
Honorable Mayor and C~ty Council 

CITY OF BRISBANE 
)0 Perk Pln1.-e 

Bri:sbane. Califomio 9400.5-1310 
(41.SJ 50t1~2100 

Fax (.11 - 1 467-4989 

OSEC 

The Open Space and Ecol·ogy Commi.ttee thanks the C>ty Council for the time and ability to review and 

comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Baylands. We have collectively spent 

hundreds of hours reading, reviewing, and researching the topics .presented in the report In order to 

make comments which, if res-ponded to and incorporated into the Final Environmentat Impact Report, 

we hope will make the document and the final project more environmentally beneficial. 

Our Committee understands the limitations of CEQA law and woutd request that the con.sultants and 

City Council· prepare a document which not only meets the letter of the law, but aJso its spirit. A number 

1 

of our comments and concerns focus on making the document easierto read and understand for the lay 2 
person who does not have hundreds of hours to devout to the project. We want to make sure the 

ca·sual reader can pick up-the document a·nd understand all of the environmental ·implications without 

having to refer to a mul.titud·e of 0U1er documents. 

More than this, when •t comes time for approving a project on the Baylands, the City Council should not 

joust look at what is required by law, bu.t what is needed to ere-ate a communfty which we can all be 

proud to can home-and one that is environmentally sustainable over time. The law sets out just the 

minimum level of what is required, however, as a community we have a moral and ethicaf obligation to 3 
do what is right for all of our residents-both present and future ones. We ask the City Council to look 

at carefully, judiciously review, and then approve the best possible project-,not one which just 

minimally meets minimum legal req-uirernents. 

Respectfully, 

Open Space and Ecology Comm•ttee, City of Brisbane 

ProvUfing QuaCity StrTlica 
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Open Space & Ecology - Definitions 
Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR 2013 

Definitions 

OSEC 

The following terms need clarification, as well as specific definition in regards to this document; 
therefore a glossary should be included in the EIR. 

Open space (pg. 1-1) 
Open area (pg. 1-1) 
Existing development (pg. 1-2) 
New development (pg. 1-2) 
Total development (pg. 1-2) 
Reasonably feasible (pg. 1-8) 
Developed area (pg. 2-2) 
Public sources (pg. 3-60) 
Private sources (pg. 3-60) 
Baseline height (chapter 4.A) 
Urban (pg. 4.A-1) 
Limited (with respect to quantity, quality, biodiversity) (pg. 4.A-4) 
ROG (Reactive Organic Gases) (4.B-18) 
Topographical change (pg. 4.C-1) 
Native Soil (4D) 
Clean Soil (pg. 4.E -1) 
Primarily (with respect to quantity or quality) (pg. 4.E-1) 
T)'pical (pg. 4.J-4) (pg. 4.E-25) 
Breach (pg. 4.E-38) 
Over consolidated (with respect to Old Bay Mud and New) (pg. 4.E-45) 
Well-defined aquifers (4.G-24) 
BMP (chapter 4H) 
Clean Fill (chapter 4H) 
NPDES (pg. 4.H-11) 
Pest (pg. 4.H-34) 
Centrally located facilities (pg. 4.1-19) 
Podium parking (pg. 4.N-69) 
Qualifying phase of development (pg. 4.N-146) 
Habitable (pg. 4-0-38) 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Page 1-2 
A discrepancy exists throughout Chapters l and 3 in relation to what is included in the DSP-V scenario description. 
The project descriptions should be changed so they are consistent throughout the document. For example, the DSP- 5 
V description found on page 3-1 is lacking the "also includes 4,434 residential units" portion that is found on page 
1-1. Due to the variable project descriptions, it is unclear whether or not the DSP-V scenario contains residential 
units. 

Page 1-8 
Dr. Lee's report should be included in the Appendix. Without referring to Dr. Lee's report, important information I 
about the toxins discovered in the Baylands is potentially left out of the document. Without this information, 6 
potentially significant Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts are not addressed. 

General comments on Chapter 1: 

1. A discrepancy exists throughout Chapters l and 3 in relation to what is included in the CPP-V scenario 
description. The project descriptions should be changed so they are consistent throughout the document. For 
example, the CPP-V description found on page 3-2 is lacking the ''The CPP-V scenario encompasses the same 733-
acre area as the CPP scenario ... " portion that is found on page 1-2. It is unclear whether or not the CPP and CPP-V 
scenarios encompass the same acreage. 

2. The amount of millions of square feet in the CPP/CPP-V /DSP/DSP-V descriptions are inconsistent with Table 3-I 
2C on page 3-30; therefore, the size of the projects is unknown. 

3. The measurement used to address the size of the project is unclear, since square-footage and acreage are both use 
Please clarify exactly what square-footage and acreage are being measured. For example a "total area of 733 acres" 
and a "total of 7 .7 million square feet" are both used to describe the size of the project site. This is misleading since 
we do not know how many square feet lie on each acre. In other words, it is unclear whether 7.7 million square feet 
refers to the flat footprint of the buildings or if it refers to the total amount of square feet a building encompasses, 
including one or more floors per building. 
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Chapter 2: Executive Summarv 
Page 2-4 
Each chapter should have a section of agency involvement in the form of a chart with oversight listed. I rn 
Page 2-9 

and 6 are inconsistent with the City of Brisbane's General Plan. If the DSP or DSP-V scenario were selected, the 11 
Policy 330. l of the 1994 General Plan states "Prohibit housing on the Baylands"; therefore, objectives numbers 4 I 
General Plan would need to be amended. A footnote should be added at the bottom of this page, which explains the 
need for an amendment of the General Plan upon approval of the project. 

Page 2-9 
Impact 4 .B-2, found under Significant Unavoidable Air Quality Impacts, states, ''The Project would generate 
construction emissions that would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants and 
precursors for, which the air basin is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard". It is unclear how a project can be approved if significant unavoidable impacts exist after mitigation. 
Please explain the process of writing and adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations for each of the 
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts. 

Page 2-11 :I Impact 4.N-7 states, ' 'The Project would cause an increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by S 
Francisco Muni or SamTrans transit capacity". The phrase "as it exists in 201 O" should be added to the end of the 
original sentence. The public should understand that the current Muni and SamTrans systems would require updates 
in order to accommodate the aforementioned increase in transit demand. 
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Chapter 3: Project Description 
Page 3-4 
"Candlestick Park, an existing National Football League venue, is approximate! y 0.5 miles northeast of the Brisbane 
Bay lands, east of US Highway 101." Even though the existing condition of the area consists of the 49ers stadium, 
which brings excessive event traffic to the area, after this coming season, the 49ers will move to their new stadium; 
therefore, the regional setting and existing conditions will change. This should be acknowledged in the document, 
since the venue will not be utilized nearly as frequently as in the past and there is a massive housing project slated 
for development in lieu of the stadium. 

~~ I "The Visitacion Valley neighborhood of San Francisco adjoins the northwestern border of the Brisbane Baylands." 
An inconsistency exists between this statement and the map on page 3-6 (Figure 3-2), why is there an inconsistency. 
The neighborhood is not adjacent to the northwestern border of the Baylands. This statement should be changed in 
order to be consistent with what is shown in Figure 3-2. 

Page 3-9 
Figure 3-3 provides a map which is not accurate based on the 2010 baseline. The contours are measured in 20-foot I 
increments, but baseline contours are not included for levels at or below sea level in the Bay. The contour lines 
should run into the Bay, showing the baseline contours at or below sea level. This is a pertinent issue due to the fact 
that siltation may alter the contours. 

Page 3-11 I 
The veracity of the map found in Figure 3-4 is questioned since parts seem inconsistent with the known history of 
the landfill. The map should include supplemental information from the source (Dyett & Bhatia) that supports what 
is pictured. 

Page 3-13 
What are the sources for the 4 maps provided in Figure 3-5? I 
Page 3-16 
The old boneyard is not mentioned in the Areas Subject to Remediation section, even though the boneyard remains I 
could present a potential environmental impact. This issue needs to be added to this section and in relevant sections 
of the EIR. 

Page 3-17 
The hole left in the ground from the old turntable is not mentioned in the Former Railyard Buildings section. This I 
feature should be added to this section because standing water has and does accumulate in the hole in which frogs 
and other flora and fauna have inhabited, and altering this area may impose a significant biological resources impac 
on the project. The Brisbane Bayshore Industrial Park is not mentioned in the Existing Uses section and must be I 
included. Please add information on the Brisbane Bayshore Industrial Park because buildings may need to be 
stabilized during construction, people who work in the area may be impacted by construction noise, etc. 

Page 3-18 
The section on the Caltrain Bayshore Station is lacking pertinent information on the Baby Bullet train which now I 
bypasses the Bayshore station. One statement in this section states, "It currently serves fewer than 300 average daily 
weekday riders (138 outbound and 150 inbound in February 2011)." Since the Baby Bullet train avoids this station, 
the number of riders is much fewer than what was estimated in February 2011, meaning that the baseline is out of 
date. Also, the overpass to this station has unusable elevators, which hinders access to the train and further degrades! 
ridership. Please address these issues and provide the accurate historical trend of ridership since impacts related to 
traffic and circulation may be relevant. 

~~ I Several key arterial and collector streets were left out of the Traffic and Circulation section of Existing Infrastructur 
and Services, including Carter Way, Industrial Way, and Old County Road. These streets should be added to this list 
since potential significant Traffic and Circulation impacts may be overlooked. 
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~~ I It is unclear that the State Lands Commission's parcel is part of the Brisbane lagoon because of its coloration. This 
issue should be included in the "Note" on the bottom left hand corner of Figure 8. T 
Please define "Brisbane Sphere of Influence" in the note on the bottom left hand corner of Figure 8, and provide it i3_ 
a footnote at the bottom of the page, because it is unclear what this actually entails. Please identify land owned by J: 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Section 3.3, Existing Project Site Land Ownership, is missing som{ 
pertinent data. Please identify the smaller parcels within UPC's land, as well as who owns the properties and when 
they gained ownership, regardless of the individual property rights. This information was promised to be included in 
the Notice of Preparation, but was never added. 

~~ I On the map in Figure 3-9, the area below Lagoon Way should also be designated as "Marsh/Lagoon/Bayfront" 
instead of ''Trade Commercial", because page 61 of Brisbane's 1994 General Plan shows that the aquatic area 
actually touches Lagoon Way. The area shown in dark green represents open space, but a huge difference exists I 
between public open space and undeveloped private land. It is unclear whether or not all open space is available for 
public use. In order to distinguish between the two, public open space and undeveloped private land should be 
different colors on the map. Overall a detailed map displaying existing land use should be added. I 
Page 3-36 
The net increase in building height from sea level should be added as a column in Table 3-3. This is important I 
because of the impacts caused from increased building height: obstructed views from the Bay, wind impacts and 
shadows created. This is an important issue since ground level is variable. Height should be taken from mean height 
of the tide line, which will provide a fixed height versus ground level that has the ability to change over time. 

~~ I The first sentence in the last paragraph on this page states, "As shown in Table 3-1 C ... " This is incorrect, and should 
be changed, since it is actually found in Table 3-2C. 

Page 3-41 I 
The maps in Figures 3-13 and 3-14 are confusing due to the hashed colors overlay. These maps should be improved 
to make the overlays easier to understand, and also so people do not confuse public with private open space. 

Page 3-44 
The Public/Open Space/Open Space Connection/Wetlands land use designation states that recreational uses could 
include kayak rentals near the lagoon area. However, the lagoon is not suitable for kayaking due to the contaminants 
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in the water. Before kayaking would be permitted at the lagoon, a soil scientist should sample the sediment in the 35 lagoon and a biologist should test the wildlife in and around the lagoon for bioaccumulation, since it is not stated in 
the document whether or not toxins exist in the water. If toxins are found, they could impose a potentially significan 
Hazards or Biological Resources impact on the project site. Also, kayaking may have an impact on birds, nesting 
and other Biological Resources that has not been addressed or assessed. 

Page 3-45 
Table 3-3 is for developers and table 3-4 is for CPP. Tables 3-3 and 3-4 should coincide with each other. What is 
shown in 3-3 should also be shown in table 3-4 since they are different projects. I 
Page 3-46 
"Design and construction of the proposed grade 9-12 charter school is under the jurisdiction of JUHSD." Under theI 
CPP and CPP-V scenarios, no residential development is proposed, so one would assume the need for a charter 
school would not exist. It should be clarified whether or not a school will be necessary if the CPP or CPP-V 
scenario is selected, compared to if the DSP or DSP-V scenario is selected. Furthermore, if it is determined that it isI 
not safe to have housing in the area, will it be safe to have a school? Environmentally, are the standards different for 
having a school different than other buildings that may be built? Does CEQA have a set of different standards for 
building a school compared to other buildings? And if so can you explain what the differences are? 
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Page 3-53 
"In General Plan Policy 330, Program 330b, replace the phrase 'not to exceed six stories in height' with the phrase I 
' not to exceed 45 feet in height."' Please clarify where the baseline for the building height will be measured from 
since it is unclear to the reader whether the buildings will be 45 feet above sea level or 45 feet above the landfill, 
railyard, etc. 

Page 3-57 
"A hotel conference center is proposed along Sierra Point Parkway (extended) with a maximum building height of I 
16 stories (160 feet)." Please include data (or provide where this information can be found in the DEIR) about the 
shade that will be created from this building and the affect it wiU have on the surrounding area. The shade of the 
buildings may create a significant Biological Resources impact. 

~~ I "The Specific Plan proposes one pedestrian overcrossing over the Caltrain right-of-way and Tunnel Avenue for 
pedestrians and bicyclists." Two over crossings seem inadequate to foster pedestrian circulation. If this is not studie 
a potential traffic and circulation impact may result from the project. 

General comment on Chapter 3: I 
l. The Air Quality section does not address precisely where the pollution from the increase in burning fossil fuels 
will travel, but they say it will not travel to Brisbane. Regionally where will it travel and what will be the impact? 

Chapter 4.A: Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
Page 4.A-1 
The lagoon should be added to the list of surrounding features in the Surrounding Area section, since a common 
person reading the EIR would not know the lagoon is present. 
Under the Surrounding Area section, San Bruno Mountain is said to be located south of Brisbane. San Bruno 
Mountain is South by South-East to West by North-West orientation. 
Under the Surrounding Area section, San Bruno Mountain is stated to be located south of Brisbane. This statement 
should be changed so that the common reader, unfamiliar with Brisbane, can understand that San Bruno Mountain 
does not lie to the south of Brisbane. The mountain actually surrounds the city to the west and southwest. San Bruno 
Mountain extends to the east of portions of Brisbane. IMO San Bruno Mountain surrounds Brisbane approximately 
180 degrees from the NW to the SE. 

Page4.A-2 
In order to remain consistent throughout the document, "Figure 4.A-1" shown in the "Project Site" section. should I 
be in bold type. The City of Brisbane should not be characterized as an urban community, as it is in the DEIR, since:[ 
it is actually considered suburban and even semi-rural in some areas. The visual character of the historic Cow PalacI 
is not mentioned, nor is the view of it from the Bay or any other viewpoint location. In order to provide a complete 
description of the surrounding areas, the historic Cow Palace should be mentioned. "The Project Site is partially I 
screened from view along US Highway 101 as well as Bayshore Boulevard due to vegetative growth along the 
highway and the boulevard." This is misleading to the reader since these plants were not deliberately planted to 
screen the Project Site from Highway 101, the existing plants have reached the end of their natural and healthy 
lifespan, and their removal would therefore require the planting of additional plants if the site is intended to be 
screened from Highway 10 l. 

Page4.A-3 
The map found in Figure 4.A-1 should be changed to a topographic map to allow the general public to visualize the I 
views that would potentially be obstructed from various points that are not necessarily designated as "viewpoint 
locations". By choosing high vistas for the placement of the viewpoints, the impacts on the majority of the 
persons/places in Brisbane are disregarded, and instead only the impacts on the persons/places least effected are 
measured. 
The document should note the specific areas of Brisbane where residents' views will be obstructed by development.! 
The map found in Figure 4.A-1 lacks a "viewpoint location" in the San Francisco Bay. The San Francisco Bay, .. T, 
especially in the vicinity of Candlestick point, is a popular windsurfing and sailing location. The view from the Bay'+' 
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towards Brisbane provides spectacular views of San Bruno Mountain. By not providing a viewpoint location in the 
Bay, this entire view shed is disregarded, and significant Aesthetics and Visual Resources impacts may go 
unrecognized. The map found in Figure 4.A-1 should include a "viewpoint location" at the entrance to Brisbane ne 
Highway 101 and Lagoon Road. This access point to the City should not be omitted since this location provides a 
driver's first view of the town as you are entering Brisbane. In order to cover all potential Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources impacts, this viewpoint should not be excluded. 
The map found in Figure 4.A-1 should include a "viewpoint location" in downtown Brisbane since it is unclear to 
the public whether or not one will be able to view the project from downtown Brisbane. In order to cover all 
potential Aesthetics and Visual Resources impacts, this viewpoint should not be excluded. The viewpoint of looking 
toward central Brisbane from the 101 Freeway when traveling, southbound from San Francisco should also be taken 
into account. 

~~ I "Vegetation and the wildlife habitat it supports have been, and in some cases continue to be, highly disturbed over 
the majority of the Project Site." This statement establishes a mischaracterization of the site's vegetation and 
wildlife habitat, and therefore the word "disturbed" should be changed to "distributed and distributed". " .. . the ripra1 
embankment supporting the railroad tracks along the eastern edge." This statement is false. The word "eastern" 
should be changed to "western edge of the lagoon". 
"Visitacion Creek is a drainage channel that bisects the Project Site along an east-west axis and currently provides al 
limited amount of riparian vegetation and habitat." This statement constitutes a mischaracterization of the riparian 
vegetation and habitat, and therefore the word "limited" should be changed to "a lot". The word limited with respect 
to this statement should be defined. 

Page 4.A-5 I 
Figure 4.A-2b shows a photo of Visitacion Creek at high tide. A photo should be taken in the same location that 
shows the creek during low tide, otherwise the reader may mischaracterize the creek. This is an important data point 
to have since at low tide it appears almost empty. The visual aesthetics should be considered to be both visually 
appealing at low and high tide of the creek. The creek is also important as riparian habitat. 

Page 4.A-6 
The photos provided on this page, and in this chapter in general, were taken to portray each scene in a specific way,I 
in order to show the least impacted views only. Photos of the same scene should be taken from multiple directions 
so they are not misleading to the reader. Please present a complete assessment of all visual impacts. 

Page 4.A-29 
"Development within 350 feet of the eastern boundary of the Project Site (US Highway 
101) shall be designed to avoid blockage of views of the Bay shoreline from Viewpoints l, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 11." A 
separate mitigation measure should be provided that includes height requirements for development built beyond the 
stated parameters. Without clarification one could assume that the areas outside of this boundary will not be 
mitigated. Lower building heights are needed near 101, tall buildings will affect the views. Do viewpoints 10 and 5 
have a view of the Bay? 

Page 4.A-34 
"Although there are differences that could occur under the DSP, DSP-V, CPP, and CPPV scenarios, the following 
design guidelines address design elements that largely contribute to the overall visual character and continuity of a 
site as large as the Project Site." It is unclear that Mitigation Measure 4.A-3 contains the aforementioned design 

50 
cont. 
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56 

guidelines, and therefore the words "found in Mitigation Measure 4.A-3" should be inserted so that the statement 57 
reads, "Although there are differences that could occur under the DSP, DSP-V, CPP, and CPP-V scenarios, the 
following design guidelines, found in Mitigation Measure 4.A-3, address design elements that largely contribute to 
the overall visual character and continuity of a site as large as the Project Site." 

~~8 i "Mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.C, Biological Resources, would reduce impacts related to tall structures 
and increased lighting to less-than-significant levels by incorporating design features that would help minimize bird 58 
strikes, including design features making structures, especially glass surfaces, more visible from the outside." This 
sentence is not easily understood, and should therefore be reworded. Additional mitigation measures should also b 
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incorporated, such as using green and blue outdoor lighting, designing the buildings with less glass, and treating 
every window to decrease its reflectivity. 1 
Page4.A-38 
Last paragraph. " . . . increased lighting to less-than-significant levels". Awkward phrasing. It is unclear what the I 
sentence is trying to communicate. 

58 
cont. 

59 

Page4.A-39 
In order for the layperson to understand the nighttime lighting guidelines, the "in-ground up-lights with diverter 
shields" should be described and their function further explained. I 60 

Page4.A-40 
Parking lot lighting needs to the same color as street lighting? Where did this come from? What is this mitigating? I 
Page4.A-41 
''The EPA Energy Star rating for cool roofs is up to 0.65 for slightly sloped surfaces." I 
Please explain the albedo rating so that a layperson will understand, it may help to use 0.65 as the maximum along 
with a number range. 

~~l I The issue of daytime glare is addressed very generally and then specifically from the perspective of cars on USlOl. 
It is not specifically addressed regarding Brisbane and especially upper Brisbane. We feel that this needs to be 
rectified. 

General comments on section 4.A: 

1. If sound walls are included in the proposed project, please provide images within Table 4.A-1. Please clarify I 
whether new power lines will be above or below ground. If lines are above ground the unsightly views of the lines I 
could pose a potential Aesthetics and Visual Resources impact. 

2. The DEIR states that these effects of light pollution are SU (significant unavoidable.) We feel that this is I 
unacceptable and that mitigation measures must be required. Making drastic reductions is light pollution and 
reclaiming our night skies is of vital importance to all species and our quality of life. We all agree that some 
lighting must be maintained for safety; however, it is not acceptable to stop there. Creative solutions are called for. 
If we set the bar high enough, answer will be found." 
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3. Brisbane is mischaracterized as Urban. I 67 

4. It would be beneficial to identify any other potential aesthetics impacts by using a computer program that could I 
be used to simulate the predicted night lighting from the project on the City of Brisbane. This model could also be 
used to identify any Biological Resources impacts relating to bats and birds that could be impacted by the imposed 68 
night lighting. Please present all of the view impacts 

Chapter 4.B: Air Quality 
Page 4.B-3 
Paragraph 1 makes no reference to the environmental effects of ozone. An article written by Sjaak Slanina, Impact 
of ozone on health and vegetation (http://www.eoearth.org/view/article/153777 D, states, " ... ozone penetrates the 
leaves and needles of vegetation by way of the stomata .. . ozone is then deposited on the water layer on the cells 
inside the leaves and forms free radicals and ions .. . Ecosystems, such as forests, are damaged by the same 69 
mechanism." . Below are more references with supporting statements: 
http://www.epa.gov/region07 /air/quality /o3heal th.htm 
How does Ground-Level Ozone Harm the Environment? 

• Ground-level ozone interferes with the ability of plants to produce and store food , so that growth, 
reproduction and overall plant health are compromised. 
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• By weakening sensitive vegetation, ozone makes plants more susceptible to disease, pests, and 
environmental stresses. 

• Ground-level ozone has been shown to reduce agricultural yields for many economically important crops 
(e.g., soybeans, kidney beans, wheat, and cotton). 

• The effects of ground-level ozone on long-lived species such as trees are believed to add up over many 
years so that whole forests or ecosystems can be affected. For example, ozone can adversely impact 
ecological functions such as water movement, mineral nutrient cycling, and habitats for various animal and 
plant species. 

• Ground-level ozone can kill or damage leaves so that they fall off the plants too soon or become spotted or 
brown. These effects can significantly decrease the natural beauty of an area, such as in national parks and 
recreation areas. 

• One of the key components of ozone, nitrogen oxides, contributes to fish kills and algae blooms in sensitiv 
waterways, such as the Chesapeake Bay. 

http://www.mnn.com/health/fitness-well-being/stories/ozone-health-and-environmental-effects 
Ground-level ozone also damages vegetation and ecosystems. In the United States alone, ozone is responsible for an 
estimated $500 million in reduced crop production each year. Repeated exposure may permanently scar lung tissue. 
http://www.iowadnr.gov/Environment/AirQuality/CommonAirPollutants/Ozone/GroundlevelOzoneEffects.aspx 
Environmental Effects 
Ozone damages vegetation and ecosystems by inhibiting the ability of plants to open the microscopic pores on their 
leaves to breathe. It interferes with the photosynthesis process by reducing the amount of carbon dioxide the plants 
can process and release as oxygen. Elevated levels of ozone lead to reduced agricultural crop and commercial forest 
yields, reduced growth and survivability of tree seedlings, and increased susceptibility to diseases, pests and other 
stresses such as harsh weather. 

liBR 

Signs of ozone damage include flecking, stippling, bronzing and reddening on plant leaves. Photo 
courtesy of USDA 
Yield Loss Caused by Ozone 
Dicot species, such a soybean, cotton and peanut, are more sensitive to yield loss caused by ozone than monocot 
species such as sorghum, field com and winter wheat. The USDA provides additional information on the effects of 
ozone air pollution on plants. 
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Heagle, AS. 1989. Ozone and crop yield. Annual Review of Phytopathology 27:397-
423. 
http:! /en. wiki pedia.org/wiki/Fi le: US-ozone-non-attainment-2007-06. png 

Ozone's Effect on Materials 

OSEC 

Ozone can cause substantial damage to a variety of materials such as rubber, plastics, fabrics, paint and metals. 
Exposure to ozone progressively damages both the functional and aesthetic qualities of materials and products, and 
shortens their life spans. Damage from ozone exposure can result in significant economic losses as a result of the 
increased costs of maintenance, upkeep and replacement of these materials. 

Page4.B-4 I Footnoted indicates a sampling schedule of one in six days thus 17% of days is sampled. It would be more 
accurate to represent the number of day where maximum standards were exceeded as a ratio of days so that if the 
ozone levels were exceeded 5 times in 2010, then its probable that the total number of days with excessive levels of 
ozone is 30 days total or one in 12 days. That is a much more honest picture of the pollution levels we are living 
with. 

Page4.B-7 

69 
cont. 

70 

Acknowledges the fact that; there are believed to be hundreds of toxic air contaminants. However only 21 
compounds have been categorized as TACs and only nine are monitored. Apparently of the 21 compounds that have 
been categorized as TA Cs most have not had exposure thresholds set. (http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/id/taclist.htm) 71 
The DEIR only covers a handful. As a member of the public, we feel that this level of understanding and discussion 
is inadequate to protect public health. 

Page 4.B-7 
State that in 2010 the number of air monitoring stations was increased to 76. 
and how many where there before? How clear/accurate is our picture? 

Page 4.B-8 
Table 4.B-3. What is Intermune doing to cause an elevated cancer risk? 

Page 4.B-16 

Ovcr whatow' is this oumbcr sprnad I 
I 

72 

73 

impacts of airborne pollution. This is a serious shortfall of environmental impact report, " For instance, nitrogen 7 4 
The CEQA guidelines listed all pertain to human exposure. None of these guidelines pertain to the environmental I 
deposition in soils and water is thought to have significant impacts on ecosystems, including acidification. 
(Ecological effects of nitrogen and sulfur air pollution in the US: What do we know?" Greaver et al, 2012. Frontiers 
in Ecology and the Environment 10, 365-372.)" 

8 
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Page4.B-17 
Footnote 9 the BAAQMD guidance stipulates inclusion of PM 2.5 exhaust emissions only in this analysis. Why are 
PM 10 emissions not addressed? 

Page 4.B-18 
Paragraph 2 "Table 1-1" should presumably read ''Table 4.B-1." 

Page 4.B-21 
Mitigation measure 4.B-1 should take rain events and afternoon winds into consideration when determining a 
watering schedule to mitigate dusts. There should be a goal of zero fugitive dust produced from site construction 
activity. 

Page4.B-23 
Paragraph 3: emissions must also be considered for the remediation phase. 

Paragraph 3 gives a history of the revisions for air quality standards. Given this clear illustration of how standards 
Page 4.B-23 I 
are evolving, the Baylands project should be designed with this in mind so that it does not immediately fall into non- 79 
compliance when standards are next revised. 

Page4.B-30 
Table 4.B-8 through 4.B-12: None of the tables take into account background pollution as a result of the landfill. 
where are the cumulative effects of pollution considered? 

Page4.B-34 
This section appears to be talking about construction related cancer risks; however, it seems unlikely that the 
workforce would be in residence during the construction phase so the relative vehicle trips per day should not be 
reduced due to the housing credit. 44,985 trips for the DSP and 82,176 trips for the CPP seems an impossible ratio. 
Please clarify. 

Page4.B-37 
Use of electric [or manual] landscape equipment should be considered. 

Page4.B-39 
Cancer risk assessments for school children are calculated on 9-year exposure duration. Please explain or 
recalculate for 12-year exposure duration since children usually go to school for 12 years or more. 

Page4.B-43 
Health impacts for Caltrain are based on existing 96 trips per day. What will the health impacts be for the additional 
trips to accommodate the service population as described elsewhere in the EIR? 

Page4.B-48 
Project site development would not support the primary goals of the (BAAQMD) clean air plan. Would the 
Alternative Energy Generation support these goals? This should be stipulated. 

Page 4.B-5 1 
Table 4.B-21 , ECM 4. Shade tree planting: it was our understanding that trees were not going to be used in order to 
prevent their roots from disturbing the landfill cap. How can we have substantial tree planting and still preserve the 
cap? 

General comments on section 4.B: 

1. Pollution from the Bay Area travels to the Central Valley from operations and construction. Winds will blow 
pollution east of the project site. What methodology may be used to assess the damage from the Baylands 
development? Regionally where will it travel and what will be the impact? 
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Below is a map of the Non-attainment and Maintenance areas 8-hour ozone standard. The following excerpts are in 
support of airborne pollution and distance as an issue: 
http://www.nps.gov/shen/naturescience/airpollution.htm 
"Air transport is the term used to describe the mechanism by which air pollution moves from an emissions source 
to a receptor. A source is a location (i.e., smokestack, chimney, exhaust pipe) from which the pollutant emanates and 
a receptor is the place (i.e., soil, vegetation, waterbodies, human lungs) where the pollutant is deposited. The 
atmosphere itself is the transporter of pollutants from sources to receptors. If the wind carries the plume of pollution 
high enough in the air, it may travel for hundreds of miles before being brought to earth. This is known as long­
range or long-distance transport." 

http://www.epa.gov/air/caa/peg/interstate.html 
"States and tribes seeking to clean up air pollution are sometimes unable to meet EPA's national standards because 
of pollution blowing in from other areas. The Clean Air Act has a number of programs designed to reduce long­
range transport of pollution from one area to another. The Act has provisions designed to ensure that emissions from 
one state are not contributing to public health problems in downwind states. It does this, in part, by requiring that 
each state's implementation plan contain provisions to prevent the emissions from the facilities or sources within its 
borders from contributing significantly to air pollution problems "downwind" - specifically in those areas that fail to 
meet EP A's national air quality standards." 

http://www. Ii vescience.com/7916-pollution-travels-globe-study-confirms.html 
"Researchers analyzed meteorological and chemical data and discovered that some pollutant plumes in the United 
States can be traced back to Asia. One study found that a polluted air mass took about eight days to travel from East 
Asia to central Oregon." 87 

Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas in the U. S 
8-hour Ozone Standard 

~ Non attainment A reas (354 entire counties) 
D Non attainment Areas (37 partial counties) 
D l.1aintenance A reas (83 entire or partial counties 

Partial counties, tho se with part of the co unty designated 
nonatta inment and part attainment. are s l1own as fu ll counties on the map 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/caaqs/ozone/ozone-fs.pdf 

2. What is the enforcement mechanism for cars that idle more than 5 minutes? 

3. What type of water will be used to dampen down dust? Where would the source of this water be? 
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4. Was pollution from the water trucks considered in URBEMIS calculations? 

5. Based on the type of water used to dampen down the dust, will there need to be additional remediation caused by 
water needed to dampen down dust. 

6. Training for contractors and foremen should be given about the all encompassing impacts of a construction site 
and should be passed down to construction crews. This will engender self-monitoring and produce less pollution and 
waste. This type of training should be considered to help mitigate a range of impacts created by construction. 
How can we be assured that the contractors, foreman and crews will be trained? Why was this not considered as a 
mitigation measure? 

Chapter 4.C: Biological Resources (Comments that are from different sections in the document are relevant 
to section 4C) 
Page 3-7 
''The majority of the Project Site is flat or gently sloping toward the Bay, with an elevation range of 10 to 50 feet 
above mean sea level." This is not an accurate characterization of the slope of the Project Site. The majority of the 
Project Site is not sloping toward the Bay; the terrain is much more variable than what is portrayed in this statement. 
The map on page 3-9 shows the project site with an elevation up to 60 feet in some areas which disproves the 
statement "elevation range of 10 to 50 feet above mean sea level". Either this statement should be changed to 
incorporate this variability or the statement should be supplemented with a map providing the slope of the Project 
Site. 

Page 3-19 
The Lagoon and Other Natural Resources section inaccurately characterizes the wetlands and native plants on site. 
Additional information should be added to this section, since potential significant Biological Resources impacts may 
be overlooked. 

Page4.A-38 
"Mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.C, Biological Resources, would reduce impacts related to tall structures 
and increased lighting to less-than-significant levels by incorporating design features that would help minimize bird 

93 

strikes, including design features making structures, especially glass surfaces, more visible from the outside." This 95 
sentence is not easily understood, and should therefore be reworded. Additional mitigation measures should also be 
incorporated, such as using green and blue outdoor lighting, designing the buildings with less glass, and treating 
every window to decrease its reflectivity. 

Page4.A-41 
The impact of daytime glare emitted from the windows is discussed under Impact 4.A- 4. The potential impacts on 
drivers on US Highway 101 are discussed, but impacts on the residents in Brisbane, especially upper Brisbane, are 96 
absent. These parts should not be omitted from the impact statement and mitigation measures, since a potential 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources impact may exist regarding daytime glare reaching upper Brisbane and the 
Northeast Ridge from these solar panels. 

Page 4.C-1 
Paragraph 3 reconnaissance-level field surveys. Typical of ESA, they look at averages and assume things are the 
same each year. For annual rainfall, years ending in June 2007 and June 201 l , the average rainfall was similar -
16.89" and 28.87" respectively. How they can consider conditions on the ground to be similar especially when the 
combined rainfall for Mar-Apr 2007 was only 1.96" and the combined rainfall for Mar-Apr 20 l l is 7 .58". That is a 
considerable difference when considering seasonal wetlands, for example. This highlights a common problem and 97 
fal lacy in using these types of "hit - and-run" field surveys that do not stand the test of time in gathering long-term 
data and biological trends. See rainfall charts for SF- Golden Gate Weather Services. That the ESA biologists saw 
"no appreciable changes" between a year with almost 8 inches of rainfall in a two month period and a year that was 
very dry with less than 2 inches of rain for the same two-month period questions the veracity of the observations so 
the should be corroborated over time by and with consistent scientific monitoring by a different and non-partisan 
research group. Other years the variation in rainfall is even greater. For example, the Mar-Apr rainfall for 2008 was 
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less than 1/2" but Mar-Apr 2006 had 13.76". In the attached photos, areas under water contained small fish located 
near the machinery equipment and the old railroad tunnel; see the Google Earth Image below. (See Chart below for 
reference and photos) 

Season Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Oec Jan Feb Mar A,pr May Jun Total 

2000 - 200 1 0 .0 2 0 .0 2 0.21 2.36 0 .85 0 .90 3.76 7 .7 3 158 1 8 9 0 .00 0 .1 5 19.4 7 

2001 - 2002 0 .0 1 0 .05 0 .18 0 .50 5 .18 10.75 2.13 2.59 2 .27 0 52 0.84 0 .01 25.0 3 

2002 - 200 3 0 .00 0 .0 3 0 .0 1 0 .0 1 2.00 12 0 3 1.75 1.80 1.H 3 .60 0 .93 0 .00 23.87 

2003 - 2004 0 .00 0 .06 0.00 0 .04 2.22 7 J65 3.40 5 .67 1.16 0 .18 0 .12 0 .00 20.5 4 

2004 - 200 5 0 .00 0 .0 5 0 .04 2.63 2.07 7.98 4 .8 2 '5 .19 4 .67 2.32 1.32 0 .77 31.86 

2005 - 200 6 0 .0 2 0 .01 0 .00 0 .5 1 2.21 11.19 3.52 2.8 1 8 .74 5 .02 0 .40 0 .0 0 34.43 

2006 - 2007 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .63 3.05 531 0 .72 4 .79 0 52 1 .44 0 .4 3 0 .00 16 .89 

2007 - 2008 0 .0 2 0 .00 0 .09 2.0 1 0 .96 3 .1& 8 .86 1.87 0.3 3 0 .14 0 .0 6 0 .00 17.50 

2008 - 2009 0 .00 0 .01 0 .00 0 .35 2.31 2:82 0 .90 7 .92 2.76 0 .24 0 .80 0 .00 18 .11 

2009 - 20 10 0 .00 0 .00 0.28 3.11 0 .45 2 .77 6 .66 3.4 2 2 .79 352 0 .95 0 .07 24.09 

2010 - 20 11 0 .00 0 .0 1 0 .0 2 1.81 3.10 6 .7l 1.55 4 .94 7.02 056 1.13 2.0 2 28.8 7 

2011 - 20 1 2 0 .08 0 .0 3 0 .00 us 1.74 0 .14 2.68 1.09 5.70 2 .64 0 .0 2 0 .14 15.64 

2012 - 20 13 0 .0 1 0 .01 0.00 1.47 4 .50 7 .11 0 .49 0 .85 0 .9 7 1 .01 0 .04 0 .1 5 16.61 

Season Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar A,p r May Jun To tal 
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~ 

~JJ' ~ •. 
Note: The address for point A is the Machinery & Equipment Co. Inc: 3401 Bayshore Blvd., Brisbane, C.A. In the 
lower right-hand corner you can see the foundation for the yet to be built Mission Blue Nursery. You can see the 
Machinery and Equipment Building (the old Ice house) and at the top of the image, you can see the bed for the old 
railroad track and where the run under Bayshore Blvd. This is the area where Michele Salmon took the seasonal 
wetland photos. It was not a drainage channel at all. It was deep standing water (6+ inches or more) and had the 2 
to 3" silver fish in the water along with tadpoles and insects. In a wet year, there is quite a bit of standing water 
around the back side (northern) end of the nursery, too. 

15 
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Page 4.C-1 
Due to rock fall and seismic activity that occurs over a 5-year period there are topographic changes that occur. The 
DEIR states that there have been no changes; this should be altered. 

Page4.C-2 
Lack of habitat does not mean that the species will not live in a less than optimal habitat. In the first paragraph it 
states, " ... the CNDDB record for the species was recorded outside a five-mile radius from site from the Project Site 
contributed to a determination of low potential for occurrence determination." This sounds as though the presence of 
species is based on probabilities rather than sightings. 

Page4.C-3 
Under the section Terrestrial Communities, non-native grasses are described. There should be a description that 
mentions most grasses in the Bay Area landscape are non-native. 

Page4.C-4 
In the last sentence of the first paragraph, it states that," ... Johnny jump-up plants have been grazed by herbivores 
such as deer ... " there are no deer located on the Baylands or San Bruno Mountain. 

Page 4.C-4 and 4.C-14 
On page 4.C-4 it states that Lupinus sp. is a grass on Icehouse Hill. Lupine are not a grass it is a nectar plant for 
Callippe silverspot butterflies, and a host plant for the Mission Blue Butterfly. This should be mentioned in addition 
to Viola pedunculata. 

Page 4.C-5 
The under story is mischaracterized as ruderal habitat. In Figure 4.C-1 there are several areas that are mislabeled. 
Near the Former Rail yard there is a wetland, thus this is not ruderal. In the Lagoon there is a small tab on the left 
that is labeled as, "Invasive scrub", but in this area there are also native species. Lastly, seasonal wetlands are 
missing in this map. 

Page4.C-5 
"Native vegetation types, including coastal scrub and perennial grasslands, are confined to relatively small areas on 
Icehouse Hill in the western portion of the Project Site, tidal and freshwater wetlands along the edges of drainage 
channels and Brisbane lagoon, and seasonal wetlands in the western portion of the site." This statement is lacking 
important components, for instance that native plant species can actually be found throughout the site and not just in 
these confined areas. For example, Douglas iris can be found around the base of Icehouse Hill. A detailed vegetation 
map should be provided so the public will know the species of plants and plant communities found on site. On page 
4.C-5, figure 4.C-1 this map should be improved by including a full biological assessment and map. 

Page4.C-7 
There are many species in this list that have not been locally sighted by residents. The last paragraph states," . .. the 
operator of a horse stable in Icehouse Hill described previously observing red-tailed hawks nesting in the small 
eucalyptus grove nort.h oflcehouse Hill. Eucalyptus may also provide roosting and nursery sites for several bat 
species, including fringed myotis and long-eared myotis." If public opinion will be used in this document it should 
not be of just one individual. In the past there has been a sighting of Fox and Coyotes in the area, which is not 
included in this list. Were there actual sightings of these listed species? There should be a data chart in the document 
of sightings and number of how many sightings for each species. 

Page4.C-9 
The second paragraph under Freshwater Emergent Wetlands states, "The freshwater emergent wetlands on the 
Project Site typically lose surface water or completely dry up during the summer months ... " There are areas that 
stay wet all year round where species can exist and this should be distinguished from the truly seasonal wet areas in 
a map. 

Page 4.C-10 
The last paragraph states, "It is possible that the Brisbane marshes once were inhabited by what are now special­
status species. However, it is unlikely that any of these species would currently be found in the tidal marsh or tidal 
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marsh drainage due to the relatively small size and longstanding fragmentation and isolation of the remaining 
habitat." Additionally, in the second paragraph," .. . the project site is not located within the known range for the 
particular species, the species is believed to be extirpated and no longer occur in the vicinity." Rather than assume 
that these species no longer exist in the area studies should be done presently and historically. This study will 
determine presence and abundance to set and achieve goals of rehabilitating important habitat. 

Page 4 .C-11 
In the section Open Water Estuarine Habitat states, "The lagoon's shorelines contain little beach during high tides 
and most of the shoreline exposed during low tides is protected by riprap." This statement makes it unclear whether 
the shores are beaches or riprap, as the site is there are beaches. This should be clarified and accurately described. 

Page 4.C-12 
Using data from 2003 is obsolete. It would be expected for some similarities to occur between studies. It would be 
difficult to determine the current state when extrapolating data from 2003 to 2010, much less when actual 
development will occur. How often wetland delineations are typically conducted? How many similar data points 
were found to prove that the 2003 data was a valid study for current use? 

Page 4.C- 13 
Why was the San Bruno Elfin not included here? Are they assuming this because they did not find the host plant? 
Was a thorough bioassessment done to ensure that the host plant is not present on the entirety of the s ite? 

Page 4.C-14 
There is no mention of Stickle Back Fish. 

Page 4.C-14 
In the second paragraph it is stated, "None of these larval host plants have, however, been documented as occurring 
on the project site and individual plants were not observed during reconnaissance surveys." Some plants are subject 
to seasonality, thus they would not have been observed during this cursory survey if it was not conducted during 
several points in a year. 

Page 4.C-19 
There should be specific surveys done for the following species: San Francisco Garter Snake, San Francisco Damsel 
Fly, Stickle Back, Mountain Salt Marsh Mouse and the California Red Legged Frog. 

Page4.C-36 
The conclusion states, "Special status plant species occur within the Project Site only on Icehouse Hill." This can' t 
be concluded since a full biological assessment was not completed. 

Page4.C-37 
Under mitigation measure 4.C-lb states, "If the City determines that disturbance or mortality is unavoidable, 
special-status plants shall be restored onsite in either the annual grassland or coastal scrub habitat located on 
Icehouse Hill." Viola pedunculata is a host plant to Cal Lippe silverspot butterflies, which is listed as an endangered 
species by the USFWS. This plant has not been successfully grown in the area despite several attempts. 
RESTORATION PLANTINGS OF NATIVE PLANT SPECIES AT TOWER LOCATIONS ON SAN 
BRUNO MOUNTAIN, a draft report from PG&E has cited many instances of Viola on the site, but proves that 
seed collection and cultivation is difficult. Below are some excerpts from the report that expresses this: 

1 ~~~I 
I 109 

I 110 

I 111 

I 112 

I 113 

I 114 

I 115 

- "Viola seeds are very difficult to collect even though the plants are numerous on San Bruno Mountain." 11 6 
- 'T he Viola pedunculata seed was reported to have difficulty in germination by several groups working with that 
species at San Bruno Mountain . . . In addition, the first batch of Viola seed provided to the nursery resulted in no 
germination ." 
- "Viola pedunculata was a challenging species to grow; not only was it reported difficult to propagate, but also to 
establish in the wild." 
Thus, establishment of special status plant has proven to be difficult, suggesting that restoration of these plants as a 
mitigation measure is problematic, especially with some species such as Viola pedunculata. Full knowledge of the 
p lants life cycle and demonstrably successful nursery production are needed to successfully restore this species of 
plant. 
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Page4.C-37 
Under mitigation measure 4.C-1 b states, ''Mitigation areas shall be fenced or marked for three years." How will 
fencing affect access and flight of surrounding species? 

Page4.C-37 
There are rare and endangered plants on Icehouse Hill. Increased use of the trail and installation of fencing will 
further deplete the habitat. Domesticated animals on the trail may also introduce invasive species by burrs on fur or 
through consumption and spread of seeds through feces. 

Page 4.C-40-41 
Mitigation measure 4.C-ld states that trees will be checked for nests prior to removal. Adults use trees for perching 
and shade and removal of trees will cause raptors and avian species to retreat out of the area. Furthermore, a 
biological survey of burrowing owls up to one month prior to site grading is insufficient due to the fact the owls can 
relocate their original nesting areas. Lastly, "passive relocation" of burrowing owl nests may increase mortality. 

