIR states that the 

Project would cause or be subject to a significant noise or vibration impact if it would: 

■ Cause outdoor traffic noise levels at existing or proposed residential and other noise-sensitive uses 
to increase by more than the FTA criteria specified in Table III.I-9, which vary depending on the 
baseline ambient noise levels. (Criterion I.c) 

■ Cause excessive annoyance, activity disruption, or sleep disturbance due to noise from SFO-related 
aircraft operations at the proposed residential uses to be located on the Project site according to 
FAA criteria (i.e., aircraft noise level of 65 dBA Ldn or greater). (Criteria I.e, I.f, and I.g) 

The lead agencies utilized the FTA criteria to evaluate noise impacts from surface transportation modes 

(i.e., passenger cars, trucks, buses, and rail). The incremental noise allowances established by the FTA 

extended the EPA’s incremental impact criteria to higher baseline ambient levels. As baseline ambient 

levels increase, smaller and smaller increments are allowed to limit increases in community annoyance (e. 

g., in residential areas with a baseline ambient noise level of 50 dBA Ldn, a 5 dBA increase in noise levels 

would be acceptable, while at 70 dBA Ldn, only a 1 dBA increase would be allowed). Again, these standards, 

which are designed to protect the most noise-sensitive uses, such as residential and educational uses, were 

applied to all off-site uses, including users of the CPSRA. 

As such, the Draft EIR evaluated potential impacts to all on- and off-site users that would occur due to 

construction and operation of the Project. As there would be no development within the CPSRA and noise 

levels from roadways adjacent to the CPSRA (e.g., Harney Way and Gilman Avenue) would be well below 

the 70 dBA compatibility range, no noise measurements were required to be taken within the CPSRA. No 

new or additional analysis would be required as suggested in the comment. Further, in response to this 

comment Figure III.I-5 (Existing and Future Noise Sensitive Land Uses in Project Site and Vicinity) has 

been modified to more accurately depict land uses identified as noise sensitive by the City of San 

Francisco’s General Plan or Municipal Code. 

Response to Comment 47-40 

As stated in Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]), 

ambient noise levels at Yosemite Slough are currently high, due to the industrial and storage uses of the 

properties on the south side of Yosemite Slough (that are outside both the Yosemite Slough Restoration 

Project area and the CP/HPS project site, and will thus not be subject to change as a result of either project) 

that are the source of considerable ambient noise. The Yosemite Slough bridge will be used only by BRT 

buses except during the 10 to 12 days (or if Variant 5 is approved) annually in which vehicles entering or  
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exiting the new stadium will be using the bridge. The hybrid buses that would be used on this BRT route 

would have a maximum noise level (from pull-away to 35 mph) of 70 to 75 dBA, roughly equivalent to the 

sound of freeway traffic at a distance of 50 feet. The roadway noise modeling performed for the project in 

the Draft EIR accounts for the total increase in daily vehicle trips to predict the 24-hour increases in 

roadway noise levels along existing uses that would potentially be impacted by implementation of the 

project. Development of the Yosemite Slough bridge would result in BRT buses traveling along the bridge 

over undeveloped portions of the CPSRA, and would not result in an increase in 24-hour noise levels that 

would exceed standards for sensitive receptors established by the City’s Noise Ordinance or the City of San 

Francisco General Plan. 

As described below in Response to Comment 47-41, implementation of the project would result in an 

increase in 24-hour noise levels in the CPSRA that are within the noise exposure that is considered 

satisfactory with no special noise insulation requirements according to the “Land Use Compatibility Chart 

for Community Noise” presented in the Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General 

Plan. Additionally, while noise levels would increase in the vicinity of the Yosemite Slough bridge, there 

are no permanent noise sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the bridge (residential, educational, or 

convalescent uses). While recreationists would be exposed to a new source of noise in the vicinity of the 

bridge, their exposure would be temporary and below the thresholds of significance identified in the Draft 

EIR. Refer to Response to Comment 47-41 for greater details regarding potential construction impacts to 

recreationists within the CPSRA. 

