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 Letter 83: Arc Ecology (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 83-1 

This comment contains introductory, closing, or general background information and is not a direct 

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

Response to Comment 83-2 

The comment cites a number of statistics regarding crime rates on Muni, and comments that the safety 

of youth on transportation should be addressed. Although crime on Muni is an existing serious concern, 

the commenter provides no evidence suggesting that the Project would have any impact on crime rates 

on Muni. 

Draft EIR page III.D-119 presents a discussion of potential pedestrian safety impacts resulting from 

increased travel demand. With the Project, the number of pedestrians on streets outside of the Project 

site would increase as a result of the expanded recreational uses, extension of transit lines, and overall 

increase in commercial activity in the area. Similar to the anticipated ―safety in numbers‖ benefit from 

increased pedestrian activity in the Project area, the increase in Muni ridership and the general overall 

increase in pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders for a variety of purposes throughout the day could 

increase safety conditions on Muni and on the streets and sidewalks. No further analysis is required. 

Response to Comment 83-3 

Impact AQ-6, which is provided on Draft EIR pages III.H-33 through -34, assessed the environmental 

health concerns associated with Project operation. Because new R&D facilities would be located on HPS 

Phase II, the potential for cancer and non-cancer health risks was evaluated. With certain locational 

requirements identified in MM AQ-6.1 and MM AQ-6.2, potential exposure would be below the 

BAAQMD thresholds. Consequently, future residents of HPS Phase II would be protected from 

significant health effects. 

The BAAQMD is recommending community-scale impact analyses for TAC and PM2.5. Refer to Master 

Response 19 (Proposed BAAQMD Guidelines), which provides updated community-scale analyses 

based on the most recent guidance. Refer also to Master Response 5 (Health of the Bayview Hunters 

Point Community) for a discussion of health outcomes in the Bayview community. 

Response to Comment 83-4 

This comment does not provide a direct comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy 

of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 83-5 

Provisions for adequate law enforcement services are discussed on pages III.O-1 through -12 of Draft 

EIR Section III.O (Public Services). The Draft EIR identified no need for new or improved services as a 

result of the Project. Also, the Project aims to provide high-quality parks that will encourage use and help 
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anchor a vibrant, safe community. This comment is not a comment on the technical adequacy of the 

environmental analysis of the Project. 

Response to Comments 83-6 

Comments 83-6 through 83-26 are identical to Comments 82-2 through 82-22. Therefore, the following 

responses to these comments 83-6 through 83-25 reference the corresponding responses in Letter 82 

without the need to summarize the issues. 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-2. 

Response to Comment 83-7 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-3. 

Response to Comment 83-8 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-4. 

Response to Comment 83-9 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-5. 

Response to Comment 83-10 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-6. 

Response to Comment 83-11 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-7. 

Response to Comment 83-12 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-8. 

Response to Comment 83-13 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-9. 

Response to Comment 83-14 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-10. 

Response to Comment 83-15 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-11. 

Response to Comment 83-16 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-12. 
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Response to Comment 83-17 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-13. 

Response to Comment 83-18 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-14. 

Response to Comment 83-19 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-15. 

Response to Comment 83-20 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-16. 

Response to Comment 83-21 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-17. 

Response to Comment 83-22 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-18. 

Response to Comment 83-23 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-19. 

Response to Comment 83-24 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-20. 

Response to Comment 83-25 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-21. 

Response to Comment 83-26 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-22. 

Response to Comment 83-27 

Comments 83-27 through 83-60 are identical to Comments 82-35 through 82-68. Therefore, Responses 

to Comments 83-27 through 83-60 refer to the corresponding responses in Letter 82 without the need to 

summarize the issues. 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-35 for text changes to the description of Alternative 2. 
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Response to Comment 83-28 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-36. 

Response to Comment 83-29 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-37. 

Response to Comment 83-30 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-38. 

Response to Comment 83-31 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-39. 

Response to Comment 83-32 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-40. 

Response to Comment 83-33 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-41. 

Response to Comment 83-34 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-42. 

Response to Comment 83-35 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-43. 

Response to Comment 83-36 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-44. Refer also to Response to Comment 82-27 for revisions to 

Figure VI-1 and a description of BRT routing. 

Response to Comment 83-37 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-45. Refer also to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for discussion of BRT travel time 

estimates. 

Response to Comment 83-38 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-46. Refer also to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for discussion of BRT travel time 

estimates. 
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Response to Comment 83-39 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-47. 

Response to Comment 83-40 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-48. 

Response to Comment 83-41 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-49. 

Response to Comment 83-42 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-50. Refer also to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) for BRT routing under Alternative 2. 

Response to Comment 83-43 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-51. 

Response to Comment 83-44 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-52. 

Response to Comment 83-45 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-53. Refer also to Response to Comment 82-50 for discussion of BRT 

routing for Alternative 2 and Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) 

for BRT routing under Alternative 2. 

Response to Comment 83-46 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-54. 

Response to Comment 83-47 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-55. 

Response to Comment 83-48 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-56. Refer also to Response to Comment 82-32 for discussion of 

capacity constraints at regional transit facilities and Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) for BRT routing under Alternative 2. 

Response to Comment 83-49 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-57. 
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Response to Comment 83-50 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-58. 

Response to Comment 83-51 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-59. Refer also to Response to Comment 82-26 for revisions to 

Alternative 2 impact discussion. 

Response to Comment 83-52 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-60. 

Response to Comment 83-53 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-61. Refer also to Response to Comment 82-27 for revisions to 

Figure VI-1 and description of BRT route. 