Page4.C-45 
Surveys should be done for special status species and precautions should be taken not to disturb species or allow 
runoff to contaminate the lagoon. 

Page4.C-47 
Mitigation measure 4.C-lg, bullet 6 states that, "permeable pavement materials" will be used, but Brisbane uses 
non-permeable. This is a contradictory statement and will not suffice as a part of mitigation. 
In the document both permeable and non-permeable pavement materials are mentioned to be used on the project site. 
There are areas in the project site where non-permeable and permeable materials are not desirable due to infiltration 

I 117 

I 118 

I 119 

I 120 

and runoff impacts. On pages 2-29, 4.C-46, 4.H-15 and 7-9, it is explained that permeable surfaces will be used as 121 
mitigation "An increase in impervious surface area shall include establishment of vegetated swales, permeable 
pavement materials . .. " Page 4.H-33 states, "Construct sidewalks, walkways, and/or with permeable 
surfaces .. . Construct driveways, bike lanes, and/or uncovered parking lots with permeable surfaces." Please specify 
where permeable and impermeable materials will be used on the project site, a map will also be a useful visual aid. 
Additionally, a memo from the Director of Public Works, states, "The City shall require that site designs consider 
limiting overall site imperviousness, minimizing directly connected impervious surfaces and, where feasible, 
maximizing on-site infiltration of runoff in areas of new development and redevelopment" (pg I 0). This memo's 
purpose was to state adopted guidelines into the city plan. However, it is not demonstrated how mitigation measures 122 
proposed will prevent infiltration into the landfill, since some areas of the project will contain pervious surfaces. 
Mitigation measures should consider these factors. 
Website: http://brisbaneca.org/sites/default/files/Supplemental%20Information%201tems%206%20-%2020.pdf 

~~ I Mitigation measure 4.C-4g should include replacement of habitat since they will remove parts of the existing habitat. 123 

Page 4.C-63 
The Callippe silverspot butterfly needs a water source as a part of its habitat. How will development affect water 
sources? 

General comment on section 4.C: 

I 124 

Native Bay Oysters were not mentioned in this chapter. There are reports on Native Bay Oysters of the Bay; these 
should be included in the document. The State Coastal Conservancy along with other federal and state agencies 
started a restoration project last July in the Bay Area. Efforts to restore eelgrass beds and native oyster habitat results 
in several benefits: Oysters are ecologically important species that filter pollutants provide habitat and food to other 
species and adds structural integrity to shorelines in the face of potential damages from sea level rise. A biological 125 
survey should be done on the lagoon for oysters. See article links below. 
S.F Chronicle report: http://www.sfaate.com/science/article/Building-homes-for-oysters-in-S-F-Bay-3721430.php 
State Coastal Conservancy Press Release: http://scc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/restore-shoreline/restoring-living­
shoreline-pr-final-071912.pdf 

5-323 

18 



OSEC 
Open Space & Ecology CEQA Comments on Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR - 2013 

Chapter 4.D: Cultural Resources 
Page 4.D-16 
The bone storage house should be included in the chart even if not it is historically significant to show that the 
matter has been considered. 

Page 4.D-25 
State the firm which did this survey to ensure a more complete document. 

I 126 

I 121 

Page 4.D-25 
Last bullet. Maps of Brisbane from 1946-2005. Why was this time frame chosen? Alternatively we suggest having 
as much historical reference as possible, so we recommend to date back further. 

Page 4.D-31 
Seismic testing of 7 Mile House should be conducted to ensure that pile driving will not affect the building. 

I 128 

I 129 

What method will be used to get core samples? How might archeological artifacts be preserved that are found in the 130 ~~ I 
core samples? 

Chapter 4.E: Geology, Soils and Seismicity (Comments that are from different sections in the document are 
relevant to section 4E) 
Page 3-15 
Figures 3-4 and 3-6 seem inconsistent since the landfill in the railyard shown in Figure 3-4 is not shown in Figure 3- I 
6. The presence of the non-engineered fill in the former rail yard is important due to the potential for liquefaction on 
the Project Site. Please address this issue and its inconsistencies, since the potential for an impact relating to 
liquefaction exists on site. What is the difference between liquefaction and subsidence with different types of fill? J 
Page 4.E-1 
Sunset Scavenger waste records should be investigated to understand landfill contents. 

Page 4.E-1 
Is the Regional Water Board the sole agency that documents the landfill contents? 

Page 4E-l 
In the last paragraph it states, "At the time of closure of the landfill in 1967, a soil cap was placed over the landfill 
and additional clean soil has also been placed over much of the site (BKF, 2011)." Has the soil been checked to 
ensure that it is clean prior to using this dirt onsite? The mitigation for this should include testing for other 
hazardous materials it may contain. 

Page 4.E-1 
The document states that "primarily" non-hazardous wastes were disposed of in the landfill. Were there also 
hazardous wastes? What are the hazardous materials referred to on page 4.E-1? Define what is meant by "typically" 
in this case. Define what those hazardous materials are, and how they will be mitigated. There should also be testing 
for radioactivity and all hazardous wastes. 

Page 4.E-1 
The DEIR should include information from Dr. Lee's report dated November 2010, "Report on the Adequacy of the 
Investigation/ Remediation of the Brisbane Baylands UPC Property Contamination Relative to Development of this 
Property'', which is relevant to the topic of waste and chemicals in the landfill. 

I 
I 

131 

132 

133 

134 

The statement that " ... the majority of the site being flat or gently sloping toward the Bay." This statement while 138 ~re~~ l 
unclear give the impression that the land slopes down towards the bay. The topographical map on page 4.E-5 which 
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shows an average elevation of 1 O' above sea level on the western portion and an elevation of between 10 and 50' 1 
above sea level on the bay side of the project site. A visual inspection of the site will also confirm this is correct and 
at odds with the description. 

138 
cont. 

Page4.E-11 I 139 
Map 4.E-5 is a misrepresentation of the present site conditions since this map is based on data taken from the 1960's. 

Page 4E-1 lff. and figure 4E-3 
Discussion of Bay Mud, Groundwater, sediments, aquifers, etc., and pp 4E-35, 36, discussion of geotechnical 
investigations, and sections 4E and 4G in general. 
In general, the DEIR is misleadingly definitive about the underlying geology of the site. 
The underlying geology is not well understood, and the various water-bearing units are nowhere near as uniform or 
as distinct as suggested in various parts of the DEIR. 
It is especially important that construction does not result in increased contamination of the aquifers or the bay, and 
for this reason it is important to be very clear that the geology and hydrogeology of the site are only partially 
understood, and more investigation will be needed in order to safeguard the water-bearing units from increased 
contamination. 
A report by MACTEC (now AMEC) dated May 24, 2010 (Groundwater Monitoring Report, 
First Quarter 2010, Appendix B, p. 1-1) contains these observations about the Schlage OU: "A correct 
understanding of the Site's hydrogeologicframework is critical to the successful design, assessment and 
performance of the [remediation] program. To date, the previously established definitions of water-bearing zones 
have been unable to explain completely the contaminant distributions and other hydrogeological 
observations .... Recentfield activities ... indicate a reassessment of the Site's hydrogeologic conceptual model is now 
necessary .... the existing definition of water bearing zones do not adequately represent the Site hydrogeologic 
condition .... [the report] presents an alternative hydrogeologic model ... that explains historic groundwater 
observations and better predicts fate and transport." 
For the reasons explained by MACTEC, and for clarity in general, it would be useful if the DEIR were to use 
MACTEC/AMEC's terminology (see report quoted above, p. 2-1), i.e., Young Bay Margin Deposit, Colma 
Formation, Old Bay Margin Deposit, Merced Formation, Franciscan Formation bedrock. The most recent 
remediation measures have used the newer terminology, and many members of the public and the DTSC have 
become familiar with it. It would also be useful to reproduce MACTEC/AMEC's cross sections of the Schlage OU 
area to demonstrate how much the underlying hydrogeology may vary across the site. 
Figure 4E-3 uses the Bums and McDonnell (2002) stratigraphy, and it is used throughout sections 4E and 4G (esp. 
4G-19, 20). The first paragraph on p. 4G-20 under "Overview of Project Site Hydrogeology" confuses the matter 
even more by citing upper and lower water-bearing units (both part of the Colma Formation) separated by Young 
Bay Margin Deposits. At least in the Schlage OU portion of the Baylands, this is not the case. 
While the DEIR does make it clear that soil borings will be necessary to establish adequate foundations for building, 
it is not clear from the narrative that additional investigation is necessary to establish how and where there is 
communication between the various water-bearing units. 
In the section on "Use of Previous Geotechnical Investigations," the DEIR states that " ... geologic hazards ... have 
been well studied and documented in numerous geotechnical investigations .... " and "As a result of these previous 
geotechnical studies, much is known about the underlying conditions including thicknesses of fi lls, Bay Mud and 
landfill waste." 
This may be true in the Schlage OU portion of the site, and it may be true in areas where there have been recent 
borings, but the subsurface layers are not uniform in thickness or depth, witness the cross-sections developed by 
MACTEC/AMEC for the Schlage OU (see the report referenced above). 
Previous investigations also were done before the recent addition of very large amounts of material on top of the 
landfill and other areas, changing the thickness of underlying layers, and contributing even more to differences 
across the site. 

Page 4.E-18 and 4.E-19 
For uniformity tables 4.E-9 and 4.E-10 should use the same color scheme when displaying level of earthquake 
hazard and shaking amplification. 
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Page4.E-22 
Table 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 for readability should all be in the same units or a description should be given about how they 
relate to each other. 

Page4.E-23 
A description of impacts of landslides such as from Tulare Hill into the Lagoon and rockfalls such as from Icehouse 
Hill should be explained in the project site description. 

Page4.E-24 
Under Soil Corrosivity, there is discussion of soil pH, which directly correlates with corrosivity. Have pH 
measurements and corrosivity of the landfill been considered? Will pH data be gathered for each individual land 
parcel? 

Page4.E-24 
Paragraph 3. " ... one boring near Icehouse Hill, Bay Mud is located above the groundwater table, suggesting a 
possible higher shrink-swell potential." How does the location of this boring relate to the tank farm and the purposed 
location of the new high school? 

Page 4.E-24. 25 
There should be a section on sea level rise and the impacts it will have on communities; including mitigation 
measures. 

Page 4.E-24. 25 
If the amount of moisture in the soils affects the severity and rate of corrosion of substrate; then what measures will 
be taken to anticipate the impact of sea level rise? 

Page 4.E-24, 25 
Mitigation measures should be considered to mitigate spread of hazardous waste and leachate during sea level rise. 

Page 4.E-25 
How do documented fill and undocumented fill differ with respect to soil erosion potential? Define "typically" with 
respect to reduction of soil erosion when it is graded and covered with concrete. 

Page 4.E-27. 
Table 4.E l. What is the mitigation for areas of liquefaction that is not supported by pilings? Page 4.E-34 
It appears that the corrosive soils may not be suitable to sustain development, has the pH been determined? If so 
they should be displayed in the document. Can piles be damaged to due to corrosion from the soils? 

Page4.E-33 
On page 3-8 for the description of the landfill: The process for closing the landfill should be included and the current 
state of the landfill fully described. After the inclusion of these additional details page 4.E-33 should reference page 
3-8. The current state of the landfill may be misleading to future mitigation measures needed before building occurs. 

Page4.E-33 
Paragraph 3 talks about the regulation of landfiUs by the San Mateo County Health System. However the landfill in 
question was unregulated because it historically preceded landfill regulation. The paragraph omits this important 
information in favor of leaving the reader with the impression that this landfill was closely regulated by SMCHS. 
Statements such as "minimum standards for the proper handling . .. of solid waste to prevent the creation of public 
health and safety and environmental concerns." Are therefore not applicable to this site and could have the effect of 
misleading the public and not adequately addressed. 

Page4.E-36 
Densification is an act of compaction, as described in footnote 9 on page 4.E-45, " .. . consolidating soft soils through 
repeated systematic application of a heavy weight" . 
This will be used to improve soils for foundation as described below, "A sound geotechnical approach typically 
includes improvements to the foundation soils, such as compaction or densification." Repeated use of a heavy 
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weight is expected to cause significant noise and vibration. What will be the mitigation for this? Effects of 
compaction such as this should be included in the Noise and Vibration section of the EIR. 

Page 4.E-36 

OSEC 

"Once appropriately designed and subsequently constructed in accordance with local and state building code 
requirements, the structures would have the structural fortitude to withstand anticipated seismic hazards without 
significant damage." Based on page 4.E-37 this statement should say Significant and Unavoidable from IX and X 
from table 4.E-4 that shows high potential risk for an earthquake. The risk is high and there will be little to no 
protection at a level 9 or 10 seismic event. 

Page4.E-38 
The definition of "Breach" should be included in the document for clarification. Proper mitigation measures should 
be considered, and should include responsible agency for fixing issues. 

Page4.E-39 
Mitigation measure 4E-2. Requiring a site-specific geotechnical report. Please add more detail on what would be 
required for a site-specific geotechnical report. How many borings would be required, i.e ., borings will be required 
at what intervals? How deep would they have to go? How far outside the building footprint should borings be 
required? What measures would have to be taken to ensure that cross-contamination of water-bearing layers does 
not result from the process of boring or driving piles or other foundation work? 

Page4.E-39 
Measure 4.E-2b. A Post-Earthquake Inspection and Corrective Action Plan for the site-specific development .. . 
shall be implemented in the event of a magnitude 7.0 or grater earthquake centered with in 30 miles of the former 
Brisbane Landfill. Results of the inspection of containment features and groundwater and leachate control facilities 
potentially affect by any static or seismic deformations of the landfill shall be reported to the RWQCB within 72 
hours of the event." The paragraph goes on to speak of what types of mitigation measures may be undertaken. 
However, this document fails to address who will be doing the inspection, who will be implementing mitigation 
measures and on what time frame. Please note that the time line is 3 days for inspection and notification, not action 
taken. In the event of a real emergency it's reasonable to assume that the timeline might stretch out longer leaving 
the residents of Brisbane with a toxic time bomb. Designated staff to work with the RWQCB is also needed. Who 
will do the inspection? Why was a Richter scale of 7 chosen instead of 6.5? Why was there not a deadline for 
implementation? 

If\ 153 
l cont. 
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~~ I On page 4.E-37 it is stated that there is high probability that there will be a significant seismic event within the next 
20 years. With a high probability of an earthquake findings determined to be less than significant are not consistent 
with these risks. 

158 

Page4.E-40 
Impact 4.E-3 and page 4.E-41 Mitigation measure 4.E-3. Geotechnical studies within 1000 and 500 feet of a 
building should be done. 

Page 4.E-40 
In the last paragraph it is stated that the "Potential for liquefaction may be present. .. "We recommend this wording: 
Potential for liquefaction is present. This is due to evidence in map on page 4.E-29 

Page4.E-40 
Last paragraph. "potential for liquefaction may be present. .. " Previous evidence present within the chapter has 
shown that the potential for liquefaction is clearly present. The use of a double qualifier makes this statement 
invalid. Suggest replacing [may be] with [is]. 

Page 4.E-41 
Analysis from Treadwell & Rollo, Inc. states that, "placement of engineered fill may cause underlying Bay Mud to 
fail." The DEIR does not speak to this issue and current condition of site. Not knowing this information makes it 
diffic ult to determine proper mitigation for buildings and infrastructure. 

22 
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Page 4.E-41. 42 I 
Impact 4.E-4 states, " ... the potential placement of engineered fill may cause underlying Bay Mud to fail." 
For many years, consultants for the landowner have argued that Bay Mud is a relatively impermeable layer that 163 
prevents contamination in the fill from reaching the aquifers. What can be done to prevent cross-contamination from 
the landfill into the aquifer if failure of the Bay mud were to occur? 

Page4.E-42 
A table similar to 4.E-4 on page 4.E-21 should be made to display measure of stability of development. 

Page4.E-42 
The scale mentioned is for bedrock, for those areas not built on pilings what would be an appropriate scale to make a 
determination from? 

Page4.E-43 
Mitigation measures 4.E-4a and 4.E-4b are in question because the site has not been mapped using standards from 
the C.A Seismic Hazard Mapping Act. This assessment should be done. 

Page4.E-44 
"Policy 152 requires, among other things, that soil and geologic investigations be done in areas identified as prone to 
slope instability. Therefore in complying with the directive of Policy 152, erosion or loss of soil would be 
prevented." Please rework this statement to avoid false correlations in the mind of the reader between "performing a 
study" and "effective prevention of soil loss" without also detailing the necessary intervening steps. 

Page4.E-45 
Explain the implications of over consolidated Young and Old Bay Mud. 

Page4.E-45 
Discussion of wick drains and deep dynamic compaction. The use of wick drains is assumed in estimates of 
settlement at the landfill. However, wick drains may increase the chances of cross-contamination in the underlying 
layers. Please discuss the possible negative effects of wick drains and clarify whether or not the DEIR recommends 
their use. 

Page4.E-45 
During compaction will hazardous materials move offsite? If so, proper mitigation measures should be considered. 

Page4.E-47 
Paragraph 2 refers to the use of wick drains. Please consider where will this highly contaminated water go? How 
will it be processed? 

Page4.E-50 
Does the construction of a recycled water plant (on page 4.0-48) due to the types of soil have an impact on the 
ability to support the recycled water plant? 

Chaoter 4.F; Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Page 4.F-1 
In the introduction to this section, temperature change and sea level rise will affect flood potential and the potential 
for water intrusion in the Bay lands. 
Although the last sentence in the Introduction states, "Impacts of climate change on the project Site, including sea 
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level rise, are addressed in Section 4.H ... " there is actually only minimal information provided. In order for the 173 
public to fully understand the potential impacts of climate change, the topic of sea level rise must be expanded on. 
Page 4.H-7 and 4.H-8 does state how high the sea level is expected to rise on site, but this should also be stated in 
this section. The Environmental Setting does not address issues specific to the Baylands. For example, the first 
paragraph states that "continued warming is predicted to increase global average temperature between 2 and 11°F 
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over the next 100 years," but the life of the proposed project is 50 years not 100. Statements such as this are 
misleading to the public and should be changed to represent the Baylands' s ituation. 

Page4.F-4 
The document inconsistently and sporadically uses the terms "million tons" and "metric tons" which is confusing to 
the reader since l ton equals 907 kilograms while 1 metric ton equals 1,000 kilograms. The first sentence under 
State of California Emissions states, "emitted approximately 550 million tons of C02e," while the third sentence 
under San Mateo County Emissions states, "emissions were estimated to have been 905,090 metric tons per year". 
Using metric tons makes the amount of emissions seem less than they actually are. For example, 905,090 metric tons 
is actually almost 1 billion tons. In order for the reader to understand the methods for measuring the impacts, these 
terms should be clarified and consistent. 

Page4.F-4 
3rd paragraph. The emissions sources listed only total 63.6%. What are the specific compounds and sources that 
comprise the remaining 36.75%? 

Page4.F-6 
The Endangerment Finding should specifically identify the threats to public health and welfare so that the public is 
aware of the potential health risks they may face in terms of GHG emissions. 

Page 4 .F-8 
In the first sentence, the phrase "monitoring or reporting" should be changed to "monitoring and reporting" . 

Page 4.F-12 
As stated under Regional Regulations, "On March 5, 2012, the Alameda County Superior Court issued a judgment 
finding that BAAQMD had failed to comply with CEQA when it adopted its 2012 thresholds of significance" and 

t 173 
cont. 
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"the court set aside the thresholds and ordered BAAQMD to cease dissemination of them until it had complied with 178 
CEQA". If the BAAQMD thresholds can' t be upheld, there should be equally stringent standards that can be used 
and uphe ld. If BAAQMD thresholds can 't be upheld and on other standards are available, then will there be no 
standards in place to implement? The DEIR should document other standards and adopt the most stringent standards. 

Page 4.F-17 
Table 4.F-1 states that existing land uses to be removed (Brisbane Industrial Park) -2762 metric tones C02e. First, 
elsewhere in the DEIR, Brisbane Industrial Park is shown to be outside the limits of the project and untouched. 
Second, we had to puzzle over why they subtracted e mission for existing uses that had never been added in to begin 
with. Here is what we came up with . . . a= existing uses b= existing uses to be removed c= new uses d= net 
increase in C02 e= delta between existing uses and new uses a - b + c = d = total carbon footprint c - b = e = 
increase in carbon footprint over current emissions. We are more interested in the total carbon footprint when 
looking at mitigation and this should be addressed within the scope of the project. 

Page 4.F-17 
The calculations in the chart should be clarified. 

Page 4.F-18 
Table 4.F-2 contains estimates of GHG emissions for each Concept Plan scenario. Vehicle trips are calculated by 
models and "assumptions". It is not substantiated to assume that the majority of the people living in the Baylands 
will also work in the Baylands. According to Citydata.com most Brisbane residents commute more than 15 minutes 
to work, indicating that they do not work in Brisbane. Please clarify the basis used to assume that the new Baylands 
residents will mostly work in the Baylands as well as live here. This data is misleading to the general public as to 
how beneficial the project will be in decreasing GHG emissions due to the reduction in vehicle trips. 
Under the CPP, "Operational GHG Emissions per Service Population (16,191 jobs" should contain an end 
parentheses, and would therefore read, "Operational GHG Emissions per Service Population (16,191 jobs)" . 

Page 4 .F-18, 20 
Table 4F3 -4F2. Mitigation measure proposed for reductions, no reduction reflected for motor vehicles. 
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Page 4.F-19 
The DEIR states that, "the larger number of [GHG producing] vehicle trips occurring in the CPP and CPP-V 
scenarios results from the physical separation between onsite employment opportunities and offsite housing for 
Project Site employees." However, the Cumulative Impacts chapter explains that 14,000 units of housing are 
proposed for other developments within one mile of the Baylands. Especially if the proposed transit improvements 
are built, these residents could easily find jobs and shopping within the development. It is not clear to the public 
whether this situation was used in developing the method for calculating the GHG emissions of the 4 Concept Plan 
scenarios. Based on the method used, the DSP and DSP-V GHG assessments could be misleading if in fact the 
residents do not find employment in the Baylands. A calculation should therefore be done that talces into account the 
scenario that zero percent of the Brisbane residents also find work in the Baylands. This calculation would be used 
to determine if a different level of significance after mitigation would occur for the DSP and DSP-V scenarios. 

Page 4.F-19 
The conclusion made is faulty; CPP is assumed to have more traffic because people will be commuting, rather than 
people living in Brisbane and working here. It is unclear how the amount of traffic has been estimated. 

Page 4.F-19 
Mitigation measure 4Fl requires GHG reduction plan. Without baseline data it is difficult to determine when the 
range of 5% reduction has been reached, baseline data should be included. An alternative would be to exceed energy 
efficient standards outline by Title 24, by 20%. Exceeding title 24 standards will be a tangible goal. 

Page 4.F-21. 22. &23 
The following is a list of possible mitigation measures that should be implemented into 
this chapter: 

· A free shuttle service, with access locations in central Brisbane, would be implemented to enable residents of 

central Brisbane to have easy access to the Baylands and vice versa. This measure would reduce vehicle trips outside 
and within Brisbane. 

Charge stations for electric and plug-in hybrid vehicles should be provided at various locations in the Baylands. 

Methane from the former landfill should be captured and burned in order to reduce overall GHG emissions. 

Project emissions should be partially offset by the installation of solar panels on commercial and industrial 

facilities in central Brisbane. 

· Since solid waste emissions are the second largest GHG source for all 4 of the Concept Plan scenarios, a solid 

waste power generation system should be implemented. 

General comments on section 4.F: 

1. We purpose that a DEIR should follow in general the form of an expository essay in order to be clear and 
digestible by the public at large. Following along this premise, the opening paragraph states, "The impact analysis 
discuss the expected GHG emissions associated with Project Site development operations and construction 
activities . . . and reflects elements incorporated into . .. development construction and operations that would reduce 
Project GHG impacts." What follows is 56 paragraphs of contextual information where in the actual emission of the 
project site are mentioned only briefly in paragraph 22 (last paragraph 4.F-5). On page 13 we finally get something 
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that looks similar to a thesis statement. "Therefore, if a project exceeds the numeric threshold . . .. it would also 188 
result in a significant cumulative impact. .. " Methodology is mentioned only briefly and no analysis or supporting 
evidence is given for the methodology. Not until page 14 does the chapter begins to address its stated purpose of 
analyzing the GHG emission associate with the project. Without the support of evidence the following analysis is 
lacking in plausibility. The secondary purpose, to determine if the project would conflict with .. . policy, or 
regulation ... [for] reducing greenhouse gasses" is addressed on page 23 but only as a repetition of the former 
analysis. i .e.: Six was determined to be too large a number, and six is still six, thus it is still too large. Our criticism 
is that this section should be entirely rewritten for readability by a lay person. 

2. Information relevant to the proposed project's emissions from other chapters, such as f 189 
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Traffic and Circulation, should be incorporated into the Greenhouse Gas Emissions chapter. As the DEIR is 
currently written, extensive and thorough review of other chapters is required to evaluate the GHG sections, and 
even then it is hard to understand. The GHG Emissions chapter should be easily read and understood by the lay 
person, without needing to review other sections of the document. 1189 

cont. 

3. The Environmental Setting section uses language that is more equivocal than it should be, given the evidence that I 
global climate change is in fact occurring today. These ambiguous terms, such as "could", should be changed to 
present tense. For instance, "extreme heat events are occurring more frequently" and "wildfires are becoming more 
severe and more frequent". Without these alterations, the general public may assume that changes related to global 
climate change won' t occur, when in fact change has already been documented. 

190 

4. Ocean acidification is an important problem created by excess anthropogenic emissions of C02. The general 
public is largely unaware that C02 can persist in the atmosphere for over 100 years. The community should be 
provided with a complete background on the science behind GHG emission; therefore, the Introduction or 
Environmental Setting section should at least mention ocean acidification and the persistence of C02 in the 
atmosphere. 

5. What are the assumptions made to calculate vehicle trip estimates for CPP and DSP plans? How are the 
calculations done? They should be displayed. 

6. Gridlock on Hwy 101, trips generated from the project are from people that live elsewhere such as San Francisco. 
The EIR should address the number of car trips/ density at one particular point of Hwy l 0 l as a representation of the 
impact of the project and also including the surrounding proposed/ approved projects. 

7 . Studies show that Sierra snowpack shrankl0% over the last 100 years and is expected to decrease by 25% by 
2050. Please explain how the demand for water will be satisfied if we are faced with these issues in 2050. 

4.F and 4.P combined comments: 
COMMENTS, GREENHOUSE GASES AND ENERGY SECTIONS OF BRISBANE BA YLANDS DEIR 
These comments also refer to the Traffic/Circulation and Cumulative Impacts sections of the DEIR, because in our 
opinion it's impossible to make sense out of the Greenhouse Gases section without such references. 

(I ) Accordingly, our first comment on the DEIR's discussion ofGHGs is that information from other chapters and 
sections relevant to the understanding of the proposed projects' emissions should have been brought into the section 
on GHGs, at least in abbreviated form. As the DEIR is written, extensive digging into other chapters is required to 
evaluate the GHGs section, and even then it is extremely difficult to understand and evaluate. 

(2) Environmental Setting, Impacts of Climate Change: Some of the language here is more equivocal than it should 
be, given the accumulating evidence of harm. Extreme heat events are occurring more frequently; wildfires are 
becoming more severe and more frequent; the geographical distribution of species is shifting as a result of the 
relatively small increase in global mean temps that we have already caused. These phenomena are documented, so 
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saying these things "could" happen isn' t enough. Similarly equivocal language is found elsewhere in this section. 196 
Ocean acidification is not mentioned, although scientists are increasingly alarmed about it and it is the second of the 
mega-problems created by excess anthropogenic emissions of C02. In the general introduction to the GHG section 
of the DEIR, it deserves at least passing mention. So does the fact that C02 is very persistent (100+ years) in the 
atmosphere, which is not very well understood by the general public and should be included in the Greenhouse 
Gases subsection. 

(3) Comparison of the estimated GHG emissions of the 4 project variants: Because considerable onsite renewable 
energy generation is anticipated with all variants, much of the GHG impact will arise from transportation. Both the 
developer-sponsored plans are claimed to result in less-than-significant GHG impacts because they would be below 
the 4.6 ton per capita per year BAAQMD 'threshold of significance.' This is because onsite housing and proposed 197 
shopping and amenities would, it is claimed, internalize a lot of trips within the site boundaries--unlike either of the 
'community' project variants, which because they are not fully 'mixed use' (don' t include onsite housing) would not 
get the same 'trip internalization' greenhouse benefit. All four of the described plans, it is assumed, would be 
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transit-oriented, but according to the DEIR the provision of transit in the two CPP variants would still result in an 
unacceptably high number of auto trips and the resulting GHG emissions. 

(3a) upon what evidence are the models used to project GHG emissions from the two developer sponsored plans 
based? Research on this issue revealed a scholarly article by Helen Jarvis titled "Dispelling the myth that preference 
makes practice in residential location and transport behavior," which appeared in the journal Housing Studies in 
2003, says that the belief common to many urban planners- that if you build mixed use developments travel, 
especially individual auto travel, will decrease-ignores many of the real household dynamics governing the use of 
transportation, even when mixed use developments are built and even when residents have strong environmental 
values (San Francisco, along with Seattle and Portland, are the 3 cities that Jarvis used to conduct detailed 
' biographical' studies of households.) While Jarvis favors this type of development, she says that the transportation 
avoidance assumed by planners does not materialize, or does not materialize to the expected extent. She attributes 
this to the fact that many families especially in expensive areas like ours are two earner, or two career, households; 
that access not only to 'schools' but to particular (perceived as desirable) schools is important; that the daily 
activities of many households are highly fragmented and remain geographically dispersed outside their 
neighborhoods, even if those neighborhoods are mixed-use. 

t 197 
cont. 
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account? We question their validity and the precise emissions estimates that arise from them, and therefore 
199 

Do the models used to estimate GHG emissions from the two DSP variants take such considerations into I 
also the finding that the DSPs will result in acceptable GHG emissions impacts as a result of falling below the 
BAAQMD ' threshold.' 

But it gets worse. For all four plans, it is assumed that public transit improvements will result in heavy use of transit I 200 
to/from the site, reducing auto trips and GHG emissions below what they otherwise would be. 

However, 
3b) the GHG assessment for all the plans assumes that proposed transit improvements (i.e., the Muni T-line 
extension, multi-modal Bayshore Caltrain station, Bus Rapid Transit on Geneva/Harney, etc.) will materialize . But 
the DEIR acknowledges in the Traffic/Circulation section that most of the "ambitious" proposed improvements are 201 
unfunded. With current developments and increased need of public transportation in San Francisco there are needs 
for millions of dollars to provide service to arenas alone, additionally $2.2 billion is needed to fulfill Muni's 
"deferred capital needs." (S.F Gate link: http://www.sfgate.com/warriors/article/Warriors-arena-transit-blueprint­
America-s-Cup-4994843.php) 

3c) According to Table 4-N-17 (p. 4-N-83 in the Traffic/Circ . Section) about 20% of the trips to/from the project site 
during peak hours will be to points south, Brisbane and beyond. Yet even with the proposed transit improvements 
described in the DEIR, transit provision in this direction is not very good and/or can' t be counted on. 
Except for SamTrans Route 292, there is no transit connection between the project site and central Brisbane. The 
292 is infrequent and expensive for short trips-and SamTrans does not issue transfers to riders. 
Caltrain is relied upon to do most of the north/south heavy lifting, so to speak, especially south of the San Francisco 
city limits and the terminus of the Muni T-line. According to an article on Palo Alto online, however, Caltrain is 
already operating well over its peak hour capacity (130% on some trains, according to the article). Moreover, 
Cal train lacks a dedicated source of funding; a look at Caltrain' s website did not clarify whether this problem had 
been solved or not. The same Palo Alto online article 
(htto://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/show story.php?id=29513), dated May 2013, says: 

"The rail agency continues to grapple with a lack of dedicated f unding and surging demand for its services. 
The proposed 2014 budget was balanced using "one-time only " stopgap money. Thatfunding is part of the same 
life-saving measures revenue used to sustain Caltrain through the last f ew budgets. 

These funding sources have included using regional money through the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 
stopgap funds and funds repaid to San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) for purchase of the rail line. But 
those funds are exhausted, and Ca/train will need to identify new funding or consider reducing service in 2015, Gigi 
Harrington, Deputy CEO for finance said of a preliminary report to the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board." 

What will the GHG impact be of any of the 4 developments if transit improvements don' t materialize? 

27 

5-332 

202 



OSEC 
Open Space & Ecology CEQA Comments on Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR - 2013 

(3d) Even if the transit improvements do materialize and reduce auto trips to and from any of the proposed project, 
any additional traffic resulting from the project itself and from the 14,000 or more units of housing that will be 
located within a mile of the Baylands (see Cumulative Impacts chapter of the DEIR) will impose a huge burden on 
Hwy 101, which according to the Traffic and Circulation section already operates at E or F Levels of Service. Even 203 
with mixed-use and all of the proposed transit improvements, we are likely talking about thousands of additional 
trips that involve Hwy 101. It seems inevitable that this will result in gridlock and greatly increased GHG emissions. 
Internal combustion engines do not operate efficiently in stop-and-go traffic, or as people sit on Parking Lot 101 and 
emit fumes. It's not clear that the additional GHGs from this cumulative impact have been accounted for. 

(3e) on page 4-F-19, the DEIR states that "the larger number of [GHG producing] vehicle trips occurring in the CPP 
and CPP-V scenarios results from the physical separation between onsite employment opportunities and offsite 
housing for Project Site employees. However, the Cumulative Impacts chapter explains that 14,000 units of housing 
are proposed for other developments within one mile of the Baylands. Especially if the proposed transit 
improvements are built, these near neighbors could easily get to jobs and shopping within the development via 204 
transit or bicycle. It is not clear to me, even after reading most of the Traffic and Circulation section, that this 
possibility has been factored into the GHG assessment of the CPP and CPP-V plans, so the precision implied in the 
comparative GHG assessments in the DEIR may be misleading- that is, the GHG impacts of both DSP variants 
may be Significant Unavoidable, and the Significant/Unavoidable GHG impacts of both Community plans may be 
less over the threshold than predicted or analyzed. 

(3t) Part of the purpose of the proposed Recology expansion (CPP-V plan) is to consolidate operations and reduce I 
(offsite) truck trips-which, in effect, would constitute an emission offset. There is no evidence that this has been 205 
accounted for in the DEIR, even though it seems that an estimate of its extent should be possible. 

4. California is committed to reducing its overall GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 
(executive order and CARB). If project construction takes 20 years or so, the year 2050 will be looming closely by 
the time the project is finished. 'Efficiency thresholds' aside, any of the project variants will emit substantial 
amounts of greenhouse gases (and as stated above, it seems likely that both DSPs ought also to be classified 
Significant Unavoidable) some of which will be undoubtedly be 'new' emissions. This makes the absence of a more 
thorough treatment of the Renewable Energy project variant in the DEIR even more inexcusable-and it is clear that 
a GHG Plan must be recommended for ALL the other four project variants, not just the CPP and CPP-V, so as to 
limit GHG emissions to the maximum extent. The list of possible mitigations recommended in the chapter on pages 
21-23 should also include 206 

a. Free shuttle service that would enable residents of central Brisbane to have easy access to the Baylands 
and vice versa, which should reduce the need for auto trips outside Brisbane and within Brisbane. SamTrans 292 
bus service, which is the only extant or proposed transit link between central Brisbane and the proposed 
development, is infrequent and expensive. 

b. Charging stations for electric and plug-in hybrid vehicles at residences and workplaces. 
c. The capture and burning of landfill methane from the former landfill 
d. Solar installations on commercial/industrial facilities in Central Brisbane to offset project emissions. 
e. Solid waste power generation (Recology). After transportation, solid waste emissions are the biggest 

GHG source for all of the proposed project variants. A combination of reduction and power generation should be 
investigated to achieve maximum GHG emissions reduction. 

Finally, however: even if GHG emissions from transport could be offset by additional public transit provision and 
additional non-traffic GHG mitigation, the non-GHG impacts of (auto) transportation- traffic delays, difficult 
emergency vehicle access, etc.-- connected with the site and neighboring developments are likely to be 
unacceptable. 

The Draft EIR (p. 4F-19) says: " ... the number of vehicle trips generated by the CPP and CPP-V scenarios is 
predicted to be 81 and 72 percent greater than the number generated by the DSP and DSP-V scenarios, 
respectively." 

The Appendix does not show how these calculations were made. Please show the calculations, including the number 
(assumed) of individuals employed in each scenario, the number of residents in each scenario, the number of trips 
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generated per employee, the number of trips generated per resident, the number of employees who will use transit to 1 
go to work, the number of residents who will use transit to go to work, and the number of residents who will work 
on the Baylands and not drive to work. 

Mitigation Measure 4F-l needs some work: 
Mitigation Measure 4F- l requires a Greenhouse Gases Emissions Reduction Plan to" ... reduce GHG emissions to 
the greatest extent feasible with a minimum performance standard of five percent .... " It is not clear what the 
baseline GHG emissions are from which a minimum performance standard would be calculated. Compliance with 
this measure would be impossible to judge. We need to request measurable performance standards that will exceed 
Title 24 by 20% to discourage single occupancy vehicle trips. 

Chapter 4.G: Hazards and Hazardous materials (Comments that are from different sections in the document 
are relevant to section 4G) 
Page 3-8 
"After the 1906 San Francisco earthquake, the area west of the rail corridor was fi lled in primarily with demolition 
rubble." The description of this area should include its previous history as a cattle bone yard and should 
acknowledge the potential for pollutants to exist in the soil from the animal remains. The site history is incomplete, 
since the Stauffer Chemical plant is not mentioned and chemicals may exist in the soil. These important aspects of 
the site history should be reviewed, since significant Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials impacts may be overlooked. "After closure of the landfill in 1967, the area was buried with a 
20- to 30-foot cover of soil and has been used for soil and construction material recycling since the 1980s." 
Information must be provided that proves that the above statement is true. In section 4G, there seem to be various 
depths of soil cover mentioned over the landfill: page 4.G-11 states, ''Based on the results of the 2000 B&M and 
Geosyntec investigations, a contour map of the soil cover thickness, reflecting the mid-2000 conditions, was 
prepared. According to the map, the thickness of the cover material generally ranged from 1 to 37 feet", on page 
4.G-19 states, "The soil types range from sandy clay to gravel with sand and range in thickness from 6 to 40 feet" 
and on page 4.G-90 states, ' 'The thickness of the current soil cover ranges from a few feet to over 30 feet.. ." . The 
soil depths are inconsistently cited throughout this chapter and should be more accurately determined before the land 
may be developed. A large gap in the site history exists between the years 1967 and 1980. The document does not 
mention that during a period of this time the site was used as a racetrack and for other interim uses. These uses may 
have contributed additional chemical waste to the soil. Tire dumping occurred on site; therefore, toxins potentially 
leached into the soil, but this topic is not mentioned. If these issues are not addressed in the EIR, important 
significant Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts may be overlooked. 

208 
cont. 
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Page 3-12 
The former Brisbane landfill operations are inaccurately characterized. A timeline should be inserted to show when 
landfill regulations originated. More background information on the history of the landfill is necessary to make this 
section complete. "From 1953 to 1959, the landfill was extended an additional 600 feet eastward into San Francisco 
Bay and filling of the northern portion of the landfill was completed." This statement lacks information on the 
landfill regulations (if any) that were in place at that time and data on what was actually dumped. ''The thickness of 
the cover over the former landfill area is estimated to range from 1-37 feet." This statement is inconsistent with the 
amount of soil that was previously said to have been put over the landfill on page 3-8. Information is needed to 
support the claim above, and it may be necessary to provide contour information on the soil thickness across the 
entire landfill. The greatest soil thickness is known to be much greater than 37 feet in some areas and a minimum of 
l foot of soil seems like a low estimate. Due to the contradictory information in the statement above, it remains 
unclear how deep the landfill actually extends. What will the ramifications be due to the inconsistency of soil depth 
over hazardous materials and how will subsidence affect this? What is the difference between a 1 foot distance and a 
37 foot distance from the cap that will cover the landfill? 

I 213 

Page 4.E-1 
The document states that "primarily" non-hazardous wastes were disposed of in the landfill, but were there also 
hazardous wastes? What are the hazardous materials referred to on page 4.E-1? Define what is meant by "typically" 
in this case. Define what those hazardous materials are, and how they will be mitigated. There should also be testing 
for radioactivity and all hazardous wastes. 
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Page 4.E-4 l, 42 
Impact 4.E-4 states, " ... the potential placement of engineered fill may cause underlying Bay Mud to fai l." 
For many years, consultants for the landowner have argued that Bay Mud is a relatively impermeable layer that 
prevents contamination in the fill from reaching the aquifers. What can be done to prevent cross-contamination from 
the landfill into the aquifer if failure of the Bay mud were to occur? 

Note: the first part of section 40 contains a listing of reports prepared over the last 35 years investigating hazardous 
materials. This list is taken directly from Oeosyntec summaries prepared in 2012. Some of the conclusions drawn in 
these reports are unwarranted, and some of the investigations were just plain inadequate. Comments to that effect 
will appear later. Descriptions of the contents of the reports may be fairly accurate, however, and we won't try to 
comment on those descriptions in these comments. 

Page40-20 
Leachate Recharge from the Bay 
Paragraph 2, states" ... it appears that tidal influence is not likely a significant contributor to recharge of leachate in 
the landfill .... " 

This entire paragraph is a direct quote from Oeosyntec's 2012 Summary, except for the use of the word 
"basin" after "groundwater." The sentence quoted above contains several qualifiers, "it appears" and "not likely ... 
significant...." . Even so, it is misleading to repeat the contention (even if it only "appears" and "is not likely") that 
Bay water is not entering the fill area. Further study is required to determine the extent of Bay infiltration, and to 
assess the impacts of sea level rise on Bay infiltration. 

There is no conclusive evidence that landfill leachate is not or will not be recharged from Bay waters. The 
Kleinfelder studies are over 20 years old, and appear to be based on samples from one well ("The study concluded 
that ... groundwater, at least in the vicinity of the tested well, .... "). 

Contradicting this statement, Dr. 0. Fred Lee's review concludes: "Since apparently at least a portion of the 
wastes in the Brisbane landfill are below the water table, even effective prevention of infiltration of moisture 
through the cover will not stop leachate generation." 218 

Oeosyntec's 2010 report is also contradictory: 

According to the ~yntec February (2-0 l 0) report, 
"ShcUICM' gr~ater jkJW In the lilc/11Jty of Brisbarre La11dfill is likly C:Oilft()l/td hy the 
locaJJon of two 11earby surface water bodies: San Frcmc:ise<> &ry In the ea.f.L of ,he s'ile and 
GTJodalupe IAgOOn smith of the site. Additianally, ii ~P/Jt'!'S that 1m: lmerior Drainage Ch01111el ( 
(!DC), which crosses the /a11dfill lt1 !he ea.rt-west d1rec11on, also mfluences shal/uM' (Zolre A) 
grour1dwate·r flaw. TherefQl':e, beneath the lmtdfill, shallow grmmd11Paler appears to he 
t:echorged from the west and 11orth a11d flows lowardf the LDC, Guadalupe Lagoon a11d San 
FraJldsco Bay. with a local component ofwestwardjlow alQltg porti011s at the west bQH~- " ,. 

Leachate recharge from the Bay is an important issue. The landowner's consultant's project that leachate 
management will not be an issue after a landfill cap is installed. In fact, leachate will need to be monitored and 
managed for as long as the contamination exists. 
Methodology 

The methodology described under "Impact Assessment Methodology" (p. 40-77) results in an inaccurate 
portrayal of hazardous materials on the site. Section 4G relies heavily on Oeosyntec's two 2012 Summary Reports, 
often quoting whole sections word-for-word. No additional sampling or testing was performed, and hazardous 
materials outside the boundaries of OU l, OU2, and the landfill, were not investigated. 

The DEIR' s purpose is providing information, and part of that task is explaining the extent to which 
information is lacking. Decision-makers need a thorough explanation of the limits of available information. 219 

The available information on hazardous materials is incomplete. For example, Dr. 0. Fred Lee (pp. 15-21) 
explains some inadequacies in the excerpts below: 

discussed in those writings.Jtypical hazardous chemical monitoring programs 'focus on 100 to 
200 or s;o chemials (prim.an Ty those on. the list of " Priority Pollutants'') of the .many thousands 
of chemicals that can be present in was1es. Ev·ery year new hazardous chemicals are found in 
wastes and the environment that have been tihere for many yea!IS but have not been detected by 
the limited-scope monitoring programs that have btell. and are oontiriuing to be used today. 
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An example of a group of unrcc<>g1lized unregulated hazardous chemicals that has cicisttd in 
wastes and in the environment for many decades i~ the polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs), 
which have cnaracteristics $imilar to PCBs. PBDEs are used as flame retardants on furniture, 
curtains, and many other products. The US Department of Health a.nd Human Services Agency 

As discussed in the literature, PBDEs ha,,•e been found in aquatic organisms in many parts of the I 
wortd, including San Francisc-0 Bay. Studies have shown that PBDEs have been 
bioaeoumulating in archived human breast milk for several decades. As summariz,e<f in NL 7-J, 

Despite their widespread presence and accumulation in orgarusm tiS$UC, .and the wncem for their 
impacts. on organisms, PBDEs are not subject to envl ronmental regulation through water quality 
standards.. The enviromnemaJ pollution by PBDEs is but one example of 1he significant 
deficiencies in conventional water quality monitoring for detecting the wide range of hazardous 
chemicals that are in wastes and in their leachat·es. 