Response to Comment 47-41 

Permanent increases in ambient noise levels were evaluated and identified in the Draft EIR utilizing the 

significance standards identified in the City of San Francisco Noise Ordinance, as described in Response 

to Comment 47-39 above. While the Noise Ordinance does incorporate the World Health Organization 

Guidelines (WHO), the City utilizes the Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General 

Plan in determining compatibility of proposed land uses with existing adjacent uses. Specifically, Objective 

11 of the Environmental Protection Element states: 

Promote land uses that are compatible with various transportation noise levels. 

Policy 11.1 Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds 
the noise compatibility guidelines for that use. 

The “Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise” 
included in Policy 11.1 specifies the compatibility of different 
land use types within a range of ambient noise levels. 

The “Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise” specifies that for new development to be 

compatible with Parks and Playgrounds: 

■ Noise exposure is considered “satisfactory, with no special noise insulation requirements” where 
the Ldn is 70 dBA or less. 

■ “New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of noise 
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design” where 
the Ldn is between 68 dBA and 78 dBA. 

■ “New construction or development should generally not be undertaken” where Ldn is over 75 dBA. 
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As shown in Table III.I-14 (Modeled Noise Levels along Major Project Site Access Roads), the only two 

roadways in the vicinity of the CPSRA that would experience increases in roadway noise levels are Harney 

Way west of Jamestown Avenue, which is modeled to have a noise level of 59.6 Ldn in the year 2030 and 

Gilman Avenue east of Third Street, which is modeled to have a noise level of 64.6 Ldn in the year 2030. 

These noise levels are within the noise exposure that is considered satisfactory with no special noise 

insulation requirements according to the “Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise” presented 

in the Environmental Protection Element. Therefore, impacts from increased roadway noise levels are 

identified and would be less than significant to users of the CPSRA. 

Existing CPSRA users are frequently exposed to noise levels that are likely above the 75 dBA maximum 

identified in the “Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise.” These would include football 

games and special events at the existing stadium site, the Blue Angels flying show that occurs during Fleet 

Week, and fireworks shows on the Fourth of July. Project-related business and residential uses would be 

required to comply with the noise limits established by the City of San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and 

therefore, operational impacts to users of the CPSRA would be less than significant, as identified in the 

Draft EIR. 

Upon approval of the Project, no construction activity associated with development of Candlestick Point 

would occur within the CPSRA. Further, page 48 of the CPSRA General Plan acknowledges that 

construction activity associated with proposed CPSRA improvements would be short-term and less than 

significant. As construction of the Candlestick Point area would comply with the regulations of Section 29 

of the Noise Ordinance and identified in mitigation measures MM NO-1a.1 and MM NO-1a.2, 

construction-related impacts would be less than significant with regard to exposure of persons to or 

generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the Environmental Protection Element of 

the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29, San Francisco Police Code) as 

identified in the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR did identify that construction activities occurring within the Project site and in the Project 

vicinity for roadway and infrastructure improvements would last throughout the 18-year construction 

phasing, and, therefore, this temporary increase in ambient noise levels would be noticeable and would 

likely be cause for human annoyance. Implementation of the above-mentioned mitigation measures would 

reduce the noise levels associated with the loudest construction activities identified above, but not to a less-

than-significant level. Therefore, construction-related temporary increases in ambient noise levels for users 

of the CPSRA would be considered significant and unavoidable as identified in the Draft EIR. 

No substantial sources of groundborne vibration would be built as part of the Project; therefore, operation 

of the Project would not expose sensitive receptors on site or off site to excessive groundborne vibration 

or groundborne noise levels, and this impact would be less than significant to users of the CPSRA, as 

identified in the Draft EIR. Construction related vibration would likely not occur within 50 feet of users 

of the CPSRA, as the general vicinity of the construction area would be secured and CPSRA users would 

not be located directly adjacent to these construction activities. As such, construction related vibration 

impacts would be less than significant to users of the CPSRA. 

Refer also to Response to Comment 47-40 for a discussion of traffic noise impacts associated with the 

Yosemite Slough bridge. 
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