Response to Comment 83-54 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-62. Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel 

time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 83-55 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-63. Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel 

time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 83-56 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-64. Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel 

time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 83-57 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-65. Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel 

time around Yosemite Slough. 

Response to Comment 83-58 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-66. Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the 

Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to Comments 47-4 and 82-30 for an estimate of BRT travel 

time around Yosemite Slough. 
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Response to Comment 83-59 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-67. Refer also to Response to Comment 82-30 for discussion of BRT 

travel time estimates. 

Response to Comment 83-60 

Refer to Response to Comment 82-68. 
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 Letter 84: Arc Ecology (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 84-1 

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. However, 

page VI-160 of the Draft EIR affirms the receipt of the alternatives study mentioned in this comment, 

stating: 

A number of alternatives were proposed during the planning and public scoping process for the 
Project. Several of these alternatives were identified by Arc Ecology, a local community 
organization. In January 2009, Arc Ecology published a report titled Alternatives for Study, Draft 
Outline of Issues, Positions, and Alternatives for Public Comment and Further Study (Arc Ecology 
Report).1350 

As stated on page VI-165 of the Draft EIR: 

Five alternative land use plans were proposed by Arc Ecology and studied in concept for this 
document. They include proposals to locate the stadium on Parcels B, C, and G of HPS Phase II; 
one proposal with no stadium at HPS Phase II; and one alternative land use plan for Candlestick 
Point. … 

Each of these alternatives has been analyzed on pages VI-165 through VI-172 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 84-2 

A Sustainability Plan has been developed for the Project. The Sustainability Plan sets forth the vision, 

goals, and strategies for achieving this standard and for transforming the Project site into a local, 

regional, and international model for sustainable living. The Sustainability Plan integrates overarching 

goals for seven focus areas spanning the economic, social, and environmental aspects of sustainability, 

which include, but are not limited to economic vitality and affordability, community identity and 

cohesion, public well-being, safety and quality of life, accessibility and transportation, resource efficiency, 

ecology, information and communications technology. Numerous elements of the Sustainability Plan 

have been incorporated into other Project documents and plans including the Infrastructure Plan, 

Transportation Plan, and MMRP. The Project has set an energy efficiency performance target of 

15 percent below the energy efficiency standards set forth in California law and Vertical Developers will 

be required to implement measures such as high-performance glazing, efficient lighting, daylighting, 

shading, envelope optimization, reflective roofs, and natural ventilation in the design of vertical 

improvements. Additionally, ENERGY STAR appliances are proposed for all new residential units. 

Strategies to conserve water include the potential use of recycled water for non-potable water uses, the 

use of drought tolerant plant species, and the use of efficient irrigation systems such as drip irrigation, 

moisture sensors, and weather data-based controllers; and progressive stormwater management to retain 

and treat stormwater on site and/or in adjacent areas. The Sustainability Plan will be a part of the DDA 

to be submitted for approval by the Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Comment 84-3 

Area C (which is referred to in the Draft EIR as India Basin Shoreline) was evaluated in the Draft EIR as 

part of the cumulative impact analysis, along with numerous other adjacent projects. As stated on page 

III.A-6 and -7 of the Draft EIR: 

For the purposes of this EIR, the analysis of the potential for the Project‘s incremental effects to 
be cumulatively considerable is based upon a list of related projects identified by the City and 
neighboring jurisdictions and/or on full implementation of the City‘s General Plan and/or other 
planning documents, depending upon the specific impact being analyzed. For example, the 
cumulative analysis for the Traffic Study (which is the basis for many of the cumulative analyses in 
this document) uses the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand 
forecasting model, which projects general background growth based on Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) projections and is consistent with build-out of the City‘s General Plan. The 
Traffic Study specifically updated the background growth assumptions based on information 
regarding a number of major related projects, including (Figure III.A-1 [Cumulative Development 
in the Project Vicinity]): 

■ Yosemite Slough Restoration Project 

■ India Baseline Shoreline 

■ Hunters Point Shipyard Phase I 

■ Hunters View 

■ Jamestown 

■ Executive Park 

■ Brisbane Baylands 

■ Cow Palace 

■ Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock 

The purpose of the cumulative impact analysis is to determine whether or to what extent impacts from 

individual projects, when considered together, could result in a significant environmental impact, which 

eliminates the potential for ―piecemealing.‖ 

Response to Comment 84-4 

The Draft EIR presents 111 mitigation measures that have been designed for the express purpose of 

avoiding or reducing environmental impacts, including those associated with stadium, and the document, 

in total, provides nearly 4,400 pages of data and analysis, all of which collectively provides substantial 

evidence for the conclusions made in the document. While the commenter expresses an opinion that the 

Draft EIR ―fails to present reasonable justification and/or mitigations for the impacts of locating the 

proposed stadium on the Shipyard,‖ no specific comment is provided. 

Response to Comment 84-5 

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

The alternative the commenter suggests (port-related heavy industrial uses) is not compatible with the 

City‘s vision or the redevelopment plans adopted for the area. Further, this alternative would not achieve 

the Project‘s objectives and would not provide any benefit not achieved by the Project. In addition, 

industrial activities would be expected to result in far greater environmental impacts than those of the 

Project‘s proposed land uses. Table VI-11, page VI-170, of the Draft EIR states with regard to maritime 
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industrial uses: ―Maritime industrial uses are not proposed under the Project. Construction and operation 

of such uses at HPS Phase II could result in new impacts including, but not necessarily limited to, 

impacts on air quality, noise, hydrology and water quality, and biological resources.‖ 

Response to Comment 84-6 

The Draft EIR does analyze an alternative with no bridge and in which the proposed BRT route would 

travel in the route around Yosemite Slough proposed by the commenter. Refer to Section VI.C (Analysis 

of Project Alternatives) in the Draft EIR, and refer to Subsection VI.C.2 (Alternative 2 [CP-HPS 

Phase II Development Plan; No Yosemite Slough Bridge]). 