Perchlorate is anolher unregulated/unmonitored chemical that has long been. and oontinues to be ,. 
a widespread environmentaJ pollutant that is a public health hazard that is highly mobile in 
groundwaters. An important sourc~ of environmental polh1tion by perchlorate is its use in 

• ·, ,,, - ' • • • 11 ' "" , • .. • n .. .. 

Thus, i l is important l(l underswitd th_'81 haurdoos chemical s ites such as the Brisbane Baylands J 
UPC property can comtaio a widt· variety of hazardous and otherwise deleterirus chemicals that 
a.re n.ot necessarily regulated a monitored, that a.re 11ot adequately regulated, and/or that are not 
presently known or m:ognized as potentially hazardous to publiic health or environmental 
quality. 

Factors other than cancer risk, such as the cost t.o remove a chemical from drinking water., art: 
used to establish MCLs. An example of the implications of that approach is dtc MCL for 
arsenic. The US EPA arsenic MCL is about 500 times th.e normail cancer risk of I x 10-6 used for 
developing MCLs for many ·other chemicals. The US EPA established the non-protective MCL 
for arsenic in order to not ·cause domestic water udlities to have to treat the water to remove 
ane:rni c ~o the cancer risk. of I x Ur6. I x 10-& represents a <::anocr· risk of one additional cancer i:n 
a population of l million people: who consume 2 liters (0. S gallon) per day for a l:ife Ii.me. 

[I is not uncommon for those with limited understanding of how water quality criteria and 
1 

standards are developed to mechanically use thein to judge if a water is ''safe" or not; if none of 
the criteria is exceeded, lhe water is oons.idcred "'safe." That appmKih can readily lead to both 
under- and over-protecci.on of the beneficial uses of a wa.ter. First, water quality criteria have 
been developed for only a very few of the many thousands of chemicals that are present in 
wastes and that have the potential to be adverse to public health and the environment. Second, 
1he cunent approach f'~ devel~ping.watcr qu~ty criteria d.~ not collSI~ :der even known ~ditiv. -~1 
and synergistic properties of rruxtures of chenucals: the toxtcrty of a mixture of such chenucals 1 

greater than the sum of toxicity caused by each chemical alone. Third, as noted above, som 
water quality standar(is., suob as MCL-s for drinking water, incorporate factors outside of th 
potential impacts on publ.ic ht.altb and environmental quality, su<:h as treatment costs. 

deep-rooted plan~ that can bring hanrd()IJS chemicals to the surface..f!!. is important to 
undcrSWtd thll hamdrus chcmical5 cootli.nro oo a site will be a thrm e:ffecllvely forever; th1ry 
do not necessarily ibeeome in_nocuous over time, and as the containment sys.terns deteriorate, the , 
containment dimiinishes. ThC11e!ore, a. key to loog-term protection of public health and 
envlronmental qual:ity associated with '!.-emediated" sites will be the eff'iectivene-s;!I and reliability ' 
of

1

the imp!emenution ofl~e restrictions on liiPdl-us.e activiti~ a.t the .site that could lead 1.0 \ 
release <1f llanrdous chemicals. Enforcement would need to be· contmu ed even lf aft~ .a fow 
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years, d.ecades, or .. l?Jlger duliin.s which rim. ~no. release of ch. em. icals..h~\fe.bee:n revealed . . As loogf 
as hazardous chemtcals are present on the s1te1 proper l~e re-stnctions1 as well as systems 
and water quality ma.intenan.oo and monitorimg must be conll.nued. All of these issues should be 
umlerstood by 1hose inltl'C$Led in the remediatioo/development of the UPC Brisbane IBaylands 
area and addreued in fonnulaling the plans for developing this area. 

Other Areas Needing Investigation 
The DEIR overlooks the portions of the project site that are not included in OU-1, OU-2, or the landfill. 
Several areas need additional investigation: 
( l) the police firing range on Icehouse Hill, which is contaminated with lead. 
Icehouse Hill is proposed to be a public recreation area. The dangers of lead poisoning, especially 

poisoning of children, are only recently becoming well known in the US. It is essential that humans and other 
species sensitive to lead be protected from direct contact with lead or contact through contaminated water. 

(2) the lagoon and its periphery 
The DSPs propose increased recreational use of the lagoon, including kayaking and other activities which 

are likely to bring people into direct contact with contaminants. 
Lagoon water quality has not been sufficiently investigated. At this time there has been no known sampling 

and analysis of the lagoon sediment, which would likely be stirred up by human activity on the surface of the lagoon. 
Investigating the lagoon water and sediment must be a requirement for development that brings more people to the 
lagoon area. Van Waters and Rogers is suspected of heavily contaminating the lagoon and this should be 
investigated. 

There have been no studies, such as those recommended by Dr. G. Fred Lee, to assess the health of aquatic 
life in the lagoon. Increased human activity near the lagoon, including fishing, would potentially increase the 
amount of contamination that reaches humans. Dr. Lee argues (p. 32): 

One of ·the i:ssues of panicu]ar c-00cem wirlh regard to sl:orm.water runoff from ha.zardoos ~ 
chemical sitesllandfills: is the potential for the transport of chemicals from the sit-e to nearby 
wat·erbodies where the chemicals bioaccumul!ate in edible organisms. While tlbm bu been some \ 
monitonng of seeps and groundwaler for the refease from lihe landfill of chemicals that could 1 

btoaccumulate such as PCBs, that :monitori,ng has not cmplO}'cd sufficiently sensitive analytical 
procedures to detect the chemicals a1; levels tba1: could be of concern for bioac·cumulatlor1 in 
~ibl1e organisms. As disoo.ssed by Lee and Jones-Lee (20 l 0) in their report on slOn'.!liwater 
n.uioff from hazardous chemical sites reieren.oed above, 1he edible flesh of aquatic organisms in 
waters near h:azArdous chemical. siteirlllandtiUs should be monitored for· die cntorinated 
hydrocarbon legacy pesticides (such as DDT). PCBs, polybromimted biphemiyl edien (PBDEs), 
mereury1 and oiher chemicals that tend to bioaccumulate in edible ·organisms. If that mooitoring 
shows that. those chemicals are not pre~nt in. orgmrisrn tiswes in eon~ncrations of potential 
ooncem, then it could be reasonable to cooclud.e that 1hc current and recent activities at the 
hazardous chemical si1e arc nm contributing those chemicals, Lo the surface waters. If. how~tt. 
the coo.centrations of such c~tmical s in edible organisms are found in levels of concern to human 
health or to other aquatic life/tenestrial life that use aquatic lire as food, them studies nm! to be 
done t«::i· determine if the hazardous cli.emical site is the sowce of those cbemicaJl:s. 

(3) Sites on Industrial Way and in the vicinity oflcehouse Hill have not been investigated for 
contamination. Industrial operations such as Stauffer Chemicals and a bone rendering facility were sited here and are 
likely to have left contaminants in soil and/or water. 

At least three other Stauffer Chemical Co. plants 
Cold Creek, AL: http://www.epa.gov/region4/superfund/sites/npl/alabama/stacocreal.html 
Tarpon Springs, FL: http://www.epa.gov/region04/superfund/sites/npl/florida/stachemtsfl.html 
Black Mountain Industrial Complex in Henderson, Nevada: https://ndep.nv.gov/brni/docs/fact sheet-103108.pdf 
These sites are known to have been heavily contaminated, and the first two are Superfund sites. 
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Page 4 .P-12 
"Because Project Site remediation is, in fact, required and not optional, the energy consumed returning the Project 
Site to a safe and healthy condition is not considered to be wasteful. Although the extent of Project Site development 
is large, construction and development would occur over a 20-year period, and demand for construction-related 
electricity and fuels would be spread out over that time frame." 

If project site remediation is required to return the site to a safe & healthy condition but will occur over a 20 year 
period, how will that impact people in proximity to un-remediate areas during the course of the build out? Assuming 
remediation will be done in patches and not all at once, how will exposure rates be controlled to the local population 
of harmful airborne contaminants? By necessity, there will have to be increased remediation at the early phases of 
the project. (This comment is relevant to Chapter 7, thus the comment has been added there as well). 

General comments on section 4.G: 

l. Pre-drilling could cause toxins to reach the surface that we did not otherwise know were there, which is why the 
matrix should be tested beforehand. Nowhere in the document does it state that the matrix will be tested before pre­
drilling. The risks of pre-drilling should be addressed in this section, since this activity could bring about significant 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts that are not covered in this chapter. 

2. Pipeline safety: 
While the DEIR finds that the risks to human health and the environment from the Kinder-Morgan tank farm and 
pipeline are "less than significant," the city needs to use every means possible to ensure the integrity of the pipelines 
and to safeguard the areas around the tank farm and pipelines. How will the pipes be monitored and what safety 
measures be taken, specificaJJy for this pipeline? An article in the Wall Street Journal online, January 20, 2014, 
entitled "High-Tech Monitors often Miss Pipeline Leaks" describes the inadequacy of pipeline monitoring in the US. 
Many leaks are only discovered by residents. 
(http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB 100014240527023037 54404579310920956322040?mg=reno64-
wsj &url=http%3A %2F%2Fonline. ws j .com%2Farticle%2FSB 10001 ). 

Chaoter 4.H; Hydrology and Water Oµallty (Comments that are from different sections In the document are 
relevant to section 4H) 
Page 4.G-18 
"Preliminary Fill Soil Import Criteria - 201 1" 
"Guidance was developed by Geosyntec to screen fill materials accepted as Brisbane Landfill cover soil." 
Please correct all references to a clean soil layer on the landfill. In fact, as noted here, there was no recommended 
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225 

procedure to screen deposits on the landfill prior to 201 l. The DEIR should also describe the "guidance" developed 226 
by Geosyntec, i.e., describe exactly what screening was recommended. Do they use a gas detector that reads 
petroleum hydrocarbons? What is an acceptable reading? Does screening include other substances? What are the 
acceptable readings for those substances? Has Geosyntec ' s recommendation been accepted? What, if any, 
confirmation is available that screening was performed? 

Page 4.G-19ff 
"Overview of Project Site Geology" I 
par 2 repeats an inaccurate characterization, "A clean soil layer ... overlies the waste ." There is no evidence to 227 
support calling the soil layer clean. See comment above. 
par 3: "Underlying the landfill and former rail yard. Non-engineered fill ... consists of a heterogeneous mixture of 
clay, silt, coarse sand, and gravel with fragments of brick, stone, and wood from the 1906 San Francisco earthquake 
rubble." This is an inadequate characterization of the deposits. The landfill received wastes from industrial and 
shipyard uses, as well as household and office wastes. It is likely that the fill underlying the railyard contained a 228 
wide range of substances, including hazardous chemicals. 
par 4: "waste" is not properly characterized. It includes medical wastes, chemicals, tires, heavy equipment, and 
materials contaminated by radiation from medical and shipyard sources. 
Dr. Lee's report contains evidence of this, "Whatever classification assigned to the wastes deposited in the landfill, a 
review of the composition of Brisbane Landfill leachate and landfill gas emissions shows that hazardous chemicals 
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that are typically associated with hazardous wastes are present in the landfill and are being released from it" (Lee 2). 
Golder Associate's Inc., conducted analysis as requested by the BBCAG, below are some of the reports findings: 

"Comparisons of chemical data with limits established by the Environmental Protection Agency indicates that 
several metals were present at concentrations in excess of those established to protect saltwater aquatic life. These 
include nickel and arsenic (both widespread) with fewer occurrences of silver, lead and zinc." 

"The water quality monitoring reports present analytical data from approximately 2002 to 2008 for groundwater, 
leachate, leachate seeps in the interior drainage channel, and surface water. There is evidence that VOCs, present 
in the leachate or leachate seeps, are also present in downgradient groundwater. This is consistent with the findings 
from the SWAT investigation." "Municipal waste is known to commonly contain small quantities of hazardous 
waste, primarily household hazardous waste, and this may be the source of the hazardous waste constituents 
identified in groundwater, leachate and leachate seeps. " 
Alternatively, the industrial or shipyard wastes that were identified in the WDRfindings may be the source. 
However as noted in the SWAT investigationfindings, records related to wastes disposed at the Brisbane Landfill 
are incomplete or unavailable" 
Findings from the report display that hazardous substances in the landfill are present, thus characterization of the 
deposits should reflect these findings. In addition to the report mentioned above on page 4.G-23 states, "Waste tires 
were also placed in the landfill as reported by KRON-TV in 1965; an aerial photograph of the Brisbane Landfill 
taken in 1963 shows four localized black areas, likely representing tire stockpiles .. . The landfill closed before more 
stringent landfill regulations were in place that would have provided more detailed information on the waste stream 
profile." 

It would be understandable ifthe DEIR were to use MACTEC/AMEC's terminology (used for the Schlage OU) 
throughout the report, i .e., Fill, Young Bay Margin Deposit, Colma Formation, Old Bay Margin Deposit, Merced 
Formation, Franciscan Formation bedrock. The most recent remediation measures have used the newer terminology, 
and many members of the public and the DTSC have become familiar with it. Figure 4E-3 uses the Burns and 
McDonnell (2002) stratigraphy, and it is used in sections 4E and 4G. The first paragraph on p. 4G-20 under 
"Overview of Project Site Hydrogeology" is taken directly from the 2012 Geosyntec report, and is in direct conflict 
with Figure 4E-3, which shows the B water bearing zone beneath the Old Bay Mud layer. Apparently "shallow 
water bearing zone" sometimes means fill zone, and sometimes Colma Formation, and while these two zones 
communicate, at least on the northwestern edge of the site, they are also separated in other areas by Young Bay 
Margin Deposits. Whatever terminology is used needs to distinguish between the fill zone and Colma Formation. 

par 5ff and p. 4G-20: The terminology used in the DEIR is not consistent, and very confusing. On page 4G-19 the 
terms "bay margin deposits" and "bay mud" are both used, leading one to believe they might be different things. 

It is impossible to understand the hydrology of the site if several sets of terminology are intermingled. Please stick to 
one set of terms, preferably AMEC' s. 

Pa~e4.G-21 
"Following cessation of landfill operations, the landfill was buried with a soil cover approximately 20-30 feet deep 
to prevent future human contact with contamination." 
The landfill cover has not prevented future human contact with contamination, and it is inaccurate to say so. The 
depth of the landfill cover is a moving target, ambiguity as it relates to the depth of the landfill is in 
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board order no 01-041 
(http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwgcb2/board decisions/adopted orders/2001/R2-2001-041.pdD on page 4 it states, 
"Upon completion of disposal operations in each fill area, soil cover of unknown hydraulic conductivity and 
thickness was installed covering the various fill areas." It is misleading to say that the landfill was covered with a 
specific depth of soil at some indeterminate time in the last 45+ years. 

Page4.G-24 
" ... there are no well-defined aquifers underlying the site." 
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This statement is inaccurate. Groundwater remediation at the Schlage site has produced a fairly detailed hydrologic 
model that includes Colma and Merced Formation aquifers. The DEIR contradicts itself, as there are numerous 
references to deep and shallow aquifers just in this section (see, for example, p. 4G-3 l , 4G-48-49). 

Page 4.G-3 1 
"Leachate Generation from Brisbane Landfill" 
The DEIR states, "Results from the summer 2010 monitoring event indicated that no leachate seeps were observed; 
therefore, the leachate seep collection and transmission system is operating as designed, and no exposure to human 
or environmenta l receptors is occurring .... " The conclusion that no exposure is occurring is not warranted. First, it is 
likely that subsurface seeps exist in the lagoon and east of Highway IO 1. Second, seeps exist and are flowing to the 
Bay through Visitacion Creek. Finally, one monitoring event conducted during the summer is not enough to 
conclude that there is no exposure based on a dry season test in 2010. Subsurface seeps exist and need to be 
confirmed with testing over time during all seasons. Densification and deep compaction may also change the sub­
surface hydrology. This needs to be thoroughly addressed by the EIR. 

Page4.G-48 
"Soil/Groundwater Contamination in OU-1" 
par. 1 is garbled and unclear. 

Page 4.G-51 
"Schlage Lock Site" 
Please note that Pacific Lithograph also operated at this site, and contributed to the contamination. 

Page 4.G-52 
"Soil/Groundwater Contamination in OU-2" 
This section and elsewhere include references to the "South Disposal Area," further identified as a former solid 
waste disposal area. What is known about what was disposed in this area and when it was used as a disposal area? 
Have the limits of the disposal area been identified? How large was the disposal area? 

Page4.G-80 
"Surface Water Management System." 
The DEIR says that, "Leachate seeps ... would be addressed ... to ensure that the Central Drainage Channel and 
Brisbane Lagoon are fully isolated from any leachate migration .... " 
Fully isolating the lagoon from leachate cannot occur unless underwater seeps are prevented, and no such actions are 
planned. 

Page 4.G-86 
"Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures" 
How will regulations and mitigation measures be instated? 

Page4.G-90 
"Impact 4G-2" 
par. 3 contains another reference to "non-hazardous" waste . There is no basis for this assertion. 

Page4.G-91 
par. 3 states that " ... final closure and remediation of the former landfill would require ... prevention of liquid 
percolation through to the underlying waste, and prevention ofLFG e missions." Neither one of these goals is 
achievable, this assertion is misleading. 

Page 4.G-97 
"Soil Gas and Vapor Intrusion" 
The first paragraph on p. 97 states, "Non-methane organic compound such as TCE, benzene, and vinyl chloride are 
typically found in very low concentrations in landfill gases and only benzene has been identified at the Brisbane 
landfi ll .... " 
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It should be added that VOCs and hydrogen sulfide have been found in landfill gases, per Golder Associates, 2008, 
p. 5: "On November 4, 2008, a Golder technician obtained samples of landfill gas .... Six VOCs and hydrogen 
sulfide were detected in the landfill gas sample .... " 
Golder Associates, Incorporated, Characterization Study, Brisbane Landfill, December I , 2008. 

Page 4.G-98 
Leachate 
Since it is not known that contamination will be limited to one area of the site mitigation measure 4.G-2F-4.G-2H on 
page 4.G-98 should apply to the entire site. Below Dr. Lee's report discusses the potential risks to human health and 
the environment from leachate: 

J.) Are the presef1tly l'l'OJX>!iitd remediation systems adeq11a1e fur, 
a.) Unregulateddi;tfiJI vs. clay caps (Title 14?). 

1240 
cont. 

Because leaohate g~e:ration in a dry tomb landfill can be· delayed only as long as the wastes are 
kept dry, and because hazardous. and otherwise deleterious chemi~ls in such a landfill remain a 
threat for as long as they remain in the landfill , lhe integrity of a landfill cap is critical to die( 
prevention of leachate generatio n. Well-designed and installed clay caps (oft.en combined with 
plastic shcet.ing in Subtitl~ D !andftlls_as d iscussed ~low) f~r landfills.can, especially at lhe time I 
of' construction, be effective m reducmg the rate of infiltration of m0tsrure through the cap and 
thereby serve to aid in the delay leachate generation that would otherwise be promoted by 
moisture from infiltration, However. as dis.cussed in Lee and Jones-Lee' s "Flawed Technology" .. 241 
review referenced above, many factors affect the integrity and hence functionality of even a ( 
well-designed and inslalled clay cap. These factors are largely related to covcc inspe.ction, 
maintenance, and repair, as well as to surface activities. F~ example, as discussed beginning on 
page 20 of the " Flawed Technology .. review. such caps typically develop cracks, wh:icb can 
serve a.s pathways for majOf" moisture infiltration into the was.tes. Thus, in practice, o .. •er a 
relatively shon period of time clay caps begin to lose effectiveness in preventing 
moisture/rainfall from entering the landfill; cr.acks tllal can impair the effectivet1ess of the cap 
can be difficult to detect and adequately repair. 

Since apparently at leasl .a portion o f the wasies in the :Brisbane Landfi II are below the waler 
table, even effective prevention of infiltration. of moislUre thr~gh 1h.e ce>v·er will not stop 
leachate generation. From the information available, 1he maj OI" palhway for leachate refoases. of 

1 hazardous and delet.eTious materials from the landfi ll has been defin.ed; those release~ to a 
considerable cxtetlt. ate being collected and ueated through the seep control program. Overall, 
considerin,g the water table iSSl!.le, a final cover for lhe Brisbane Landfill constructed of clean :fill 
material will l ikely be adequate. However, the cover material should be properly tested to be 
certain that it will not leach chemicals that arc a thrcal co public tiealth or the environment. 
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• Groundwater P<J/JulJ<»1 hy the Bri$.hane lmldfiU. The monitoring of groundwater under the 
Brisbane Landfill and in seeps of leaehate found along the paimet.er and in the interior drain~gt 
channel of the landfill shows th.at the Brisbane Landfiil is PQlluting groundwat:ers, with baiurdous 
chemicals lhat are a truul to public health and the environment. 

The San Francisco Regional WaterQu~ity Coutrol Board required that a!l kn.own seeps of 
leachate discharging poUuced groundwater to Brisbane/Guadalupe Lagoon be in1erceptedl ,and lhe 
waters tnmsponed to a local sanitary sewerage &ystem for rreatme:nt. While that r,equ.irement for 
i ntereeplion of known seeps ha$ apparenlly been met; d1eJie could still be subsurface ctischarges. 
oflc-achate-poHu.ted g110l!lndwater to the lag,oon 11tat were not/a11e not presently "known" but that 
have the poten.tial to a.dvenelry affect aqlla1ic life in the la.goon. The monitoring 1hat has been 
done oflhe water in the lag,oon has not rtported measuraMe levels of measured hazardous 
chemicals from 1he landfill lcaehatc--poll'Uted groundwater. However, as discussed in our report, 
1he monitoring of the lagoon has not been adequate in. depth or sc;ope to prope1ly address the 
concern_ For example, aquatic Lif c in the lagoon has not been evaluated for the bioaocumularion 
of ,chemie!Us that are a th rut to the health of peopl.e and other animals who oonsurrte them. 
!Because there could readily have been. and oould sti.11 b¢ 1oday, di S(harges of hazardous 
cru..~Jcals that bave or can be bioaccumulated in. edible aquatic: lite in the lagoon and pose a 
threat to human health and ,aquaitic lif c. edible acruadc life in, the lagoon need to be monitored for 
bloaco.un1ulatablc chemical$ of ooncem. If one or more such chemicals are found, me soorce of 
the chemicals needs to be determined, with plll1icular wr~ to currenl discharges ftom 1he 
landfill. 

(Dr. Lee, p. 3). Please address these concerns about the continued environmental damage from landfill leachate. 

Page4.H-2 
Paragraph 4 states that "The Beatty Ave. Storm Drain serves ... the northern end of the Project Site and drains into 
San Francisco's Sunnydale storm drain facility .... " These two systems are not connected in Figure 4.H-1. The map 
should illustrate this connection. 

Page4.H-5 
Under The Industrial General Permit, it is required to monitor 4 indicators (pH, TSS, SC and oil and grease), is this 
sufficient for a site that has chronic history of contamination? Will more extensive tests be done if these preliminary 
tests find data out of the normal range? What additional tests may be done? Is there pending legislation to increase 
the scope of water quality monitoring? 

Page4.H-5 
The flood-prone areas discussed in the DEIR, shown in figure 4H-3 are not consistent with the areas of the Baylands 
that routinely flood during the rainy season. Include a 100- year flood figure for post project to view impacts, not 
just the FEMA map. A post project map will show if requirements are adequate. 

Page4.H-5 
Flooding 

241 
cont. 

The flood-prone areas discussed in the DEIR (p. 4H-5, figure 4H-3) are not consistent with the areas of the Baylands 245 
that routinely flood during the rainy season. The area west of the railroad tracks in OU 1 and OU2, for example, is a 
seasonal wetland, and Tunnel Avenue floods several times a year. Figure 4H-4, showing areas at risk with a 1.4 
meter sea level rise, is a better indicator of areas prone to flooding. 

hre~H~ r 
Stormwater runoff 46 
Storm runoff has the potential to convey heavy metals, VOCs, hydrocarbons, and other contaminants into the lagoon 2 
and the bay. The DEIR states (p. 4H-5) that water quality is monitored for pH, total suspended solids, specific 
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conductance, and oil and grease. The "Report on the Adequacy of the Investigation/Remediation of the Brisbane 
Bay lands UPC Property Contamination Relative to Development of this Property" by Dr. G. Fred Lee and Dr. Anne 
Jones-Lee, dated November 1, 2010, concluded that "The water quality monitoring of storm water runoff during the 
development of the Brisbane Baylands area should be significantly expanded to enable a reliable determination of 
the extent to which development activities result in the mobilization of hazardous chemicals into the runoff waters" 
(Lee, p. 3). ''There is no monitoring of storm water runoff for potentially hazardous chemicals associated with the 
concrete rubble recycling [specifically PCBs from caulk] or the landfill surface" (Lee, p. 29). Dr. Lee recommends 
the following changes to the storm water monitoring program. 
We have found thal the· monitoring approach prescribed for stormwater n.motTfro:m landlfill ar·c-.as • 
is often the same as that used for morutoring runoff from urban streets; collection of a single grab 
sample at some time during each of several storm water runoff events per year is typicallt­
rcquired. That approach. however, is neither adequate nor in keeping with prosrams prescribed 
by the US EPA (1992) for monitoring stormwater runoff from induslrial sites. Landfill areas are 
induiilrial ar·eas and should be monitOred as such. The US EPA rooommendcd slonn,water runoff 
mcmitori11g program is desetibcd in 

U.S. Environmenl:al Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). (1992). NPDES Stormwater 
Sampling Guidance Document (EPAIS33JB-921001)" for implementing, the Agency 
NPDES stonnwa.ter management pr·ogram. 
(http://yos.emit.e.epa.gov/RI OIW ATER.NSF INPOES.+Permits/SW+guidance+&+fact+she ~ 
ets+•+Regjon+ 1 O/). 

The monitoring program recommended by the US EPA for induslrial sites involves GOllecting 
samples of true first·•flush runoff as well as sampl:es of run.off at several times during the runoff 
event Further, a sufficient number of events ml.1$t be so-moni~ored each year to properly 
characterize the hu.a.rdoos chemical conLen:t of the stormwater runoff. 'fhe parameters that a!'e to 
be monitored indude a fairly comprehensive suite of chemicals that could potentially be present 

in stonnwater runoll' from the area.. This is lhe type of monitoring that sihoold be conducted at 
the .Baylands Landfill art.a during and following the development Qflh.e propeny. 

Dr. Lee recommends " ... sampling the first storm of the year at the outset and at several times during the runoff event, 
using appropriale analylical melhods for a full range of potential pollutants in lhe runoff' (p. 36). 
The DEIR cites LID strategies for treating stormwater, including infiltration. While it is clear that infiltration is not 
desired on the landfill, almost the entire site is built on fill, and contains dangerous contaminants. Water will come 
into contact with petrochemicals, lead and other heavy metals, and VOCs in OUl , OU2, and possibly other areas 
outside what is generally referred to as the landfill. Dr. Lee (p. 4 1) points out that the supposedly immobile Bunker 
C oil may contain components that are very mobile. 

There are several aspects of the waste oontainment app~clt that may not have been adequately 
addressed in th~ investigation or this site. One ·of the most importanl is that Bunker C oil and 
other petroleum. products a:re c-0mplex mixtures of a variety of chemicals IJ'iat are not identified in 
the study of the bulk product. While those properties of Bun_kcr C oil lhat were measured are I 
rcpor1cd to be nOll·mobile, lhere ~ be (:Ofnponet1ts of that mixture lhat are mobile and pose a 
thttat to public health and environmental quality. A much more comprehensive 
itudy/in.\•estigation program. is needed to bette.r-define whether this is an issue at the OU·2 she. 

The DEIR should note that the use of infiltration for stormwater treatment is not necessarily indicated in any portion 
of the Baylands beyond Ice House Hill, and then only the parts not contaminated with lead. 
Please address the issues raised above. 

Page 4.H-6. 7 
Paragraph 2 indicates that there are two FEMA maps that detail 100-year flood hazards for the Baylands. It appears 
that the most recent map is the more relevant but that the DEIR uses the older map. On which map is Figure 4 .H-3 
based? It would be best for accu.racy if the more recent map would be used. 

Page 4 . H-6&7 
States " ... FEMA maps showing the 100-year floodplain are thus generally based on the higher of the five-year flow 
... more recent analysis than these FEMA maps based on correlating peak discharge and tidal records in the vicinity 
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of San Francisco Bay indicated the storm surges, driven by the low atmospheric pressures and strong onshore winds, t 
make significantly higher than average tides like ly during extreme wet weather conditions". Figure 4.H-3 is based 
on the FEMA map, the new analysis should be used? 

Page 4.H-1 1 
And page 4.1-49 Policy 388. Include as part of the document the BMPs for curtailing non-point discharge from I 
NPDES to ensure trash and litter is kept out of the storm water system. Without this information it is difficult for 
people to determine if mitigation measures are good enough for the community. A section should be added on how 
SWPPs and NPDES will help the effects of littering on the watershed . . In the DSP and DSP-V (and future CPP and I 
CPP-V) programs to minimize solid waste generation should specifically target littering issues, e.g. location of trash 
bins. 

Page 4-H-12 
In the last sentence under General Permit Provisions, it has been estimated that the project site will have a Risk 
Level 2. The document should explain how the consultant believes this is a level 2 project. Who makes the level-of­
risk determination, and on what basis? 

Page 4.H-13 
Including specific examples of what is covered in the two types of BMPs would be helpful for the understanding of 
the distinctions between them. 

I 
I 

Page 4.H-15 I 
Under sea level rise it is stated, "BCDC's jurisdiction within the Project Site includes the Brisbane Lagoon, 
Visitacion Creek, and a 100-foot shoreline band around these features, each of which are designated Waterfront Park, 
Beach in the Plan. Specify where BDDS jurisdiction is and where other agency jurisdiction begins after the 100-foot 
shoreline. What agency will be responsible for the area outside of the 100-foot shoreline after sea level rise? 

248 
cont. 
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253 

Page4. H-18 
Please provide details about how provisions C3 requirements will be implemented such 
as rainwater harvesting and reuse. 

Page4.H-20 
Page 4.H-20 states " ... the shallow groundwater aquifer would be the one encountered during Project Site 
construction." Core sampling and pile driving will penetrate the lower aquifer, not just the shallow aquifer. This 
should be included in impacts and mitigation measures 4.H-la and 4.H- lb. 

I 254 

I 255 

Page 4.H-21 
What is the impact on the flow of water that currently exists on the site? What is the impact of runoff during a 
storm? How will the drainage change due to less permeable surfaces from development? The flow of water post and 
pre-construction are not addressed in the DEIR. 

Page 4.H-21 
Measure 4.H-la. States that a plan will be submitted and that this plan will be in accordance with all regulations but 
does not state what monitoring, funding, or corrective actions will take place should the plan after implementation 
be found to be inadequate . Mitigation should also include; who will monitor and how, and corrective action to be 
taken. 

Page4.H-22 
With 4.C- l G 3rd bullet from the bottom states, "Any increase in impervious surface area shall include establishment 
of vegetated swales, permeable pavement materials, preserve vegetation, re-plant with native vegetation and 

I 256 

I 257 

appropriate measures should be evaluated and implemented where appropriate." It is unclear whether vegetation will 258 
be above concrete areas. However, on statements on page 4.H-22 are contradictory, " .. . paved areas would result in 
an increase in the amount of impervious surfaces within the Project Site and would increase stormwater runoff 
generation and flows." Only an increase in impervious surfaces should be mitigated. 
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Page4.H-22 
Development of the area will increase urban pollutants. Materials that are used to construct buildings should be 
considered to limit the impact of nonpoint source pollutants during the planning process. In the DEIR have the 
creation of the materials been taken into account for impacts area wide, such as lumber use and deforestation? Has 
the impacts of the materials and the source of the materials been taken into account? 

Page 4-H-25 
Impact 4.H-2 should be significant since there will be no new infiltration of groundwater. 
Existing groundwater will not be recharged, thus causing subsidence. There should be mitigation measures for 
recharge. 

Page4.H-25 
Groundwater recharge 
In discussion of Impact 4H-2 (p. 4H-25), the DEIR says the amount of direct groundwater recharge will be reduced, 
but will have a less than significant impact. There have been much-publicized instances of subsidence resulting from 
reduction in aquifer volume. Could a reduction in the amount of recharge lead to subsidence here? 
In the discussion following, the DEIR says that " ... even if groundwater levels were to be reduced (and with its close 
proximity to the lagoon and Bay there may be a negligible effect) .... " This seems to argue for infiltration of bay 
water into the Baylands, which is very likely, but in other parts of the DEIR, it is reported that there is no such 
infiltration into the landfill. 

Page4.H-25 
There are two paragraphs on this page discussing possible aquifer depletion resulting from the prevention of water 
infiltration that would otherwise recharge the aquifer. Is it possible that aquifer depletion would lead to ground 
subsidence? This issue is not considered in any depth and its treatment on this page is not only brief, but apparently 
contradictory. 

Page4.H-29 
Mitigation measure 4.H-4a,b and c should use a 100-year storm event after sea level rise projections due to global 
warming, including high tide. Using a 100-year storm event will ensure proper mitigation of statements on 4.H-37. 
The mitigation should take into account subsidence for non-supported areas of the site. Mitigation should take 
subsidence into account after the completion of the project. 

Page4.H-29 
Storm drainage system improvements 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4a and 4H-4b. Prior to development a system wide drain improvements plan should be 
approved by City Council. How will the drainage system handle everything before, during and after construction? 

Page4.H-29 

I 260 

261 

4.H-4a requires that the floor elevations provide a minimum of I-foot of freeboard above the 100-year storm event. 
The DEIR concludes that this impact is not significant. A cross sectional perspective of the data will show that this 
margin of error is insufficient due to the potential of subsidence detailed in section 4.E and the likelihood of sea 
level rise detailed in this section. For example page 4.H-37 indicates that an 11.8" rise in sea level would shift the 
100-year storm surge-induced flood even to once every 10 years. The chart below from Climate Central, displays 265 
projections of flooding; which shows an estimate of 11 inch sea level rise in S.F Bay by 2050. A secondary concern 
with sea level rise is subsidence of certain facilities and the potential for contamination and/or loss of facilities. 
Kinder Morgan is a petroleum storage and transport facility, which had experienced subsidence over time as 
mentioned in the April 41

h, 2011 council meeting at Brisbane City Hall. Subsidence in combination with sea level 
rise is a concern and mitigation should be considered. 
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Odds o f exceeding Projected 
reference flood Measured historic sea level rise 

Reference 
level by 2030 • sea level rise by 2050~ 

100-year With Without 

flood level g lobal global Inches Period of Inches r ise 90% 
Wat.er level station (feet)' 

. l 
warming' ri se record 2009-2050 warming range --

La Jolla- Pacific OceC11 3.2 89% 0% 7 1924-2006 11 4-22 

LosAngeles- Out er Harbor 3.2 83% 0% 3 1923-2006 10 3-20 

Port San Luis - Pacific Ocean 3.5 32% 1% 2 1945-2006 9 2-19 

Monterey- Mont erey Harbor 3.4 39% 1% 2 1973-2006 10 3-20 

San Francisco- San Francisco Ba( 4.1 27% 6% 9 1897-2006 11 4-21 

Charleston - Coos Bay (OR) 4.4 38% 0% 2 1970-2006 9 2-20 

Climate Central: http://slr.s3.amazonaws.com/factsheets/California.pdf 
Kinder Morgan FAQs: http://www.ci.brisbanc.ea.us/i-want/rcad/kindcr-morgan-faqs 

Page4.H-29 
Storm drainage system improvements 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4a says " ... all site-specific development plans ... shall include system wide drainage I 
improvements that shall ... correct known existing deficiencies (e.g., Levinson Overflow Area and the PG&E 
property)." Please explain exactly what drainage improvements must be completed as part of the site-specific 
development. 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4b says " ... all site-specific development plans shall include additional conveyance capacity I 
by incorporation new storm drain facilities along Bayshore Boulevard north of Industrial Avenue." Does this require 
that no development may proceed without these new storm drain facilities? 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4c says " ... au development plans shall include conveyance improvements to existing I 
Visitacion Creek ... and extent it ... to the Roundhouse area .... " The roundhouse area is heavily contaminated with 
Bunker C oil. The DEIR should be less specific about the routing of the creek, because sitting it right above the 
Bunker C contamination may not be approved. 
Measure 4H-4c further requires development to " ... remove the existing Timber Box Culvert ... and replace it with I 
an open channel system prior to Project site development completion." Does this require that these improvements 
must be made before any site-specific development? 

Page 4.H-30 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4c says " ... aU development plans shall include conveyance improvements to existing 
Visitacion Creek ... and extent it ... to the Roundhouse area .... " The roundhouse area is heavily contaminated with 
Bunker C oil. The DEIR should be less specific about the routing of the creek, because sitting it right above the 
Bunker C contamination may not be approved. 

Page 4.H-29-30 
Mitigation measure 4.H-4A, B and C. A master drainage plan should be approved before issuing permits and 
beginning construction. 

Page4.H-32 
Paragraph 3 "C.3 for new development that would introduce 10,000 square feet of new impervious surfaces, the 
specific project applicant would incorporate LID strategies .... " Will any specific projects fall under this threshold? 
What will happen if they do? What measures will still be required and what will the project be exempt from? Do we 
want the same requirements for projects over 10,000 feet? 

Page4.H-33 
As a mitigation measure for excess storm water, the city of Rotterdam in the Netherlands is using sunken areas 
(public plazas and playgrounds) as temporary reservoirs that can be drained once a flood event has passed. Why 
was this not considered as a mitigation measure? 

Page4.H-34 
5th bullet "insects that prey on eat target pests", the word "eat" can be omitted. 
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Page 4.H-34 
Due to the potential of contamination to the Bay and Lagoon from pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers; mitigation 
measure 4.H-5 (page 4.H-34) should use toxic substances as a last resort. Natural alternatives should be explored to 
prevent further contamination. What are the natural alternatives that can be used and what is their effectiveness? 

Page 4.H-37 
100-year storms 
The DEIR contains several references to 100-year peak storm events (p. 4H- l , 4H-29, etc.) and to 100-year peak 
storm events plus tidal flow and l 00 years of estimated sea level rise. However, it is likely that climate change will 
cause more severe storms as well as sea level rise, so what might have been a 100-year peak event in the past will be 
more common in the future. On p. 4H-37, the DEIR cites: "BCDC models indicate than an 11.8-inch rise in sea level 
would shift the 100-year storm surge-induced flood event to once every 10 years." Projections of sea level rise and 

I 275 

the risks cannot be ignored, and planning for areas that are in high danger must consider the future impacts. From 276 
The Impacts Of Sea-l&vel Rise On The California Coast, in the key finding section, "A 1.4 meter sea-level rise will 
put 480,000 people at risk of a 100-year flood event, given today's population. Populations in San Mateo and 
Orange Counties are especially vulnerable. In each, an estimated 110,000 people are at risk. Large numbers of 
residents (66,000) in Alameda County are also at risk" (Heberger et al. pg 16). Merely adding water levels from a 
current 100-year storm to sea level rise and high tide don' t take into account the combined effects of climate change. 
References: 
http://dev.cakex.org/sites/default/files/CA%20Sea%20Level%20Rise%20Report.pdf 
http://sanmateosealeverise.wordpress.com/event-presentations/ 

Page 4.H-38 
Clean fill 
Again refers to "clean fill" on the landfill, and the extent to which the fill is really clean is unknown. This should be 
examined and specified. 

I 277 

Aquifers I 
Danger of mobilized contaminants should be taken into consideration for the entire site, not just the landfill. The 278 document should include the following: RWQBCs, DTSCs and requirements from San Mateo Environmental Health. 
Lastly effects of sea level rise should be considered. 

Page 4.H-38 
There is reference to "clean fill" on the landfill, and the extent to which the fi ll is really clean is unknown. What is 
meant by clean, does this mean that the fill is uncontaminated and has this fill been tested? 

Page 4.H-38 
Sea level rise 
On p. 4H-38, the DEIR says that sea level rise may increase water infiltration and affect water quality. Then it states 
that "Final landfill closure and remediation would not occur until the potential exposure risk from any remaining 
contamination has been reduced to less-than-significant levels and would incorporate the potential for higher 
groundwater levels due to sea level rise." First, the danger of "mobilize[d] contaminants" is not exclusively from the 
landfill. Second, what are the RWQCB's and DTSC's requirements with respect to planning for sea level rise and 
remediation accordingly? Are there any requirements by these agencies or San Mateo Co. Environmental Health that 
require developers to anticipate the effects of sea level rise on contaminants? Or do these agencies have a wait-and­
see approach? 

Page 4H-38 
Clean fill 
Again refers to "clean fill" on the landfill, and the extent to which the fill is really clean is unknown. 

General comments on section 4.H: 
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1. Section H bristles with acronyms. The inclusion of a section-relevant glossary at the beginning of the section I 
would enhance the readability of the section and its usefulness for the general public. (A person would only have to 
flip back a few pages to locate the name or phrase for which the acronym is used). 

282 

2. The DEIR notes that pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers are all potential pollutants of the lagoon and the bay. 
These should be restricted to small amounts of compost (for fertilizer) and non-toxic substances like certain soaps or 
oils from vegetative sources, and mulches. Vegetation that is native to this area will not require fertilizer. How will 
this be monitored and mitigated? 

3. Enforcement 
Under the discussion of the NPDES Program, the DEIR (p. 4H-l l ) reads: " ... each Permittee, such as the City of 
Brisbane which is part of the San Francisco Regional MS4 Permit, shall implement a construction site inspection 
and control program at all construction sites .... " The DEIR goes on to list some aspects of the City's obligations. 
Questions for the City: is the city of Brisbane prepared to do this? How will it be enforced? Who will pay for it and 
what will happen if the developer defaults? What is the contingency plan? 

Chapter 4.1: Land Use and Planning Policy 
Page 4.1-l 
Suggest adding the land use designations to the map for clarity. 

Page 4.1-6 
# 16. Provide safe, accessible pedestrian access across freeway. This seems to be Jacking. The potential location for 
this should be added to the map. Specific details should be included for evaluation. 

Page 4 .1-8 
Paragraph 3 "Trade Commercial designation provides for ... residential uses . . . " Where is this taken from? The 
General Plan prohibits residential on the Baylands. "Residential uses", should be removed from this sentence. 

Page 4.1-19 
Policy 27 centrally located facilities" . .. centrally located within the area east ofBayshore Blvd and designed to 
serve the Baylands. What are the public services within the Baylands and how are they designed to serve the people 
of central Brisbane? Public services are considered vital within the frame work provided by the One Planet 
framework for sustainability. Clarify this statement in order to demonstrate consistency. 

Page 4.1-28 
Policy 152 Slope Stability. Designating Ice House Hill as Open Space will not prevent a slide from damaging 
surrounding development. The proposed location of the high school is at the base of Ice House Hill which will be in 
danger of damages due to potential slides. A slide barrier should be included as a part of the mitigation measures for 
the project. 

Page 4 .1-29 
Policy 173 Remediation of site. DEIR states that this is consistent without addressing at what phase of development 
remediation will take place or how it will take place making consistency meaningless. Remediation prior to 
occupancy is an important environmental issue. Timing and sequencing need to be addressed with respect to site 
remediation of the project site, there needs to be clarification if remediation will be done during, after of before. 

Page 4.1-37 
Policy 336. In order for the project to be consistent this policy would need to have North- South and East-West 
connector with the Baylands. 

Page 4.1-49 
Policy 388 Litter & Odor reduction. Not consistent. Litter is an important environmental issue as it contributes to 
the oceanic garbage patches. Minimizing solid waste generation is not equivalent to litter reduction. Litter is a 
behavioral problem. Policies that address litter need to address things like spacing, placement and types of trash 
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receptacles. Staff is also required to remove litter and empty the trash bins. Covered dumpster must also be 
required. How does the DEIR address mitigation of litter and odor? 

Chapter 4J: Noise and Vibration (Comments that are from different sections in the document are relevant to 
section 4J) 
Page 3-17 
Please add information on the Brisbane Bayshore Industrial Park because buildings may need to be stabilized during 
construction, people who work in the area may be impacted by construction noise, etc. 

Page 4.E-45 
Heavy tamping is not addressed in the noise section of the document, only periodic pile driving. Therefore this 
should be addressed and mitigate. 