Response to Comment 84-7 

Chapter II (Project Description) of the Draft EIR identifies the total amount of area (in gross square 

feet) associated with each land use type (and for the residential areas, the density per acre), the height 

limits associated with specific areas of the Project site, and within Section III.E (Aesthetics) provides 

visual simulations of the Project site. This information provides the reader with an understanding of the 

massing, scale, and density of the Project. 

Table II-2, page II-8, provides the net change in development as a result of the Project. Table II-3, page 

II-9, provides the total development area (in gross square feet) by land use type and by location on either 

Candlestick Point or HPS. Residential development is identified by density range. Figure II-5, page II-12, 

identifies the maximum building heights. Pages II-13 through II-23 provide a description of each land 

use type followed by a description of each district and the uses within each district. 

Section III.E (Aesthetics), pages III.E-49 to III.E.50, of the Draft EIR states that: 

To demonstrate the changes in visual character that would result with implementation of the 
Project, visual simulations of the Project from each of the viewpoints identified in Section III.E.2 
(Setting) in Figure III.E-10 through Figure III.E-30 as well as other photographs contained in this 
section were used to evaluate changes in both views and visual character based on height, bulk, 
massing, and type of development when compared to existing conditions. Where appropriate, the 
simulations also include views of the approved HPS Phase I development, currently under 
construction, and the approved Visitacion Valley Redevelopment Plan. For the purpose of 
analyzing cumulative impacts, the simulations also include potential development under the 
proposed India Basin Shoreline Plan and the Executive Park Sub Area Plan. 

The visual simulations are distinguished as long-range views (Figure III.E-11 through 
Figure III.E-18), and short- and mid-range (Figure III.E-19 through Figure III.E-30) depictions. 
The visual simulations include development with the Project and with other development noted, 
above. The analysis determines whether the Project would result in substantial blockage of or other 
substantial negative changes to existing views from the public viewpoints identified in 
Figure III.E-11 through Figure III.E-18, particularly to views of scenic open space and water, as 
well as whether the Project would result in degradation of the visual character or quality of the 
setting (refer to Figure III.E-19 through Figure III.E-30). The simulations are taken from fixed 
viewpoints and do not show all possible views of the Project site. For example, they do not 
provide the dynamic views that would be experienced while driving, walking, or cycling in the 
Project vicinity. In addition, the simulations depict the overall location, height, and dimension of 
development, with general exterior features or materials, window patterns, landscaping, or other 
details. The new buildings shown in views of Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II represent 
building types, heights, and dimensions that would reflect the Project land use plan and urban 
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design guidelines. The simulations do not represent final architectural design that would occur with 
the Project. However, the simulations are sufficient for an adequate analysis of changes in scenic 
vistas, scenic resources, and visual character.‖ 

Refer to Section B (Project Refinements) of this EIR for discussion regarding the description of 

Variant 2A and Variant 3: Tower Variant D, as well as Alternative 2 and Subalternative 4A. 

Response to Comment 84-8 

Because the Project would not have any significant, unavoidable impacts related to recreation, CEQA 

does not require the analysis of alternatives focused on reducing or avoiding such impacts. 

Response to Comment 84-9 

Refer to Response to Comment 84-27 acknowledging that early transfer brings the portion of the 

hazardous materials cleanup to be performed by the Agency or Project Applicant under the umbrella of 

CEQA. 

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

Proposition P and the Precautionary Principal relate to the remediation program and the project. 

Response to Comment 84-10 

The comment states that the assessment of impacts to wildlife is inadequate. While the commenter 

expresses an opinion, no specific comment is made that can be responded to. The EIR contains an 

extensive analysis of setting, impacts, and mitigation measures related to biological resources on pages 

III.N-1 through III.N-141. Specifically, an analysis of wildlife impacts is provided in Impacts BI-2 

through BI-13b, BI-15a through BI-20b, and BI-22 through BI-25 of Section III.N (Biological 

Resources) of the Draft EIR. The Lead Agencies believe the EIR more than adequately addresses these 

issues for the public and for decision-makers to make informed decisions with respect to these issues. 

Response to Comment 84-11 

Refer to Response to Comment 1-1 for a discussion of the adequacy of the public comment period, 

including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 

In terms of accessing the documents referenced in the Draft EIR, as stated on page I-10 of the Draft 

EIR: 

The documents referenced in this Draft EIR are available for public review by appointment at the 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Francisco, 
CA, 94103, or at the City Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, 
CA, 94103. The EIR will be posted for public review at http://www.sfplanning.org and 
www.sfgov.org/sfra. 

Therefore, the reference documents were available. With respect to the assertion that the reference 

documents were difficult to obtain because City and Agency offices were closed during the public review 

period, they were only closed on four business days during the entire 60-day public review period: 

November 26 and 27 (Thanksgiving), December 25 (Christmas), and January 1 (New Year‘s Day). 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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Further, in the event of staff vacations, another staff member was available to provide the requested 

materials. 

Response to Comment 84-12 

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

community under Senate Bill 18 (SB 18). 

Refer to Response to Comment 73-16, with regard to archaeological information for Parcel A at Hunters 

Point Shipyard Phase I. The comments states ―required archeological core samples may not have been 

taken‖ at Parcel A in Phase I. Response 73-16 notes that the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

(MMRP) for Hunters Point Shipyard Phase I required that, for any project disturbance below the layer of 

historic fill within four identified archaeological sensitivity zones, that archaeological consultants prepare 

an archaeological treatment plan and monitoring plan. Zone 1 in Phase 1 specifically related to Native 

American sites. No Phase I activity has occurred in the four identified archaeological sensitivity zones 

that would trigger the preparation of an archaeological treatment and monitoring plan as required in the 

MMRP. The MMRP did not require archaeological core sampling or other investigation in the absence of 

activities in the sensitivity zones. No other disturbance of archaeological resources has been identified 

during Phase I development. 

Response to Comment 84-13 

Refer to Response to Comment 48-3 regarding the selection of alternatives. The AFS Alternatives are 

specifically addressed in Response to Comment 84-23. 

Response to Comment 84-14 

The Brisbane Baylands alternative sites for Candlestick Stadium were analyzed on Draft EIR pages 

VI-161 through -163, concluding that: 

The Brisbane Baylands locations are not considered feasible sites for the 49ers stadium for the 
following reasons: 

■ The Baylands Specific Plan, although not yet formally adopted, does not include a stadium 
as an allowed use in either the northern or southern portions of the site. Both sites are 
designated for commercial, office institutional, and industrial uses. While planning 
considerations in a particular jurisdiction can evolve over time, it is expected that the range 
of uses identified in the Phase I Specific Plan reflect Brisbane‘s long-term planning goals for 
the Brisbane Baylands, which plans do not include developing a professional football 
stadium. 

■ The Brisbane sites are outside of the City and County of San Francisco. Planning review, 
and approval of a stadium in Brisbane Baylands would be subject to City of Brisbane 
jurisdiction. Neither the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (Agency), the City and 
County of San Francisco, nor Lennar Urban would reasonably be able to acquire, control, 
or otherwise have access to a Brisbane site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative 
locations. Thus, the Brisbane Baylands sites were determined to be infeasible for 
development of the stadium, and were rejected from further consideration in the EIR. 

While the ability to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to a Brisbane site for the purpose of 

pursuing an alternative stadium location was one factor that contributed to rejecting the site as infeasible, 
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perhaps the more important factor is that the City of Brisbane does not envision a stadium at that 

location. Therefore, even if Lennar Urban were able to acquire the site from Universal Paragon 

Corporation, the Baylands Specific Plan, which would guide land use development at the site, would not 

allow a stadium. 

Response to Comment 84-15 

Refer to Response to Comment 84-5 regarding the inability of the suggested alternative (port-related 

heavy industrial uses) to achieve the Project‘s objectives or to offer any benefit beyond that provided by 

the Project, and its incompatibility with the City‘s vision or the redevelopment plans adopted for the 

area. This comment expresses an opinion as to what the goals of the Project should be. Refer to Pages 

II-5 to II-7 of the Draft EIR outline the Project objectives. 

Response to Comment 84-16 

Refer to Response to Comment 84-5 and 85-15 for a discussion of why such uses would not achieve the 

Project‘s objectives nor offer any benefit beyond that provided by the Project, and the incompatibility of 

such uses with the City‘s vision or the redevelopment plans adopted for the area. 

Response to Comment 84-17 

The Project offers a substantial mixed-use development, much of which is oriented to the waterfront. 

The alternatives analyzed explore different combinations of land uses that could also achieve the 

Project‘s objectives. The EIR comprehensively analyzed traffic, waste, and ―related issues‖ of the 

shoreline improvements that are part of the Project. Refer to Response to Comment 84-5 regarding the 

inability of the suggested alternative (port-related heavy industrial uses) to achieve the Project‘s objectives 

or to offer any benefit beyond that provided by the Project, and its incompatibility with the City‘s vision 

or the redevelopment plans adopted for the area. 

Response to Comment 84-18 

The predicted transit usage is based on a statistical regression analysis developed from travel patterns 

currently made by travelers within other neighborhoods of San Francisco that have similar transit service 

to what is proposed by the Project. The forecasting model accounts for type of trip (work vs. non-work), 

destination parking costs, and travel times as influential predictors of transit use. Other variables were 

considered but found to not be statistically significant (i.e., they were not useful predictors of transit use). 

Response to Comment 84-19 

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

environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response required. 

Response to Comment 84-20 

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

travel time and reliability improvements, as well as a reduction of mixed-traffic congestion, arising from 

the use of the Yosemite Slough bridge for bus rapid transit. Also refer to Response to Comment 43-2, 

which describes the relationship of this Draft EIR with the BTIP Draft EIR, which is at yet unpublished. 

Response to Comment 84-21 

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15151 provide that ―an EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree 

of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which 

intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.‖ The EIR presents the environmental 

impacts of the Project, variants, and alternatives so that decision-makers are fully informed as they 

deliberate on what to ultimately approve. 