Page 4.J- l 
Under the section, Techniques for Measuring Noise, it is not mentioned that sound power level is significantly more 
dangerous to humans and pets than sound pressure level, a study on sounds power levels should be conducted. A 
discussion on the impact to humans of sound power level versus sound pressure level should be added to this section, 
so the reader can appropriately interpret the noise descriptors on the following page and throughout the rest of the 
chapter. Correlation between sound pressure level and sound power level with potential danger to humans should be 
considered. According to Decibel Exposure Time Guidelines, noise levels about 85 decibels should be limited to 
less than 8 hours per day before damage can occur. According to Noise Induced Hearing Loss. "NIHL can be caused 
by a one time exposure to loud sounds as well as by repeated exposure to sounds at various loudness levels over an 
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extended period of time" . .. "A bulldozer that is idling (note that this is idling, not actively bulldozing) is loud 295 
enough at 85 dB that it can cause permanent damage after only l work day (8hours)". These statements support the 
fact that intermittent noise exposure to residents can potentially cause hearing damage. 
It should also be mentioned that there are many sound power levels that cannot be detected by the human ear, but 
are still extremely damaging. This should be mentioned so the public has an idea of the sound power levels emitted 
by the proposed project that are detrimental to humans. 
This chapter does not discuss the potential for long-term hearing damage from industrial noise or concussion. The 
public should be intentionally advised of these consequences in order to protect their safety. 
Decibel Exposure Time Guidelines: http://www.dangerousdecibels.org/education/information-center/decibel­
exposure-time-guidelines/ 
Noise Induced Hearing Loss: http://www.dangerousdecibels.org/education/information-center/noise-induced­
hearing-loss/ 

Page 4.J-2 
"However, noise levels rarely persist consistently over a long period of time." Although this may be the case in 
most communities, the Baylands was not specifically addressed in relation to this assumption. In order to avoid 
omitting a Noise and Vibration impact, the Noise Exposure and Community Noise section should focus on the 
unique amplification of sound that would occur in Brisbane as a result of project construction over the expected 20-
year build-out. Do you believe the way of doing this is valid, if not why not? Non-continuous noise over a long 
period of time can potentially be more of a nuisance. 
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Page 4.J-4 
The effects of sound and vibration depend on the medium through which the sound waves are traveling. In the case 
of the Bay lands, the majority of the medium is landfill material; therefore the Bay lands should be specifically 
studied since it is composed of a unique medium. By ignoring these circumstances, significant Noise and Vibration 
related impacts could go uncovered. Are there studies of vibration done throughout the landfill? 

I 297 

Page 4.J-6 
In this section it is stated that the Project Site does not border any residential neighborhoods, which is contrary to the I 
project description. Please clarify whether or not the Project Site borders residential neighborhoods so the public is 
not confused while reading this section. 
The Roundhouse should be included as a sensitive receptor, and the sensitivity should be addressed in terms of T 
vibration and construction noise. By leaving out this feature, significant Noise and Vibration related impacts could ~ 
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go uncovered. We believe that there is another section where residential is said to boarder the project? This would 
be contradictory. Also see Figure 4.J-2 

Page 4.J-7 
The "noise monitoring locations" shown in Figure 4.J-l should also include locations in central Brisbane as well as 
Northeast Ridge, since most of the current community resides there. Without including these location significant 
Noise and Vibration related impacts could go uncovered and residents could go uninformed of the potential auditory 
dangers. 

Page 4.J-8 
The map found in Figure 4.J-2 should include the proposed school in the DSP and DSPV, and not just the existing 
schools. If this data is omitted, the general public will assume that the proposed school is not a sensitive receptor 
location, and potential Noise and Vibration impacts will be overlooked. 

Page 4.J-16 
Under the "Substantial Temporary or Periodic Increases in Noise Levels in the Vicinity of the Project Site above 
Levels Existing without Project Site Development" section pile-driving is not mentioned. The estimated time it 
would take to pile-drive for each building should be included so that the general public has an idea of the potential 
harm the noise could cause. Significant Noise and Vibration related impacts should not go uncovered. 

Page4.J-l7 
Amplification of sound in the Baylands would change after completion of construction. Amplification of sounds 
resonating from the buildings should be studied and addressed in this chapter in order to cover all potential Noise 
and Vibration impacts. 

Page 4.J-24 
lst paragraph states, " .... closest existing offsite sensitive use would be over l ,000' north .. . " Specify what the 
closest offsite sensitive use is. 

Page 4.J-25 
Mitigation measures as described place the burden on the citizens and the city. A much more effective mitigation 
strategy would be to install "listening" stations that monitor & record noise events. 

Page 4.J-31 
The preceding page indicates that two wind turbines near each other can combine to create a thumping. Therefore 
the mitigation measures should include a minimum distance between wind turbines. 

Page 4.J-32 
The data found in Table 4.J-7 is from 1971 , making it out of date, which could alter the method used for measuring 
the impact. Please provide an updated source of data so that no impacts are overlooked. 

Page 4.J-32 
The study assumes that there would be no impact on central Brisbane due to the distance. From previous 
experiences with the Cal train improvements, located within the heart of the Bay lands we know from personal 
experience that this is not the case thus either the standards or data are in error. For supporting data see 4.J-32 last 
paragraph. Pile driving data from Sierra Point. 9ldbA @ 200'. 
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~~ I An additional mitigation measure should be added to Impact 4.J-4, which would limit pile-driving activities to 4 out 
309 of every 5 days. This mitigation measure would help to reduce the impacts of ambient noise levels that would reach 

Brisbane residents. 

General comments on section 4.J: 

l. This chapter states that Brisbane is located outside of the fly-zone, but this is not the case. After speaking with 
TRACON, FAA out of Washington, State Senator Yee' s office, and the State of California PUC Aviation 
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Department, it is clear that the first map below, showing the published PORTE3 departure out of SFO, does not 
show the actual air traffic over Brisbane. The second map was confirmed to be an accurate account of the air traffic 
routed by the FAA directly over Brisbane. This data should be accurately portrayed in the document so that the 
general public will be aware of the fly-way over our community. Omitting this data overlooks potential Noise and 
Vibration impacts. Please see the image below for reference. 

Phone Conversations 

Share 
<his posr! 

I had several calls surrounding with Various agencies, State Senato r 

Yee office, TRACON, FAA out o f Washington and State o f California 
PUC A11iatlon Depanment. 

The first graph shows actual published PORT£3 departure out of SFO. 

Please note this departure doesn't fly o ver our community. 

Versus the second graph shows what Is happening to our 

community The PORTE3 depanures are routed by the FAA directly 
- ~ over our community 

Frint 
article. 

This entrv wiu posted bV ~on Aprll 13, 2011 al 5:~ am, and is m eet under 
.M.!.!!.!.o..!u. fellow a.nv responses to this !)o5t through .B.!1...Z..Q.. You ciUI reave a. response 
or~ from y our own ,:ite.. 
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cont. 

Data from the Margaret Road Water Tank should be included in the document. 

2. The noise that will be created from moving the piled soil is not mentioned in the DEIR; therefore related Noise 
and Vibration impacts may be absent. 

I 311 
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3. Personal testimony as to the real perceived state of sound and noise from in and around central Brisbane: 
My name is Elena Court, I have been a Brisbane resident for 30 years. I have lived on Sierra Point Road and Trinity 
Road, mid way and upper level of the town proper. 
This is a very noisy town. I can hear percussion noise from concerts at Candlestick Park, Semi's downshifting and 
motorcycles on Hwy IOI and trucks backing up in the Crocker Park. 
This report states we are not in the SFO flight path, which is not true, airport noise is a constant irritation. 
In this report there are no sound levels monitored in Brisbane in the town proper at any level, only at the main 

entrance to the town. Location #7 
Given the canyon shape of the main town, sound is amplified. 
Sound levels need to be measured in the main part of Brisbane proper. If cumulative impacts on sound reach above 
normal levels, then mitigation measures need to be considered. 

4. This chapter is confusing for the reader since DNL and CNEL are used interchangeably. 
Please be consistent throughout the document in re lation to these acronyms. 

5. The City of Brisbane is configured like an amphitheater; the city is surrounded on 3 sides by San Bruno Mountain. I 
This unique topography allows residents to hear sounds from longer distances away, such as concerts played at 
Candlestick Park, and at higher levels than one would expect. The language used in this chapter is vague. The 
methodology uses data from nearby communities that do not face the same unique topographical considerations as 
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Brisbane. The amphitheater-like conditions are not considered as they should be which has created the potential for 
Noise and Vibration impacts that are not addressed in this chapter. 

Chapter 4.M: Recreational Resources 
Page 4.M-ll 
"This criterion is appropriately evaluated qualitatively due to the variable nature of wind, the wide range of wind 
conditions that are suitable for windsurfing, and the relative importance of specific parts of the very large, local 
windsurfing area. In other words, no one quantitative measure likely would capture a level of overall resource 
degradation that would apply to the entire shoreline area. Further, this criterion was added to address concerns 
expressed by the SFBA in response to the Notice of P.!!f!.aration and, while the resl!!!..nse stated a specific concern 
for increased variabili!J or gustiness in the wind, the SFBA did not specify a critical threshold wind speed or a wind 
peed reduction that it would consider to cause a significant adverse im act on windsurfing in the CPSRA 
indsurfing area. Other expressed concerns regarding the possible wind effects of the Proj ect related to the launch 

site, the sailing area, and general wind conditions, including the requirement for "a strong and steady wind"; none 
of these f actors were associated with quantitative measures." 
Impact 4.M-3: Would the wind effects of the Project result in a substantial degradation of the recreational value of 
the nearby windsurfing recreational resource south of Candlestick Point State Recreation Area? 
The DEIR admits that some changes might "affect one windsurfer but not affect others." But then goes on to say the 
effects would be less than significant and thus no mitigation is required. This statement is unsupported due to the 
lack of a critical threshold in wind speed and wind speed reduction being identified by the SFBA and that a 
threshold should be established to allow for a more quantitative analysis prior to a determination of 'Less Than 
Significant' impacts. 

Chapter 4.N: Traffic and Circulation 
Page 4.N-2 
Figure 6-la should be referenced as a part of the vicinity on page 4.N-1 under roadway network. 

Page 4.N-7 
The major on/off ramps at 101 & Oyster point should have been included in the study area. Though south of the 
project, it's reasonable to expect that they will be impacted by the project especially as travel time 's increase along 
lOIN and people leave the freeway early. 

Page 4.N-8 
The Bayshore crossing of Hwy 10 l is not mentioned in this chapter. Commuters are expected to travel north to 
Superdistrict 3; this should be added to intersections studied on page 4.N-8 figure 4.N-3. 

Page 4-N-16 
Paragraph 7. The Brisbane-Bayshore commuter shuttle stops at Caltrain, not the Brisbane-Crocker shuttle; 
additionally there is no afternoon service provided, only morning and evening commute times. 

Page4.N-20 
The class 3 bike lane on Tunnel Rd. should be improved to a class 2 lane. The improvement will benefit bike 
commuting from North-South directions to allow access to the project area. 

Page4.N-20 
What is the reasoning behind the westward jog of the bay trail at the northern end of the project site? 

Page4.N-20 
Location of the proposed T-line extension and MUNI should be included, since both of these would be available to 
cyclist to enter the project area. 

Page4.N-20 
Bike trail going northbound is not indicated clearly, marking of the trail should be continuous even if it is class 3. 

47 

5-352 

1315 
cont. 

316 

I 317 

I 318 

I 319 

I 320 

I 321 

I 322 

I 323 

I 324 



OSEC 
Open Space & Ecology CEQA Comments on Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR - 2013 

Page 4.N-27 
The term TDM is introduced on this page, but not defined until later in the section. Move the definition to coincide 
with the first occurrence of the term. 

Page 4.N-3 1 
5th bullet refers to the reconfiguration of the Caltrain station. Add a reference to Figure 4.N-9 on page 4.N-47 for 
clarification. 

Page 4.N-34 
General Plan policy 39.2 establishes an alternative route ... for emergency vehicles. Where is this? We are 
especially concerned about a potential disaster at the Kinder Morgan tank farm and/or anywhere along its active or 
inactive pipelines. Will emergency vehicles have to go up to Geneva? J St. and across? E St. and across? This 
should be displayed on a map. 

Page 4.N-40 
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 1513 l(a), it is stated that impacts due to the lack of available parking cannot be 
addressed due to the secondary environmental impacts. It is then stated that people will find other modes of 
transportation due to this inconvenience. Infrastructure should be put in place to allow ease of transitioning to use 
other modes of transportation such as walking and bike paths throughout the project area not just major arterials. 

Page 4.N-42 
The following statement falsely creates the impression that transportation improvements are certain. Suggested 
rewording, "transportation network changes . .. would (likely} occur." 
In the second paragraph states, "For the impact analysis for future conditions, substantial transportation network 
changes (associated with City and regional initiatives, and development of the Project Site) would occur prior to 
2030, as described below". 

Page 4.N-42 
Transportation changes "may occur" should not be "will occur". 

Page4.N-47 
Figure 4.N-9 & 10 The text is too small on the upper inset. Larger print should be used for accessibility. Insets 
should also include orientation information i.e.: "Looking North" or "Looking Westward." On the map the existing 
pedestrian crossing appears to be disconnected from the current platform; this seems to be an error. 

Page 4.N-57 
Study referenced indicates that people living within 1/3 miles use more transit. However Figure 4.N-15 and all 
further references use either 1/4 mile or l/2 mile. This is not consistent with the research. 

Page 4.N-57 
What is the purposed fate of the railroad sidings/spur lines? Their near total absence leads the conclusion that they 
are removed; however they are mentioned in the legend of Figure 4.N-15 pg 4.N-57. 

Page4.N-62 
Figure 4.N-17. It appears that the Caltrain line stops at Lagoon Way, but it should continue through the map. 

Page 4.N-66 
Housing is not permitted by the current Brisbane General Plan; therefore, there should be no relocation assistance. 

Page 4.N-69 
Housing is inconsistent with the current Brisbane General Plan, thus there will be no parking. If indeed there will be 
a parking structure, it might be best to keep parking and housing bundled. 

Page4.N-69 
Podium parking needs to be defined. This is not a term most people are familiar with. 
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Page4.N-78 
Why are the arena's impacts listed as a footnote. They should be included in the table. 

Page 4.N-78, 80 
This table should be consistent with page 4.N-84 table 4.N-18. Evening traffic should be considered when there is an 
arena event and peak PM shown in the table. 

Page 4.N-91-94 
Table 4.N-25-26 A column should be added to show the level of service required by the current Brisbane General 
Plan for each location. 

Page 4.N-101 
Table 4.N-27. The delay listed is shorter with a sold out arena event by 2 seconds than without. Explain. 

Page 4.N-116 
Under Mitigation. Typo: Tunnel Ave is referred to when it should be Old County Rd. 

Page 4.N-133 
Statements made should reflect service provided to Bayshore station to be site specific. In the third paragraph there 
should be a note of how many trains stop at the Bayshore station. Page 4 states "During most hours of operation, two 
trains per hour operating in both directions . .. During peak commute periods, additional Baby Bullet trains provide 
two to three additional trains per hour in both directions." This statement will lead readers to believe that Bayshore 
stations is well served, but in truth, trains are roughly an hour apart with 18 train stopping between 5 :4 7 am and 
11 :47 pm. In fact, the Baby Bullet does not stop at Bayshore station. 
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Page4.N-138 I 
Paragraph 2 states that ridership would be in the reverse peak direction (south). This appears to be in contradiction 
to table 4.N-17 on page 4.N-82 that shows a large portion of commuters traveling to Superdistrict 3 or further north 
and thereby in the regular commute direction 
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Page 4.N-142 
Since there are no current pedestrians using this site the word "improved" is an overstatement, using the word 
"created" is more accurate. 

Page 4.N-146 
An example of what a CMP is and how it is implemented should be included in the appendix. 

General comments on section 4.N: 

l. All modes of mass transit including the ferry service should be included in the document. 

2. Off ramp from Oyster Point should be included in the study. Travel times will increase, thus causing people to 
exit Hwy 101 early. 

3. Why the assumption all traffic will be headed toward district 3 in San Francisco? 

4. Light rail stop should include commercial units. At a transit hub people purchase items at nearby stores. 

5. Bayshore crossing of Hwy 101 is not addressed. Should be included since traffic will increase due to future 
development, this should also include bicycle lanes. 

6. Caltrain services do not apply to Brisbane since baby bullet trains do not stop at the Bayshore station. 

7 . How are regular commute and reverse commute defined? This should be clearly defined including specific 
directional designations. 
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8. It is stated that Samtrans is under capacity, and then that the Route 292 that services this area is at capacity for the I 
main commute hours. 355 

9. TDM plan is required for each qualifying phase of the project. The DIER does not explain what "Qualifying 
phase" is. May be necessary to have a standard for example every 3 years or qualifying phase, which ever occurs 
first to set non negotiable benchmarks. 

10. What is the proposed fate of the freight lines with servicing the project site? No sidings for the train are shown. 
Their near total absence leads the conclusion that they are removed; however they are mentioned in the legend of 
Figure 4.N-15 pg 4.N-57. 

11. What is the housing to job ratio of each of the four San Francisco Superdistricts? What is the basis for assuming 
Supderdistrict 3 will capture the majority of off site trips? 

12. No where in the transportation section does mention the ferry service. This is an important service and should 
be considered in the EIR. 

13. Current and future considerations should be addressed such as the demolition of Candlestick Park stadium and 
subsequent housing and development at Candlestick and Bayview/Hunter's Point that will impact the Baylands, 
Brisbane and the entire region in multiple ways, the least of which is traffic congestion. 

Chapter 4.0: Utilities. Service Systems and Water Supply 
Page4.0-6 
Table 4.0-5 The year to year deltas are .43, .04, .02, .01. Not having had time to read Appendix Lin full, I'm left 
confused why when Brisbane's' water consumption has been trending downward, the consumption rate is expected 
to rise dramatically between 2011 and 2015. 

Page4.0-10 
Figure 4.0-1. The border around the lagoon is depicted the same as a pipeline, this could be easily confusing. The 
lagoon should be depicted using a different color. 

Page 4.0-14 
Table 4.0-6 The table reads backwards into the past contrary to other tables in the DEIR. This is confusing. 

Page 4.0-15 
The DEIR does not address the concerns of leachate and effluence from wick drains, their disposal via the sewer 
system and the production of Class A and Class B biosolids that are reused for land application. 

Page 4.0-15 
Sewage and stormwater: 
During wet weather under present conditions, "If [combined sewage/stormwater] flows exceed the capacity of both 
treatment plants they are discharged directly to San Francisco Bay through the SFPUC's near-shore outfalls" 
The DEIR does not make clear whether the additional combined sewage and stormwater flows from the proposed 
development(s) would increase the likelihood of such direct discharges into the Bay during wet years, especially in 
the 15-year period before the recycled water plant is scheduled to come online. The DEIR (page 4-0-46) refers to 
dry weather flows (sewage) that would remain below the city's contracted maximum even including the new 
development, but it is silent with respect to the impact of combined sewage and stormwater flows in wet weather on 
the treatment facilities, and on the risks of overwhelming these facilities. How frequent are direct discharges of 
untreated sewage/stormwater into the Bay under present conditions? How might the proposed development 
exacerbate this problem? Where is the assessment of the water treatment system' s capability to manage 
sewage/stormwater so as to avoid discharges into the Bay of untreated effluent from not only the proposed Brisbane 
development, but from all the other development proposed in the near vicinity (cumulative impacts) during wet 
years? 
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Page4. 0-29 
What is the numerical threshold that will trigger the building of the recycled water plant? 

Page 4.0-31 
" ... hardscape to INCREASE stormwater infiltration and decrease irrigation demand?" How does hardscape increase I 
stormwater infiltration? 
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Page 4.0-31 
Under Water Savings Program D and Estates, "subsurface irrigation for turf to decrease water loss from evaporation 
from above-ground sprinklers or misters." We recommend as mitigation to use native vegetation instead of turf to 
decrease water needed on site. 

Page4.0-36 
Table 4.0-10 does not specify whether these numbers include the proposed OID water. 

Page 4.0-41. 42 
Water transfer: 
l. The DEIR cites the WSIP PEIR (which dates from 2008) in identifying only one potentially significant impact 
from an increase in annual diversions from the Tuolumne River (including that which is planned for the proposed 
development), which is to "terrestrial biological resources in the Tuolumne River watershed," especially in the 
Poopenaut Valley. However, a much more comprehensive and recent research project, the Upper Tuolumne River 
Ecosystem Project, promises to offer a much more definitive understanding of the ecosystem, the impacts of water 
withdrawals on terrestrial biological resources, and whether these impacts are in fact mitigated through "controlled 
releases" by the SFPUC. The DEIR should reference the UTREP in assessing impacts and mitigation. TRTs web 
page: http://www.tuolumne.org/content/. "Relevant UTREP reports can be found at the UTREP library 
page: http:l/utrep.blogsoot.com/p/reports-and-publications.htrnl" 
2. The DEIR also cites the WSIP PEIR when it says that there would be a slight reduction in the total volume of 
releases to the river in normal, below-normal and dry years (4-0-41) and cites its finding that these changes would 
be less than significant relative to stream flow, fisheries, etc. However, a presentation by Peter Dreckmeier of the 
Tuolumne River Trust to OSEC on October 9, 2013, indicated that the flow of the river is already below what is 
recommended for fish. The above-mentioned UTREP study, which promises to be a superior source, should be 
included in the assessment of the impact of water withdrawals on fish species in the Tuolumne. Power point 
presentation given to OSEC during the October 9th meeting: 
file:I/ /U :/DIER% 20files/OSEC%20meeting%2010-9-13/Brisbane%20Powerpoint_ TRT _ l 0-
2013 _ 0SEC. l_files/frame.htrn 
3. There is no evidence that the projected impacts of climate change on water supply and runoff (varying 
precipitation amounts and timing; effects of temperature increase on evaporation etc.) have been considered as a 
backdrop to the proposed water transfers from the Tuolumne. The proposed water transfer may seem relatively 
insignificant if the Tuolurnne's water future is treated as a continuation of the water history of the recent past. 
However, a recently released study prepared for the SFPUC, "Sensitivity of Upper Tuolumne River Flow to Climate 
Change Scenarios" (Hydrocomp., Inc., 2012) finds that "Relatively large reductions in runoff may take place in 30 
years if both temperature rise and precipitation decrease occur," as they do in a number of climate-change scenarios. 
In the context of reduced runoff and reduced river flow, even small water transfers that would reduce already­
dirninished river flow even further seem likely to have considerable adverse impacts on the ecosystem. These issues 
should be studied and findings presented in the Brisbane Baylands EIR. 

Page4.0-49 
States that section 4.E deals with the recycled water plant, however, just having read this section and made this 
comment in that section, we do not see where it deals with recycled water. The other sections don' t deal properly 
with this issue either. 

Page 4.0-53. 54 
The DEIR assume that the Landfill capacity is adequate based on the idea that the Baylands project will use only 
0 .014-0.022 percent of the remaining capacity. This is an extremely short sighted and narrow view. When 
considering traffic, other projects and existing load were taken into consideration. The same should hold true for 
solid waste. What is the increase proportional to population? 
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Page4.0-58 
On site sorting would greatly decrease the waste stream. I 375 

General comments on section 4.0: 

I. The DEIR does not cover methane capture. Currently the landfill is still producing methane although according I 
to UPC not at high enough levels to make it economically viable. Could the remaining methane be shunted to 
Recology since they are planning a methane facility? Methane can also be a byproduct of grey water processing. 
Could this methane also be sold/passed to Recology? Methane is an important environmental issue since it is both a 
powerful greenhouse gas and a source of energy. 

376 

2. A search of the DEIR returns no results for EMF (electric and magnetic fields). There is growing scientific 
concerns about the long term health and environmental effects of exposure to EMF. This issue is covered in other 
DEIRs and we should require the same. 

3. When does the recycled water plant plan to be built? Estimate date? Estimated water availability? Economic 
triggers? 

4. Since the project is going to last longer than 20 years should not the water supply also last longer than 20 years? 
What happens if OID does not sell us the water? 

5. What happens if OID no longer has a supply of water to sell? 

6. The DEIR does not address phone/internet services which are essential to many businesses. Currently Brisbane 
has as we understand it, no additional capacity for these services without upgrading infrastructure. This issue must 
be addressed at some point within the planning and review process. 

7. All through this section, it's assumed that the water transfer will not have significant environmental impacts due 
to mitigations measures. However, we have seen going through our own DEIR that mitigation measures are not 
always meaningful. 

8. Mitigation of storm water: 
Roofing material has a small effect on water quality, the larger factor is the pollution absorbed from the atmosphere 
prior to precipitation and particulates deposited on the roof. 
http://www.bae.ncsu.edu/stormwater/PublicationFiles/RooftopRunoff2009.pdf 
Roofing materials do have an affect on the conditions under which rain water can be harvested. Information from 
Water Shed.org indicates that a tar and gravel roof will yield 15% less water. 
http://watershedmg.org/sites/default/files/docs/wmg calculating runoff worksheet.pdf The experience here in 
Brisbane is more dramatic. Barbara Ebel has a 600 gallon of tank collecting from their sloped metal roof and 600 
gallons of storage fed by the neighbor's roof. Both roofs are of approximately the same size. During the first storm 
of the season, the tanks connected to the metal roof over topped. The tanks connected to the flat T &G roof reached 
75% capacity. Ebel's metal roof will continue to yield small amounts of water from morning dew 10 months out of 
the average normal year while the T &G roof yields nothing in anything less than a sustained rainfall. 

Chapter 4.P: Energy Resources 
Page4.P-2 
Under Natural Gas and Petroleum, second line. This chapter confirms that there are some natural gas pipelines 
near/under the Bay lands. A 24" along Bayshore Blvd and a 6" running along Tunnel Ave. A map of all gas lines 
should be included. 

Page 4.P-8 
Paragraph l states "S-14-08 raises California's renewable energy goals to 33% by 2020." However, it neglects to 
state where we are in terms of meeting those goals. Since this forms part of the regulatory setting, it's important to 
know when evaluating the project. Additionally, who does S-14-08 apply to? 
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Page 4.P-9 
"The estimated future electrical loads used for this analysis are based on commonly accepted consumption factors." 

What are these commonly accepted consumption factors? Who accepts them? Do they take into account the goal of 
sustainability and increasing awareness of the need to conserve energy as well as technological advances expected to 
occur over the next 30 years? 

Page 4.P-10 
"Natural gas loads for the DSP and DSP-V also were projected based on proposed land uses and square footages 
of such uses. " 
How are natural gas loads for different land uses determined? It says 'Title 24' will be used but how? Does it use 
the maximum permissible as a baseline or something else? Is there any provision change in Title 24 as time goes 
on? Standards are increasing as of Jan 1, 2014 and will likely do so again many times over the period of build out of 
the Baylands. 

Page4.P-l0 
"Projected vehicular fuel use associated with ongoing Project Site development operations were estimated using 
URBEMIS model runs conducted to estimate baseline and Project-related air pollutant emissions" 
The URBEMIS model outputs Total Trips and Vehicles Miles Traveled but do the calculations for vehicular fuel use 
account for changes in regulation and technology over the period of build out? How would stricter CAFE standards 
and increased adoption of electric vehicles affect estimates for fuel use? 

Page 4.P-IO 
References Appendix N which references in footnote 2: 
http://www.epa.gov/oswercpa/docs/r09-l l-004 brisbane.pdf 
This is a broken link. 

Page 4.P-11 
Paragraph 2 mentions "new utility trenches for electricity and natural gas ... " Paragraph 6 also mentions 
"regulations pits ... 20' long by 45' wide". Details of these trenches are covered in the appendices. If details are not 
included in the section, then the appendices that have details should be referenced. 

Page 4.P-11 
Paragraph 6 mentions "regulations pits ... 20' long by 45' wide" Are these also covered in another section? What is 
the purposed depth of the pits? 

Page 4.P-11 
Details should be placed in an appendix for PG&E standards including: Trenches and pits should be explained in 
detail; including purpose and all dimensions details of electrical and gas lines, and installation of infrastructure. 

Page 4.P-13 
Paragraph 2 states, "See section 4.A. .. , 4.B ... 4.C and 4.F for a discussion of operation impacts of energy 
generation infrastructure and facilities in relation to potential ... impacts." The energy generation infrastructure is 
not directly addressed in any of these chapters. 

Page 4.P-14-18 
Mitigation Measure 4P- l 
This measure requires several steps from construction contractors to reduce energy usage. 
How would this measure be enforced, and who would do it? 
Mitigation Measures 4P-2A, -2b, -2c 
Beginning on p. 4P-l 7, the DEIR states this measure " ... requires Project Site development to exceed the Title 24 
energy efficiency standards effective as of the date of certification of this EIR by at least 20 percent." Project build 
out will take decades, and the standards effective as of the date of certification of the EIR will soon be inadequate. It 
would be preferable to require that building energy efficiency standards must exceed state minimum standards as of 
the date the project is approved by at least 20%. 
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Measure 4P-2b requires LED based lighting. It would be better to require the most efficient lighting appliances in 
use at the time of project approval. 
Measure 4P-2c specifies a certain number of megawatt hours of renewable energy generation. This measure should 
be restated to require renewable energy generation in amounts that take into account future technological 
improvements. 

Page 4.P-3. 15 
Page 3 pl states 1,784.6 MWh of electricity are used annuaJly on the project site. pg 15 p5 states the existing 
electrical consumption within the project site is 8,084.6 MWhs. It is unclear that one value is exclusive for 
Recology and the other value is the total for the project site. This should be made clearer to understand. 

General comments on section 4.P: 

1. If Recology is willing to pursue a renewable energy program beyond their requirements, can we or can we not 
expect the development plans to also do this? 

2. At various points in the Energy Resources section, it cites various metrics used. Title 24 Standard, targets 
established in S-14-08 and S-21-09, Assembly bill 1007, etc. This chapter becomes very confusing. A chart is 
needed to show what standards are being applied to which Project Impacts 

3. A gross omission is made in evaluating energy resources within the project. It details the consumption of fuels 
and electricity but assigns absolutely NO value for the embodied energy of materials such as wood and steel framing, 
concrete, asphalt etc. In Life-Cycle Energy Use in Office Buildings. comparative study is done on embodied energy, 
below is a chart showing energy for a 50 year building life. At the conclusion of the study it states, "Over a typical 
50 year building life, the initial embodied energy of the structure represents a relatively small portion of life-cycle 
embodied energy (i.e. less than 5%) and, as a consequence, the distinction between wood, steel and concrete systems 
is also less marked. Reducing embodied energy involves much more comprehensive design approaches than 
materials' substation" (Cole and Kernan 317). Embodied energy should be considered to reduce energy use during 
operation when energy use is the highest. 
http://amet-me.mnsu.edu/userfilesshared/solarwall/benchmarking/Misc/Life­
Cycle%20Energy%20Use%20in%200ffice%20Buildings.pdf 
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4. While I understanding that the chosen metric for C02 is per service population, it is important to note that the I 
development of the Baylands will create a 16 fold increase in C02 emissions within the project site (reference table 

402 4.P-1). Current consumption is 1,784 MWb vs. DSP demands of 29,600 MWh in addition to renewable energy 
generation. Let's not forget that the panels themselves have an embodied energy that must be repaid before they can 
be considered as carbon offsets. 
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5. Please provide a map that shows all existing and proposed power and gas pipelines on the project site. This map 
should include the Kinder Morgan fuel pipeline and all other pipelines. 

6. What will be the effect of ground borne vibrations on aging pipeline? What mitigation measures will be taken to 
prevent rupture of pipelines? 

Chapter 5: Alternatives 

~~ I Under the social equity objectives, letter N states," . .. No Project-General Plan Buildout Alternative would likely fall 
short of creating the critical mass needed to support robust expansion of transit services needed to meet this 405 
objective." This statement appears to have the opinion that lack of population increase in the area is detrimental. 
Secondly, public transit will not provide service to areas that do not need it. 

~~ I Table 5-6 the terms and units in this table are difficult to understand. Terms should be translated in the footnotes, e.g. 406 
capacity and generation. 

General comments on Chapter 5: 

l. If there were no remediation of the project site, would it be a superior alternative over time if left alone? What I 
will be the future state of the landfill site if not closed? How superior will it be if the site is in environmental 407 
compliance with no project development 30 years from now? 

2. Alternatives are not studied, what is the impact? How has the environmentally superior alternative been I 408 
determined? 

Chapter 6: Impact Overview, Growth Inducement and Cumulative Impacts 
Page 6-1 I 
In Table 6-1 displays that only the CPP-V scenario has significant and unavoidable impacts for Impacts 4.C- l. This 409 
contradicts page 6-20 where all projects display an LCS impact. 

Page 6-13 
Figure 6. IB. In reviewing cumulative impacts, it appears that only projects within approximately an eight mile 
radius were considered. The US average commute is 24 minutes. We failed find the commute data in miles, 
however, an estimate of 12 to 24 miles seams reasonable. Give the average mobility of the US worker, air born 410 
pollution, and green house gases; it seems a larger area should be considered for these impacts. A reasonable area 
would be 12-24 miles for housing, population and traffic. 
http://blogs.kqed.org/newsfix/2013/03/05/san-francisco-bay-area-nations-capital-for-megacommuting/ 

Page 6-16 I 
Paragraph 2. " ... build out of the Project Site under each development scenario would result in disjointed and 
inconsistent development across the Project Site resulting in a poorly designed area with an over all adverse effect 411 
on the existing visual character." Searching 4.A and fai led to find this language in that chapter. Statements made in 
chapter 6 and all other chapters in the DEIR should be consistent. 

Page 6-19 
A yet larger still area is needed for air pollution and green house gases. One has only to think of the acid rain issues 
between Canada and the US to understand that air born pollution can and does travel substantial distances in potent 
concentrations to cause environmental damage. The statement on pg 6-19 "Toxic air containments produced at 412 
distant locations do not readily combine to create concentrations of toxic air contaminants at any single location ... " 
is lunacy in light of the large body of science around this issue. i.e.: "In 1995, the estimated transboundary flow of 
sulphur dioxide from the United States to Canada was between 3.5 to 4.2 millions of tones per year."* Instead of 
using a larger area for air born pollution, the DEIR uses a smaller area "(within 1000')" pg 6-19. 
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Page 6-21 I 
"Although more mobile species might be able to survive continuing habitat loss by moving to new areas, movement 
corridors are limited .. " This language also only appears in this section and is not included in Biological Resources 
where it would also be relevant. 

Page 6-21 I 
... "mitigation is proposed for bird strike impacts to increase nighttime visibility of buildings." What effect will this 
have on bats and night flying insects? This will clearly have significant impact on light pollution. In what section is 
this mitigation measure purposed? We were unable to find it anywhere else . 

413 

414 

Page 6-23 
"The significance of these resources is site-specific, since they do not involve a common involving a resource type 
or theme." The land itself is a resource and should be considered as such. I 415 

Page 6-32 
"because each community's General Plan sets forth policies to protect the character of existing development, it is I 
anticipated that cumulative projects adopted in a manner consistent with those General Plans would not 
cumulatively degrade the existing character of area land uses." It is not possible to dismiss these cumulative impacts 
under conditions where the DEIR specifies changing the General Plan as a mitigation measure. 

416 

~~ I Table 6-4. This table only shows cumulative traffic noise impacts for two projects at a time. This is laughable since 
we have ten or more projects in the area to consider. 

417 

Page 6-35 
p5 "San Bruno Mountain which has the potential to heighten acoustical propagation under certain meteorological 
conditions ... " YES! Why is this acknowledged fact missing from other relevant chapters? 

Page 6-42 
States, "non-residential development does not typically generate the need for additional recreational facilities." 
Healthy people are part of a healthy environment. Therefore facilities must be provided for employees to exercise 
during their breaks. Theses facilities might differ slightly from traditional parks, but should be included in specific 
plan regardless. Also, since parents have the option to school their children based on their place of employment, 
additional parks will be needed to serve this population. 

Page 5-16 and 6-42 
Are recreational facilities adequate or inadequate. Statements in these 2 different sections seem to contradict each 
other. 

Page 6-43. 
p3. "wind speed reductions of as much as 20 percent would occur over small areas near the shore at the CSPRA 
windsurf launch site . . . " According to an article written by Denis Wee states, "Present day boards are designed so 
that they will start planing when their speed exceeds about 7 knots. The speed then shoots up very quickly in excess 
of about 13 knots. For such boards, it is not possible to maintain an intermediate speed between these two values." A 
wind reduction of 20 percent or more can greatly reduce windsurfing speeds that are necessary for planing, how will 
this be mitigated? 
http://web.singnet.corn.sg/-dgswee/ 

Page 6-46 
Combine 2nd and 3rd paragraph. 

Page 6-48 
We also commented on the problem of landfill capacity in Chapter 4.0 however the situation is made even clearer 
here. " ... the current landfills serving the Project Site would reach full capacity by 2025 or earlier, with the 
exception of one landfill, which is projected to reach capacity at 2077". Based on the projected 20 year build out 
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with completion date in 2034 (or later), this project would be completely reliant on the one remaining landfill for 
about half of the project 's proposed life . Is the 2077 projected closing date based on the current rate of use or the 
higher rate of use that will result when all other landfills servicing this region are closed and 100% of solid waste 
generation will be handled by only one site? 1 423 

cont. 

Page 6-50 
Paragraph 3. Since PG&E and the energy generation system in the US is inherently wasteful, how can any project 
reliant on these systems be deemed "not wasteful of energy"? Below is an energy flow chart that displays the U .S 
Energy use in 201 2. At the bottom of the figure it is stated that, end use efficiency for residential and commercial is 
65%, industrial sector 80% and 21 % for the transporta tion sector. With 58.1 % of energy rejected, this system is not 
efficient. 

Estimated U.S. Energy Use in 201 2: -95.1 Quads 

NetElectrichy 
lrrf)orts " 11:> 1 

124 

Ill• Lawrence Livermore 
~ National Laboratory 

25.7 

Rejecb!d 
Energr 

Sii.i 

https://flowcharts. I Lnl.gov /content/energy /energy _archive/energy _flow _2012/2012newUSEnergy. pdf 

General comments on Chapter 6: 

1. What this chapter make very clear if it wasn' t clear before is that this project is simply too large to be absorbed by I 
the bay area. The fact that it overruns mitigation measures, population and j ob growth, air quality attainment, traffic 
congestion, and other areas means that it's just too big. That said, we sincerely hope that some small project or 
maybe a longer timeline will be approved by the city. 

2. How much recreational space required by the Quimby act is unclear. Please give specifics on how this is 
determined besides the formula used. 

Chapter 7: Sustainability (Comments that are from different sections in the document are relevant to chapter 
1l 
Page 4.P- 12 
"Because Project Site remediation is, in fact, required and not optional, the energy consumed returning the Project 
Site to a safe and healthy condition is not considered to be wasteful. Although the extent of Project Site development 
is large, construction and development would occur over a 20-year period, and demand for construction-related 
electricity and fuels would be spread out over that time frame. " 
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If project site remediation is required to return the site to a safe & healthy condition but will occur over a 20 year 1 
period, how will that impact people in proximity to un-remediate areas during the course of the build out? Assuming 427 
remediation will be done in patches and not all at once, how will exposure rates be controlled to the local population cont 
of harmful airborne contaminants? By necessity, there will have to be increased remediation at the early phases of 
the project. 

Page 7-1 
The APA lists several key contributions to an unsustainable future. This section is lacking overall ecological Limits 
for Brisbane's resources. 
The AP A says sustainability is being able "to meet the needs of a growing human population that has rising 
aspirations for consumption and quality of life, while maintaining the rich diversity of the natural environment or 
biosphere." The Brisbane community does not have rising aspirations for consumption. This definition should be 
reworked completely since it does not accurately characterize Brisbane's population. This definition should not 
appear in the Sustainability section of this chapter since it does not characterize Brisbane 's view on how the 
community should achieve sustainability. Please provide the source of the statement that the residents of Brisbane 
have aspirations for consumption. 

Page 7-2 
The last sentence in the first paragraph of the Principles of Sustainable Community Development section contains 
the phrase "Project Sire development". The word "Sire" should be changed to "Site". 

I 428 

429 

I 430 

~M I No actual criteria based on numerical facts or benchmarks for sustainability are provided; a punch-list of 
sustainability principles is shown instead. This section lacks an immense amount of factual evidence, yet Brisbane's 
sustainability should not be glazed over. Please provide the benchmarks that the DEIR refers to. 

431 

Page 7-5 
Who will pay for the free transit passes for residents? 

Page 7-5,6 
Air quality, GHGs, energy use. We suggest the following additional mitigations, which will reduce NOx and 
GHGs related to natural gas combustion because they will reduce energy use: 
1. Building commissioning. Commissioning is a review process intended to determine that bui lding systems are 
functioning properly. The following language is copied/quoted from the California Commissioning Collaborative 
(www.cacx.org) 
What is Commissioning? 
"The following is quoted f rom the California Commissioning Collaborative* 
The term commissioning comes from shipbuilding. A commissioned ship is one deemed ready for service. Before 
being awarded this title, however, a ship must pass several milestones. Equipment is installed and tested, problems 
are identified and corrected, and the p rospective crew is extensively trained. A commissioned ship is one whose 
materials, systems, and staff have successfully completed a thorough quality assurance process. 
Building commissioning takes the same approach to new buildings. When a building is initially commissioned it 
undergoes an intensive quality assurance process that begins during design and continues through construction, 
occupancy, and operations. Commissioning ensures that the new building operates initially as the owner intended 
and that building staff are prepared to operate and maintain its systems and equipment." 

Environmental business consultant Auden Schendler, author of Getting Green Done (Public Affairs/Perseus 
2009), argues that "Commissioning always leads to energy savings .. . because all heating systems are 
overengineered, and none run properly when.first installed" (p. 140). He offers an example in which a third-party 
commissioning engineer reviewed a building design and spotted an extra, unnecessary heat pump. Removing it 
saved $ IOK "instantly" and reduced "the associated Lifetime energy use and associated emissions of the building. 
"The subsequent building inspection illuminated even more energy-saving opportunities"(Thid., 141). 
2. Requiring "smart" meters in project buildings is among the mitigation measures suggested in this chart. We 
would suggest the addition of in-building displays, which are a complement to Smart meters. These displays 
communicate wirelessly with smart meters, and enable building residents or managers to track energy use in real 
time. Studies cited in the Wikipedia entry for "home energy monitors" 
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(htm://en.wikipedia.org/wilci/Home energy monitor) suggest that they may be an effective way to reduce energy 
use. 
3. District-wide heating systems, which are widely used in Europe, are more efficient than individual furnaces and 
should be considered as a strategy to further reduce the use of fossil energy at the proposed development (all 
variants). The heat source may vary, as the following quote from the Wikipedia entry "district heating" explains: 

"District heating (less commonly called teleheating) is a system for distributing heat generated in a 
centralized location for residential and commercial heating requirements such as space heating and water heating. 
The heat is often obtained from a co generation plant burning fossil fuels but increasingly biomass. although heat­
only boiler stations. geothermal heating. and central solar heating are also used, as well as nuclear power. District 
heating plants can provide higher efficiencies and better pollution control than localized boilers. According to some 
research, district heating with combined heat and power (CHPDH) is the cheapest method of cutting carbon 
emissions, and has one of the lowest carbon footprints of all fossil generation plants.ill CHPDH is being developed 
in Denmark as a store for renewable energy, particularly wind electric, that exceeds instantaneous grid demand via 
the use of heat pumps and thermal stores. " 

Page 7-9 
A possible mitigation measure for broken irrigation systems can be some sort of alarm system. 

Page 7-12 
The City of Brisbane should be notified when a biologist will do the burrowing owl nest survey. 

Page 7-16 
Mitigation measure 4.C-4d states that a building higher than 100 feet requires consulting with a biologist. 50 feet 
would be more reasonable. 

General comments on Chapter 7: 

l. Co-generation should be considered for the site instead of conventional boilers that are less energy efficient 
This chapter was written in a linear fashion in which the interrelationships of the components that make up 
sustainability are lost. The box-like format does not allow the reader to see how sustainability is connected to the 
rest of the parts included under CEQA. 

2. It is unclear why the term sustainability is not included under CEQA. 
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Planning Department, City of Brisbane 
John Swiecki, Community Development Director 
City Clerk, City of Brisbane 
Revised 12/16/2013 

CPA1 

The Baylands DEIR fails to identify potentially significant impacts on air quality and on 
the recreational windsurfing resource at Candlestick Point or adopt critical mitigation 
measures to preserve this recreational resource as well as substantial usable public open 
space along the edge of the Bay. 

For these reasons, I respectfully submit the following four comments .. . 
Revised 12/16/2013 

The Baylands DEIR fails to identify potentially significant impacts on air quality and on 
the recreational windsurfing resource at Candlestick Point or adopt critical mitigation 
measures to preserve this recreational resource as well as substantial usable public open 
space along the edge of the Bay. 

For these reasons, I respectfully submit the following four comments relative to the 
DEIR: 

1: The actual water area most frequently used by windsurfers at Candlestick Point State 
Recreation Area and most critical to this recreational resource for safety and viability wa 
misidentified in the DEIR. The rectangular true critical area is bordered by the Eastern 
edge of the Baylands and Southern edge of Candlestick Point and begins immediately at 
the Western edge of the Bay along Highway 101 and extends approximately 3,300' East 
then moves N01th a length of approximately 3,000' to terminate at the South edge of the 
Candlestick Point State Recreation Area. 

GPS sailing records used in part to detennine the study area rep01ted in the DEIR also 
show sailing in this area. The GPS sailing records are skewed by the paiticular prevailing 
wind direction when the records were made. Fmthennore, the GPS sailing records do not 
necessarily reflect the area typically used by most windsurfers for reasons such as safety 
or access to stronger wind or smoother water conditions. 

The DEIR also did not measure any new impact points in this critical area specific to the 
Baylands project closer than approximately 1,500' from the East edge of the Baylands 
project site unlike both the Executive Park and 300 Airport Boulevard projects, for which 
impacts were considered immediately adjacent to and downwind of the project sites. This 
critical area was also sparsely covered by new impact measurement points made in 2012 
specific to the Baylands project and the most impacted Western areas of this critical area 
were not measured at all. Only the Eastern or South-Eastern portions of this critical area 
were studied in newly measured Baylands project-specific inipact points, covering only 
25% of the total critical area on average for the prima1y wind directions of West, West­
N01thwest, and N01thwest. 
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2: The significance test used in the DEIR to assess impacts to the windsurfing resomce at 
Candlestick Point is invalid. The DEIR measures relative change in wind speed. Howeve 
it does not establish what the absolute pre-impact or post-impact wind speed levels are or 
will be. Without this infmmation, it is impossible to determine what change in 
availability in the recreational resource will result post-impact. This relative wind speed 
significance test has not been adopted by Brisbane under an appropriate CEQA adoption 
process subject to public review. 