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

Response to Comment 84-22 

These comments outline criteria for alternatives development. Refer to Response to Comment 48-3 for 

the discussion of the CEQA criteria for alternatives development, as well as the process that was 

employed to identify alternatives in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 84-23 

The commenter is proposing a comparison of two alternate alternatives to the Alternatives identified in 

the Draft EIR. As stated in Response to Comment 48-3, all possible alternatives need not be analyzed, 

just a reasonable range of alternatives. Further, many of the concepts in these two new alternate 

alternatives were previously addressed in the Draft EIR. As these new alternate proposals include some 

portions of the Project, some portions of the Alternatives, and some portions of the Variants identified 

in the Draft EIR, it is difficult to try to compare these alternate scenarios to any one proposal (Project, 

variant, or alternative) in the Draft EIR. (Also refer to Responses to Comments 84-24 to 84-28 for 

additional discussion of these alternatives.) However, the key concepts in those scenarios can be 

addressed. The key components of the AFS Stadium Alternative identify several aspects: retaining 

Candlestick, additional housing on HPS Phase II, heavy industrial port-related uses on Parcel C, and a 

neighborhood-oriented transit loop. This alternative could supposedly eliminate one mile of driving to 

the HPS Phase II, reduce traffic/air/noise with a new transit loop, and comply with ABAG minimum 

habitat guidelines. 

Retaining Candlestick stadium is addressed in Alternative 3 and Alternative 5, which both include this 

possibility. Alternative 3 reduces seven significant unavoidable impacts identified for the Project in 

traffic, air quality, and noise. Alternative 5 reduces five significant unavoidable impacts identified for the 

Project in traffic and noise. Additional housing on HPS Phase II is addressed in Alternative 5, which also 

retains Candlestick stadium. Alternative 5 reduces five significant unavoidable impacts identified for the 

Project in traffic and noise. As these alternatives have already been evaluated in some form within the 

Draft EIR, no new analysis involving such alternatives is necessary. 
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Heavy industrial port-related uses were not identified for the Project. As identified on page VI-170, these 

uses could ―result in new impacts, including, but not necessarily limited to, impacts on air quality, noise, 

hydrology and water quality, and biological resources.‖ Refer to Response to Comment 84-5 for more 

discussion of Port heavy industrial uses. 

A neighborhood-oriented transit loop was not identified for the Project. The Project would provide 

enhanced transit services, as described on page II-39 of the Draft EIR: 

Transit Services 

Supported by Project revenues and infrastructure, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency proposes the following transit services: 

■ Extending existing Muni bus routes to better serve the Project site 

■ Increasing frequencies on existing routes to provide more capacity 

■ Complementing existing routes with new transit facilities and routes that would serve the 
Project‘s proposed land use program and transit demand 

■ Connecting to regional transit with BRT 

The Transportation Plan would propose new direct transit service to serve employment trips to 
and from downtown San Francisco. Connections to the regional transit network (BART and 
Caltrain) would serve employment centers in the South Bay. The proposed transit improvements 
are illustrated in Figure II-13 (Proposed Transit Improvements) and described below: 

A. Extended bus routes and new bus routes. Existing Muni routes 24-Divisadero, 44-O-
Shaughnessy, and 48-Quintara-24th Street would be extended to HPS Phase II; route 29 
would terminate at Candlestick Point. Service frequencies on these lines would be increased. 
New Downtown Express routes would connect both Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II 
with the Financial District. 

B. Harney/Geneva BRT/Transit Preferential Street. The Harney Way/Geneva Avenue 
corridor would have exclusive bus and BRT lanes between Hunters Point Transit Center 
and Bayshore Boulevard, through Candlestick Point and the Bayshore Caltrain Station. 

C. Hunters Point Transit Center. Hunters Point Transit Center would serve HPS North and 
Hunters Point Village Center districts. The transit center would have approximately ten bus 
bays. Most bus lines serving HPS Phase II would terminate at the transit center. 

D. Bus Rapid Transit Stops. BRT stops would be at Hunters Point Shipyard Transit Center, 
at three locations within Candlestick Point, and at two intermediate locations. 

E. Palou Avenue Transit Preferential Street. One Muni line (24-Divisadero) would be 
extended along Palou Avenue to serve Hunters Point Shipyard Transit Center. Transit-
priority technology would be installed on Palou Avenue including installation of new traffic 
signals. This would improve transit travel times and reliability on the 24-Divisadero and also 
the 23-Monterey and 54-Felton, which would continue to operate on Palou Avenue but 
would not be extended into the Project. 

Many of the proposed transit lines would include transit priority systems, with roadway sensors 
that would detect approaching transit vehicles and would alter signal timing to improve transit 
efficiency.‖ 

It is not clear that a neighborhood-oriented transit loop would provide benefits beyond those identified 

for the Project transit improvements. Development of a neighborhood-oriented transit loop would 

require consultation with the SFMTA, and is speculative at this time. 
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The reduction in any one element of the Project would not necessarily reduce the cost of the Project, or 

eliminate Project impacts as asserted by the commenter, since other elements or features would be 

introduced. As can be seen with the Yosemite Slough bridge, alternatives without the bridge encounter 

Project impacts in other resource areas, either from elimination of that access point or from construction 

of new elements to replace the bridge. The tradeoffs among alternatives are rarely simple numeric 

calculations but involve a trading and weighting of desirable and often mutually excluding objectives. 