Determining acceptable absolute minimum wind levels is easily established by a survey 
of existing users, discussion with professional forecasters, or consulting historical data. 
Without absolute pre-impact and post-impact wind levels and without criteria for 
acceptable use of the recreational resource in temlS of these absolute wind levels, the 
DEIR cannot and does not determine the potential actual impact on the availability of the 
resource. 

Windsurfing is not propmtionally impacted by relative wind speed changes. Beyond 
certain minimum thresholds, the resource is no longer viable. An example of where 
minimum absolute wind standards have been identified is the 34th America's Cup 
Regatta. Using the san1e data provider employed by the 34th An1erica's Cup Regatta and 
a conservative defmition of minimum acceptable conditions as they exist today, an 
analysis of three years of historic data was conducted by the Candlestick Preservation 
Association. They found that a 5% to 10% decrease in the average wind speed at this site 
would reduce the number of sailable days at Candlestick Point by 9% to 44% per year on 
average based on scaling historic wind levels and reapplying the minimum acceptable 
conditions criteria. This scaling of absolute wind speeds is a method suggested in the 
DEIR to translate the relative reported changes into absolute wind levels. 

3: The cun-ent trash processing facilities upwind of Candlestick Point have been 
generating incredible noxious odor and air pollution for many years. Many complaints 
have been registered, but the trend continues unabated. Monitoring, testing, and enforcin 
odor and other air quality issues requires access to jmisdictions that are outside of 
Brisbane. Furthermore, cmrnnt regional air quality and pollution control agencies are 

5 

unwilling or unable to stop air pollution in this vicinity as witnessed by the perpetual 6 
odor. No meaningful provisions have been included in the DEIR for the local 
establishment of air quality standards, prevention of dissemination of odor and 
carcinogens into the air, monitoring and testing of the same, enforcement of such 
standards, and penalties for violations. Despite incredible continual odor discharge from 
July to September of 2013, for example, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
levied a total of only $300 in fines against Recology facilities on the Baylands. 

4: For the maximum long-te1m benefits for both public welfare and private value, a 
substantial minimum Waterfront Preservation District should be established along the 
length of the Eastern edge of the Baylands adjacent to Highway 101 and the Bay. Not all 7 
open space is equal and waterfront enjoyment cannot be replicated by patches of green 
space scattered behind buildings that dominate and monopolize the shoreline. Research 
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has shown that great value accrnes to municipalities that use setbacks to keep buildings 
well away from the water and use stepped massing to gradually increase building heights 
in moving away from the water. 

For the sake of Brisbane residents, visitors, businesses, tourists, and the general public, a 
substantial setback and public open space allowance should be made along the water. In 
addition, maximum height limits should be substantially lowered to be commensurate 
with existing strnctures in the vicinity. Orientation and streamlining should also be 
incorporated to minimize wind turbulence increase and wind speed reduction impacts to 
the windsurfing area. Once this open space is committed to development it will likely be 
lost to the public in perpetuity. 

Finally, I concur with the public comments for this DEIR prepared and submitted by the I 
Candlestick Preservation Association. 

Thank you for your consideration and yom diligence in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
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Candlestick Point is one of the premier windsports destinations in the United States. But 
after 30 years, the adjacent Baylands development threatens to block the wind and 
increase pollution. 

Under current proposals, buildings could reach as tall as 200' above sea level and as close 
as nearly 500' from the water's edge. The cunent upwind trash plant that generates 
incredible stench and litter is proposed to quadrnple in size and handle additional noxious 9 
compost and other potentially hazardous waste. 

Current environmental impact studies that claim the development will have no impact on 
Candlestick do not (1) measure the tiue recreational windsurfing area in use or (2) use a 
valid impact significance test that measures absolute post-impact change in the 
recreational resource availability. 

More information is available at our website: www.keepitwindy.org. 

5-368 



Disclaimer 
In the event any material on this website contains images, excerpts, or other information, the use of which has 

not been pre-authorized, such material is made available exclusively for the purpose of advancing legitimate 

public not-for-profit discussions surrounding land and architectural planning, environmental assessment and 

preservation, and other land use issues. This website and material herein are intended only for not-for-profit, 

educational, research, and commentary purposes in connection with public entitlement, planning, and 

permitting processes. No commercial distribution or reproduction of this website or material herein is 

authorized. The Fair Use of this website and material herein is provided for under U.S. Code Title 17, Section 

107 and other applicable provisions. Permission to reproduce this website or parts of the same must be 

obtained where applicable by original authors, artists, or data providers. No profit whatsoever is being received 

in connection with the preparation or distribution of this website or parts of the same. 

This website and any material herein are provided "as is" without warranty of any kind, either expressed or 

implied, including, but not limited to warranties of noninfringement or merchantability or fitness for any 

particular purpose. The authors of this website and any material herein have used reasonable efforts to include 

accurate and up-to-date information, however no warranties or representations about accuracy, timeliness, or 

completeness are made. The authors of this website and any material herein assume no liability or 

responsibility for any errors or omissions. Under no circumstances shall the authors of this website or any 

material herein or any of their affiliates or successors be liable for any damages, including general, indirect, 

direct, special, incidental, or consequential damages arising from the creation or distribution of this website or 

any material herein or any other use or consequence in connection with this website or any material herein. 

This website was prepared by the not-for-profit Candlestick Preservation Assocation. Original content herein is 

made freely available subject to this disclaimer and the Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial 4.0 

International License. Please contact candlestick@keepitwindy.org for more information. Photos used in this 

website come from AD Surf Photography and other sources. 
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Preface 

This document contains public Comments for the Baylands area Draft Environmental Impact Report and 
subsequent planning processes. These Comments apply to t he Baylands Project, the Recology expansion, 
as well as successor and related projects in Brisbane and San Francisco. 

We are excited by the potential of the Baylands developments. The Baylands is one of the largest unde­
veloped urban waterfront sites presently available in the Country. This site could become a paragon of 
universally beneficial public and private waterfront cooperation. It could create a new standard for develop- 1 
ment on the Peninsula, embrace and foster the natural resources and recreational activities in the vicinity, 
and provide a multitude of lifestyle and income benefits for t he surrounding communities. 

This development could break the trend of "suburban blight" and sterile business park ghost towns that 
predominate the Peninsula waterfront. To accomplish this, it will not be enough to simply intersperse to­
ken green spaces and mixed-use elements as an after-thought. The Project should place public waterfront 
enjoyment, preservation, and amenities at the core of the development. 

Countless examples show that real public lifestyle benefits improve real estate values, city revenues, business 
incomes, and the quality of life for residents and visitors alike. 

These Comments generally refer to any Project in and around the Baylands and vicinity of Candlestick Point 
State Recreation Area. The intent is that they will be applied where appropriate for specific projects and 
process stage. It is prohibitively costly to produce separate sets of comments for each stage of each project, 
especially when the comments will be substantially the same. 

These Comments are separated into four parts: 

• Part I explores Baylands development alternatives and benefits of general waterfront preservation 2 
relative to the status quo of waterfront development on t he Peninsula and San Francisco 

• Part II examines potential impact of the proposed Project on the recreational windsurfing Resource at 
Candlestick Point State Recreation Area as well as ways in which t he Resource can be preserved 

• Part III distinguishes these Comments from those for which the Master Response for the 300 Airport 
Boulevard project was prepared, a project that underwent a similar wind impact analysis 

• Part IV reports the results of a public petition formed in support of t hese Comments 

The general public who participate in planning and entitlement processes often do not have access to funding 
or resources available to public agencies and private project sponsors. Public participation in t hese processes 
is long, complicated, expensive, and usually entirely volunteer-based. 

We have faith that the various agencies, officers, representatives, and the general public will receive these 
Comments with deference to these challenges to public involvement. It is our hope that the spirit and intent 
of these Comments will prevail over any discrepant details or technical omissions. 

We urge all who read these Comments to consider the seriousness of underestimating risks to surrounding 
natural resources. A margin-of-error in favor of preservation at this stage has been shown time and time 

3 

again to be one of t he best investments a community can make for both public and private long-term interests. 4 
It is always possible to loosen preservation restrictions later but practically impossible to reclaim natural 
resources once lost. 

Capitalized words and phrases are defined in Appendix A. All geographic measurements herein are as I 5 
accurate as possible but are approximate. 

1 
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PART I 

A CALL FOR REAL LEADERSHIP IN WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT 
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Figure 1: Brisbane Baylands and Vicinity Viewed From t he North 

1 A Broad View of Peninsula Waterfront D evelopment 

R ayfront. rlP.vP.lopm1mt. on t.hP. P P-nimmla in t.hP. v ic.init.y of t.hP. P rojP.c:t. c.onsist.s largP-ly of offic:P., hot.P.l , 11.nrl 

warehouse business parks with running paths, marinas, and a few small green spaces interspersed through­
out. These surroundings are shown in Figure 1. 

This use of land provides employment facilities, tax revenue, and ancillary services and retail opportunities. 
These could be referred to as "income benefits" to the community. 

1.1 Sterile Business Park Ghost Towns 

This development pattern also produces a sterile business park ghost town feel. Non-income benefits to 
surrounding communities at large is limited. Most people who live in t hese communities do not engage with 

6 
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these business parks. The green spaces are often small and little more than lawns with a few benches. 

These interspersed green spaces serve more to create views for office employees looking out of their windows 
than to members of the community who wish to use them for any practical purpose. In short, there are few 
"lifestyle benefits" to this land use pattern. 

These waterfront business parks are ubiquitous on the Peninsula. They are contributing to a phenomenon 
some are calling "suburban blight." They are known for "a sea of asphalt to get people into their little 
cubicles and have them do routine office work." Part of the motivation for this land use pattern is from 
employers who have been generally pleased that such parks are free of distractions for workers. 

Instead of encouraging them, many communities in the largest U.S. cities are trying to transform, redevelop, 
and prevent them from developing or expanding [22] . At the core of this land use reversal is incorporating 
lifestyle elements and an emphasis on cultivating and preserving substantial usable open spaces. 

1.2 O verdevelop ed Commo d ity 

The evidence of the vulnerability of this commodity is the incredible drop in demand for suburban office space 
and commensurate drop in supply. In 1988 and 1989, more than 160 million square feet of new suburban 
office space was developed. In 2011 and 2012, just over 12 million new square feet was developed - a 20 year 
low [22]. 

Substant ia l Excess Peninsula Business Park Sup ply 

At present, millions of square feet of new suburban business park space that has been developed on the 
Peninsula is sitting dark and unoccupied. This space spans the range of commodity office to warehouse to 
laboratory. There is no shortage of available space from new premium development to highly discounted 
older stock. Throughout the Peninsula, all communities are competing and fighting to offer incentives and 
give-aways to increase occupancy. 

Many communities actively solicit and attempt to poach tenants from nearby communities with new incen­
tives. Larger communities with an existing diverse existing income streams may be able to offer stronger 
incentives to attract new tenants than smaller communities with fewer sources of income. Communities may 
also have other incentives such as greater local services option, desirable proximity to housing and trans­
portation, or other factors that are difficult to replicate. 

In such a market, net absorption does not tell the who story, because that quantity does not reveal t he 
tenant improvement dollars, tax relief, training subsidies, deferments, or other benefits that private and 
public agents may use to lure tenants at the expense of revenues. 

It should be clear that the "build it and they will come" philosophy has substantial risk with respect to 
these Peninsula business parks. 

Brisba ne Ran ks First in San Mateo County Office Vacancy Rate 

According to Colliers International, as of August 2013, Brisbane ranked #1 in office space vacancy in San 
Mateo County with over 54% of its office space vacant (460,000 SF available) . Brisbane's current vacancy 
rate is over well four times higher than t he average for San Mateo County municipalities. 

Collectively in San Mateo County, over 4.4 million square feet of office is currently vacant. Adjacent com­
munities of South San Francisco and Daly City have the 2nd and 3rd highest vacancy rates with combined 
nearly 1 million square feet of available space. Brisbane 2013 net absorption year-to-date was reported at 
less than 10% of outstanding vacant space. [12] 
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Supply and Conflicts Continues to Increase 

Despite this incredible abundance of supply, municipalities and developers continue to approve and fund 
development of new supply. In office space alone, this 4.4 million square feet vacancy figure does not include 
new projects already approved or under construction . For example, in Downtown Redwood City, the Cross­
ing/900 project will add 300,000 square feet of office space by second quarter of 2015 [12] . 

Immediately adjacent to the Baylands Project, Visitacion Valley is preparing to move forward wit h a 24-acre 
redevelopment that would include a 90,000 square foot retail component that will be presumably anchored 
by a grocery store. Just to the East, the Executive Park project, for which some phases are already complete, 
has already and will include expansion with several hundred thousand square feet of commercial office space. 
Farther to the East, The Hunters Point / Candlestick Point project (detailed below) will include 700,000 
square feet of retail and 2.5 million square feet of state-of-the-art commercial business park space. 

Sume uf Lhe i11Lere:;l,::; t,hat, are uehirn1 t,he pre:;eu(, Baylaml:s P rujec;(, alliu have i11Lere:;(,::; iu Lhe::;e other adja­
cent projects (Visitacion Valley and Executive Park) . When one developer controls multiple sites in different 
communities, the developer can phase development and push potential tenants to the sites in a way that 
benefits t he developer most at the possible expense of the different communities. 

Where conflicts like this exist, the communities within which these sites are located should not assume that 
developers will always advance community interests. This "lock-up" strategy is one of the most basic meth­
ods of circumventing competition and gaining leverage over communities and tenants. 

The preceding project statistics come from the San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure. 6 

1.3 Drawbacks of Dependence on Income Benefits 

The stream of income benefits to communities from commercial development is dependent on a relat ively 
fixed and brittle commodity. Office and warehouse space is subject to obsolescence in design, competitive 
threats from other new buildings and incentive programs, and changing business climates. 

Generally office and warehouse space begins life as "Class A" and commands the highest rents. Over time, 
rents typically fall on a relative basis or require continual reinvestment. The development typically becomes 
less valuable over time. 

Communities that depend on such income streams continually risk budget gaps due to income shortfalls. 
Planning for the future is uncertain given such a risky income stream. Brisbane has recently experienced 
tenant turnover in Sierra Point and the accompanying problems that occur and will continue to occur with 
dependence primarily on this form of benefit. 

Another risk that accompanies such development plans is t hat the absorption pace and buildout is unknown. 
Projected incomes may take longer to materialize. Increasing development pace may create excessive supply, 
decrease revenue, and increase servicing costs. Importantly, on-site amenities or infrastructure that are tied 
to specific phases may or may not occw· on schedule or at all. 

1.4 Effect on D owntown 

An obvious risk to development is the cannibalization of existing real estate supply. The introduction of 
new commercial and residential supply can lure both buyers and tenants away from historic downtowns, for 
example. 

New building is more modern, functional, exciting, and importantly, includes new tenant improvement money 
that can be a tremendous inducement to locate or relocate. These tenant improvement dollars also at tract 
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competitive new tenants from outside of the community. 

The collective effects of such development is clearly impossible to fully predict. However, some rules-of­
thumb are generally accepted. 

For example with retail, it is widely recognized that "malls hurt downtown." In a joint paper by University 
of Massachusetts and Michigan State [27], the authors write that "[local stores] unable to compete with t he 
mall in terms of prices and variety will inevitably close. Family-owned stores will suffer and few will survive 
the transition. An overwhelming number of the malls tenants are already in the marketing region, as there 
are no new markets, only stolen markets. F\Irthermore, a herd instinct prevails, once a key merchant moves 
to the mall, others follow suit. Downtowns will be forced to carry specialized goods not offered by the mall, 
or change its focus ... " 

1.5 Effec t on Sierra P o int 

Retail and office in Downtown Brisbane will not be the only supply hurt. Existing Sierra Point business 
park space will also be impacted by the introduction of new supply. Tenants will be eager to move to new 
facilities and the developers will be eager to court and incentivize them. 

Every developer knows that the easiest source of tenants are nearby relocations. It would be shocking, in 
fact, if such conversations have not already begun. 

1.6 Othe r Opt ions 

At the outset, it is clear that "yet another business park" along the waterfront has substantial very real risks 
to the community. One key to understanding these risks is to realize t hat the public community and t he 
private developer do not necessarily have the same interests. 

However, it is entirely possible for both private developers and the general community to prosper together. 
Some of the keys to this is to consider the entire possible scope of benefits that both can receive. Benefits 
to the community, for example, should not be limited to tax and fee revenue. 

Benefits to both should also occur regularly over time. Both short-term and long-term gains need to be 
programmed. It is not realistic to take upfront disproportionate risks for highly uncertain future benefits. 
These risks to the community include granting approvals and permits t hat obligate them to provide services 
while also limiting future opportunities and benefits. 

Is there any reason to assume that the current model that dominates the Bay waterfront on the Peninsula 
is the only option? Does Brisbane have to settle for more of the same while simultaneously taking on 
substantial risks with little immediate benefit to the vast majority of the community? Does Brisbane have 
an opportunity to make a mark on the Bay Area and potentially entire Country or does it have to settle for 
the first thing t hat comes its way? 
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Figure 2: Fontana Resident ial Complex, San Francisco 

2 Lessons from the Past 

While F igure 1 shows the extent and pervasiveness of t hese sterile ghost town business parks in the vicinity, 
waterfront development is not limited to commercial and industrial users. 

2.1 Preventing "Manhat tanization" 

One important lesson from history can be found in San Francisco. Shown in Figure 2 is the controversial 
Fontana Residential Complex on the North side of the city. This complex when proposed in the 1960's 
almost single-handedly began a revolution against the "Manhattanization" of San Francisco. 

11 
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In 1960, the planning director of San Francisco James R. McCarthy sounded the warning: "San Francisco 
zoning laws will have to be changed to prevent construction of a 'Chinese Wall' of skyscrapers along its 
waterfront. We want to avoid what has happened in lower Manhattan in New York, where views of the bay 
are blocked by high rising buildings. " 

Former California State Assemblyman Casper Weinberger argued that the subsequent 40-foot height limit 
adopted in much of San Francisco "will preserve for future generations one of the priceless assets of San 
Francisco, the whole relationship of the City to the Bay, and particularly, the views enjoyed by the public 
frmn publicly owned lands, such as Coit Tower and other City-owned recreational spaces." 

In further testimony he continued, "the Master Plan has for years provided that the height of buildings should 
generally follow the contour of the land, and that low rise buildings should be built on the low lands, such as 
the northern waterfront, and high rise at the tops of hills so that the loss of views, etc., will be minimized." 
~~ 6 

For scale purposes, the view of Fontana in the figure above is from a distance offshore that is similar to where 
users of CP SRA engage in windsurfing recreation compared to some of t he proposed plans for the Project. 

2.2 Preservation Key to Thriving Success 

No one can dispute t he success that the San Francisco real estate market has enjoyed. Property values and 
revenues to the City are incredible. This height lhnit, which was fairly and uniformly applied except at t he 
tops of some hills and certain special districts, has not prevented the City from t hriving. 

In almost every single "Top-10" list for things to do and see in San Francisco, the views are listed among t he 
best of the best. Picture postcards often show these views taken on Powell Street looking North and framed 
by cable car. Instead of constraining the potential for the City, the height limit created incredible value for 
the City and kept the density from overwhelming infrastructure. 

This is a tremendously relevant example of how a community applied a long-term perspective and enjoyed 
great success that benefited not just the City coffers but every resident and visitor. 
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Figurn 3: CandlP.Sti~k P oint and Hunters Point Shipyard P hase TT 
Shown here is the non-stadium alternative 2010 plan for the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point 
Shipyard Phase II redevelopment by Lennar Corp. This plan was provided by San Francisco Office 
of Community Investment and Infrastructure (formerly San Francisco Redevelopment Agency). 
According to the San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development, this plan would 
cover 700 acres of waterfront development with 10,500 new residential units, 300 acres of wa­
terfront parks (including a new "Crissy Field of the South"), 700,000 square feet of retail and 
entertainment, and 2.5 million square feet of commercial/office space. 

3 New Waterfront D evelopment Competitive Pressure 

There is an idea t hat new development on the Baylands should be considered separately from the existing 
supply. Possibly this new space provided by the Project would attract tenants that would not consider the 
existing space due to various reasons. The new space could be more functional or have different amenities 
absent from existing options. So possibly it would not cannibalize existing space but attract a new market. 
Unfortunately, Brisbane is not alone in preparing to bring on-line new state-of-the-art supply as mentioned 
above. 

The adjacent Hunters Point Shipyard / Candlestick Point redevelopment shown in Figure 3 is already un­
derway. It is slated to contain 700,000 square feet of new retail, 2.5 million square feet of commercial space 
(an amount that is more than 503 of the existing vacant office space in San Mateo County), and 10,500 new 
residential units. 

In addition, it is planned to include 300 acres of waterfront parks, creating a "Crissy Field of the South." 
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Unless the Baylands Project offers something different or more competitive, it risks succumbing to the same 
fate as commodity offerings elsewhere on the Peninsula or being subsumed by competitive new entrants such 
as Hunters P oint / Candlestick Point. 

Figure 3 shows how the Hunters Point / Candlestick P oint open space system is comprehensive, embraces 
the waterfront, creates a t ransition between intense commercial and waterfront open space, and clusters 
development away from the water. 

However, the irregular waterfront along Candlestick Point makes it difficult to create large contiguous water­
front spaces in t he Candlestick P oint areas closest to Highway 101. An advantage that t he Baylands Project 
may have is the proximity to Highway 101 and the site envelope such that access to the waterfront open 
spaces could be much more visible, regular, and programmed with a wider range of uses. 

The shear scale and critical mass that the Hunters Point / Candlestick Point development may achieve along 
with the support of San Francisco will make it a very formidable competitor for new tenants. Both t he 
public and private developers have extensive experience with developments on these scales and are familiar 
with many tools that can help bring funding gaps and realize visions quickly and efficiently. 

Brisbane needs to have a superior offering and one that embraces the most valuable resource here - t he 
waterfront - rather than walling it off behind a commodity business park. The waterfront needs to add value 
to all facets of the Project and community, not simply enhancing the desirability of the tall buildings that 
could easily monopolize it. 
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4 Imagining the Possibilities 

One of the unquestionably greatest successes of waterfront development in the United States is found in 
downtown Chicago. The Chicago Lakefront evolution has tremendous parallels to the Baylands. 

The Lakefront park system including the world-renowned Millennium Park was built on an industrial waste­
land. A landfill, railyard, and shipyard from the 1850's until t he late 20th century, the public-private vision 
that has led to a 250-acre system of open space, museums, trails, entertainment venues, and parks is one of 
the most successful case-studies of waterfront development in the world. 

The Baylands are a complete blank slate of waterfront development potential. T his is probably one of 
the largest regularly-shaped undeveloped urban waterfront sites currently available in the United States. 
Compared to Chicago, this could be a year-round amenity with weather that is mild and accessible through­
out all 12 months, making such open space potentially much more utilized than anywhere else in the Country. 

The preceding page contains a brief snapshot of some of the sights of the Chicago Lakefront . The cont rast 
with the aforementioned peninsula development pattern in the vicinity of the Baylands should be immediately 
obvious. 

4.1 Immediate B enefits to A ll 

Access to the waterfront is a public right in California. The views and enjoyment of the same should also be 
a public right in the City of Brisbane. Creating a Waterfront Preservation District that is more than just a 
few token patches of lawn with a running trail would be an immediate lifestyle benefit that would encourage 
a multitude of uses and enrich the lives of everyone in Brisbane and beyond. 

The benefits would be immediate, would not be subject to the business park risks mentioned above, and 7 
would have large economic impact. There is virtually no substantial waterfront development of t his sort on 
the Peninsula. It would be unique, desirable, and compliment the other tremendous assets that Brisbane 
has in terms of its natural setting, vibrant community, and proximity to San Francisco and t he South Bay. 

Not only would direct use of such an area be a benefit, but it would allow filtration of stormwater and 
catchment of some airborne litter to help improvement of the Bay water quality be a primary focus rat her 
than an afterthought. 

The current plan to expand a trash processing plant and monopolize the waterfront with buildings up 
to 200' above sea level does not provide benefits to all, removes the waterfront from the public space, and 
ignores that many lessons learned from the waterfront development experiences elsewhere such as in Chicago. 

A trash plant, for example, is not the highest and best use for t his land. A trash plant is not only a negative 
amenity for its odors, litter, and unsightliness, but also presents additional risks such as fire and explosion 
due to the inherent handling of raw and possible hazardous materials [5]. 

4.2 Real Economic B enefits 

San Diego Magazine considered five cities as potential models for new waterfront development. They wrote 
about Chicago the following in 2011 [25]: 

... Chicago has done more than any other American city to foster beauty in its public realm over the past 20 
years. The shining example is Millennium Park, the 24-acre jewel in the northwest corner of Grant Park on 
the site of a former parking lot. 

This "art park"- which features world-class commissions created by Anish Kapoor and Jaume Plensa, stun­
ning architecture including a pavilion and bridge by Frank Gehry and an addition to the Art Institute by 
Renzo Piano, plus brilliant landscape design - has become an economic blockbuster for the North Michigan 
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Avenue neighborhood since opening in 2004. 

The numbers tell a compelling story: 

• The increase in value of adjacent real estate, directly attributable to Millennium Park, is 
projected to be $1.4 billion over the next 10 years. 

• Hotels will benefit over the next decade to the tune of $482 million to $586 million; 
retailers, $529 million to $711 million; and restaurants, $672 million to $867 million. 

• In its first six months, the park attracted more than 2 million visitors. Now its 3 million 
annually, including international tourists who spend $300 per day on average, according 
to City studies. 

Millennium Park and The Bean (the affectionate name for the Kapoor sculpture} have become the new post­
card images for the City, as well as a source of enormous civic pride. It's important to note that this public 
space was achieved over the objections of many who claimed the expenditure was frivolous or wasteful. 

What Mayor Richard Daley understands is that investment in creating a beautiful public realm, whether 
through art, landscape or programming, has created extraordinary value by attracting even greater private 
investment. 

The income benefits include revenue opport unit ies for everyone, not just for City Hall. Property appreciation 
throughout t he surrounding area is continuing today. The attraction of new and desirable retail and services 
tenants to existing real estate supply was experienced rather t han cannibalization caused by constructing 
another new mall. 
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5 Alternatives for the Brisb a ne Baylands 

Is Brisbane limited to the existing Peninsula business park development pattern? Would such a concept like 
t he Chicago Lakefront even physically fit or be appropriate on the Baylands? 

5.1 Available Area 

The Chicago Lakefront park system is roughly 250 acres with a length of approximately 6,000' and a width 
of 1,800'. The footprint of this park system on the Baylands fits amazingly well. The preceding page shows 
the Chicago Lakefront park system overlayed onto the Baylands. In addition , the overlay shows a reduced 
park system area that is 125 acres and 1/ 2 the width (6,000' by 900'). 

Because of t he intense competition from existing and new supp ly and t he need to cr eate 
bot h compelling lifest y le and r esilient income b enefits w it h this Project , it is r ecommended 
t ha t t his half-s ize a rea of the C hicago Lakefron t pa rk system be adopted as t he minimum 
W a t erfront P reservation Distric t area for the B aylands. 

5.2 The Only R ealistic Option 

Clustering and density management are frequently used techniques in urban planning to offset development 
impact. By clustering development, infrastructure can be shared economically and open space can be con­
solidated so that larger more usable spaces can be created. 

In this case, t he irreplaceable waterfront cannot be replicated and incorporated in open space and community 
amenities t hat are located behind a wall of buildings. Not every patch of open space is equal. Furthermore 
the configuration of t he open space area is just as important as the sum total area. 

Importantly, t he overall development would not lose substantial buildable area by simply reallocating and 
clustering the open space through a Waterfront P reservation District. 

By created a Waterfront P reservation District, Brisbane would gain an immediate unique lifestyle amenity 
that would be a real asset to residents as well as a boost for business and property values. Long-term income 
from fees and taxes would still accrue over time from commercial development, but the risk of these not 
materializing as projected would be mit igated but t he lifestyle benefits created at the inception of the P roject. 

A diverse set of benefits to the community is key to mit igate the risk of future changing business climates, 
new competition , and unaligned public and private interests. The amenity would increase the value of 
adjacent private development, and both private and public interests would therefore be benefit ing at each 
stage of t he Project. 

5.3 Phasing P ublic Space D evelopment 

Developing and implementing a plan for such a Waterfront Preservation District would be a daunting task. 
Many decisions would have to be made and funds would have to be raised . Fortunately, t he development 
of the same could be phased over many years, giving enough time to thoroughly determine t he proper course. 

The key consideration would be that the area be designated, prepared, and preserved from the outset. Funds 
for fut ure enrichment of the site could even be raised in t he form of assessments on the remaining land. 

None of t hese ideas are revolutionary, impossible, or first-of-a-kind. The establishment of a Waterfront 
Preservation District for t he benefit of the general public would be the first step in a series of many that 
could occur gradually over time. 

20 
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5.4 Consider t he Alternative 

Now imagine for a moment the waterfront almost ent irely obliterated or consumed by the status quo de­
velopment. What tangible impact would this have on most of t he citizens of Brisbane? How would t he 
increase supply in commercial space affect existing stock in the City? Would Brisbane become a more or 
less desirable place to live? Would business have more or less reason to locate in Downtown Brisbane? 

For example, imagine a trash plant four times the size of the current Recology facility. By any measure, 
a trash plant is a negative that detracts and devalues the surroundings. On-site trash processing does not 
eliminate post-processing transport costs, odor, litter, on-site truck trips, and t he fact that the public does 
not interact with such a development in any meaningfully positive way. It is not an economical or efficient 
way of processing the waste, which is currently processed with minimal energy in large open-air land t racts 
in the Central Valley surrounded by farms that consume much of t he result of the processing. Onsite power 
generation or other savings would be offset by the additional costs of processing standards required and 
muuiLuriug required iu :;u1.:h i:t :;eu:;iLive uruw1 :;eLLiug . 

Brisbane has everything to gain with the Baylands by creating something truly unique, valuable, desirable, 
and attractive; and it could do so without having to make all of the difficult decisions today. The alternat ive 
would be to create more of the same basic real estate, cannibalize existing supply, eliminate valuable potential 
waterfront amenity benefits, and become saddled with cost and inconvenience for many years to come. 

Brisbane needs real leadership at this critical time to resist the pressures of private 
inter est s a nd the lure of short-term risky gains. This Project will be d evelope d over 
perhaps 20 to 30 years and will stand for decades after. A long-term view needs to 
be taken that preserves the r esources that exist today. The realistic risks of claims or 
projections being worse t ha n exp ect ed m ust b e carefully consider ed. Mitigation plans t o 
account for these and other unforeseen risks must b e adopted. 
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WINDSURFING IMPORTANCE, IMPACT, AND PRESERVATION 
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1 Introduction 

Shifting now to the primary focus of these Comments, this part will examine the potential impacts of the 
proposed Project on the recreational windsmfing Resomce at CPSRA. 

The Waterfront Preservation District development pattern would strongly encomage and cult ivate a t ruly 8 
remarkable and unique activity that currently coexists with the Baylands. Presently no consideration what-
soever is included for preserving the windsurfing Resource at CPSRA that has existed for 30 years. 

The current DEIR claims "no significant impact" would take place on the Resource despite a wall of buildings 
some 200' above sea level possibly being constructed just 500' immediately upwind along the extent of the 
shore where windsurfing takes place. 

1.1 Emb race Natural Resources 

At the very outset and without first discussing technical errors and omissions in the Analysis, we believe 
the Project should strive to go above and beyond the very minimum of what is required by law in terms of 
natural resource preservation. The Project should embrace the adjacent recreat ional activities including t he 
windsurfing Resource. 

This Project is not located hundreds of miles inland amidst a sprawling uniform desert landscape. The Bay­
lands is an incredible dynamic and sensitive area full of natural t ransition at the intersection of mountain , 
ocean, valley, and bay. It is a rare location with valuable recreational opportunities that exist no where else. 

Presently, no consideration and mitigation whatsoever is included for windsurfing. The Project should go out 
of its way to avoid unforeseen or underestimated impacts to this and other resources and activities. It should 
voluntarily adopt a margin-of-error to avoid underestimating the risks to present natmal and recreat ional 
resources. There is no reason why development cannot coexist wit h these activities and why both users of 
the natural resources and private project sponsors cannot benefit and prosper together . 

The City of Brisbane should not accept highly questionable justification for "no significant impact" while 
completely ignoring t he potential errors or understatements in the Analysis that may very well render t he 
windsurfing Resomce at CPSRA unusable or usable merely at a substantially reduced fraction of the present 
condition. 

Once development is in place, w hatever d a m age may occur to natura l resources eit her 
through known or unforeseen consequences w ill be p ractically irr eversible . 

1.2 U nique, Valuable , a nd Scarce Resource 

These Comments were prepared by many for whom a very important part of their most passionate lifelong 
interest is in danger. Over 30 years of continual use and history at CPSRA has marked it as one of the 
premier windsurfing resom ces in the San Francisco Bay, if not the entire continental United States. 

9 

It is one of only three suitable windsurfing locations in San Francisco County, one of fom locations regularly 1 0 
used on the Western side of the Bay north of CA-92, and one of t he only locations in the entire Bay Area 
that is not subject to tidal restrictions, boat traffic hazard, or danger of stranding. 

It is ideally suited to all skill levels and is routinely used by beginners as well as top-ranked world competitors. 
The unique topography and siting creates wind flow that is much more regular t han anywhere else in t he 
Bay Area. Finally, it is one of the only off-shore wind locations in the Bay making the water condition 
substantially devoid of wind swell even during periods of high wind. 

25 
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An Internet forum at iWindsurf.com provides a community where people may post about 
windsurfing experiences. From 5/ 22/ 2008 to 6 / 19/ 2013, 4 ,372 such posts were recorded 
and analyzed for these Comments. Based on a keyword search over all of the Bay Area 1 0 
windsurfing sites, Candlestick was the second most frequently discussed site, trailing only cont. 
Berkeley. 

1.3 Unrealistic and Incomplete Thresholds, Assumptions, and Methods 

Given t heir dedication to this unique and valuable Resource, the frustration and disappointment among t hose 
of the interested public who reviewed the proposed P roject and Analysis was staggering. It is unfathomable 
to imagine that a possible virtual wall of 4,200' of construction up to 200' above sea-level in some areas 
along the Western edge of t he Practical Sailing Area would have "no significant impact" on wind-flow on a 
site that begins just 500' downwind. 

Figure 4: Existing Dirt Walls from Soil Processing on Baylands 
Dirt mounds that rise some 50' to 70' above surrounding grades already border portions of the 
Western area of CPSRA [11]. The proposed Project could expand intense development North and 
Sout h for a total length of perhaps 4,200' and increase the effective height of obstructions a long 
t his Western shore up to 200' above sea level in some portions. This figure is provided for scaling 
reference. 

Only a handful of newly measured impact points specifically tied to t he Project were even made in t he 
P ractical Sailing Area in the Analysis. The Practical Sailing Area is a fraction of the overall CPSRA, t he 
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area most critical and regularly used, and the area closest to the Project and most susceptible to impact. 

No measurement points were made in this Practical Sailing Area closer than at least 1,500' from the Project 
itself. Nonetheless, 58% of the sparse few newly measured Analysis points in this area were projected to be 
at levels that would contribute to a substantial loss of availability of the Resource as shown herein (greater 
than a 5% mean wind speed reduction). Furthermore, the unexamined portion of t he P ractical Sailing Area 
would be even more impacted as it is closer to the Project and its wind impacts. 

The Analysis itself begins with the statement: "there appear to be no specific criteria for minimum wind 
speeds to support 'good' sailing." With this caveat as a basis, how can the public have any confidence 
that this is a faithful examination of the potential impacts? If such a statement were true, then how would 
windsurfers decide where and when to go windsurfing? Do they simply flip a coin? What about professional 
forecasters? Does the same logic hold true for all sailing vessels? What about for any other weather or 
natural resource-dependent activity? 

11 
cont. 

Not only is such a statement misleading, it effectively relieves the analyst from justifying the significance 12 
threshold used in calculating impacts. In fact , no justificat ion is given in t he Analysis for why the selected 
threshold used is appropriate for t his location and how it translates to an actual change in availability of t he 
Resource based on current established conditions for use of the Resource. 

With no understanding of what constitutes specific criteria to support "good" sailing tied specifically to 
this site and its existing conditions and no justification for why the significance threshold is appropriate or 
meaningful for this location, one should reasonably question how t he conclusions of the Analysis could be 
anything other than arbitrary. 

In preparing the Analysis, it seems as though much work went into applying met hods used in other projects I 
having a fraction of the scale and much more detail than t his Project. The Project and its surrounds en­
compasses thousands of acres and none of the building footprints, heights, orientations, finished elevations, 
site plan details, landscaping specifications, or other information is firmly known at this time. 

Though the Analysis attempts to model a "worst case" impact scenario, it never explains the methods or I 
justifications for why its chosen assumptions and shortcuts t ruly fit such an objective. Is it more conservat ive 
to model the whole project as a maximum height wall? What about t he increased turbulence caused by 
surface roughness from gaps between buildings and varying building heights? 

While work was going into building something that could be placed into a wind t unnel, no primary research 
was conducted to answer the basic question: "what constitutes minimum specific criteria for 'good' sailing 
at Candlestick Park State Recreation Area?" 

No surveys of users of the Resource were conducted, no explorat ion of existing data sources meaningful to 
users of the Resource, and no meaningful field tests were conducted or real-world observations made as far as 
we are aware. While field tests are not specifically required by CEQA, there is a requirement t hat the impact 
Analysis bear some realistic and demonstrable direct connection to t he potential change in availability of 
the actual Resource concerned. 

1.4 Goal of Com m ents 

It is hard to read the Analysis and not objectively feel through the stark lack of detail and incompleteness as 
though it was but a token effort t o "check the boxes" and placate the public interests wit h the minimum pos­
sible level of thoroughness. Much of the Analysis consists of cut-and-paste reductions of previous EIR even 
so far as to include substantial data from another EIR that did not even model the Project as far as we know. 

We hope these Comments will assist the City of Brisbane and ot hers in making sure that all practical dili- T 
gence is pursued in evaluating t he potential impacts of the Project in the focus of these Comments as with "1 
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the other potential impacts examined elsewhere in the DEIR. 

Though this Project is arguably one of the largest and most ambitious in Brisbane's recent history, we are 
confident that Brisbane has every desire and all capabilities to meet and exceed the highest standards of 
excellence for considering and protecting public natural resources. 

17 
cont. 

These Comments start from where the Analysis leaves off. T hey highlight critical assumptions and potential 18 
effects on the Analysis. They attempt to establish a conservative, realistic, calibrated, and actionable cri-
teria for "good" sailing at CPSRA. They examine the potential Project impact on the actual usability and 
availability of the Resource in concrete absolute terms that are meaningful to the lay public. 

Based on this work, t hese Comments demonstrate that the potential impact due to this Project on the 
Resource is unsurprisingly quite significant. 
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2 Methodology and Assumption Deficiencies 

The DEIR contains important problems or misunderstandings in analysis methods and assumptions. 

2.1 Comparing the Project to 300 Airport Boulevard 

The Analysis appears to closely follow the methods and significance thresholds from the recently approved 300 
Airport Boulevard project in the City of Burlingame. At the outset, it is important to consider the differences 
between the Project and 300 Airport Boulevard despite the similar analysis methods and conclusions. 

Project is Order of Magnitude Larger 

Compared to 300 Airport Boulevard, the Project includes development over potentially 35-40 times more 
acreage, 10-14 times more buildable square feet , much higher maximum building heights and widths, a wind­
surfing impo.ct o.reo. 4-8 times lo.rger, o.nd a b uilding footprint that is not even known o.t this t ime. Unlike 
300 Airport Boulevard, the Project is so large that it could not even be modeled in the wind tunnel as one 
complete piece. 

To our knowledge, typical use of wind tunnel modeling for considering structure impacts on pedestrians or 
windsurfing activity has been limited to much smaller scale projects on the order of tens of acres or less for 
which specific building footprints and site plan details have been established. 

300 Airport Boulevard and Executive Park are examples of such smaller scale projects. By comparison, this 
Project and its surrounds encompass thousands of acres with few final building and site plan details. 

29 
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Figure 5: Possible Project Building Heights 
The final Project building and site configmation is unknown at this time. One possible configma­
tion from the DEffi is shown here. The building heights, a portion of the Practical Sailing Area, 
the Recology and expansion area, and the Executive Park project [2] were added along with the 
West-Northwest wind lines. To obtain building height above sea level, t he figures shown should 
be increased by 25' to account for the projected finished grade elevation above sea level. The final 
finished grade elevation is actually unknown at this time but could be substantially higher than 
25' according to the DEIR. From t he North edge of the Recology area to the South edge of the 
"Office R & D - l " use shown, there is a virtual wall of projected approximately 4,200' of intense 
multi-story or high clear span construction at a minimum of approximately 500' from the water's 
edge and directly in the path of wind flow from the Alemany Gap to the Resomce. 

No Contingency Factor For Potential Modeling Error 

30 

It seems that using a wind tunnel to analyze a Project of this scale and uncertainty cannot yield the same 
confidence level as for smaller scale projects for which wind tunnel analysis is typically used in environmental 
impact studies. 

Given the large number of simplifying assumptions and shortcuts that were required to obtain results, one 
could not be as confident that the Analysis accurately projects the likely impact. These assumptions and 
shortcuts may have drastically altered the conclusions of the Analysis. 

Despite this concern, precise measm ements were reported in the Analysis with no reported allowance for 
modeling error, no sensitivity analysis to reveal the potential effect of modeling errors, and no field testing 
to demonstrate that the model has any connection to reality whatsoever. 

Creating prototype models to assess risk before construction is a reasonable way to mitigate uncertainty. 
However, if t he prototype itself is too uncertain in its ability to represent the actual Project, the result of 
t he modeling effort will be of little value [8]. In professional engineering, a contingency factor is usually 
considered to deal with unaccounted uncertainty. 
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2.2 Inaccurate Impact Area 

The true impact area at CPSRA, herein referred to as the Practical Sailing Area (Figure 6), is much smaller 
and closer to the Western shore (along Highway 101) than indicated in the sailing area described in t he 
DEIR. The Practical Sailing Area begins immediately off the shore along Highway 101, which places it at a 
minimum distance of 500' downwind of the Project Area1 . 

Figure 6: P ractical Sailing Area 
The true sailing area used by most sailors most of the time. Sailing closer to shore mitigates 
equipment failure hazard, makes returning to shore safer especially when wind speeds drop un­
expectedly, and provide smoother water less affected by wind swell. The Practical Sailing Area 
begins roughly 500' downwind of the P roject. 

The DEIR identifies a subset of area that can be utilized at CP SRA under certain wind conditions for a 
certain class of sailor and windsurfing equipment. This area was based on GPS tracks of sailing at CPSRA 
(see Figure 7). However, this area is not typical given most common wind conditions and the classes of sailors 
and windsurfing equipment most frequently using the site. Most windsurfing activity takes place within a 
much smaller range closer to t he launch site (see Figure 6) . 

The overwhelming majority of sailors typically do not venture beyond a smaller area closer to the shore 
due to hazard of equipment failure, the fact that conditions in these downwind and offshore areas are more 
affected by larger wind swell, and the difficulty of returning to the launch based on t he points of sail possible 
under typical off-shore wind directions. 

On lighter wind days, the stronger winds are closer to t he Western shore. On stronger wind days, t he 
smoother water also tends to be closer to the Western shore. Also for winds that are angled more to the 
North, windsurfing reaches typically terminate very close to the Western shore in order to stay upwind and 
be able to return to the launch. 

1 All linear measurements in these Comments are approximate but as accurate as possible. 
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Figure 7: Practical Sailing Area in Context of t he Analysis Impact Area 
T he DEIR used GPS tracks (shown in blue) to inform an impact study area. Possible impact 
measurement points are shown in yellow. The tracks do not cover the range of wind directions, 
wind strengths, or equipment common at CPSRA. The tracks cover a possible sailing area for 
some conditions and equipment, not the exclusive, most practical, most common, or safest area. 
The DEIR does not assess the entire area covered by these tracks or practically sailable at CPSRA. 
The unexamined portion of the Practical Sailing Area shown in green would be most impacted by 
the Project as it is closest. The DEIR took new measurements at only 13 of these yellow points in 
the Practical Sailing Area on average for each of the primary wind directions (W, WNW, NW). 
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There is no information about what conditions or equipment were used to produce the GPS tracks. The I 
most regular reach angle recorded in those GPS tracks suggests a West wind. West-Northwest and Northwest 
winds would reveal a substantially different pattern. The effective sailing area actually shrinks and moves 
regularly closer to the Western shore for more Northerly prevailing wind conditions. 

There is no justification for why the Analysis should only assess some arbit rary sub-area for impacts. For 
completeness and to be faithful to the public interests, it is just as reasonable to expect that the entire area 
be examined for impacts, especially considering that the areas that were not examined are closest to t he 
Project and t herefore most likely to be negatively impacted. 

The Analysis considered some areas that were not covered by GP S tracks, while it ignored other regions that 
were covered. At best t he Analysis starts out wit h an incomplete and apparently arbitrary area over which 
to consider impacts. 

By comparison, the EIR for the adjacent Executive Park project (approximately 10% the size of the Project) 
began its wind impact study from the boundaries of that project to an area 1,000' East of the CPSRA launch 
site, encompassing the entire downwind wake that could potentially impact the CPSRA [2]. The Analysis for 
this P roject does not even attempt to measure any points within 1,000' of the Western shore of the Practical 
Sailing Area, which would be t he area closest to the P roject and the most impacted by the Project. 