Response to Comment 84-24 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR describes Alternative 3, as compared to the Project, as having 

greater transportation-related impacts on game days because vehicular ingress and egress to and from the 

stadium would be delayed and traffic would be increased on located streets, including Innes Avenue, 

Evans Avenue, and Ingalls Street, and the commenter states that this assessment is not credible. The 

commenter is incorrect in characterization of the Alternative 3 game day traffic impacts. Both the 

Transportation Study (pages 342 through 343) and the Draft EIR discussion of Alternative 3 impacts 

(page VI-65) state that game-day impacts would be similar to the No Project conditions. No further 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 84-25 

Refer to Response to Comment 48-3 regarding the selection of alternatives. As addressed in 48-3, a 

reasonable range of alternatives is presented in Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the ―port-related heavy industrial uses‖ portion of the suggested alternative, refer to 

Response to Comment 84-5 for a discussion of why such uses would not achieve the Project‘s objectives 

nor offer any benefit beyond that provided by the Project, and the incompatibility of such uses with the 

City‘s vision or the redevelopment plans adopted for the area. The other aspects of the AFS No-Stadium 

Alternative (research and development, historic, arts and cultural, parks, and housing) have been 

addressed in the analysis of the Project contained in Chapter III of the Draft EIR. Table VI-11, pages 

VI-170 to VI-172, of the Draft EIR identifies specific proposals and identifies why they could result in 

greater impacts than those outlined by the Project or Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 84-26 

Refer to Response to Comment 84-5 for a discussion of why the ―port-related heavy industrial uses‖ 

portion of the suggested alternative would not offer any benefit beyond that provided by the Project; 

therefore, reconfiguration of Alternative 5 is not warranted. 

Response to Comment 84-27 

The comment that early transfer brings the portion of the cleanup to be performed by the Agency or 

Project Applicant under the umbrella of CEQA is acknowledged. The Draft EIR evaluates the potential 

environmental activities undertaken by the Agency or Project Applicant in the case of early transfer. 

Impact HZ-12 analyzes the potential impacts of such remediation, and characterizes the impact as less 

than significant with mitigation. Under mitigation measure MM HZ-12, the Agency, Project Applicant, 

or contractor, shall comply with all requirements incorporated into remedial design documents, work 
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plans, health and safety plans, dust control plans, and any other document or plan required under the 

Administrative Order on Consent. Under the agreements, the Agency and Project Applicant would be 

responsible for remediating previously unidentified hazardous material releases to the extent agreed to 

with the Navy; the Navy would pay the Agency for completing the specified work and would pay for the 

costs of environmental insurance for the work. The Navy will remain liable for costs not covered by the 

agreement or insurance, and in particular for any radiological material releases that need to be addressed. 

Refer to Impact HZ-12 and mitigation measure MM HZ-12 for further detail. 

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

applicability of Proposition P to early transfer. 

Response to Comment 84-28 

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

Response to Comment 84-29 

Refer to Response to Comment 84-5 regarding the inability of the suggested alternative (port-related 

heavy industrial uses) to achieve the Project‘s objectives or to offer any benefit beyond that provided by 

the Project, and its incompatibility with the City‘s vision or the redevelopment plans adopted for the 

area. 

Response to Comment 84-30 

Page VI-59 of the Draft EIR describes how a direct crossing of Yosemite Slough would provide benefits 

that would not accrue without a direct bridge connection. The visual and physical connection at the 

mouth of the slough, the utility and ease of access that a bridge at the mouth of the slough would 

provide for multiple modes of transit (pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders), would each encourage 

travel that would not otherwise occur. 

With regard to the compatibility of high-rise towers with the existing five story, and fewer, buildings of 

the Bayview neighborhood, less than significant impacts were identified. Page III.B-39 of the Draft EIR 

states regarding Candlestick Point: 

The Project would result in a substantially different built environment compared to the existing 
character of the site and vicinity. The scale of development would contrast with existing patterns; 
Candlestick Point would include residential towers ranging from 220 feet to 420 feet in height, and 
regional retail and arena uses. The mixed-use pattern with the Project at Candlestick Point would 
transition from lower-density residential uses near existing neighborhoods to higher density 
residential and commercial uses. Development at Candlestick Point would have similar land uses as 
existing and proposed uses in Executive Park immediately to the west. With the transition in scale 
and uses, the extension of the existing street grid, and with the connectivity of new open space 
with existing shoreline open space, the Project would be compatible with surrounding land uses. 
The Project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the existing land use character at 
Candlestick Point or adjacent areas. The impact would be less than significant. 

Further, page III.B-40 of the Draft EIR states regarding HPS Phase II: 

The Project would result in a substantially different built environment compared to the existing 
character of the site and vicinity. The scale of development would contrast with existing patterns; 
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HPS Phase II would include two residential towers ranging from 270 feet to 370 feet in height. 
The football stadium would be a large-scale public facility, with related parking and dual-use open 
space areas. While this would be a new land use element at HPS Phase II, it would replace the 
similar-scale use at Candlestick Point. The mixed-use pattern with the Project at HPS Phase II 
would transition from lower-density residential uses near existing neighborhoods to higher density 
residential and R&D uses. With the transition in scale and uses, the extension of the existing street 
grid, and with the connectivity of new open space with existing shoreline open space, the Project 
would be compatible with surrounding land uses. The Project would not result in a substantial 
adverse change in the existing land use character at HPS Phase II or adjacent areas. The impact 
would be less than significant. 

Therefore, towers would be located away from existing low-scale residential uses, and would not be 

incompatible with existing uses. 

Response to Comment 84-31 

The comment makes an affirmative statement, and proposes that the AFS alternatives are superior to the 

Project without stating any reasons. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 84-32 

As described on pages II-49 and II-50 of the Draft EIR: 

II.E.6 Green Building Concepts 

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

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

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

■ Enhanced habitat values 

■ Brownfield remediation and urban reuse 

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

■ Urban design that promotes walking and discourages driving 

■ Diversity of land uses and housing types 

■ Affordable housing that supports a community of mixed ages and income 
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■ Community participation in the community planning and design 

■ Compliance with the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance 

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

■ Unbundled parking 

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

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

■ Access to public space and recreational amenities through the creation of parks and 
playfields 

■ Efficient use of water and the potential use of recycled water for non-potable water uses 
such as irrigation, toilets, vehicle washing 

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

Essentially, a sustainability plan that identifies each of the strategies that the Project would employ would 

be adopted as part of the Project. This would address parks and open space, transit, pedestrian 

connections, storm water treatment wetlands, and hazardous remediation and cleanup. There is no 

evidence provided that the AFS Alternatives would meet the Project objectives to a greater degree than 

the Project. 