Sailing predominantly within the Practical Sailing Area is not limited to certain types of 
windsurfing activities or certain skill levels. The Analysis examined a small portion of the 
total CPSRA sailable area and did not examine those areas most likely to b e impacted 
by the Project. Impact in this Practical Sailing Area is much more critical. 

Figure 8: Sailing Upwind at Candlestick 
T he windsurfer shown above is sailing upwind at CPSRA within the Practical Sailing Area. 
During stronger wind days such as shown here, smoother water is located upwind. Despite GP S 
tracks considered in t he Analysis that shows sailing in this region , the upwind area closest to the 
Project and most potentially impacted was largely ignored in the Analysis. 
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2.3 Sparse and Incomplete Measurement of Potential Project Impacts 

Reported measurement of projected impact due specifically to the P roject on the Practical Sailing Area was 25 
sparse and incomplete. Collect ively across the primary wind directions (W, WNW, and NW), less than 25% 
of the Practical Sailing Area was reported covered by new impact measurement data collected specifically 
for the P roject. 

Use of Old Data in Place of New Measurements 

To augment the sparse coverage, data from an older EIR [2] that does not model the P roject was included. 
This use of "filler data" was done with the unsubstantiat ed presumption that it is simply impossible that 
certain portions of t he impact area could be affected by t he P roject under certain conditions. 

This presumption ignores contradictory on-the-ground observations and does not consider the actual Prac­
tical Sailing Area being potentially impacted. 

Therefore, the conclusions of the Analysis are based to a large extent on measurement data from an EIR that 
does not model the Project and on large sections of the impact area having no measurement data whatsoever. 

Over the 220 acres or more of water area contained in t he Practical Sailing Area, zero new impact analysis 
points were reported for Northwest wind (Figure 9), 12 new impact analysis points were reported for West­
Northwest wind (Figure 10), and 28 new impact analysis points were reported for West wind (F igure 11). 

Collectively, the new impact analysis data points that were reported cover less than 1/ 4 of the total P ractical 
Sailing Area for these three primary wind directions. 

New Measurements Show Substantial I mpact 

Notwithstanding the sparse analysis of the Practical Sailing Area, among the reported newly collected mea­
surement data points, negat ive impacts between 5% and 11% in mean wind speed reduction were shown 58% 
of the time. 

26 

For the desirable West-Northwest primary wind direction, 10 out of 12 of the reported newly collected mea- 27 
surement data points predicted a potential 5% or greater mean wind speed reduction, even though only 
roughly 1/ 6 of t he P ractical Sailing Area was covered by reported measurement data points newly collected 
specifically for this P roject for this primary wind direction. 

The Analysis shows increased negative impact closer to Highway 101, yet t here are no impact measurement 
points reported within the Practical Sailing Area within 1,000' of t he shore or less meaning some of the most 
likely impacted areas were not included in the Analysis. 
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Figure 9: Reported Impact Analysis Points Northwest Wind 
Mean wind speed reduction impact reported data points in the Practical Sailing Area from the 
DEIR for primary wind from the Northwest. No data points were reported for Northwest wind 
in the Pract ical Sailing Area. Data points shown are for the 2012 Analysis not including the 
data from the 2009 Executive Park EIR [2] that does not model the Project as far as we can 
discern. Percentages refer to change in R-value for t he Developer Sponsored Project versus existing 
conditions. 
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Figure 10: Reported Impact Analysis Points West-Northwest Wind 
Mean wind speed reduction impact reported data points in the Practical Sailing Area from the 
DEIR for primary wind from the West-Northwest. 12 data points were reported for West­
Northwest wind in the Practical Sailing Area. Data points shown are for the 2012 Analysis 
not including t he data from the 2009 Executive Park EIR [2] that does not model the Project as 
far as we can discern. Percentages refer to change in R-value for t he Developer Sponsored Project 
versus existing conditions. 
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Figure 11: Reported Impact Analysis Points West Wind 
Mean wind speed reduction impact reported data points in the Practical Sailing Area from the 
DEIR for primary wind from the West. 28 data points were reported for West wind in the Practical 
Sailing Area. Data points shown are for the 2012 Analysis not including the data from the 2009 
Executive Park EIR [2] that does not model the Project. Percentages refer to change in R-value 
for t he Developer Sponsored Project versus existing conditions. 

2.4 Vague an d Arbitrary Modeling Assum ptions 

37 

It is unclear what aspects of the P roject were modeled in the Analysis. Little detail was provided as to what 
was included in the model. 

In an apparent attempt to deal with the limitations of the wind tunnel, it appears that important portions of 
the upwind or adjacent topography were not accounted for at all. The Analysis does not model the complex 
interrelationship of features of the entire system and surroundings even though it states that the cumulative 
impact on the Resource could be higher. It could not accomplish this because the wind tunnel physically 
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did not allow the Project to be modeled as a complete system but rather required the model to be analyzed 
in separate pieces. 

Due to t he chaotic nature of wind and scope of the Project , it is practically impossible to accurately represent 
the multitude of factors that include channeling wind at different primary directions within the area mod­
eled due to complex topography, micro-systems of persistent vortices, eddies, and wind shadows, variance 
according to temperature and source of the wind (high pressure gradient or thermal gradient), the impact of 
substantial wind swell on turbulence [15], the impact of local thermal variation caused by development (e.g. 
"heat bubbles" due to large areas of paved surface), thermal induced convection cells resulting in upwelling 
and turbulent eddies, the different characteristics of the upwind topography and the CPSRA during higher 
and lower wind conditions, and others. 

In discussions with ESA, it was revealed that what was modeled was supposed to be the ''worst case" in 
terms of impact to the CPSRA. It is hard to know a priori what constitutes worst case, especially when t he 
criteria for acceptable use of the Resource is not even defined. There are at least two variables of interest 
including reduction in mean wind speed and increase in wind turbulence intensity. The relationship between 
these two variables is complex. 

One can imagine approximating the Project with a single large wall the height of which represents t he 
maximum possible building height for the entire Project. Presumably this would result in maximum wind 
speed reduction impact. Alternatively, one can imagine modeling the Project with a series of buildings of 
varying heights and gaps to try to achieve the maximum surface roughness. P resumably this would result in 
the maximum wind turbulence intensity increase impact but not necessarily the largest possible wind speed 
reduction. In absence of t he actual site plan and building details, it is unclear how one can evaluate t he 
''worst case" impacts with only a single model that would simultaneously maximize both of these impact 
variables. 

Modeling an Undefined Project with Certainty 

As Project site plan and programming details are not yet defined, it is unknown how the Project could 
be faithfully modeled without a thorough examination of alternatives, which was not reported. The DEIR 
presents impact results as if they are the only possible outcome. 

In reality, the results are highly dependent on t he finished base elevation, actual placement and configuration 
of buildings, heights, orientations, clusterings, density, massings, regularity, streamlining, on-site and off-site 
topography, open space, landscaping, impervious surface, surrounding development such as inclusion of t he 
Executive Park buildout and proposed Recology expansion, and other factors that are not known at t his 
time. 
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Figure 12: Some of the Existing Upwind Structures and Roughness 
The existing upwind conditions include a variety of industrial, commercial, and residential uses 
in addit ion to t he complex topography including the Alemany Gap and San Bruno Mountain. 
The current Brisbane Baylands site has been evolving dramatically since 2010 as soil recycling 
and processing have created mounds of dirt 60' or more from adjacent grades. Modeling this 
complex topography and surface roughness with the variety of wind sources, condit ions, thermal 
influences, roughness condit ions, friction coefficients, seasonal factors, and other components is 
very complex, especially as the existing conditions continue to change. 

Impact Area Not Fully Analyzed 

39 

The Analysis does not even attempt to analyze t he impact of the P roject on certain areas of the CPSRA 
under certain primary wind directions. The claim in the DEIR that it is impossible under certain wind 
directions for the P roject to have meaningful influence on certain portions of the CPSRA is unsubstantiated 
and is inconsistent wit h real observable conditions. 

This claim was not verified through field testing, and to our knowledge, none of t he results in the model were 
verified Ly fiekl t,ei.;t,iug. H ii; crit,ical Umt, mutlel:s uf t,hi:s :surt, 1:1.re <.:aliurni,etl 1:1.11tl ueud1marketl t,u real- wurltl 

observations to insure t hey are realistic [7] . 

The Project and its surrounds is a huge area where wind comes in through the Alemany Gap as well as 
over and behind the San Bruno Mountain and through the gaps and passes just to the North. Accurately 
modeling t he variety of wind sources through these gaps, the upwind topography, and considering the entire 
extent of impact on the CPSRA are reasonable requirements that were not fulfilled in the Analysis. 
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Figure 13: Alemany Gap Wind Funnel 
The wind that flows from the Pacific Ocean, over and around Lake Merced, and through the 30 
Alemany Gap is the primary wind source for the CPSRA. The Alemany Gap is bounded on the cont. 
south by the San Bruno Mountain. It is the largest pass through the City of San Francisco. Wind 
reaches CP SRA from around various passes, hills, valleys, and knobs. Wind at different points in 
the CPSRA may have arrived through one of many different paths. It is hard to determine which 
of the several different pat hs will produce the dominant wind at any specific point in the sailing 
area. Many factors such as coastal and inland temperatures, wind direction on the coast, pressure 
gradient, cut-off micro weather systems, and others contribute to t he conditions on the water. 

It seems likely that these assumptions would cause t he Analysis to understate the true extent to which pro­
jected impacts under certain wind conditions will be manifest throughout the CPSRA and Practical Sailing 
Area. Again these assumptions seem as though they had more to do with convenience for modeling t he 
Project and the limitation of the size of the wind tunnel facility that meant the portions of t he Project had 
to be modeled and tested in separate strips. 

Over such a large area and with such varied topography including high large knobs, valleys, and mountains 
in the vicinity, the primary wind direction often changes depending on t he location within the CPSRA and 
Practical Sailing Area. It is well known by sailors at CPSRA that the wind seems to "fan out" of t he 
Alemany Gap creating more westerly flows along the launch shore and more northerly flows towards the 
shore adjacent to Highway 101. Different maximum upwind points of sail possible t hroughout t he CPSRA 
demonstrate that it is physically impossible that only a single wind direction prevails for the entire sailing 
area at any given time. 

On some days, the primary wind source is limited to the Alemany Gap. On other days, wind flows over or 
behind the San Bruno Mountain or more significantly t hrough other passes in addition to the Alemany Gap. 

5-411 



CPA2 
METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTION DEFICIENCIES 

Figure 14: Fog Showing Alemany Gap Wind Pat terns 
Fog flowing through the Alemany Gap and Visitacion Valley illustrates how the wind that builds 
along the coast is channeled to CP SRA. 

Visible E v idence of Likely Ex t ent of Impacts 

41 
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Anyone can visit the launch site at CPSRA and view the effects of wind shadows created by upwind struc- 31 
tu.res such as the existing Recology facility or existing upwind topography. Such upwind st ructures and 
topographical influence within the Project area could begin as close as 500' West of the Practical Sailing 
Area. 
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Figure 15: Upwind Wind Shadows 
Large upwind structures such as the Recology t rash processing facility create wind shadows that 
block the wind, creating persistent far-reaching wind shadows or large turbulent wakes. The scale, 
proximity, and configuration of these upwind structures bear striking similarit ies to those upwind 
of Oyster Point Marina and Foster City Lagoon. Office buildings for the likes of Genentech and 
Visa created wind shadows that forced those sailing sites to be abandoned. 

42 

Perturbations in the water are visible from shore or higher vantage points to the West as persistent differ­
ences in sun glitter [14] and coloration due to water surface roughness caused by wind flow. 

This visible evidences demonstrates both the near and far-reaching influence of upwind structures that is 
substantially more pervasive and extensive than what is predicted by the Analysis even for existing conditions. 
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Figure 16: Visible Late Morning Wind Pattern 
As wind rises, glassy light-colored water surface turns darker and rougher. Visual inspection of 
water surface during these transition times reveals how upwind topography affects wind distribu­
tion, strength and turbulence. 

43 

Visual observation of sailing patterns from shore further confirm t he influence of existing upwind features. 
Dramatic decreases in windsurfing sailing speeds at persistent points in the CPSRA sailing area reveal the 
effects of the wind shadows and turbulence-inducing upwind features. These wind "holes" are consistent in 
location. If such disruptions become too common or too large, sailing becomes impossible. 
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Figure 17: Water Color Patterns Caused By Surface Roughness 
Water color reveals surface roughness created by wind flow. Existing upwind topography creates 
regular substantial longitudinal disruptions that persist throughout the Practical Sailing Area. 
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Figure 18: Water Color Patterns Caused By Surface Roughness 
At a higher vantage point, the variability of existing wind patterns is revealed. Offshore wind near 
shore is notoriously turbulent and prone to wind shadows and effects of buildings, topography, 
and vegetation. 
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Figure 19: Detail on Existing Upwind Dirt Mounds 
Soil processing operations including mounding have already contributed to high t urbulence in the 
Critical Sailing Area that often creates dangerous or impractical sailing conditions. 

Additional Limitations of the Analysis Method 

46 

Even during a single day many different environmental patterns may occur. The overlap or transit ion of 
these environmental patterns is extremely complex. It is also well known that non-stationary wind conditions 
and seasonal variation introduce complexities that are difficult to model but can be substantial. 

31 
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furthermore, it is well known that converting shorter periods of estimates for mean wind speeds to longer 
periods is not straightforward. The mean wind estimates should be measured for as long as is practical to 
insure that sampled values span the range of extreme values and converge to an accurate estimate of t he 
true mean. The Analysis was conducted over extremely short periods measured in just a few seconds but 
extrapolated to consider any other arbitrary substantially longer time frame. 32 

Other issues with the Analysis include using a wind t unnel wind source that does not encompass the wind 
n1.uge fur Lhe exLreme value:; regulfilly exµeriem:e<l aL CPSRA. Mea:sw·emeuL:; iu Lhi:; wiu<l Luuuel al:su were 
done using hot-wire anemometer sensors t hat are known to have significant biases or limitations under certain 
conditions. The DEIR acknowledges t hat the accuracy of these instruments is within 5%. Such a margin is 
shown herein to have large potential impact on the Resource. 

The objective of the DEIR Analysis is not to base a significance claim or lack thereof on 
presumption or convenient shortcuts. Faithfully and professionally r epresenting the public 
interest requires engaging in thorough, accura t e , unbiased , and r epresentative testing t hat 
corresponds to real-world condit ions and b est engineering practices . 
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3 Improper D et ermina tion of P otential Impact Significance I 
CEQA guidelines were improperly applied in determining potential significant impacts. An alternate analysis 
is presented herein. 

3.1 Arbitrary a nd Ina ppropriate Threshold of Significan ce 

In preceding sections of these Comments, substantial differences were described between this Project in 
the City of Brisbane and 300 Airport Boulevard in t he City of Burlingame. Despite these differences, t he 
threshold for impact significance used in the Project DEIR was substantially or entirely appropriated from 
the 300 Airport Boulevard DEffi from the City of Burlingame. 

This threshold has not been adopted by the City of Brisbane under an official CEQA significance threshold 
adoption process, has not gone through public review in the City of Brisbane, and does not accurately mea­
sure the impact on usability of the Resource as shown below. 

The DEIR further states that no universal criteria for acceptable windsurfing activity exists, admitting that 
"wind standards" of the sort specified by the City of Burlingame are not necessarily t ransferable. 

CEQA requires that t he cross-application of such a standard from a source jurisdiction be appropriate for 
the target jurisdiction . No justification was given for the suitability of such a wind standard for this Project, 
for the City of Brisbane, and for the Resource. 

R elative W ind Speed R ed uctio n is Insu fficient Measure 

Regarding the significance threshold used by t he City of Burlingame, there are two main problems with 
using relative mean wind speed reduction as a proxy for studying impacts to t he Resource: 

1. Mean wind speed is just one of many factors in determining availability of t he Resource 

2. Impacts on availability of the Resource due to changes in mean wind speed are assuredly non-linear2 

[16]. 

Accepting the logic used in t he City of Burlingame threshold would be analogous to implying that a 103 
increase in temperature would necessarily cause 103 less snowfall. 

Instead of relative change, one must consider absolute pre-impact and post-impact levels of many factors 
that determine the viability and availability of the Resource. 

B asic R equirem ents of W indsu rfin g 

Windsurfing requires certain minimum lull, mean, and gusts speeds [16] just like aircraft require certain min­
imum takeoff, stall, and landing speeds [33]. Windsurfing does not operate under the same physics principles 
as other sailing vessels because of the unique planing hull design and t he change in drag that occurs above 
certain critical speeds (cf. Figure 20) . 

Windsurfing requires minimum gusts to provide enough impulse to achieve a state of hydro-planing (plan­
ing) and perform maneuvers such as turning around; it requires minimum mean speeds to continue in this 
planing state; and it requires minimum lull wind speeds t hat are not too frequent such t hat the windsurfer's 
momentum would be insufficient to continue planing t hrough the lull. 

The behavior of a sailboard below these minimum speeds is dramatically different. The behavior does not 
change smoothly and proportionally with board speed but changes abruptly at a critical minimum much 
like at a critical minimum "takeoff speed" an aircraft becomes airborne or below a crit ical "stall speed" an 

2 Non-linear means that a change in an input factor may not necessarily produce a proportional change in an output quantity. 
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aircraft cannot stop descending [33]. 

This planing operating mode of sailboards is very similar to the hydrofoiling state (foilborne sailing) of t he 
America's Cup AC72 catamarans. Minimum speed is required to create hydrofoil lift to offset the weight 
of the vessel and cargo. Once critical lift has been achieved, the performance and operation of the AC72 is 
very different from the non-foiling state. 

Below planing speeds, the sailboard moves through the water rather than on top of the water and flotation, 
maneuverability, balance, and the ability to return to the launch or offset tidal currents is severely impacted. 
If the wind drops below a critical point for too long or too often, it is considered unsailable as too much 
of the t ime will be in this sub-planing state. Many sites that have strong wind but possess many regular 
adversely located wind shadows3 are effectively unsailable. 

Drag/Lift Ratio / 
Catamaran~ / 

/ Windsurfer total 

.A--,/'~~ 
__.._.._ ~s t -..__ pray, waves, e c. 

~-:1:~ng Surface 

Minimum planing speed 

Speed 

Figure 20: Windsurfer Drag/ Lift vs. Speed 
Adapted from An Introduction to the Physics of Windsurfing lectures by Jim Drake (co-inventor 
of windsurfing) [16]. Below t he minimum planing speed, increased speed increases drag of the 
windsurfer faster than lift. Above the minimum planing speed, t he planing surface (windsurfer 
hull) begins to experience reduced drag compared to lift as speeds increase. Drag/ lift response 
to speed for a windsurfer is highly non-linear unlike other sailing vessels such as the catamaran 
profile shown above as well. Relative change in wind speed is not sufficient to determine the 
ability to continue to achieve a planing state. Furthermore, due to lulls or decreases in mean wind 
speeds caused by wind shadows or highly turbulent sections, when board speed falls below the 
minimum planing speed, the sudden reduction in lift can cause an sudden increase in drag and 
the loss in speed, maneuverability, and flotation will be compounded. More energy is required to 
achieve the planing state than to keep the planing state. 

3 Wind shadows are extraordinary upwind obstructions that create permanent decreases in wind speed in their wake. 
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If the regular range of lull-to-gust wind speeds is too severe, as can be caused by high turbulence (cf. [30], 
[19], [34], [26], [9] , [13]), no windsurfing equipment can safely be used to accommodate the range of forces 
experienced. 

Another important consideration is that negative impacts should not only be not too severe, but should also 
not be too frequent or distributed in such a way as to prevent sufficient uninterrupted use of t he Resource. It 
is not simply a matter of thresholding based on a percentage of sailing area impacted (e.g. a "large portion"), 
it is critical to consider the actual locations and distribution of t hese areas. 

Gusts and lulls in these Comments refer to the very specific measured quantities known as the maximum and 
minimum short-term wind speeds within a longer observation. These extreme values are well understood 
and well studied in wind energy and structural engineering sciences. Gusts and lulls are known to be directly 
related to turbulence, which is influenced by factors such as surface roughness and upwind obstacles. For 
more information, see Appendix H. 

Figure 21: Plauing Windsurfing 
Windsurfing operating in planing conditions. Most of the board is lifted above the water. Drag is 
substantially reduced. Mobility, flotation, and maneuverability is greatly impaired below plauing 
speeds. The ability for a windsurfer to offset tidal effects, avoid obstacles, and navigate back to 
shore is drastically reduced below planing speeds. 

N eed for Calibrat ed Absolute M easurem e nts 

The Analysis made no effort to establish critical absolute measurements or thresholds for the Resource but 
only considered relative changes to a baseline that has not been calibrated to actual sailing conditions. Not 
calibrated means that the absolute values of a baseline give no information since it is unknown how such 
values correspond to actual sailing conditions. An uncalibrated value is simply a number. 

Each anemometer needs to be calibrated to its sailing location because the exact placement of the anemome­
ter and its operating characteristics make for an unique ability to represent a complex wind system. 
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For example, there are at least four anemometers that are regularly used to gauge conditions at Crissy Field.1 
The importance and acceptable absolute wind level thresholds of each of these sensors need to be calibrated 
to prevailing wind direction, season, experience from the past, and other environmental conditions in order 
to be effective. Using just one of t hese sensors or using thresholds for one sensor applied to another would 
give very misleading indications of the true sailing conditions. 

B eyond M ean Wind Speed 

The Analysis also did not consider the impact on gust and lull wind speeds that is caused by increased t urbu­
lence (cf. [30], [19], [34], [26], [18], [9], [13]). These short-term minimum and maximum wind speeds are well 
studied in the context of wind energy and building loading. The relationship between turbulence-increasing 
upwind development and gust factors is well known. 

To again use the illustrative example of the America's Cup boats, it is crucial for t heir crew to consider a 
variety of environmental factors , the absolute not relative levels of each factor , and how these levels compare 

36 
cont. 

to known safe operating ranges. Relative mean wind speed (such as "103 windier than yesterday") must be 37 
translated to some absolute value (such as "18 knots") in order to be of any use. 

In addition to absolute mean wind speed, operating the AC72 safely also hinges on knowing the range of 
maximum short-term wind speeds known as gusts to avoid precisely t he conditions that led to the tragic 
death of a crewmember this summer [4]. These gust values must also be considered in absolute terms. 

The DEIR should not dismiss any level of projected impacts to relative m ean wind sp eed 
as insignificant . Thresholding the projected change in r e lative m ean wind sp eed in iso­
lation cannot y ield a valid t est of significance. Ther e is no way to project the cha n ge 
in availability of the Resource wit hout considering absolute pre-impact and pos t-impact 
calibrated wind flow characteristics in the context of r easona ble R eq uired Conditions for 
pre-impact use of the Resource . 

3 .2 I mpacts Proje cted Using an Appropria t e M easure 

The chaotic nature of wind systems and the relationship of wind speed to sail force ([20], [17]) mean that 
even a seemingly small impact in one environmental factor can have a devastating impact on a sailing area. 

U nder standing Wind Speed Impact on Sail Force 

Dismissing a 53 or 103 difference in an environmental factor as arbitrarily "small" is dangerous. This 
would be akin to describing the difference between 33 and 31 degrees Fahrenheit as insignificant although 
the difference is less than 103 . Obviously water may freeze at one temperature and may not freeze at t he 
other even though the magnit ude of t he difference is similarly "small" by some measures. To continue with 
that analogy, one would also be unable to assess the significance of t he two temperatures relative to impact 38 
on freezing without considering the atmospheric pressure, presence of solutes in the water, etc. 

In the case of windsurfing, the difference in wind force acting on a sail changes quadratically with wind 
speed. A 10% change in wind speed will produce a change in sail force larger than 10% ([20), [17]) . For 

example, a decrease from 10 mph to 9 mph results in a 193 decrease in sail force4
• A decrease from 16 mph 

to 15 mph, while only a 63 decrease in wind speed, results in a 123 decrease in sail force5 . 

In addition, the range between lulls and gusts generally increases given higher mean wind speeds and t he 
same wind turbulence intensity. For example, a gust factor of 1.4x would predict gusts of 28 mph for a 20 
mph mean wind speed (cf. [30], [19], [34], [26], [18], [9], [13]). After a 103 relative decrease in mean wind 
speed , the same gust factor would only predict gusts of 25 mph6 . The decrease from a 28 mph gust to a 25 

41 - 92 ; 102 
51 - 152 / 162 
6 l.4x gust factor applied to a mean wind speed of 18 mph 
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mph gust results in a 20% reduction in sail force7 . 

The reality is even more complex. Typically, a decrease in mean wind speed due to upwind obstruction is 
met with an increase in wind turbulence intensity (this is confirmed by the Analysis). 

To capture the full extent of the potential change in the above example including wind turbulence intensity, 
consider in addition to a 10% relative mean wind speed decrease, a 10% relative wind turbulence intensity 
increase is also experienced8 . This can be accounted for by changing the gust factor from l.4x to l.44x9 . 

In the above example, the pre-impact lull, mean and gust wind speeds would be in the range of 12, 20, and 
28 mph respectively10 . The post-impact lull, mean, and gust would be in the range of 10, 18, and 26 mph 
respectively. 

So while this change would only suggest a 14% decrease in sail force from gusts, it would suggest a 31 % de­
crease in sail force from lulls. Furthermore, the change would suggest going from pre-impact gusts providing 
540% the force of lulls11 to post-impact gusts providing 680% the force of lulls12

. 

TI,,= 0.10 
Tlu = 0.16* 
TI,,= 0.20 

Lull 
16 
14 
13 

1 Minute 
Observation 

Sail 
Force 

Gust Range 
20 l.6x 
22 2.5x 
23 3.lx 

Lull 
15 
12 
11 

5 Minute 
Observation 

Sail 
Force 

Gust Range 
21 2.0x 
24 4.0x 
25 5.2x 

Lull 
14 
11 
10 

12 Minute 
Observation 

Sail 
Force 

Gust Range 
22 2.5x 
25 5.2x 
26 6.8x 

Table 1: Wind Range and Sail Force Sensitivity Summary 

Summary of sensitivity analysis tables showing predicted impact on wind range and sail force range 
when going from lull wind speed to gust wind speed due to change in turbulence. For example, 
over a 5 minute period, the difference between experiencing a turbulence intensity of 0.10 vs. 0.20 
is the difference between dealing with gust sail force 2x that of lull sail force and dealing with 
gust sail force over 5x that of lull sail force. Existing conditions from sensor observations shown 
as "Tl u = 0.16*." The mean wind speed used above is 18. Turbulence intensities are converted 
to gust factor using the methods described in Appendix H of t hese Comments. Numbers above 
reflect effects of rounding. 

The conclusion shown by t his example is that from a decrease in mean wind speed and an increase in wind 
turbulence intensity, all critical wind speeds would provide disproportionately less sail force while the sailor 
would simultaneously have to deal with a much wider range of forces on the sail 13 . 

Lulls and gusts were not considered in the DEIR, although wind turbulence intensity was considered. Wind 
turbulence intensity can predict lull and gust values. No such analysis was done in the DEIR. 

71 - 252 / 282 

8For the purposes of these Comments, an increase in wind turbulence intensity from 0.10 to 0.11 is referred to as a 10% 
increase in wind t u rbulence intensity, for example. 

9QF' = 1.4 + (1.4 - 1) x 10% 
10Lulls and gusts relative to a sufficiently strong mean wind speed are treated as symmetric about the mean, which is 

empirically supported. 
U2g2 ; 122 
12252 ;102 
13Windsurfing equipment has a fixed and limited range of wind speeds in which it can be safely and effectively operated. 
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For more information about lulls, gusts, and gust factors , see Appendix H and the References section of 
these Comments. 

A 5% or 10% differ ence in m ean wind speed around the crit ical sailability t hresho lds 
necessary for a w indsurfing s ite is assuredly important . Such a differ ence can make or 
break a decision to commit t o a 1.5 hour round-trip d r ive through t raffic . It can mean a 
successful Sailable Day or a complete waste of time, money, and ener gy. 

Site-Specific Criteria for Sailability 

The argument that there are no universal criteria in terms of wind speeds for acceptable windsurfing con­
ditions at all locations is misleading. While it is true t hat there are no single criteria for all sites, t here are 
absolutely specific criteria for specific locations tied to specific sensors. This is demonstrated by professional 
forecasting services that predict future sensor values and apply well-known thresholds for predicting future 
sailable conditions at specific sites. 

Each windsurfing location has different requirements for sailability. These requirements include the mean 
wind speed, range of extreme wind speeds (lulls and gusts), variability in the wind, duration and frequency 

38 
cont. 

of the lulls and gusts, temperature, altitude, humidity, length of unobstructed sections of wind exposure, 39 
length of reaches, topographical constraints and obstructions, amount and direction of swell or chop in the 
water, tidal currents, and other factors. The precise relationships between t hese factors and the operation 
of a sailing vessel are well-studied in aerodynamic, hydrodynamic, and marine engineering (cf. [20], ll 7], [16]) . 

While the DEIR does not consider such standards, it is clear that such standards can be defined. For 
example, in the related field of AC72 racing, the 34th America's Cup Regatta provided clear minimum and 
maximum wind ranges that were specific to time of year , tidal condition, and sea state [29] . These standards 
were relative to local sensors that had been calibrated and thresholded based on the experience of sailors 
operating at the racing site. 

Appropriat e ly M easuring Absolute Impact on Resource Availa bility 

To meaningfully relate relative wind flow changes to absolute post-impact change in the availability of t he 
Resource, several steps are required: 

1. Identify a data source that measures absolute levels of wind flow that is calibrated and correlated with 
on-the-ground conditions at the Resource 

2. Establish thresholds of these absolute wind flow levels to determine Required Conditions for use of t he 
Resource prior to impact 

3. Select either a historic set of t he data or a projection of future data with which to assess impacts 

4. Determine the pre-impact availability of t he Resource by applying the Required Conditions to the 
selected data 

5. Determine the post-impact availability of t he Resource by applying the relative wind flow changes to 
the selected data and reapplying the Required Conditions to the modified data 

6. Compare the change in pre-impact and post-impact availability of the Resource 

The DEIR includes none of these steps in the Analysis. However, these steps were performed in a "Sailable 
Day Impact Analysis" and reported in these Comments. Each step in this Sailable Day Impact Analysis is 
described below: 
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I den tify a data source that measures absolute levels of wind flow that is calibrat ed and corre­
lated with on-the-gTYJund conditions at the Resource 

In the case of the CP SRA, the single most representative measure for the condition of t he Resource is an 
anemometer maintained by Weatherfiow, Inc [35] for the CPSRA. Historic data from this CP SRA Sensor 
served as the data source required for the Sailable Day Impact Analysis. 

CPSRA Sensor data points include lull wind speed, mean wind speed, gust wind speed, observation time, 
and wind direction. The CPSRA Sensor is calibrated to the Resource such that users of this Resource 
have intimate knowledge of how the absolute levels of various readings of this sensor correspond to specific 
on-the-ground sailing condit ions. 

The CP SRA Sensor is operated by the same company and provides the same level of information as t he 
sensors used in t he recent 34th America's Cup Regatta [28]. 

Establish thresholds of these absolute wind flow levels to determine R equired Condi tions for 
use of the Resource prior to impact 

A set of absolute minimum Required Conditions for wind flow for a Sailable Day at the Resource relative 
to this CPSRA Sensor was obtained through a survey of local experts who collectively use the Resource 
thousands of times per year. These Required Conditions are conservative and reasonable. 

Two sets of Required Conditions were considered in the Sailable Day Impact Analysis. One set of Required 
Conditions included only minimum mean wind speed. The second set included minimum mean wind speed, 
minimum lull wind speed, and minimum gust wind speed. 

These Required Conditions are similar to those used by the 34th America's Cup Regatta in determining 
minimum acceptable as well as maximum safe racing condit ions [29], [28]. 

A Sailable Day is one on which there exists a two-hour window somewhere between the hours 
of 12pm and 7pm local time containing CPSRA Sensor observations such that 75% of the 
observations during that two-hour window are Sailable Observations. 

A Bailable Observation is a CPSRA Sensor observation with a minimum lull wind speed of 10 
mph, a minimum mean wind speed of 16 mph, and a minimum gust wind speed of 20 mph and a 
wind direction either West, West-Northwest, or Northwest. 

Figure 22: Definition of Required Conditions for a Sailable Day 
This definition is based on actual historic data, analysis, surveys of the general public who use 
this resource, and information by expert weather forecasters. It is specific to CPSRA and tied 
directly to the CPSRA Sensor and its operating parameters. The definition is not t ransferable to 
any other sensor or any other sailing site. 

Select either a histo ric set of the data. or o. p roj ection of future data. w ith. which. t.o o.ssess 
impacts 

Three years of historic anemometer CPSRA Sensor data was utilized (years 2011, 2012, and 2012 and mont hs 
from April t hrough September) [35] . 

D etermine the pre-impact availabi lity of the R esource by applying the R equired Conditions to 
the s elected data 

Table 2 shows the number of Sailable Days per month and year by applying t he Required Conditions to t he 
three-year historic data set. 
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D etermine t he post-im pact availabilit y of th e Resource by applying the relative wind flow 
ch anges to the select ed dat a and reapplying th e Required Conditions to the modified dat a 

Average impacts of 5% and 10% decrease in mean wind speeds and 5% and 10% increase in wind turbulence 
intensities14 were considered as scaling factors to the historic data set. These scaling factors were applied to 
wind flow data points in the three-year historic data set. The Required Condit ions were then reapplied. A 
sensit ivity analysis approach was taken to isolate the impact of different degrees of potential wind changes 
and different degrees of Required Conditions strictness. 

Regarding t he selection of 5% and 10% scaling factors, 58% of data points reported in the Analysis for 
impacts to the Practical Sailing Area t hat were newly measured to account specifically for the Project show 
a 5% or greater mean wind speed reduction. Furthermore, t he Analysis only measures new impact data 
points covering less than 25% of the Practical Sailing Area. The uncovered portions of t he Practical Sailing 
Area with no new measurement data points are generally to the West and closer to the P roject . According 
t.u t.he Amily::;i::;, imp<U.:t.:> will be m ure ::;evere du::;er t.u t.he P rujed. 

This method of scaling historic data and re-applying the Required Conditions to assess impacts to a quantity 
such as Sailable Days is sanctioned by the reporting of relative wind flow changes in the DEIR. The DEffi 
states that the projected relative impacts can be applied to any baseline conditions to obtain projected 
absolute impacts. 

Compare the chan ge in pre-impact and post-impact availabili ty of t he Resource 

Table 3 shows t he changes that would have occurred over the past three years under a variety of possible 
applications of t he projected impacts. This met hod of considering a range of possible impacts is called a 
sensitivity analysis and is meant to show a range of "best-case" to "worst-case" outcomes. A sensitivity 
analysis is more appropriate given the uncertainty involved here t han projecting a single definitive outcome 
with no cont ingency factor as was done in the DEIR. 

By considering t he most conservative impact scenario of a 5% reduction applied to mean wind speed only, 
it was found that the number of average annual Sailable Days was reduced by 9%. 

By considering a 10% reduction applied to mean wind speed only, a 20% reduction in Sailable Days was found. 

By considering the same 5% and 10% wind speed reductions applied to lulls and gusts in addition to mean 
wind speeds (as is empirically supported by the models detailed in the Appendices to these Comments and 
by models used to study extreme values as found in [30], [19], [34], [26], [18], [9], and [13]), a reduction in 
Sailable Days of 22% to 44% respectively was found. 

By keeping all data points unchanged except adjusting the lull values so that the lull-mean range was 
expanded by 5% or 10%, a reduction in Sailable Days of 15% to 16% respectively was found. This method of 
considering the increase in wind turbulence intensity by a direct proportional scaling of the lull-mean range 
is supported by models as found in [30], [19], [34], [26], [18], [9], and [13]. 

14For the purposes of t hese Comments, an increase in wind turbulence intensity from 0 .10 to 0 .11 is referred to as a 10% 
increase in wind t u rbu lence intensity, for example. 
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2011 
April 2012 

2013 
2011 

May 2012 
2013 
2011 

June 2012 
2013 
2011 

July 2012 
2013 
2011 

August 2012 
2013 
2011 

September 2012 
2013 

2011 
2012 
2013 

All Years 

Days 
Sailable Mean Lull Gust 

12 20 12 28 
14 18 11 25 
20 18 12 24 
15 20 12 28 
19 19 12 25 
22 19 12 26 
9 19 12 26 
19 19 12 26 
17 19 12 25 
13 18 11 23 
10 17 11 22 
12 17 11 23 
3 17 12 21 
13 17 11 23 
13 18 12 26 
15 17 11 22 
11 17 11 21 
18 18 12 26 

67 19 12 25 
86 18 12 24 
102 18 12 25 

255 18 I 12 I 25 

Lull­
Gust 

Range 
16 
14 
13 
16 
13 
14 
13 
14 
13 
12 
11 
12 
9 

11 
14 
10 
10 
14 

13 
12 
13 

13 

Lull­
Mean 
Range 

8 
7 
7 
8 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 
6 
5 
6 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

7 
6 
6 

7 

Table 2: Sailable Days Existing Conditions (Base Case) 

Mean­
Gust 

Range 
8 
7 
6 
8 
6 
7 
6 
7 
7 
5 
5 
6 
4 
5 
7 
5 
5 
7 

6 
6 
7 

6 

No adjustment to observed wind speeds. All wind speed values and ranges are averages over the 
specified time period. Mean is the average wind speed during an observation, lull is the minimum 
short-term wind speed during an observation, and gust is the maximum short-term wind speed 
during an observation. Each range is an average difference between the indicated variables during 
each included observation. The averages include only observations for days that are determined as 
sailable and within those days, only observations that qualify as sailable within the first two hour 
sailable window. The threshold for a sailable observation is lull minimum 10, mean minimum 16, 
and gust minimum 20 along with direction W, WNW, or NW. The t hreshold for a Sailable Day 
is a day having at least a single two hour window starting at 12pm and ending at 7pm such that 
753 of the observations within the window are sailable. All wind speed values are in miles per 
hour. Some sums may not reconcile to t heir constituents due to rounding. 

3.3 Significance of Resour ce Availability Impact 

55 

For unique, valuable, and irreplaceable recreational resources, reductions of availability of 103 or more have 
been considered to be significant under applications of CEQA guidelines. 
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These Comments make clear that applying such a threshold to relative mean wind speed reductions is non- 41 
sense. Impacts to mean wind speed are not the same t hing as impacts to availability of the windsurfin g 
Resource. Mean wind speed and windsurfing Resource availability are two different things. Changes to 
mean wind speed do not necessarily cause proportional changes to windsurfing Resource availability. 

However, it is reasonable and meaningful to apply this threshold directly to impacts on actual availability 
of the Resource based on established Required Conditions as they currently exist. 
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The Sailable Day quantity defined above adequately measures the availability of the Resource. Projected 
changes to this quantity directly project the change in availability of the Resource. 

The Sailable Day Impact Analysis reported above projects a 93 to 443 decrease in Sailable Days using 
realistic requirements, analysis met hods, and measurements reported in the DEIR. 

Based on these findings, it is clear that t here is strong potential that t he Project as currently described 
without mitigation would likely have a significant impact on the Resource. 

1003 of Lull, Mean, Gust Wind Speeds* 

953 of Lull, Mean, Gust Wind Speeds 
903 of Lull, Mean, Gust Wind Speeds 

953 Adjustment to Only Mean Wind Speeds 
903 Adjustment to Only Mean Wind Speeds 

53 Increase of Lull-Mean Range 
103 Increase of Lull-Mean Range 

Average 
Days 

Sailable 
Per Year 

85 

68 
48 
77 
66 

72 
72 

Loss of 
Days Sailable 
Compared To 

Existing Conditions 

-17 (-203) 
-37 (-443) 

-8 (-93) 
-19 (-22%) 

-13 (-15%) 
-13 (-16%) 

Table 3: Sailable Day Impact Analysis Summary 

Summary of sensitivity analysis tables showing predicted impact on days sailable from mean 
wind speed reductions and wind turbulence intensity increases. Existing conditions from sensor 
observations shown as "1003 of Lull, Mean, Gust W ind Speeds*." "Loss of Days" means average 
annual loss of Sailable Days over the past three years of data analyzed compared to existing 
condit ions. Numbers above reflect effects of rounding. 

These projected r eductions in Sailable Days, summarized in Table 3 , r epresent a critical 
and as yet unmitigated threat to the availa bility a n d continued viability of t his R esource. 
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4 Windsurfing Sensitivity to D evelopment 

The reality is that very few outdoor recreational activities are so impacted by human development than near­
shore wind-oriented activities. Windsurfing is incredibly sensitive to environmental conditions and suffers 
immensely from an increase in turbulence, the introduction of wind shadows, and reduction in mean speeds. 

4.1 Sp ecial Risk to Off-Shor e Wind Sites 

Many instances of upwind development have damaged or rendered downwind activities unusable in off-shore 
wind locations. The infamous case of Aruba, for example, demonstrates how t he positioning of hotels along 
the beach can decimate nearby windsurfing serviced by off-shore wind flow (Figure 23) . Even a 1/ 2 mile 
offshore, windsurfing in the wake of these hotels is almost impossible. T hough wind does pass between t he 
buildings, the wind speeds regularly range from nearly zero to 30 mph in a matter of a few feet along a 
reach. The minimum reach of unobstructed wind flow is not sufficient to sail. By contrast, t he minimum 
distance between the P roject and the P ractical Sailing Area is roughly 500'. 

Figure 23: Palm Beach, Noord, Aruba 
Aruba windsurfing is world famous. It is the home training location for the top-ranked female 
freestyle windsurfer in the world (Sarah-Quita Offringa) and hosts annual windsurfing and kitesurf­
ing racing and other competitions drawing entrants from the entire Caribbean region. Steady trade 
winds blow continually throughout the summer months. However development along Palm Beach 
(shown here) and Hadikurari Beach (to the North) has made windsurfing in the shadow of these 
buildings nearly impossible. Even low structure and vegetation is immediately distinguishable by 
the lulls and gusts t hat they create along ever shortening reaches. 

57 
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Most remaining sailing locations in the Bay are shielded from potential damage due to shoreline develop­
ment. This is because the wind source at most sites is on-shore or side-on-shore or there is an accessible 
"wind line" at a distance of a few hundred yards (e.g. Theasure Island, Crissy Field) to a few miles (e.g. 
Third Avenue). Candlestick, being one of the few remaining windy off-shore sailing locations, is extremely 
susceptible to shoreline development. Clean off-shore wind is highly desirable as it keeps wind swell from 
accumulating so the water state remains relatively calm even in high winds. 

Simplifying assumptions used in impact modeling, the lack of contingency factors to account for unmodeled 
effects, or simply indifference can have devastating consequences on off-shore windsurfing locations. As evi­
dence of this, consider how some former windsurfing sites near to CPSRA have been dramatically impacted 
by adjacent development. Despite tremendous accessibility and former regular use, sites such as Oyster Point 
Marina and Foster City Lagoon have been rendered unsailable due to upwind office building construction. 

It is critical to avoid the mistakes that have been made in the past in projected impacts. Good engineering 
practice demands that modeling assumptions be realistic and validated with on-the-ground observations, 
that a sufficient nexus between the quantity being measured and the actual resource be established, and that 
a contingency factor for unmodeled effects is included. In our review of the DEIR, we found none of these 
provisions were included. 

4.2 Importan ce of t he B ay Area to W indsurfin g in t he U nited States 

In the continental United States, only a handful of locations provide the right combination of steady strong 
wind, accessible and sufficient water, and proper temperature for windsurfing. The San Francisco Bay Area, 
the Columbia River Gorge in Oregon, Cape Hatteras in North Carolina, Corpus Christi area in South Texas, 
select locations on the Great Lakes, Lake Isabella in Southern California, and Long Island and Cape Cod on 
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the Northeast Coast comprise nearly the entire list of regions that have more than a few sailable days per 43 
year. Within this list, the San Francisco Bay Area undoubtedly provides the highest number of high quality 
sailable days per year. 

4.3 Importance of CPSRA to Windsu rfing in t h e Bay Area 

Within the San Francisco Bay Area, Candlestick point has been well known for over 30 years as one of t he 
most consistent, most accessible, and most accommodating windsurfing spots for beginners, intermediates, 
and experts. It is one of only three windsurfing locations in San Francisco County and is the only one of 
the three sites that is not affected by tidal currents or dangerous shipping channels. Out of t he entire Bay 
Area, only eight other sites provide usable access and fairly regular sailable conditions. See Table 4 for details. 
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Current or Boats or 
Water Level Skill Water Stranding Sailable 

Site County Restrictions Level Condition Hazards Frequency 
Candlestick S.F. None All Flat None Very High 
Crissy Field S.F. Current Expert Very Choppy Both Medium 
Treasure Is. S.F. Current Expert Very Choppy Both Seasonal 
Third Ave San Mateo Both Expert Large Swell Both Medium 
Coyote Pt. San Mateo Current All Chop/Swell Stranding Medium 
Berkeley Alameda None Beg - Int Choppy None Low 
Alameda Alameda Level Beginner Small Chop None Very Low 
Pt. Isabel Alameda Current Intermediate Choppy Stranding Low 
Larkspur Marin Level Int - Exp Choppy Boats Low 

Table 4: San Francisco Windsurfing Locat ions 
Of the nine San Francisco area sailing locations, Candlestick provides by far t he highest number 
of high quality windy days regularly serving all skill levels without tidal concerns or hazards. 
It is also one of only three locations in San Francisco County. East Bay sailing sites have far 
weaker winds and much rarer adequate conditions. Other locations are seriously impacted by 
tidal restrictions, hazards, or limitations on required skill. Former sailing sites such as Oyster 
Point and Foster City Lagoon have been eliminated by upwind development. Only windsurfing 
launches in the vicinity that have frequent acceptable sailing conditions are shown. See [211 for 
more information. 

59 

On average, 85 Sailable Days per year (from April through September) are frequented by on average 20 
sailors per Sailable Day. This past year (2013) saw 102 Sailable Days, far and away exceeding the number 
of sailable days at any other site around the Bay. Frequency of Sailable Days derived from recent CPSRA 
Sensor data is shown in Table 2. 

The site is uniquely suited to all skill levels. Children in their early teens as well as seniors in their 70's 
regularly use this site. This site is also a training location for some of the world's best sailors including 
US National Champions Wyatt Miller, Tyson Poor, and Bryan Metcalf-Perez and World Top-10 ranked 
Freestyle sailor Phil Soltysiak. An on-line record of sailability of various San Francisco area locations is 
accessible through iWindsurf.com. 

CPSRA is special because it has an amazing confluence of desirable factors found no where else in the Bay. 
The water condition is amazingly flat despite having some of the best winds in the Bay. This is because t he 
winds are largely offshore, which prevents wind swell from building in the sailing area. By contrast, most 
other sites in t he Bay suffer from unbuffered exposure to the swell and choppy conditions that predominate 
the Bay by virtue of the winds, topography, and boating traffic. 

Candlestick's consistent winds are fed by the well-known topographical feature referred to as the Alemany 
Gap, which funnels wind like a wind tunnel directly from the Pacific Ocean. In the Spring, Candlestick is 
fo<l Ly ::;Lruug N urLh we::;(, win<l weaLher ::;y::;Lem::;. Iu Lhe laLe :summer i:ill<l foll, Lhermlli pre::;::;ure gra<lienL::; 

between the cooler Pacific Ocean and warmer inland valleys create a reliability that borders on clockwork. 
Very often, Candlestick will be the ONLY windy site in the Bay Area accessible within a reasonable distance. 

Ot her factors that distinguish Candlestick include the fact t hat it is not dependent on t idal conditions. Vir­
tually every other site in t he Bay requires either a minimum water depth or tidal current direction (ebb or 
flood) in order to be sailable. This has the effect of eliminating many other sites from being sailable on days 
even when there is wind. Crissy Field, Treasure Island, and 3rd Avenue are typically only sailed during ebb 
tides. Sites such as Sherman Island are often only sailed on t he ebb t ide or during especially strong winds. 
Many of the sites in the North and South Bay are too shallow during low tides due to silt accumulation near 
the launches. Sites in the East Bay are much less windy in general. W hen these tidal conditions are adverse 
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during favorable wind periods (typically mid-afternoon), the site is not sailable. However, Candlestick has 
plenty of water for safe sailing at even extreme low t ides and because of the topographical configuration of 
the sailing area, it does not suffer the extreme limiting currents t hat accompany ebb or flood conditions at 
many other sites. 

Finally, Candlestick is centrally located so as to service sailors regularly from the North Bay, East Bay, South 
Bay, Peninsula, and the City of San Francisco. It is at most a 45 minute drive for sailors coming from any 
of those areas even in most high-traffic periods. 

In summary, Candlestick is a keystone to Bay Area windsurfing. No other site in the Bay Area provides 
such most universal access to high quality conditions on a such a frequent and dependable basis. 

Figure 24: Crissy F ield Sailing Boating Hazards 
Ocean liner freighters such as the one shown here include some of the many boating traffic hazards 
with which sailors in other sites around the Bay must contend. Ferries, commercial fishing, 
freighters, recreational traffic, and other vessels are commonplace t hroughout many locations in 
the Bay. Candlestick is a shallow basin that receives virtually no boating traffic. 
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5 Recommended Mitigation for Potential Project Impacts 

There are five categories of mitigations proposed in these Comments. All are based on actual requirements 
used in other EIR and planning documents. 

5.1 Site-Specific Final Wind Analysis Studies 

Other projects for which similar wind tunnel wind impact studies were conducted were much smaller projects 
for which specific building footprints and site plan configurations were known or mostly known. Some of 
these other projects even had elevation sections or orientation and streamlining details depicted for analysis 
and consideration. 

This P roject, by contrast, is an order of magnitude larger and less defined. For this reason, the confidence 
level of the results of the Analysis must be less than for these other projects. 

To ensure the same minimum confidence standards of other EIR analyses , prior to spe­
cific development within the Project, final wind impact analyses should be conducted 
to examine the individual d evelopment impact along with the surroundings, cumulative 
development programmed and approved up to that point, and future Project details as 
well as they are known at that time . These subsequent analyses should be directly tied 
to the impact on usability of the R esource as it exist s today r ather tha n thresholding a 
related but indirectly connected factor, such as wind speed. 

5.2 Alemany Gap Wind Flow J 
The primary source of wind for the Resource is the Alemany Gap. This topographical feature channels and 
accelerates wind from the Pacific Ocean directly to CPSRA. Obstructions in the path of fl.ow t hrough and 
beyond t he Alemany Gap would have the most impact on t he Resource. 
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Figure 25: Critical Upwind Section and Proposed Waterfront Preservation District 
The Critical Upwind Section and the proposed minimum Waterfront Preservation District imme­
diately upwind of the Practical Sailing Area and downwind of the Alemany Gap. The waterfront 
is currently a mix of industrial operations but is slated in some proposed plans to be barricaded 
by a virtual wall of development up to 200' above sea level in some locations according to the 45 
DEIR. The Waterfront P reservation District shown at 900', which is half of the width of the cont. 
Chicago Lakefront Park System. This figure includes areas outside of the Project scope to show 
non-residential areas that could also developed or redeveloped in the future into commercial or 
industria.l uses. 

• The minimum Waterfront Preservation District shown should established with only low vegetation and 
structures and minimal topographical variation or rise above sea level 

• Filtration and catchment systems can be introduced in the Waterfront Preservation District to com­
prehensively filter and improve runoff and reduce litter t hat ends in the Bay 

• All new development including building and parking areas should be located and clustered outside t he 
Critical Upwind Section as much as possible or as far to t he West and South as possible 

• Vegetation, other structures, and topography that would present an impediment to wind flow or increase 
surface roughness should be kept at very low heights and uniform roughness to minimize increased wind 
turbulence 

• Impervious surface area should be kept to an absolute minimum to avoid creating thermal conditions 
that create convection cells or otherwise interfere with the natural flow of wind through this area 

• All industrial processes with the potential for discharging odor, dust, pollution, or other air or water 
quality impact should be prohibited from this area 

• Trip generat ion that would result in diesel discharge or other air quality impact in this area should be 
discouraged 

Project areas closest to the shoreline should be devoted to a substantial public open space 
to ensure the accessibility and utility of the shoreline for all. Such public access is critical 
to a successful waterfront d evelopment. 
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Figure 26: Olympic Sculpture Park, Seattle 
Another excellent example of waterfront development is the Olympic Sculpture Park in Seattle. 
It is a nine acre park on a former brownfield industrial site but is now one of the only green spaces 
in Downtown Seattle. The site is award-winning and has been called "the best t hing to happen to 
Seattle in years" (Frommer's travel guide). The potential scale of public waterfront preservation 
space on the Baylands is an order of magnitude larger. 

5.3 Archite ctural R equirem ent s 

63 

In addition to minimizing or eliminat ing impact in the Critical Upwind Section and proposed Waterfront 
P reservation District, the following architectural requirements are recommended to mitigate potential impact 
caused by development activities outside of no-build and open-space areas: 
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• Building heights and massing should be stepped such t hat the heights closest to the Bay are minimum 
and the heights rise as development proceeds West to reconnect air flow to the surface as gradually as 
possible 46 

• Maximum building heights, topography, and other impacts to wind fl.ow relative to mean sea levels 
should not exceed the current levels of the so-called "Brisbane dirt mounds" 

• Structures should be oriented and streamlined to present minimal wind obstruction and minimal in­
crease in wind turbulence consistent wit h similar efforts in other nearby jurisdictions 

• Overall surface roughness impacts created by development activities should be kept to an overall 
minimum 
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• Vegetation should be limited in height and scope to avoid creating additional surface roughness, sudden 
interruptions in wind flow, or exceptional height 

Buildings and substantial development should begin to the West and should be stepped in 
height so that a wall of development does not obstruct views and access of the shoreline 
and wind flow to the Resource. This is a practice adopted along many of the most 
successful waterfronts in the largest cities. Parts of San Francisco's Embarcadero district 
provides an example of such stepped massing. 

Figure 27: Litter from Industrial Operations 
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5.4 Use Limitations 

Figure 28: Discharge of Dust and Particles 
High winds carry pollutants throughout the air, water, and land downwind in the vicinity of the 
Project. 
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The steady strong winds in this site mean that air quality is particularly sensitive. Hundreds of complaints 
have been registered against odor and litter created by the existing Recology facility in this vicinity (Fig­
ures 33, 29, 27, and 30). This odor is created by transportation and processing of waste material (Figure 32). 
Litter is created as bits of waste are discharged onto roads and open space and carried by the wind ultimately 
to the Bay. The "dirt mounds" on this site that process and recycle dirt and construction material create an 
incredible dust discharge if uncontrolled (cf. Figures 31 and 28) . This use also demonstrates the sensitivity 
of air quality given the high winds. 

Users such as Recology have made promises in this and other jurisdictions but have failed to live up to 
promises. Part of this is due to the limited ability to monitor and enforce such vague but damaging concepts 
as "odor." See, for example, [32] and [23], which discuss the high expectations and grandiose promises that 
have led to disgust, anger, and disappointment among the public. 

The vast quantities of litter, dust, and incredibly frequency of wide-ranging noxious odor indicate that 
monitoring and enforcement is simply not working. The existing users have demonstrated how easy it is 
to circumvent the numerous layers of regulations designed to prevent just t hese types of abuses. For this 
reason, it is strongly recommended that these uses not be promoted in this area. Such polluting users are 
incompatible with t he ecologically sensitive and residential surroundings. 
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Figure 29: Litter from Industrial Operations 

As demonstrated by the discussion above, because of the high winds and proximity to the ecologically 
sensitive resource, the following restrictions are recommended: 

• Uses that have will create odor, litter, dust, gas, fumes, irritants, particles, or exhaust either into the 
air or Bay should be prohibited 

• Any such use that has the potential for such pollution should require a separate EIR process with a 
qualified expert to review the specific potential impact 

• This also includes air turbines or other power generation facilities that could create additional wind 
turbulence or substantially alter the t hermal dynamics of t he Project area 

• Existing violators should be brought into compliance before any further facility is considered 

• Any use with the potential to generate long-ranging exceptional pollution of the sort discussed above 
should have specific monitoring provisions, budgets, t hresholds, enforcement resources, penalties, and 
condition for use permit revocation and renewal 
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Figure 30: Litter from Industrial Operations 

5.5 Funding for Monitoring, Testing, and Enforcem e nt 

Due to the proximity of possible intense industrial and co=ercial uses to existing and proposed residential 

47 
cont. 

and the San Francisco Bay, it is urged that special separately funded locally-administered monitoring, testing, 48 
and enforcement programs be established. The on-going funding for these should come from part of t he 
revenue that the City of Brisbane and others will gain from the additional taxes and fees. It is anticipated 
that the proposed Recology expansion alone could generate hundreds of thousands or even millions of dollars 
in revenue for the City of Brisbane. 
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Locally Funded and Administered M onitoring, Testing, and Enforcem ent 

Figure 31: Discharge of Dust and Particles 
High winds carry pollutants throughout t he air, water, and land downwind in the vicinity of t he 
Project. 
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The City has recently experienced difficulties enforcing air quality problems wit h existing industrial users 
operating current ly on the Baylands. Dust and particulates have been discharged regularly over and into 
the Bay for years in violation of air quality ordinances (see Figure 31). Numerous citations have been issued 
by authorities but t he problem has continued unabated. 

A recent thorough examination by the City of the circumstances that led to this situation revealed that a 
history of non-enforcement and lax specificity in permits were to blame [11]. Brisbane is a small city without 
the resources of its larger neighbors. It should take special measures to learn from this recent experience to 
ensure t hat future generations will not face similar aggravation, hazards, and difficulties. 

Other regional enforcement agencies such as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District should not be 
expected to fill this responsibility. Those agencies are sorely overtaxed and do not have the resources or spe­
cific technology needed to institute monitoring systems. They also do not have the fine-grained enforcement 
authority needed to apply specific penalties to specific infractions. 

In conversations with BAAQMD, it was revealed that they have no specific criteria to apply in determining 
when enforcement becomes an issue for things such as dust discharge or odor. They stated that they only 
take action "when t he violation becomes a public nuisance." "Public nuisance" is not defined and is generally 
based on "how many people file complaints ." At the time of this writing and to the best of our knowledge, 
there is one single BAAQMD field agent responsible for the entire San Francisco County. 
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Specific Difficulties with Existing Odor 

Figure 32: Discharge of Odor 
The Recology processing facility creates incredible noxious odor. Hundreds of complaints have 
been registered with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District regarding this use. The high 
winds create an ideal situation for the propagation of noxious discharge through t he downwind 
area. Tuucks, open doors, and exhaust make it virtually impossible to contain such a use. T hese 
upwind uses are repeatedly cited but continue to pollute as it is virtually impossible to cost­
effectively monitor and enforce ongoing compliance. 
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The existing Recology facility adjacent to the Project is one of the most noxious facilities in San Francisco. 
The high winds cause t he odor to spread over many square miles almost every day in the Summer and Fall 
if not other times as well. This odor envelopes CPS RA (the land and water), adjacent highways and t rails, 
the Candlestick Point stadium area slated for redevelopment, and even on some days as far as Sierra Point . 

Commuters on Highway 101 who have the misfortune of having their windows down when passing by t he 
Candl~tick Park exit t raveling South may notice an unfort unate coincidence: a sign t hat d~ignat~ t he 
Brisbane City limits and an overpowering nauseating odor of untreated garbage or the cloying revolting 
stench of perfume applied to the same. Users of t he Bay Trail in this vicinity are also very familiar with t his 
odor as well as t he prolific litter that flies off of covered garbage trucks, snags in vegetation, and ultimately 
blows and washes over the Bay Tuail (see Figure 33) and into t he Bay. 

The Internet forum iWindsurf.com provides a historical account of conditions at various windsurfing sites in 
the Bay Area from as early as 2008. Posts on t his forum from as far back as Summer of 2009 discuss t he 
garbage stench being produced at the current Recology facility. There is apparently no means or no will to 
hold violators of air quality standards to account in all cases. 
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Figure 33: Litter along the Bay Trail 
Litter and discharge from industrial operations is carried by runoff, wind, or stormwater to the Bay. 
Uses that contribute such pollution should not be permitted to continue operating in violation. 
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While the existing Recology treatment facility is outside of the City of Brisbane, recent proposals submitted 
to the City indicate development on the order of an additional 750,000 square feet in Brisbane City limits. 
As far as we know, this would quadruple the size of the treatment plant and likely include other types of 
refuse such as biomass (compost) . Biomass processing is notoriously the most noxious type of processing. 
Compost is literally "rotting garbage." 

5-441 

49 
cont. 



CPA2 
RECOMMENDED MITIGATION FOR POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS 

Figure 34: Recology Facility Receiving Compost Garbage for Processing 
124 acre existing Recology facility in the Central Valley receives municipal compost waste from 
Berkeley, Livermore, San Francisco, and other parts of Alameda County [31]. 
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In conversations with current and former City of Brisbane officials, we were told t hat this facility would be 
"ultra-clean" and the "first of its kind." We were told of assurances that there would be "no odor." We are 
unsure how this is possible. If garbage is transported, t here must be at some point where it is exposed to 
the air to be offloaded through doors, from trucks, and loaded into treatment systems and vice versa (see 
Figure 32). 

The very idea that 1,000,000 square feet of garbage and compost processing would produce no odor would be 
mostly quite bizarre if it was not so especially sad that this is actually being seriously considered in exchange 
for huge potential revenues. 

Current Composting Facilities 

In Berkeley, municipal compost was processed in the landfill area that is now Cesar Chavez Park. For 
comparison, this park is 90 acrei:;, substantially larger than t he total area available to Recology (including 
existing facilities). This compost for Berkeley is now handled in the Central Valley in a 124 acre tract of 
land surrounded by farms. Material is processed in an open-air manner handling roughly 23 tons per day [31]. 

In order to encourage decomposition, heat, oxygen, and water is required. 540' long rows up to six feet in 
height are exposed to sunlight and air and are turned and watered constantly. 
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Figure 35: Central Valley Recology Facility P rocessing Compost Material 

When done incorrectly, the decomposition produces methane in addition to other byproducts of processing 
and sorting t he raw waste that comes in to the facility. Even in a t ransfer station , it is clear that substantial 
odor and pollution can result as witnessed by t he current Recology facility on the Baylands. 

At this industrial scale in the Central Valley location , composting is economical and is efficient since the end 
product is largely used by the immediately surrounding farms. The idea t hat t ransport costs are saved by 
waste being processed close to where it is generated does not include all the facts. Portions of the waste still 
needs to be transported to landfills and the finished product still needs to be transported to end users. 
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Figure 36: Central Valley Recology Facility Processing Compost Material 

While there is the presumption that this expanded facility would handle municipal compost biomass, many 
of these lessons and issues would apply equally to the current facility and expansion to other types of waste 
processing. 
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Figure 37: Central Valley Recology Facility Processing Compost Material 

How to Enforce No-Odor Obligations 

Setting aside the frustration of dealing with apparent short-sidedness, the practicality of ensuring such claims 
is daunting. We are sure that Brisbane would not simply take Recology at its word. We are sure that Bris­
bane would be very careful not to quadruple the size of an already incredibly and demonstrably noxious use 
presently at their doorstep. 

Many other jurisdictions dealing specifically with Recology have received similar assurances only to find 
"nightmare" situations (cf. [32], [23]). The loophole that Recology and similar users seems to exploit is 
that there are no practical ways to monitor odor and there are no good laws that establish thresholds for 
odor violations. For example, Brisbane does not physically have the jurisdiction to install odor monitoring 
facilities and sensors downwind in the vicinity of the facility. 

Furthermore, what possible monitoring technology could even be used and what are even acceptable odor 
limits? Odor is something that is carried by the wind and concentrations can be vastly different just a few 
meters away. 

Notwithstanding the difficulty in even assessing compliance, what kind of penalties would be fair to offset 
possible odor? Why should the public suffer any odor at all, especially considering t hat the public most 
likely impacted will be to t he East and South, outside of Brisbane, and not be receiving any stream of revenue? 

Though we could not find specific records of requirements and assurances regarding odor during permitting, 
we were told by residents of the area that when the present Recology facility was first constructed, there were 
similar promises made t hat t here would be no odor. One cannot imagine that the facility received a permit 
for operation that specific indicated it was permissible to create the level of pollution t hat it presently does. 
We were told there was in fact little or no odor during initial periods of operation. However over time, for 
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whatever reasons, the condition has obviously worsened to the present state. 

There is also the issue that the present facility that currently produces incredible odor pollution is outside 
of the City of Brisbane jurisdiction, being located in the City of San Francisco. Brisbane has therefore no 
direct authority over t hose portions of the combined facilities. How can Brisbane require that Recology or 
its affiliates expend potentially huge sums to tear down or retrofit that facility to create a new supposedly 
"clean" comprehensive facility? What about the business interruption that would accompany such a modi­
fication? 

On the other hand, is Brisbane willing to overlook the current noxious polluter at its border while it ap­
proves as massive new expansion for the same? What assurance could Brisbane receive that Recology won't 
simply transfer its "cleaner" processing to the Brisbane facilities while simultaneously taking on the dirt ier 
processing in the adjacent facilities within the City of San Francisco? 

We have registered our concern with this garbage treatment proposal on other occasions. In addition to t he 
aforementioned assurances and despite no realistic plan or specificity for guaranteeing the same, we were 
given the final consolation that "garbage has to be processed somewhere." In the face of such apparently 
dedicated apologists for what would no doubt amount to a substantial future stream of revenue for Brisbane, 
we expect to have no productive discussion. Hence, we appeal for rational and objective consideration to 
the public, stakeholders, and those other officials who might read these Comments. 
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6 Conclusion 

To summarize, the DEIR Analysis incorrectly conflates the quantities of wind speed and turbulence intensity 
with that of Sailable Days. It measures the Project's impact on wind speed and turbulence intensity but 
does not measure t he impact on Sailable Days or any other equivalently instructive quantity. Assuming 
that the wind speed and turbulence are interchangeable wit h or necessarily proportional to Sailable Days 
is arbitrary, lacks any foundation, does not meet the standards required by CEQA, is misleading, and is 
certainly not good and faithful professional engineering. 

The Analysis does not specify a threshold for significant impact in terms of the Resource itself yet claims 
that there is no significant impact on the Resource. T he Analysis conducted makes an overwhelming number 
of simplifying assumptions without justification or detail of alternatives or the consequence of these assump­
tions yet it reports extremely precise results with absolute confidence (i.e. no contingency for error in t he 
assumptions made). 

At the very start of the Analysis, the impact area examined does not match t he area in which actual activity 
is predominantly conducted at the Resource and covers an arbitrary portion of the entire CPSRA. Further­
more, even within the possible area to examine, t he Analysis only reports a handful of new potential impact 
measurement points that does not include areas closest to the Project and potentially most significantly im­
pacted. The thoroughness of examining the potential impact area does not match with levels established in 
other smaller projects, even t hough this P roject much larger scope and substantially less detail and certainty 
than those other projects. 

These Comments demonstrate that especially within the Practical Sailing Area of critical importance, t he 
true potential impact under a reasonable measure such as Sailable Days is between 9% and 44% given wind 
speed reductions of 5% to 10% and wind turbulence intensity increases of 5% to 10%. These level of wind 
speed reductions and wind turbulence intensity increases are found within a substantial portion of the Prac­
tical Sailing Area under a variety of wind conditions even considering that the Analysis does not analyze 
the most likely substantially impacted portions of the P ractical Sailing Area or under certain wind conditions. 

Taken individually or collectively, the risk of a substantial impact to the Resource is demonstrably great and 
substantially more significant than proposed by the DEIR Analysis. This sailing location is of paramount 
importance as it is one of t he most consistent, most accessible, and highest quality of all of the San Francisco 
Bay Area, which places it among t he very highest in the entire continental United States. 

Careful mitigations should be included to ensure that potentially grave damage to this Resource is avoided. 
Multiple mitigation recommendations are proposed in these Comments. The most critical is to establish a 
minimum Waterfront Preservation District within the Critical Upwind Section between the Alemany Gap 
and the Practical Sailing Area and keep it as free from development and other interfering activities as possible. 

Other considerations such as architectural streamlining, orienting, and stepped massing are also essential for 
both wind flow as well as to ensure public view preservation as much as possible. 

The establishment of the recommended minimum Waterfront Preservation District will be the key to ensur­
ing that all residents, visitors, and businesses of Brisbane benefit from this project in addition to increasing 
values for private project sponsors and maintaining recreational opportunities in the water at CPSRA. 
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Continued reassessment of wind and sailability impact should be conducted at subsequent stages of the 52 
Project's development once additional detail and options have be more firmly determined or stages of t he 
Project developed. Not only is it critical to test what could actually be built, but it is critical to validate that 
some of the many assumptions made in the current Analysis prove to stand up to time and more thoughtful 
analysis methods. 

Importantly, monitoring, testing, and enforcement programs with penalties should be established and funded-t 53 
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through the operations scheduled to be included in the Project. Air and water quality in such a sensit ivet 
high-wind area immediately adjacent to the Bay creates a special need that should be dealt a t a higher level 
of scrutiny than that available from existing environmental authorities. 
The Project should go above and beyond of what is required to preserve and foster natural resources and 
activities dependent on the same. The Project and community should embrace the extremely wlique and 
highly sensitive windsports that t ake place just off of its shores. Benefits for both are not mutually exclusive 
with thorough consideration and a small amount of forethought. The penalty for failing to do so could be 
catastrophic for many. 

The resources available in these Comments to measure t he impact of the P roject and propose mitigation 
are limited. It is t he intent of these Comments to demonstrate the extreme need to carefully reevaluate t he 
Analysis done in the DEIR and include substantial mitigation to prevent a disastrous taking of this valuable, 
unique, and highly sensitive environmental Resource. 

It is not t he intent to argue the fine points of the Analysis or to claim that the ent ire Analysis is incorrect . 
It is the spirit of these Comments that we hope is received and acted upon, that the Analysis should not be 
accepted without substantial modification and adoption of mitigation measures. 

Accepting the DEIR Analysis as-is would not only result in serious unmitigated consequence to the Re­
source, it would help to establish an irresponsible precedent for accepting incomplete and unsubstantiated 
presumption in place of good and faithful professional engineering. 
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ADDRESSING MASTER RESPONSE OF 

300 AIRPORT BOULEVARD PROJECT FINAL EIR 
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Introduction 

The City of Burlingame also considered impacts on windsurfing recreational activities recently in the vicinity 
of the Coyote Point windsurfing launch. Burlingame has taken a proactive approach to identify a wind im­
pact standard for future projects and applied this standard to the recently reviewed 300 Airport Boulevard 
project. As part of that EIR process, public comments were submitted and a Master Response [3] was 56 
produced in conjunction with the same consultants being used for this current P roject as far as we know. 

It is apparent that numerous similar methods and criteria are being applied from that 300 Airport Boulevard 
EIR to this current DEIR. This section is intended to point out the differences between this P roject and that 
of 300 Airport Boulevard as well as address the differences between the discussion in the Master Response 
and these Comments. 
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1 Adequacy of the Significance T h reshold 

1.1 Threshold D id N ot Follow CEQA Adoption P rocess or Meet Requirem ents 

The Master Response states that "the City, as lead agency, is permitted discretion in establishing signifi­
cance thresholds and determining how to apply t hese thresholds in varying settings, so long as it is based on 
substantial evidence and the application does not foreclose consideration of potentially significant impacts." 

It continues by pointing out that the City of Burlingame had adopted a significance threshold of 10% wind 
speed reduction "over large portions of the windsurfing transit routes or primary board sailing areas." In 
adopting this significance threshold, the City of Burlingame provided an opportunity for public review and 
comment. 

While there was apparently no public comment and t his standard was adopted by the City of Burlingame, 
no such standard has been adopted or considered by the City of Brisbane, which is the lead agency for this 
P roject. It is unclear why the general public and t he City of Brisbane should not be afforded the same 
opportunity to cooperatively establish t he most appropriate wind impact standard. 

While t hese Comments do not speak specifically to the decision made by t he City of Burlingame, for t he 
present Project and DEIR, t he adoption of this 10% wind speed reduction t hreshold for the current DEIR 
is inappropriate because t here is not "substantial evidence" t hat t he application of this standard would not 
"foreclose consideration of potentially significant impacts." 

As shown repeatedly in these Comments, based on an actual survey of users of this site that corresponds 
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to the professionally operated and maintained CP SRA Sensor [35], wind speed reductions even in the range 58 
of 5% would have very large impacts. Furthermore, the Analysis conducted for this DEIR does not even 
examine substantial portions of the true area that would be most impacted by t he proposed Project. 

In other words, there is substantial evidence that the application of this standard WOULD foreclose consid­
eration of potentially significant impacts. The evidence to t he contrary presented in the DEIR Analysis is 
incomplete and inconclusive. 

1.2 W ind Tur b ulen ce Component Arbit r a rily Dismissed 

Considering wind turbulence in addition to wind speed reduction was dismissed in the Master Response 
because "the lack of an established standard for ascribing changes in turbulence to an effect on wind-related 
recreational activities make it a less appropriate and effective method for determining the significance of 
wind impacts." If there is no known criteria for evaluating the impact then the responsibility of t he DEIR is 
to determine what that appropriate criteria is or justify why t he current body of research, methods, surveys, 59 
or resources is insufficient to establish such a criteria. 

There are ready models to bridge the gap between wind turbulence intensity and wind gust factors (and 
corresponding lull wind speeds), for which a windsurfing impact criteria can be established based on a survey 
of the users of the site or through other means. What minimum efforts were made to try and establish such 
a amnection and criteria t hat included turbulence and why these efforts failed are unexplained and unclear. 

1.3 Absolute Required Operating Con d it ions Not Ident ified 

These Comments emphasize t hat the important criteria is not t he wind speed reduction or turbulence in­
tensity. These are intermediate factors that contribute to t he cont inued viability of the site. The important 
quantity in these Comments are the availability of the Resource, herein referred to as Sailable Days, defined 
by Required Conditions that exist today and that are relative to the specific CPSRA Sensor, which has been 
operated for many years and is universally known by users of this Resource as the single best representative 
for sailing condit ions at CP SRA. 
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Relative wind speed reductions tell the public nothing about the ultimate impact on the site. Absolute op­
erating conditions need to be first defined such as was done with the 34th America's Cup Regatta minimum 
and maximum racing standards relative to the local sensors operated by the same company that operates 
the CP SRA Sensor [29], [28]. 

Sensitizing impacts to the historic CPSRA Sensor data with a consistent set of Required Conditions for 
Sailable Day is a reasonable and practical met hod for translating the wind speed reduct ion and turbulence 
intensity increase to a quantity of importance, namely Sailable Days. 

The Master Response does not address such a specific quantity as Sailable Days, it does not address any 
attempt to establish something like meaningful Required Conditions for use of the Resource in terms of an 
independently operated long-term sensor such as the CPSRA Sensor, and it does not address the attempt to 
employ reasonable empirically validated methods of incorporating turbulence intensity into the discussion. 
All of these things are done in t hese Comments. 

60 
cont. 

1.4 E vidence of "No I mpa ct" Does Not Consid er Sub stant ial R esource Area 

Finally, t he Analysis in the DEIR does not even report on large sections of the CPSRA or the Practical 
Sailing Area. The Analysis makes numerous problematic assumpt ions in methodology highlighted in these 61 
Comments that we claim understate the true impact . Notwithstanding possible underest imation, the results 
as reported when considering the true Practical Sailing Area that is of paramount importance to the Resource, 
large portions of t he Resource would be affected based on the DEIR Analysis. 
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2 Adequacy of the Wind Study and E valuation of Turbulence 

2.1 B aseline Wind D ata 

The Master Response describes the use of baseline wind data from the San Francisco Airport sensor as 
sufficient for establishing "free-stream" wind condition. A similar method of establishing baseline wind data 
is used in t he DEIR. The Master Response continues by saying that a particular local sensor cannot be used 
for wind t unnel analysis purposes because it does not meet requirements for measuring "free-stream" wind 
conditions. 

These Comments make extensive use of the CP SRA Sensor data as the single most accurate and reliable 
representative of realistic sailing conditions over millions of square feet of water area at the CPSRA. It is 
not the intent of these Comments to suggest that t he wind tunnel analysis conducted for the DEIR should 
have used the CPSRA Sensor as the "free-stream" representative sensor. 

This CPSRA Sensor is used herein separately from the wind tunnel analysis to consider how direct impacts 
to changes in wind speeds and turbulence would impact Sailable Days based on actual historic data. The use 
of this CPSRA Sensor is intended to point out that while t he wind tunnel analysis is one method of consid­
ering impacts to the Resource, it is not the only way, and because of the numerous simplifying assumptions 
and complexity of the modeled system that far exceeds t hat of the 300 Airport Boulevard project, t he wind 
tunnel analysis does not even seem to be an appropriate method for the Analysis. 

According to the Master Response, the wind tunnel analysis was conducted for a much smaller project at 
300 Airport Boulevard. The current Project is hundreds of acres in scope and the Analysis attempts to 
model an incredibly varied, dynamic, and complex terrain and wind system. To consider t he wind tunnel 
analysis for the Project as t he only source for determining that the Project would have no significant im­
pact is short-sighted and overly aggressive in light of the very simple and very clear demonstrat ion of t he 
sensitivity of this Resource to even small changes in wind speed or turbulence over substantial portions of 
the Resource through t he use of the CPSRA Sensor data. 

Lastly, as pointed out elsewhere in these Comments, good engineering practice requires that such a model 
be validated against the very real-world conditions it is attempting to model. To our knowledge based on 
discussion with ESA, there was explicitly no attempt to take on-the-ground measurements to validate t heir 
wind tunnel model. 

2.2 A p plicability of Wind Study R esults to R ange of Wind Speeds 

The Master Response reiterates the appropriateness of use of relative wind speed analysis as sufficient for 
considering the impact on windsurfing sailing. A similar claim is made in the DEIR. Realistically, windsurf­
ing is highly dependent on actual wind speeds such that sailability is not linearly affected by relative changes 
in the wind speed. 

Much like aircraft have specific crit ical takeoff, stall, and landing speeds, windsurfing has critical planing 
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board speeds required very specific minimums of wind speed. Below these minimum planing speeds, per- 63 
formance is not linearly diminished, but relegated to a completely separate behavior known as non-planing 
sailing. The Required Conditions specified herein describe t he minimum set of conditions required to main-
tain planing conditions. 

Another way to view this is to consider that although the America's Cup boats would operate in some fashion 
below the minimum race wind speed and tidal condit ions, t heir operation would be severely impacted and 
no longer indicative of the true capabilities for which the boats are primarily designed. 

By failing to specify absolute wind speeds in the Analysis, there is no way to determine if t he changes would 
result in board speed decreases that would fall below this minimum planing speed requirement. However, 
when applying the same relative wind speed reductions to the CPSRA Sensor historic data set, it is shown 
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that such decreases would in absolute terms yield very substantial decreases in ability to sail in this planing 
state. 

Furthermore, the wind tunnel analysis conducted for the DEIR does not employ wind speeds in the range 
actually experienced on the ground at CPSRA. This is yet one more simplifying assumption in a dynamic 
system that is already incredibly complex and difficult to model accurately. 

2 .3 Measurements of Wind D irection and Turbulence 

The Master Response dismisses t he increase in wind turbulence intensity projected to occur much in t he 
same fashion as the DEIR. However just a few paragraphs above, t he Master Response states that there is a 
"lack of an established standard for ascribing changes in turbulence to an effect on wind-related recreational 
activities make it a less appropriate and effective method for determining the significance of wind impacts." 
If there is no standard for measuring the impact on the increase in turbulence, then the increase they admit 
occurs should not be dismissed out of hand. 

These Comments show through the use of a simple and empirically validated model that has been peer­
reviewed in the meteorological scientific community that turbulence intensity is connected to extreme wind 
values in a fashion than can be readily considered (cf. [9], [18], [24], [26], [34], [19], and [30]). These changes 
in extreme values (both gusts as well as lulls) can be evaluated against threshold required conditions for 
sailability as is done herein. Even a "relatively" small increase in turbulence (say from 0.10 to 0.11) would 
likely increase the range of lull-to-mean wind speeds by a comparable relative amount (0.10 to 0.11 is 0.01 
absolute increase or a 10% relative increase) . 

2.4 Gusts or Gustiness 

Gust used in these comments refers to t he specific meteorological term defined as the maximum mean wind 
speed over a specified short-term duration within a longer-term observation . Lull is the minimum mean wind 
speed over a specified short-term duration within a longer-term observation . Gust or lull is not being used 
within these Comments interchangeably with t urbulence. Turbulence (or turbulence intensity) used herein 
refers to a statistic of a series of mean wind speeds over a specified longer-term period. While gust and lull 
refer to extreme values within an observation period, turbulence refers to t he distribut ion of values over a 
series of observations. 

The Master Response states t hat "Gusts and longer-term changes in wind speed are not generated by wind 
passing by objects on the ground, and thus are independent of the 300 Airport Boulevard Project and need 
not be discussed in the Draft EIR." Much scientific study has revealed a strong connection between wind 
turbulence intensity and gusts and lull. The Master Response and the DEIR both admit that t he respective 
projects will increase turbulence intensity. This in term will increase t he range of gusts and lulls based on 
all scientific models reviewed ([9], [18], [24], [26], [34], [19], and [30]). In the model used in these Comments 
and described in Appendix H of these Comments, turbulence intensity is shown to be linearly proportional 
with the range between mean wind speed and gust wind speed and mean wind speed and lull wind speed. 

Importantly, critical parameters of the Required Conditions are minimum gust and lull. It is insufficient to 
describe sailable conditions simply by the mean wind speed. If the lull wind speed is too low or too frequent, 
sail force and board speed will be insufficient to maintain critical planing speed on a regular basis. Much 
additional energy is required to propel the board to the planing state. Once planing, the mean wind speed 
may be sufficient to maintain sufficient sail force to keep the board in planing conditions. This is why t he 
minimum gust is essential to provide enough impulse to begin planing or maintain sufficient momentum. 

Increasing turbulence increases t he range of extreme values (lulls and gusts relative to the mean wind speed) . 
The importance of lull and gust wind speed to windsurfing is just as important as mean wind speed. To 
dismiss eit her or both of these facts demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of the Resource being 
analyzed. 
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1 Public Petition Supporting CPA Comments 

On December 15th, 2013, an on-line public petition campaign entitled "Mitigate Baylands Impact on Can­
dlestick Point" was created by the Candlestick Preservation Association (CPA) through the widely-used 
Change.org platform (hereinafter referred to as the "Petition"). The Petition was directed to the P lanning 
Department for the City of Brisbane, California.15 

Notices of t he Petition were circulated to the local watersports community and were subsequently forwarded 66 
to interested parties who have since moved away from the Bay Area or who travel from time-to-time to 
the Bay Area to enjoy watersports activities. Each signature was obtained on a completely voluntary basis 
without any offer of compensation. 

Petition campaigns created with and managed through the Change.org platform are recognized by many 
policy makers and business leaders as significant representation of general public sentiment. Petitions hosted 
by Change.org have been instrumental in changing policies in banking and lending institutions, environmental 
practices of large organizations, governmental affairs, and instances of public justice. 

2 Direct Petitioner Baylands DEIR Public Comments 

Those who signed the Petition not only support the public comments prepared by the Candlestick Preserva- 67 
tion Association for the Baylands DEIR, but they also support that the following letter be submitted directly 
to the City of Brisbane for recording as each petitioner 's own public comments for the Baylands DEIR process: 

The Baylands DEIR fails to identify potentially significant impacts on air qual­
ity and on the recreational windsurfing resource at Candlestick Point or adopt 
critical mitigation measures to preserve this recreational resource as well as 
substantial usable public open space along the edge of the Bay. 

For these reasons, I respectfully submit the following four comments relative to 
the DEIR: 

1: The actual water area most frequent l y used by windsurfers at Candlestick Poi nt 
State Recreation Area and most critical to this recreational resource for safety 
and viability was misidentified in the DEI R. The rectangular true critical area is 
bordered by the Eastern edge of the Baylands and Southern edge of Candlestick Point 
and begins immediately at the Western edge of the Bay along Highway 101 and ex­
tends approximately 3,300' East then moves North a length of approximately 3,000' 
to terminate at the South edge of the Candlestick Point State Recreation Area. 

GPS sailing records used in part to determine the study area reported in the DEIR 
also show sailing in this area. The GPS sailing records are skewed by the partic­
ular prevailing wind direction when the records were made. Furthermore, the GPS 
sailing records do not necessarily reflect the area typically used by most wind­
surfers for reasons such as safety or access to s t ronger wind or smoother water 
conditions. 

The DEIR a l so did not measure any new impact points in this critical area specific 
to the Baylands project closer than approximately 1,500' from the East edge of 
the Baylands project site unlike both the Executive Park and 300 Airport Boulevard 
projects, for which impacts were considered immediately adjacent to and downwind 
of the project sites. This critical area was also sparsely covered by new i m­
pact measurement points made in 2012 specific to the Baylands project and the 

15The URL for the Petition is https://www.change.org/pet itions/city-of-brisbane-california-mitigate-baylands-impact-on­
candlestick-point 
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most impacted Western areas of this critical area were not measured at all. Only 
the Eastern or South-Eastern portions of this critical area were studied in newly 
measured Baylands project-specific impact points, covering only 25% of the total 
critical area on average for the primary wind directions of West, West-Northwest, 
and Northwest. 

2: The significance test used in the DEIR to assess impacts to the windsurfing re­
source at Candlestick Point is invalid. The DEIR measures relative change in wi nd 
speed. However it does not establish what the absolute pre-impact or post-impact 
wind speed levels are or will be. Without this information, it is impossible to 
determine what change in avail ability in the recreational resource will result 
post-impact. This relative wind speed significance test has not been adopted by 
Brisbane under an appropriate CEQA adoption process subject to public review. 

Determining acceptable absolute minimum wind levels is easily established by a 
survey of existing users, discussion with professional forecasters, or consult­
ing historical data. Without absolute pre-impact and post-impact wind levels and 
without criteria for acceptable use of the recreational resource in terms of these 
absolute wind levels, the DEIR cannot and does not determine the potential actual 
impact on the availability of the resource. 

Windsurfing is not proportionally impacted by relative wind speed changes. Beyond 
certain minimum thresholds, the resource is no longer viable. An example of where 
minimum absolute wind standards have been identified is the 34th America's Cup 
Regatta. Using the same data provider employed by the 34th America's Cup Regatta 
and a conservative definition of minimum acceptable conditions as they exist to­
day, an analysis of three years of historic data was conducted by the Candlestick 
Preservation Association. They found that a 5% to 10% decrease in the average wind 
speed at this site would reduce the number of sailable days at Candlestick Point by 
9% to 44% per year on average based on scaling historic wind levels and reapplying 
the minimum acceptable conditions criteria. This scaling of absolute wind speeds 
is a method suggested in the DEIR to translate the relative reported changes into 
absolute wind levels. 

3: The current trash processing facilities upwind of Candlestick Point have been 
generating incredible noxious odor and air pollution for many years. Many com­
plaints have been registered, but the trend continues unabated. Monitoring, test­
ing, and enforcing odor and other air quality issues requires access to juris­
dictions that are outside of Brisbane . Furthermore, current regional air quali ty 
and pollution control agencies are unwilling or unable to stop air pollution in 
this vicinity as witnessed by the perpetual odor. No meaningful provisions have 
been included in the DEIR for the local establishment of air quality standards, 
prevention of dissemination of odor and carcinogens into the air, monitoring and 
testing of the same, enforcement of such standards, and penalties for violations. 
Despite incredible continual odor discharge from July to September of 2013, for 
example, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District levied a total of only $300 
in fines against Recology facilities on the Baylands. 

4: For the maximum long- term benefits for both public welfare and private value, a 
substantial minimum Waterfront Preservation District should be established along 
the length of the Eastern edge of the Baylands adjacent to Highway 101 and the 
Bay. Not all open space is equal and waterfront enjoyment cannot be replicated 
by patches of green space scattered behind buildings that dominate and monopoli ze 
the shoreline. Research has shown that great value accrues t o municipalities that 
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use setbacks to keep buildings well away from the water and use stepped massi ng to 
gradually increase building heights in moving away from the water. 

For the sake of Brisbane residents , visitors, businesses, tourists, and the gen­
eral public, a substantial setback and public open space allowance should be made 
along the water. In additi on, maxi mum height limi ts should be substantially low­
ered to be commensurate with exi sting structures in the vici nity. Orientation and 
streamlining should also be i ncorporated to mini mi ze wind turbul ence increase and 
wind speed reduction impacts to the windsurfing area. Once this open space is 
committed to development it will likely be lost to the publi c i n perpetuity. 

Finally, I concur with the public comments for this DEIR prepared and submi tted by 
the Candlesti ck Preservati on Association. 

Thank you for your consi deration and your diligence i n thi s matter. 

3 List of Petitioners 

The following is a list of the 153 petit ioners who electronically signed the Petition via the Change.org 
platform. The final column is the date (in YYYY-MM-DD format) that indicates when the signature was 
received . 