Response to Comment 84-33 

A discussion of the Brisbane Baylands site as a proposed 49ers stadium site is discussed in the Draft EIR 

on pages VI-161 through VI-163. Page VI-163 states: 

The Brisbane Baylands locations are not considered feasible sites for the 49ers stadium for the 
following reasons: 

■ The Baylands Specific Plan, although not yet formally adopted, does not include a stadium 
as an allowed use in either the northern or southern portions of the site. Both sites are 
designated for commercial, office, institutional, and industrial uses. While planning 
considerations in a particular jurisdiction can evolve over time, it is expected that the range 
of uses identified in the Phase I Specific Plan reflect Brisbane‘s long-term planning goals for 
the Brisbane Baylands, which plans do not include developing a professional football 
stadium. 

■ The Brisbane sites are outside of the City and County of San Francisco. Planning review, 
and approval of a stadium in Brisbane Baylands would be subject to City of Brisbane 
jurisdiction. Neither the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (Agency), the City and 
County of San Francisco, nor Lennar Urban would reasonably be able to acquire, control, 
or otherwise have access to a Brisbane site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative 
locations. Thus, the Brisbane Baylands sites were determined to be infeasible for 
development of the stadium, and were rejected from further consideration in the EIR. 

In conclusion, the Brisbane Baylands site is not a feasible alternative. 

Response to Comment 84-34 

The AFS Alternative is likely to have a similar ―fiscal prudence‖ to Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, since those 

alternatives similarly do not include a bridge. Refer to Response to Comment 48-3 about the selection of 
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alternatives. Alternatives are selected to reduce identified significant impacts, and also to attain most of 

the basic objectives of the Project. 

Response to Comment 84-35 

Refer to Response to Comment 84-23 about the key concepts in the AFS alternatives and how they have 

already been evaluated in some form within the Draft EIR; therefore, no new analysis involving such 

alternatives is necessary. In addition, these ideas were addressed in Chapter VI Alternatives (pages 

VI-160 through VI-173). Page VI-167 states: 

Overall, the Arc Ecology land use alternatives are rejected because they do not reduce or avoid 
environmental effects of the Project in ways different from the Alternatives examined above. … 

Response to Comment 84-36 

The commenter is proposing a comparison of two alternate alternatives to the Alternatives identified in 

the Draft EIR. The alternate proposals include some portions of the Project, some portions of the 

Alternatives, and some portions of the Variants identified in the Draft EIR and so are not directly 

comparable to any one proposal (Project, variant, or alternative) in the Draft EIR. However, the key 

concepts in these alternate scenarios can be addressed. The key components of the AFS No-Stadium 

Alternative include several aspects (aside from the key concepts in common with the AFS Stadium 

Alternative which are addressed in Response to Comment 84-23): housing is increased to 11,000 units; a 

second research and development campus on Candlestick Point, with total of 3.5 million of R&D; more 

parks instead of a new stadium. This alternative would increase housing, R&D, and parks and open 

space. 

Increasing housing in lieu of developing a stadium was evaluated in the Housing Variant (Variant 2) (in 

Chapter IV (Project Variants). The Housing Variant (Variant 2) included analysis of 10,500 units, which 

is within 5 percent of the AFS No Stadium Alternative housing. The Draft EIR analysis shows that the 

Housing Variant (Variant 2) would likely have fewer impacts compared to the Project in traffic, 

aesthetics, shadows, wind, noise, hydrology and water quality, and public services. 

Increasing R&D in lieu of developing a stadium was evaluated in the R&D Variant (Variant 1) in Chapter 

IV (Project Variants). The R&D Variant (Variant 1) included analysis of 5 million gsf of R&D, which is 

more than that proposed in the AFS No Stadium Alternative. The Draft EIR analysis shows that the 

R&D Variant (Variant 1) would likely have fewer impacts compared to the Project in shadows and wind; 

and greater impacts compared to the Project in traffic, noise, hydrology and water quality, public services, 

and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Increasing parks in lieu of developing a stadium was evaluated in Alternatives 3 and 5. Alternative 3 

proposes less development all around and is not a good comparison to the AFS No Stadium Alternative. 

Alternative 5 was developed to reduce construction impacts generally and to avoid impacts to biological 

resources associated with bridge construction and operation. Significant traffic, noise, and air quality 

impacts would not be reduced. Construction impacts that relate to the size of the development footprint 

would be reduced by this alternative. 
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As with the analysis of the AFS Stadium Alternative, the reduction in any one element of the Project 

would not necessarily reduce the cost of the Project, or eliminate Project impacts as asserted by the 

commenter, since other elements or features would be introduced. The tradeoffs among alternatives are 

rarely simple numeric calculations but involve a trading and weighting of desirable and often mutually 

excluding objectives. 

Response to Comment 84-37 

The Draft EIR does analyze an alternative with no bridge and in which the proposed BRT route travels 

in the route around Yosemite Slough proposed by the commenter. Refer to Section VI.C (Analysis of 

Project Alternatives) in the Draft EIR, and refer to subsection VI.C.2 Alternative 2 (CP-HPS Phase II 

Development Plan; No Yosemite Slough Bridge). 

Response to Comment 84-38 

The commenter suggests that the Project could impede the inland migration of tidal marsh habitat, 

presumably as sea level rises. In a few areas that are gradually sloped from the bay shoreline inland, small 

patches of tidal salt marsh could gradually migrate inland as sea level rises. In most area, however, in the 

absence of the proposed shoreline improvements, shoreline habitat would be lost to sea level rise, and 

high waters of the Bay may encroach into developed areas that do not provide suitable conditions for 

tidal marsh. However, the proposed shoreline improvements will allow for shoreline conditions to be 

adapted as sea level rises. Furthermore, sediment accretion on the outboard sides of these shoreline 

treatments may keep pace with sea level rise so that at least some mud flat, and possibly some tidal 

marsh, could be maintained in areas that currently provide such habitat (i.e., in more sheltered areas such 

as South Basin that are not subject to heavy erosion). 

Response to Comment 84-39 

In reference to the comment that sea level rise may inhibit the movement of wildlife under the Yosemite 

Slough bridge in the future, refer to Response to Comment 75-7. 

Response to Comment 84-40 

In reference to the comment that the Project could impede the inland migration of tidal marsh habitat, 

refer to Response to Comment 84-38. The commenter‘s suggestions regarding the potential locations of 

areas on CPSRA where planning for marsh progression as sea level rises may have merit, but restoration 

of marshes on CPSRA would be subject to the master planning effort being performed by State Parks 

rather than being something that can be planned by the CP/HPS applicant. 

Refer to Response to Comment 101-34 for a discussion of how the Project ensures no net loss of 

wetlands or jurisdictional/regulated waters. 

Response to Comment 84-41 

Refer to Responses to Comments 84-38 and 84-40 for a discussion of potential effects of the Project on 

the locations of tidal wetlands as sea level rises 
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Response to Comment 84-42 

In reference to the comment that sea level rise may inhibit the movement of wildlife under the Yosemite 

Slough bridge in the future, refer to Response to Comment 75-7. 

Response to Comment 84-43 

In reference to the comment that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the impacts of sea level to 

tidal wetlands and the wildlife that depends on them, refer to Response to Comment 57-3. 

Response to Comment 84-44 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-29 for a discussion of how the EIR arrived at an appropriate standard 

of significance for evaluating impacts to recreational facilities, and how parkland ratios at the Project site 

would be well above this significance standard at all phases of the Project. 

Response to Comment 84-45 

Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II will provide a continuous set of parks that will allow, and invite, 

residents and others to view and use them as a single, integrated open space. Pedestrian, bicycle, and 

transit travel between the two sections of the site will be facilitated by the proposed bridge over 

Yosemite Slough, which would connect two key pieces of open space with its proposed green roadway. 

Thus, it is reasonable to consider the parkland ratio for the Project site as a whole. 

As the commenter notes, the parkland ratios for both Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II exceed the 

ratio that the EIR uses as a standard of significance standard of significance—there is sufficient parkland 

in both sub-areas to avoid a significant adverse impact. Even if the two subareas of the Project are 

considered separately, each subarea has sufficient parkland to serve its population without causing 

substantial physical degradation. 

Moreover, the commenter‘s calculation includes employment figures as part of the population using 

parkland. The ―benchmark‖ figure that the commenter proposes, however, the 7.1 parkland acres per 

1,000 population ratio in the City as a whole in 2008 does not include employees. Adding employees to 

this ratio would reduce it substantially, and the Project‘s parkland ratios would be much closer to the 

proposed ―benchmark.‖ 

Moreover, including employees in the parkland ratio, the approach that is also used by the Draft EIR, is 

quite conservative. Many people employed on the Project site will also live here; these population figures 

count such residents twice, and therefore overstate the service population. Further, it is very likely that 

people employed on the site would use local parks at a significantly lower frequency than residents. To 

accurately account for the use caused by people working on the site (and the accompanying degradation 

of the facilities), an analysis would likely count each such user as some fraction of a resident, because 

they use parks less than residents. Thus, the effective population served by the Project‘s parkland likely 

will be smaller than reported in the EIR and the parkland ratios likely will be higher. The Draft EIR, by 

taking a conservative approach and counting every person employed on the site as a part of the service 

population, overstates the use of parks. The calculations in the Draft EIR demonstrate that there will be 
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sufficient parkland on site to meet residents‘ and employees‘ needs without causing overuse and 

deterioration of parks. 

Response to Comment 84-46 

In reference to the question regarding whether construction-related impacts to biological resources were 

assessed in the Draft EIR, refer to the ―Construction Impacts‖ section of Section III.N (Biological 

Resources) on pages III.N-50 through III.N-100 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 84-47 

Refer to Response to Comment 83-3 for a discussion of environmental health concerns associated with 

Project operation. Further, the Project evaluated potential health effects due to potential exposure to 

diesel particulate matter during construction activities in Impact AQ-2 and proposed MM AQ-2.1 and 

MM AQ-2.2 to address these issues. TACs from construction activities were addressed in Impact AQ-3. 

Refer to Master Response 19 (Proposed BAAQMD Guidelines), which provides updated community-

scale analyses based on the most recent guidance, and Master Response 5 (Health of the Bayview 

Hunters Point Community) for a discussion of health outcomes in the Bayview community. 

Response to Comment 84-48 

Refer to Response to Comment 84-47. 

Response to Comment 84-49 

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

Proposition P. 
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