United States California 

1 Siskind, Dan Alameda 2013-12-16 
2 Delwig, Anton Albany 2013-12-17 
3 Kane, J ason Atherton 2013-12-18 
4 Buckley, Heather Berkeley 2013-12-18 
5 Fielder , David Berkeley 2013-12-16 
6 lens, Sof Berkeley 2013-12-15 
7 Iverson, Erik Berkeley 2014-01-20 
8 Johnson , Jennifer Berkeley 2013-12-16 
9 Mui, Peter Berkeley 2013-12-18 
10 Shuman, Derek Berkeley 2013-12-17 
11 Spencer , Chris Berkeley 2013-12-17 
12 Stone, Rob Berkeley 2013-12-19 
13 Vallent in, Matthias Berkeley 2013-12-17 
14 Yribarren, Pedro Berkeley 2013-12-16 
15 Zelinski, Michael Berkeley 2013-12-16 
16 Block, Brad Brisbane 2013-12-15 
17 Chandler, Ellen Brisbane 2013-12-16 
18 Dettmer, Linda Brisbane 2013-12-17 
19 Bachmann, Philippe Burlingame 2013-12-19 
20 Santiago, Bric Burlingame 2013-12-19 
21 Mazzanti, Walter Corte Madera 2013-12-16 
22 Yearwood , Bradley Cotati 2013-12-17 
23 Luehrs, Dave Danville 2013-12-16 
24 Filiz, Onur El Cerrito 2013-12-16 
25 Elliott, Steve Fairfax 2013-12-19 
26 King, Madeleine Fairfax 2013-12-17 
27 Menshikov, Sergey Foster City 2013-12-16 
28 Luk, George Fremont 2013-12-18 
29 Tarant ino, Tristram Goleta 2013-12-17 
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30 McMenamin, Sean Granite Bay 2013-12-20 
31 Simmons, Phil Hercules 2013-12-16 
32 Lloyd, Sarah Los Altos 2013-12-16 
33 Bertoni, Nestor Los Angeles 2013-12-17 
34 Haye, George Los Gatos 2013-12-17 
35 C., Evan Menlo Park 2013-12-16 
36 Allen, Karla Mill Valley 2013-12-18 
37 Phillips, David Mountain View 2013-12-16 
38 Aviram, Ady Oakland 2013-12-16 
39 Fluckiger, Evelyn Oakland 2013-12-18 
40 G., Kati Oakland 2013-12-16 
41 Jones, Ian Oakland 2013-12-15 
42 Lilla, Brian Oakland 2013-12-24 
43 Locht, Ardaan Oakland 2013-12-17 
44 Sauvain, Cyrille Oakland 2013-12-21 
45 Singer, D. Oakland 2013-12-16 
46 St Clair, Lisa Oakland 2013-12-16 
47 Stewart, Amy Oakland 2013-12-16 
48 Vera, Adriana Oakland 2013-12-18 
49 Von Bucher, Peter Oakland 2013-12-16 
50 Voss, Jason Oakland 2013-12-29 
51 Hilow, William Pacifica 2013-12-16 
52 Montagne, Dan Pacifica 2013-12-16 
53 Duffie, Colin Palo Alto 2013-12-16 
54 LeBlanc, Candy Placerville 2013-12-17 77 
55 Ganapathi, DevaPrakash Rancho Corodva 2013-12-16 cont. 
56 Sinclair, Dwayne Redondo Beach 2013-12-19 
57 Kaven, Ole Redwood City 2013-12-16 
58 Zimmermann, Guiso Redwood City 2013-12-17 
59 Robert, Meredith Richmond 2013-12-19 
60 Mathias, John Sacramento 2013-12-16 
61 Ting, Ethan Sacramento 2013-12-18 
62 Brittain, David San Carlos 2013-12-15 
63 McKenna, Robert San Carlos 2013-12-17 
64 Alderton, Louise San Diego 2013-12-16 
65 DeWitt, Greg San Diego 2013-12-17 
66 Andor, Noemi San Francisco 2013-12-17 
67 Aubin, Marylene San Francisco 2013-12-16 
68 Beck, J ohn San Francisco 2013-12-17 
69 Buckner, Clark San Francisco 2014-01-07 
70 Cook, Jeff San Francisco 2013-12-17 
71 Fisher, Abigail San Francisco 2013-12-18 
72 Gifford, Dave San Francisco 2013-12-16 
73 Kan, Kevin San Francisco 2013-12-16 
74 Leverich, Jacob San Francisco 2013-12-15 
75 Lueck, Derek San Francisco 2013-12-17 
76 Meleney, David San Francisco 2013-12-17 
77 Mlika, Zdenek San Francisco 2013-12-16 
78 Monchiero, Matteo San Francisco 2013-12-17 
79 Oppedal, Jonas San Francisco 2013-12-17 
80 Portnoy, Diane San Francisco 2013-12-18 
81 Rosenblum, Diane San Francisco 2013-12-17 
82 Samborskyy, Dmytro San Francisco 2013-12-17 
83 Schwagler, Brad San Francisco 2013-12-20 
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84 Thole, Tim San Francisco 2013-12-16 
85 Tse, Karen San Francisco 2013-12-16 
86 Turcot, Panu San Francisco 2013-12-16 
87 Umur, Nesrin San Francisco 2013-12-16 
88 VanderMarck, Paul Sru1 Francisco 2013-12-17 
89 Verotta, Davide San Francisco 2013-12-16 
90 Vestel, Leora San Francisco 2013-12-16 
91 Younger Rosse, Dianne San Francisco 2013-12-17 
92 Rooke, Matt San Jose 2014-01-03 
93 Dias, Tia.go San Mateo 2013-12-17 
94 Rost, Guido San Mateo 2013-12-16 
95 Ter Schure, Arnout San Mateo 2013-12-16 
96 Carter, Scott San Pedro 2013-12-16 
97 Bayles, J eff San Rafael 2013-12-17 
98 Finn, Jeffrey San Rafael 2013-12-16 
99 Rice, Mena.chem San Rafael 2013-12-17 
100 Zehtabfard, Shirin San Rafael 2013-12-17 
101 Zorzynski, Roberta San Ramon 2013-12-16 
102 Hume, David Santa Clara 2013-12-16 
103 Jutkins, Charles Santa Cruz 2013-12-25 
104 Proca, Adrian Santa Cruz 2013-12-17 
105 Gray, David Santa Rosa 2013-12-23 77 
106 Kayne, Julian Santa Rosa 2013-12-17 cont. 
107 Pitt, Stephen Sausalito 2013-12-17 
108 Gales, Geoffrey Scotts Valley 2013-12-16 
109 Chuang, Jason Stanford 2013-12-17 
110 Khatiwala, Tejas Sunnyvale 2013-12-16 
111 Najim, Zoe Tahoe City 2013-12-17 
112 Miller, Andy Vallejo 2013-12-16 
113 Caven, Carl Walnut Creek 2013-12-17 
114 Pray, Thorsten Walnut Creek 2013-12-20 
115 Holland, John Westlake Village 2013-12-16 
116 Do, Kevin Westminster 2013-12-23 
117 Dev, Gita Woodside 2013-12-19 

United States Outside California 

118 Judge, Lisa Tucson, Arizona 2013-12-17 
119 Vrouletis, Gregory Boynton Beach, Florida 2013-12-16 
120 Boland, Pam Grovetown, Georgia 2013-12-23 
121 Devanney, Kieran Haiku, Hawaii 2013-12-24 
122 Watson, D. Kailua, Hawaii 2013-12-17 
123 Hill, Meghan Baltimore, Maryland 2013-12-16 
124 Feddersen, Graham Harvard, Massachusetts 2013-12-17 
125 Feddersen, Jeff Harvard, Massachusetts 2013-12-17 
126 Plante, Norman Holliston, Massachusetts 2013-12-17 
127 Patton, Liz Kingston, Massachusetts 2013-12-17 
128 Benoit Percq, Violaine Milton, Massachusetts 2013-12-17 
129 Steele, Michael Morrice, Michigan 2014-01-04 
130 Groner, Matt Bridgeton, Missouri 2013-12-17 
131 Pogzeba, Mike Albuquerque, New Mexico 2013-12-17 
132 Collins, Christopher Staten Island, New York 2013-12-27 
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133 McKinney, Andrew Avon, North Carolina 2013-12-17 
134 Berrios, Shedy Jacksonville, North Carolina 2013-12-16 
135 Kaplan, Dennis Mayfield Heights, Ohio 2013-12-18 
136 Weintraub, Dana Beaverton, Oregon 2014-01-01 
137 Henley, Holly Ninety Six, South Carolina 2014-01-06 
138 Bonner, Charles Austin, Texas 2013-12-16 
139 Henley, Cynthia Houston, Texas 2014-01-07 
140 Lough, Garry Wylie, Texas 2013-12-21 
141 Arnold, Tyler Harrisonburg, Virginia 2013-12-16 
142 Finnerty, Liann Sequim, Washington 2013-12-17 

Outside of the United States 

143 Lupi, Jorge Argent ina 2013-12-17 
144 Pojar, Sam Australia 2013-12-17 
145 Braeuer, Toby Brazil 2013-12-16 
146 Spiess, Carl Canada 2014-01-05 
147 D 'A vezac de Moran, Anne France 2013-12-20 
148 Pinocheau, Romain France 2013-12-16 
149 Dunkel, Alexander Germany 2013-12-16 
150 Dunkel, Johannes Germany 2013-12-31 
151 Wever, Chris Netherlands 2013-12-16 
152 Shikarkhane, Nikhil Sweden 2013-12-17 
153 Cusin, Pierre Switzerland 2013-12-18 

4 Additional Petitioners Comments 

In addition to the aforementioned letter intended as public comments to t he Baylands DEIR process from 
each petitioner, some petitioners also submitted additional comments via the Change.org platform. A selec­
tion of these additional comments is included below: 

I spent every weekend and some weekdays out at Candlestick windsurfing. I ' ve 
done this for 20 years. Many of my friends I have met there. It is a wonderful 
recreational area and very beautiful . The water is warm and the windsurfing is 
fantastic. I love it there. The recycling place near the Stick is leftover from 
the days when we used to put all the dumps near the bay. We had no regard for what 
we had. The bay is a fabulous resource. 

Ellen Chandler 
Brisbane, California 

I moved here from NY State in 2009 so that I would be able to sail at Candlestick. 
Please keep it windy. 

Michael Zelinski 
Berkeley, California 

I 'm a windsurfer and I really very much care about candlestick park. It is most 
amazing windsurfing spot. 
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Tejas Khatiwala 
Sunnyvale, California 

It's a main windsurfing destination and it would be a shame to see it go. It 
provides windsurfers in the bay area with many windsurfing days of the season. I 
probably windsurf there more than any other spot in the bay area. 

Pedro Yribarren 
Berkeley, California 

I am a San Francisco windsurfer who makes use of Candlestick on a regular ba­
sis (roughly 70 days from February through August). Having lived in a variety 
of cities (Vancouver, Toronto, Boston, Los Angeles) as a windsurfer, I quickly 
realized that Candl estick is a unique resource and I am deeply concerned that it 
would be irrevocably impacted by the proposed changes. This would be the loss of a 
premier windsurfing destination/location that is un-matched in any major city in 
North America! 

Jay Turcot 
San Francisco, California 

This is a great spot to enjoy the sport of windsurfing for locals or out of towners 
like myself. 

JP Holland 
Westlake Village, California 

Candlestick is one of the most reliable windsurfing spots in the Bay area. It 
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features a long sailing season. 84 

Andy Miller 
Vallejo, California 

I've enjoyed sailing at Candlestick Point many times and value this public re­
source. Being abl e to walk along the Bay's shore is also a benefit for current and 
future generations that should not be compromised by a l l owing private businesses 
to lower the qual ity of our landscapes . 

Amy Stewart 
Oakland, California 

I sail there. This is also one of good places for beginners and learning at any 
level. 

Sergey Menshikov 
Foster City, California 

I 'm one of the windsurfers who enjoy every windsurfing sessions there. Candlestick 
is a great windsurfing spot for all level windsurfers . 

Karen Tse 
San Francisco, California 
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Candlestick Point is an incredibly rare resource that must be protected. Candl e­
stick is one of the few truly great windsurfing locations on San Francisco Bay. 
The wind quality and quantity at Candl estick Point must be protected by requiri ng 
the developers to minimize their 'wind footprint' at this location -- where wind­
surfing is a long-time establ ished recreational use. 

George Haye 
Los Gatos, California 

I windsurf here roughly 20 days per year. 

Carl Gaven 
Walnut Creek, California 

Candlestick is a gem of San Francisco. I've had my best times in the city there. 

John Beck 
San Francisco, California 

Help make Candlestick a world-class windsurfing spot. I t is perfectly situated 
for consistently good winds in the Bay Area. 

Anton Delwig 
Albany, California 

To preserve the important recreational and beautiful offering of candlestick cove. 

Linda Dettmer 
Brisbane, California 

I think we should preserve al Bay area windsurfing and kitesurfing spots. Wind­
surfing is one of the f ew completely green sports that is harnessing the wi nd 
energy. Note to the Developer from a Realtor: Please include windsurfing as part 
of the bigger picture for this project. 

Shirin Zehtabfard 
San Rafael, California 

A great deal of development (and the developers) try to severel y mitigate the en­
vironmental impact they have on natural habitat of all kinds. Take a closer l ook. 
Humans need to be much more cognizant before it's too late they destroy the very 
environment they claim they appreciate and want to enjoy. 

Mike Pogzeba 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Protecting beach and water recreation areas for windsports is criti cal in order to 
preserve an unique advantage to residing in the Bay Area verses other metropol itan 
areas in the US. 

Karla Allen 
Mill Valley, California 
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The bay is a shared regional resource and recreational space needs to be protected . 

Gita Dev 
Woodside, California 

Candlestick Point has an established use for windsurfing that dates back into the 
early 1980's. That's 30 years of use as a premier windsurfing site. Please don't 
let this site be ruined by upwind development. 

Steve Elliott 
Fairfax, California 

My family and I use this place for windsurfing. 

Kevin Do 
Westminster, California 

I have enjoyed this spot for 15 years . It's the best Windsurfing Spot in the Bay. 
Development is ruining all the natural and free to the public recreational oppor­
tunities in our civilization. 

Charles Jutkins 
Santa Cruz, California 
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Appendix 

A Definitions of capitalized words and phrases 

The following capitalized words and phrases used in these Comments have the meaning as shown. 

300 Airport Boulevard 
Alemany Gap 
Analysis 
Appendix G 
Article 5 
Bay lands 
Brisbane Dirt Mounds 
CEQA 
Comments 
CPA 
CPS RA 
CPSRA Sensor 
Critical Upwind Section 
DEIR 
ESA 
Executive Park 
Impact 
Master Response 
Mitigation 
Practical Sailing Area 
Project 
Required Conditions 
Resource 
Sailable Day 
Sailable Day Impact Analysis 
Sailing Area 
SFBA 
Survey 
Waterfront Preservation District 

300 Airport Boulevard project/ BIR in City of Burlingame [3] 
Well-known topographical features that funnel wind to the CPSRA 
Analysis of Project impact on CPSRA for the DEIR 
Official "CEQA Environmental Checklist Form" 
Official "Guidelines for implementation of CEQA" 
Section of Brisbane, CA and surrounds also including the Project 
Soil processing mounds on Baylands as of 2nd half of 2013 
California Environmental Quality Act 
This document providing formal written comments 
Candlestick Preservation Association, author of these Comments 
Candlestick Point State Recreation Area 
Anenometer sensor for CPSRA operated by WeatherFlow, Inc. 
Section of the Project between the Alemany Gap and t he CPSRA 
Draft P roject EIR and its appendices and supporting memos 
Environmental Sciences Associates, who prepared the Analysis 1 00 
Executive Park project/BIR in City of San Francisco [2] cont. 
Potential impact of the Project on t he Resource 
Master response to 300 Airport Boulevard DEIR public comments 
Mitigation measures proposed herein to offset the Impact 
Realistic portion of the CPSRA critical to the Resource 
Proposed Brisbane Baylands project and related projects 
Minimum existing conditions for a Sailable Day 
Collective recreational windsurfing resources at the CPSRA 
Positive application of Required Conditions to CPSRA Sensor data 
Realistic Resource availability impact study reported herein 
Entire sailing area of the CPSRA 
San Francisco Boardsailing Association 
Survey of actual users of the Resource defining t he Required Conditions 
Proposed public space along Bay similar to Chicago lakefront 
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B Lull, mean, and gust wind sp eed reduction impact analysis 

Tables in this section were produced by scaling lull, mean, and gust wind speed values in the CPSRA Sensor 
historical data observations to 95% or 90% of their recorded values and then reapplying the Sailable Day 
criteria. 

2011 
April 2012 

2013 
2011 

May 2012 
2013 
2011 

June 2012 
2013 
2011 

July 2012 
2013 
2011 

August 2012 
2013 
2011 

September 2012 
2013 

2011 
2012 
2013 

All Years 

Days 
Sailable 

10 (-2, -17%) 
11 (-3, -21%) 
14 (-6, -30%) 
14 (-1 , -7%) 
18 (-1 , -5%) 

19 (-3, -14%) 
8 (-1 , -11%) 
16 (-3, -16%) 
14 (-3, -18%) 
12 (-1, -8%) 
6 (-4, -40%) 
7 (-5, -42%) 
2 (-1 , -33%) 

11 (-2, -15%) 
12 (-1, -8%) 
9 (-6, -40%) 
4 (-7, -64%) 

16 (-2, -11%) 

55 (-12, -18%) 
66 (-20, -233) 
82 (-20, -20%) 

Mean Lull Gust 
20 12 27 
18 11 25 
19 12 25 
20 12 28 
19 12 25 
18 12 26 
19 12 25 
18 11 25 
19 13 27 
18 12 24 
18 12 24 
17 11 23 
17 11 21 
17 12 23 
18 12 25 
17 12 22 
17 12 23 
18 12 25 

19 12 25 
18 12 24 
18 12 25 

Lull­
Gust 

Range 
15 
13 
13 
16 
13 
14 
13 
13 
14 
12 
12 
11 
10 
11 
13 
11 
11 
13 

13 
13 
13 

I 203 (-52, -20%) I 18 I 12 I 25 I 13 

Table 6: All Wind Speeds At 95% of Observed Value 

Lull­
Mean 
Range 

8 
7 
7 
8 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 
6 
6 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 

7 
6 
6 

7 

Mean­
Gust 

Range 
8 
7 
6 
8 
6 
7 
6 
7 
7 
6 
6 
6 
4 
5 
7 
5 
5 
7 

6 
6 
7 

6 

Lull, mean, and gust values adjusted. Differences and percent differences in days sailable are 
relative to the base case (Table 2). 
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2011 
April 2012 

2013 
2011 

May 2012 
2013 
2011 

June 2012 
2013 
2011 

July 2012 
2013 
2011 

August 2012 
2013 
2011 

September 2012 
2013 

2011 
2012 
2013 

All Years 

Days 
Sail able 

7 (-5, -42%) 
8 (-6, -43%) 

9 (-11, -55%) 
10 (-5, -33%) 
10 (-9, -47%) 
18 (-4, -18%) 
6 (-3, -33%) 
10 (-9, -47%) 
11 (-6, -35%) 
9 (-4, -31%) 
6 (-4, -40%) 

2 (-10, -83%) 
1 (-2, -67%) 
6 (-7, -54%) 
9 (-4, -31%) 
6 (-9, -60%) 
2 (-9, -82%) 

13 (-5, -28%) 

39 (-28, -42%) 
42 (-44, -51%) 
62 (-40, -39%) 

Lull- Lull- Mean-
Gust Mean Gust 

Mean Lull Gust Range Range Range 
20 12 28 15 8 8 
19 12 25 13 7 7 
19 12 25 13 7 6 
20 12 28 16 8 8 
19 12 26 14 7 7 
18 12 25 13 6 7 
19 13 26 14 7 7 
18 12 25 14 7 7 
20 12 27 15 7 8 
18 12 23 11 6 5 
18 12 24 12 6 6 
18 12 23 12 6 6 
17 11 21 10 6 4 
18 12 23 11 5 6 
18 12 25 12 5 7 
17 11 22 11 6 5 
17 11 24 13 6 6 
18 11 25 14 7 7 

19 12 25 14 7 7 
18 12 25 13 7 6 
18 12 25 14 7 7 

I 143 (-112, -443) I 19 I 12 I 25 I 13 7 7 

Table 7: All Wind Speeds At 90% of Observed Value 

CPA2 

Lull, mean, and gust values adjusted. D ifferences and percent d ifferences in days sailable are 

relative to the base case (Table 2). 
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C Mean wind speed reduction impact analysis 

Tables in this section were produced by scaling only the mean wind speed values in the CP SRA Sensor 
historical data observations to 95% or 90% of their recorded values and then reapplying the Sailable Day 
criteria. Lull and gust wind speed values were not adjusted. 

2011 
April 2012 

2013 
2011 

May 2012 
2013 
2011 

June 2012 
2013 
2011 

July 2012 
2013 
2011 

August 2012 
2013 
2011 

September 2012 
2013 

2011 
2012 
2013 

All Years 

Days 
Sailable 

12 (0, 0%) 
14 (0, 0%) 

17 (-3, -15%) 
15 (0, 0%) 
19 (0, 0%) 
22 (0, 0%) 
9 (0, 0%) 
19 (0, 0%) 

15 (-2, -12%) 
12 (-1, -8%) 
8 (-2, -20%) 
9 (-3, -25%) 
2 (-1, -33%) 

11 (-2, -15%) 
13 (0, 0%) 

12 (-3, -20%) 
6 (-5, -45%) 
17 (-1 , -6%) 

62 (-5, -7%) 
77 (-9, -10%) 
93 (-9, -9%) 

Mean Lull 
19 12 
17 11 
18 12 
19 12 
18 12 
18 12 
18 13 
18 12 
18 13 
18 12 
17 12 
16 11 
16 11 
17 12 
18 12 
17 12 
16 11 
18 12 

18 12 
18 12 
18 12 

Lull­
Gust 

Gust Range 
28 16 
25 14 
25 13 
28 16 
26 14 
26 14 
26 13 
26 14 
26 14 
24 12 
24 12 
23 12 
22 10 
23 11 
26 13 
22 11 
22 11 
26 14 

26 14 
25 13 
26 14 

I 232 (-23, -9%) I 18 I 12 I 25 I 13 

Lull­
Mean 
Range 

7 
6 
6 
7 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 

6 
6 
6 

6 

Table 8: Mean Wind Speeds At 95% of Observed Value 

Mean­
Gust 

Range 
9 
8 
7 
9 
8 
8 
7 
8 
8 
7 
7 
7 
5 
6 
8 
6 
6 
8 

8 
7 
8 

8 

Only mean wind speed values adjusted. Differences and percent differences in days sailable are 
relative to the base case (Table 2) . 
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2011 
April 2012 

2013 
2011 

May 2012 
2013 
2011 

June 2012 
2013 
2011 

July 2012 
2013 
2011 

August 2012 
2013 
2011 

September 2012 
2013 

2011 
2012 
2013 

All Years 

Days 
Sail able 

12 (0, 0%) 
10 (-4, -29%) 
13 (-7, -35%) 

15 (0, 0%) 
18 (-1 , -5%) 
20 (-2, -9%) 
8 (-1 , -11%) 
19 (0, 0%) 

13 (-4, -24%) 
10 (-3, -23%) 
6 (-4, -40%) 
5 (-7, -58%) 
1 (-2, -67%) 
9 (-4, -31%) 
12 (-1, -8%) 
9 (-6, -40%) 
4 (-7, -64%) 

14 (-4, -22%) 

55 (-12, -18%) 
66 (-20, -23%) 
77 (-25, -25%) 

Lull- Lull- Mean-
Gust Mean Gust 

Mean Lull Gust Range Range Range 
18 12 28 16 6 10 
18 12 27 15 5 9 
18 13 26 13 5 8 
19 12 29 16 6 10 
18 13 26 14 5 9 
18 12 27 15 5 10 
18 13 27 14 5 9 
17 12 26 14 5 9 
19 13 29 16 6 10 
17 13 25 12 5 8 
17 12 25 13 5 8 
16 12 24 12 4 8 
17 12 23 11 4 6 
17 13 24 12 4 8 
17 13 26 13 4 9 
16 12 23 12 4 7 
16 12 24 12 4 7 
18 13 27 15 5 10 

18 12 27 14 5 9 
17 12 26 14 5 9 
18 13 27 14 5 9 

I 198 (-57, -22%) I 18 I 12 I 25 I 14 5 9 

Table 9: Mean Wind Speeds At 90% of Observed Value 

CPA2 

Only mean wind sp eed values adjusted. Differences and percent differences in days sailable are 

relative to the base case (Table 2). 
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D Wind t urbule nce intensity increase impact a nalysis 

Tables in this section were produced by decreasing the lull values in the CPSRA Sensor historical data 
observations such that the difference between the lull and mean wind speed values of each observation was 
increased by 5% or 10%. This is consistent with the behavior predictor by the gust factor models detailed in 
Appendix H. For small changes in wind turbulence intensity, t he increase in the difference between mean and 
gust can be expected to change proportionally to the change in the wind turbulence intensity. Furthermore, 
the empirical range of lull to gust is roughly symmetric about the mean. Following this change, the Sailable 
Day criteria was reapplied. Mean and gust wind speed values were not adjusted. 

2011 
April 2012 

2013 
2011 

May 2012 
2013 
2011 

June 2012 
2013 
2011 

July 2012 
2013 
2011 

August 2012 
2013 
2011 

September 2012 
2013 

2011 
2012 
2013 

All Years 

Days 
Sailable 

10 (-2, -17%) 
11 (-3, -21%) 
14 (-6, -30%) 
14 (-1, -7%) 
19 (0, 0%) 

20 (-2, -9%) 
9 (0, 0%) 

16 (-3, -16%) 
14 (-3, -18%) 
12 (-1, -8%) 
8 (-2, -20%) 
10 (-2, -17%) 
2 (-1 , -33%) 

11 (-2, -15%) 
12 (-1, -8%) 

11 (-4, -27%) 
7 (-4, -36%) 
17 (-1 , -6%) 

58 (-9, -13%) 
72 (-14, -16%) 
87 (-15, -15%) 

Mean Lull 
21 12 
19 12 
19 12 
21 12 
19 12 
19 12 
19 12 
19 12 
20 12 
18 12 
17 11 
17 12 
17 11 
18 12 
19 12 
17 11 
18 12 
19 12 

19 12 
19 12 
19 12 

Gust 
29 
26 
26 
29 
26 
26 
26 
26 
28 
24 
23 
23 
22 
23 
26 
22 
22 
26 

26 
25 
26 

Lull­
Gust 

Range 
17 
14 
14 
17 
14 
14 
13 
14 
15 
12 
12 
12 
10 
11 
13 
11 
11 
14 

14 
13 
14 

I 211 (-38, -153 ) I 19 I 12 I 25 I 14 

Table 10: Lull-to-Mean Range Increased by 5% 

Lull­
Mean 
Range 

g 

7 
7 
9 
7 
7 
7 
7 
8 
7 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 

7 
7 
7 

7 

Mean­
Gust 

Range 
8 
7 
6 
8 
7 
7 
6 
7 
8 
6 
6 
6 
4 
5 
7 
5 
5 
7 

7 
6 
7 

7 

Only lull wind speed values adjusted. Differences and percent differences in days sailable are 
relative to the base case (Table 2) . 
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2011 
April 2012 

2013 
2011 

May 2012 
2013 
2011 

June 2012 
2013 
2011 

July 2012 
2013 
2011 

August 2012 
2013 
2011 

September 2012 
2013 

2011 
2012 
2013 

All Years 

Days 
Sail able 

10 (-2, -173) 
11 (-3, -213) 
14 (-6, -303) 
13 (-2, -133) 

19 (0, 03) 
20 (-2, -93) 

9 (0, 03) 
16 (-3, -163) 
14 (-3, -183) 
12 (-1 , -83) 
8 (-2, -203) 
9 (-3, -253) 
2 (-1, -333) 

11 (-2, -153) 
12 (-1 , -83) 

11 (-4, -273) 
7 (-4, -363) 
17 (-1 , -63) 

57 (-10, -153) 
72 (-14, -163) 
86 (-16, -163) 

Lull- Lull- Mean-
Gust Mean Gust 

Mean Lull Gust Range Range Range 
21 12 29 17 9 8 
19 11 26 15 8 7 
19 12 26 14 8 6 
21 12 29 17 9 8 
19 12 26 14 8 7 
19 12 26 15 8 7 
19 12 26 14 7 6 
19 11 26 14 8 7 
20 12 28 16 8 8 
18 11 24 12 7 6 
18 11 23 12 7 6 
17 12 23 12 6 6 
17 11 22 10 6 4 
18 11 23 11 6 5 
19 12 26 14 7 7 
17 11 22 11 6 5 
18 11 22 11 6 5 
19 11 26 14 8 7 

19 12 26 14 8 7 
19 11 25 13 7 6 
19 12 26 14 7 7 

I 215 (-4o, -163) I 19 I 12 I 26 I 14 7 7 

Table 11: Lull-to-Mean Range Increased by 103 

CPA2 

Only lull w ind speed values adjusted. Differences and percent differences in days sailable are 

relative to the base case (Table 2). 
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E Pred icted wind lulls a nd gusts due to wind t urb ulen ce inten sity 

To illustrate the relationship between lull, mean, and gust wind speed values over different observation 
periods and different turbulence intensities, the model in Appendix H was applied to 1, 5, and 12 minute 
observation periods with mean wind speeds ranging from 12 to 28 and wind turbulence intensities ranging 
from 0.10 to 0.20. These tables predict the range of extreme winds at different variables. 

3 Second Wind Lull Speed Over 1 Minute Observation Period 
Turbulence Intensity 

Mean 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.20 
12 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 9 9 9 
14 12 12 12 12 12 11 11 11 11 11 10 
16 14 14 14 13 13 13 13 13 12 12 12 
18 16 16 15 15 15 15 14 14 14 14 13 
20 17 17 17 17 16 16 16 16 15 15 15 
22 19 19 19 18 18 18 18 17 17 17 16 
24 21 21 20 20 20 19 19 19 19 18 18 
26 23 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 20 19 
28 24 24 24 23 23 23 22 22 22 21 21 

3 Second Wind Gust Speed Over 1 Minute Observation Period 
Turbulence Intensity 

Mean 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.20 
12 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 15 15 15 15 
14 16 16 16 16 16 17 17 17 17 17 18 
16 18 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 20 20 20 
18 20 20 21 21 21 21 22 22 22 22 23 
20 23 23 23 23 24 24 24 24 25 25 25 
22 25 25 25 26 26 26 26 27 27 27 28 
24 27 27 28 28 28 29 29 29 29 30 30 
26 29 30 30 30 31 31 31 32 32 32 33 
28 32 32 32 33 33 33 34 34 34 35 35 

Table 12: Prediction of 3 Second Lull and Gust Wind Speeds Over 1 Minute 
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3 Second Wind Lull Speed Over 5 Minute Observation Period 
Turbulence Intensity 

Mean 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.20 
12 10 9 9 9 9 9 8 8 8 8 7 
14 11 11 11 10 10 10 10 9 9 9 9 
16 13 13 12 12 12 11 11 11 10 10 10 
18 15 14 14 13 13 13 12 12 12 11 11 
20 16 16 15 15 15 14 14 13 13 13 12 
22 18 17 17 16 16 16 15 15 14 14 13 
24 19 19 18 18 18 17 17 16 16 15 15 
26 21 20 20 19 19 18 18 17 17 16 16 
28 23 22 22 21 20 20 19 19 18 18 17 

3 Second Wind Gust Speed Over 5 Minute Observation Period 
Turbulence Intensity 

Mean 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.20 
12 14 15 15 15 15 15 16 16 16 16 17 
14 17 17 17 18 18 18 18 19 19 19 19 
16 19 19 20 20 20 21 21 21 22 22 22 
18 21 22 22 23 23 23 24 24 24 25 25 
20 24 24 25 25 25 26 26 27 27 27 28 
22 26 27 27 28 28 28 29 29 30 30 31 
24 29 29 30 30 30 31 31 32 32 33 33 
26 31 32 32 33 33 34 34 35 35 36 36 
28 33 34 34 35 36 36 37 37 38 38 39 

Table 13: Prediction of 3 Second Lull and Gust Wind Speeds Over 5 Minutes 
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3 Second Wind Lull Speed Over 12 Minute Observation Period 
Turbulence Intensity 

Mean 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.20 
12 9 9 9 8 8 8 8 7 7 7 6 
14 11 10 10 10 9 9 9 9 8 8 8 
16 12 12 12 11 11 10 10 10 9 9 9 
18 14 13 13 13 12 12 11 11 11 10 10 
20 15 15 14 14 14 13 13 12 12 11 11 
22 17 16 16 15 15 14 14 13 13 12 12 
24 18 18 17 17 16 16 15 15 14 14 13 
26 20 19 19 18 18 17 16 16 15 15 14 
28 22 21 20 20 19 18 18 17 16 16 15 

3 Second Wind Gust Speed Over 12 Minute Observation Period 
Turbulence Intensity 

Mean 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.20 
12 15 15 15 16 16 16 16 17 17 17 18 
14 17 18 18 18 19 19 19 19 20 20 20 
16 20 20 20 21 21 22 22 22 23 23 23 
18 22 23 23 23 24 24 25 25 25 26 26 
20 25 25 26 26 26 27 27 28 28 29 29 
22 27 28 28 29 29 30 30 31 31 32 32 
24 30 30 31 31 32 32 33 33 34 34 35 
26 32 33 33 34 34 35 36 36 37 37 38 
28 34 35 36 36 37 38 38 39 40 40 41 

Table 14: Prediction of 3 Second Lull and Gust Wind Speeds Over 12 Minutes 
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F Background on t h e DEIR Process 

For the DEIR process, an environmental engineering firm (ESA) made an effort to study the project's effects 
on wind conditions at the windsurfing launch site in the Candlestick Point State Recreation Area and in the 
adjacent sailing area that lies to the east of the project site in the San Francisco Bay. Their results were 
provided to t he City of Brisbane and the public through the body of the DEIR in Chapter 4 Section M and 
Appendix J as well as a "Windsurf Tech Memo" dated November 2nd, 2012 prepared by Charles Bennett 
and Cory Barringhaus [6]. 

The DEIR attempted to satisfy certain requirements of CEQA [1] including Article 5 and Appendix G. 
Elements of these documents relevant to these Comments include Article 5 sections 15064 (Determining 
the significance of t he environmental effects caused by a project) , 15064.7 (Thresholds of significance), and 
15065 (Mandatory findings of significance), as well as Appendix G § Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 
paragraph (9) . 

For reference, excerpts of these sections are reproduced below: 

Article 5 § 15064 subparagraph (e) : "If t he physical change causes adverse economic or social effects on 
people, those adverse effects may be used as a factor in determining whether t he physical change is signif­
icant. For example, if a project would cause overcrowding of a public facility and the overcrowding causes 
an adverse effect on people, the overcrowding would be regarded as a significant effect." 

Article 5 § 15064.7 subparagraph (a): "A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative 
or performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means the effect will 
normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with which means the effect normally 
will be determined to be less than significant ." 

Article 5 § 15064.7 subparagraph (c): "When adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider 
thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies or recommended by 
experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evi­
dence." 

Appendix G § Evaluat ion of Environmental Impacts paragraph (9): "The explanation of each issue should 
identify: a) the significance criteria or t hreshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and b) the mitigation 
measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance." 
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G D efinitions of technical symbols and terms 

The following technical symbols and terms used in these Comments have the meaning as shown. 

T 
t 
ii , ii(T) 
Umax, Umax(t, T) 
a,, 
TI,, 
GF(t,T) 
zo 
z 
Gust(t , T) 
Lull(t, T) 
F 
p 
s 
c 
v 

Duration of observation period 
Duration of peak gust wind speed Umax 

Mean wind speed during an observat ion period T 
Peak gust wind speed of length t during an observat ion period T 
Root mean square of t he longitudinal turbulence component to the mean wind speed ii 
Wind t urbulence intensity (longit udinal, in direction of flow), ratio of a,. over ii 
Gust factor, ratio of Umax over ii given t and T 
Surface roughness lengt h in meters 
Observation height in meters 
Peak wind speed of length t during an observation period T 
Minimum wind speed of length t during an observation period T 

sail force 
air density, varies with temperature and pressure 
sail area 
aerodynamic coefficient depending on angle of sail to wind and sailing angle 
speed of the wind relative to the sail (apparent wind) 
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CPA2 

H Selected formulas 

Standard practice of relating turbulence intensity to extreme wind speeds known as gusts and lulls is based 
on elements of "Extreme Value Theory." Simple models from Extreme Value Theory are used to populate 
the sensitivity analysis tables in t hese Comments. Though much of this science is explored in the context of 
hurricane and other violent storms, the winds experienced at CPSRA do range in t he near gale category [18] 
and empirically, these models do reasonably predict the range of values experienced at CPSRA as shown 
below. 

The starting point for this analysis is a simple gust factor formula proposed by [13] that is consistent with 
empirical observations and assumes a linear dependence on the longitudinal turbulence intensity and a 
logarithmic dependence on the gust duration t: 

GF(t = 3 seconds, T = 12 minutes) = 1 + 0.42 x TI,, x ln(720 / 3) (1) 

Given sensor observations from sailable periods of an average mean wind speed of 18 mph and average gust 
of 25 (see Table 2), an implied TI,, of 0.16 is found using t he above model. This is within the range found 
by t he wind tunnel tests. This implied turbulence intensity presumably reflects the additional effect of wind 
swell, which is well known to increase turbulence, in addition to other factors that were not modeled in t he 
wind tunnel test. 

Next, a surface roughness length formula given by [36]: 

zo = exp[ln(z) - 1/ TI,,(z)] (2) 

At a height z of 2 meters and a turbulence intensity TI,, of 0.16, a surface roughness length zo of 0.0039 
meters (0.39 cm) is found. This is on the order of [?] for inland seas and WMO (2008) and substant iates t he 
use of the Eq 1 sensitivity analysis calculations in these comments. 

Gust wind speeds are predicted from mean wind observations (ii) by: 

Gust(t, T) = GF(t, T) x u(T) (3) 

Sailable observations show lulls and gusts to be roughly symmetric around the mean wind speed. Mean 
wind speeds were far enough from zero so t hat such symmetry did not suggest negative numbers. Lull wind 
speeds are predicted by: 

Lull(t, T) = 2u(T) - Gust(t, T) (4) 

Predicted lull and gust values using this method are consistent with sensor observations. A consequence 
of this model is that regardless of t he actual turbulence intensity, the effect of proportional changes to t he 
turbulence intensity can be examined by simply scaling the range of t he mean-gust or lull-mean ranges. 

Finally, force exerted on the sail from these wind speeds is given by Bernoulli's equation and is proportional 
to the square of the apparent wind speed. Apparent wind speed can be greater or less than true wind 
depending on sailing angle. 

1 
F = 2" x p x S x C x V 2 
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I M iscellaneous 

Fair use and d isclaimer 

In the event this document contains images, excerpts, and other information, the use of which have not 
been pre-authorized, such material is made available exclusively for t he purpose of advancing legitimate 
public not-for-profit discussions surrounding land and architectural planning, environmental assessment and 
preservation, and other land use issues. This document and excerpts of the same are intended only for not­
for-profit, educational, research, and commentary purposes in connection with public entitlement, planning, 
and permitting processes. No commercial distribution or reproduction of t his document or any parts of 
this document is authorized. The Fair Use of this document and material herein is provided for under U.S. 
Code Title 17, § 107 and ot her applicable provisions. Permission to reproduce this document or parts of t he 
same must be obtained where applicable by original authors, artists, or data providers. No profit whatso­
ever is being received in connection with the preparation or distribution of this document or parts of t he same. 

This document and any excerpts are provided "as is" without warranty of any kind, either expressed or 
implied, including, but not limited to warranties of noninfringement or merchantability or fitness for any 
particular purpose. The authors of this document have used reasonable efforts to include accurate and up-to­
date information, however no warranties or representations about accuracy, timeliness, or completeness are 
made. The authors of this document assume no liability or responsibility for any errors or omissions. Under 
no circumstances shall the authors of this document or any of their affiliates or successors be liable for any 
damages, including general, indirect, direct, special, incidental, or consequential damages arising from t he 
creation or distribution of this document or any other use or consequence in connection with this document. 

Addit ional image cr edits 
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Images from the following Flickr.com users may be included in this document: adsurfphotography, 46009592@NO 
dmguz, sovietuk, atfruth, solarwind-chicago, sutanto, 38037974@NOO, kenjet, lifes_ too...short __ to_ drink_ cheap_ ine, 
dcoetzee, 67808336@N04, and planckstudios. For more information, visit http://www.flickr.com/ . 
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January 24, 2014 

John Swiecki, AICP 

Community Development Director 

City of Brisbane 

50 Park Place 

Brisbane, CA 94005 

Re: Development around the Bayshore Coltrain Station (Brisbane Baylands) 

Dear M r. Swiecki: 

GREENBELT ALLIANCE 

San Francisco Office 

312 Sutter Street, Suite 510 

San Francisco, CA 94108 

(415) 543-6771 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on future development around the Bayshore Coltrain station. 

We encourage the city to promote the redevelopment of this underutilized brownfield site with compact 

development that provides new homes at a range of incomes and creates walkable transit-friendly 

neighborhoods with a vibrant mix of homes, shops, offices, and open space. Such a development pattern 

will help address the region 's housing crisis, provide opportunities for healthy living for residents and 

workers, support the local economy, relieve development pressure on the region's open spaces, and 

provide other environmental benefits. 

Addressing the region's housing crisis 

The Brisbane Baylands site offers one of the last large-site infill development opportunities in the Bay Area 1 
Providing new homes for a range of incomes in a compact development style in this strategic location w ill 

help meet the region's significant housing needs. It will also allow more residents to live near where they 

work rather than face a grueling commute home, thus improving the quality of life for all Bay Area 

residents. 

Providing healthy transportation choices 

The land around the Bayshore Coltrain Station provides a unique opportunity to allow those who live and 

work in the area to access to an array of transportation choices, including heavy- rail, buses, biking, and 

walking. Numerous studies demonstrate that access to transportation choices results in high usage of thos 

amenities. For example, according to a recent MTC study, Bay Area residents are ten times more likely to 

312 Sutter St1~el, Suite 510 San Francisco CA 94108 greenbelt.org 
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use transit if they live and work within a half mile of a major transit stop (1). Likewise, San Francisco has 

documented a 96% increase in number of individuals biking since 2006, with highest usage in those areas 

where the city has invested in bicycling infrastructure (2). Increasing the use of transportation options 

improves community health outcomes, minimizes time stuck in traffic, helps ease the strain on the regional 

transportation network, and reduces air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Sueeorting the local economy 

By promoting compact, mixed- use development within the existing urbanized area, Brisbane could tap 

into an array of w ell-documented economic benefits (3). For example, studies show developing in focused 

growth patterns provide a savings of 9.2% in local lane- miles constructed and 11.8% in local road costs as 

well as 8 .6% reductions in water and sewer infrastructure (4). These savings would benefit the whole 

region, with more resources available to build our local economies and improve our quality of life. 

Providing environmental benefits 

Jurisdictions around the Bay Area are increasingly recognizing the significant positive environmental effects 

of compact infill development. For example, in the City of Mountain View, the Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) for the city's General Plan 2030 concluded that providing more infill homes w ithin the city would 

improve commute patterns, reduce overall vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas emissions, 

and minimize the need for single-occupancy car trips. 

Greenbelt Alliance's 2012 report At Risk: The Bay Area Greenbelt concluded that over 322,000 acres of 

open space- the equivalent of 10 cities the size of San Francisco- remain at risk of sprawl development in 

1 
New Places, New Choices: T ransit-Oiented Development in the San Francisco Bay Area, 2006 - fv'etropolitan Transportation Commission 

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart _growth/ tod/TOD _ Book.pdf 
2 http://www. sfbike. org/ ma in/ city-c ity-bicycle-count-report-shows-a-dramatic-96- increase- i n-ridershi p / 
3 For examples, see: 
Smart Growth America' s Building Better Budgets: A National Examination of fiscal Benefds of Smart Growth Development(20l3) 
http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/building-better-budgets 

Center for Clean Air Policy's Growing Wealthier: Smart Growth, Climate Change and Prospenly(20ll) 
http://www.growingwealthier.info/index.aspx 

Arne1 icu11 Lu118 A~~ociuliu1 1 i 11 Culiru1 11iu '~ Lund U:;C1, Chiflultf C/iunyff & Public HC1Ulll1 l:;:;utf 811'<:1!(2010) 
http:/ /www.lungusa.org/ associations/ states/ california/ assets/ pdfs/ advocacy / land-use-climate- change-and. pdf 

T ransForm' s Windfall for Alf" How Connected, Convenient Neighborhoods Can Protect Our Climate and Safeguard California's 
Economy(2009) http://www. transformca. org/windfal I-for-all 

Bartholomew, Winkelman, Walters, and Chen Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urbon Development and Climate Change 
(2008) http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/growingcoolerCHl. pdf 

4 TCRP Report 74: Costs of Sprawl 

greenbelt.org Page 2 of 3 
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the Bay Area (s). To ease development pressure on these lands, we must all work together to encourage 

infill development while we work to increase protections for our natural lands. 

Conclusion 

Compact walkable development around the Bayshore Coltrain station can provide significant 

environmental , social , and economic benefits to the City of Brisbane and the larger Bay Area region. W e 

encourage the city to examine these benefits as it explo res future land uses in this area. 

Sincerely, 

Matt Vander Sluis 

Interim Program Director 

Greenbelt Alliance 

mvandersluis@greenbelt.org 

5 http://www.greenbelt.org/ at-risk/ 
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HOUS I NG 
LEADERSHIP 
COUNCIL 
SAll"'tfOCQUl<T'I 

Housing Leadership Council 
of San Mateo County 

139 Mitchell Avenue. Suite 108 
South San Francisco, CA 94080 
T: (650) 872-4444 I F: (650) 872-44 I I 
www.hlcsmc.org 

December 2. 20 13 

Mr. John Swiecki. AICP, Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005 
Attention: MJ'. Swiecki and City Council 

Dear Mr. Swiecki. 

HLCSMC 

At our meeting on October 7, 2013, the HLC Board of Directors unanimously supported the 
proposed revised Bay lands Specific Plan from February 20 11 for a Planned Development that 
includes 4.434 housing units. 

Housing Leadership Council's 70 membership organizations include nonprofits. business groups. 
real estnle firms, labor unions, educators, environmentalists, and other concerned community 
members. HLC endorsed the Universal Paragon Specific Plan because it will result in a planned I 
transit hub, commercial and office development. the inclusion of a mix of market-rate and 
affordable housing units, quality design at efficient densities, as well as other benefits it wi ll 1 

provide to the community, such as j obs for local construction workers and a home for many 
permanent jobs. 

llLC believes this plan will result in a high-quali ty development that wi ll truly serve the 
residents of Brisbane. The plan will help Brisbane to grow in ways that enhance and support lhe 
existing community, while creating a posit ive future. With regard to the residential component, r 
HLC desires to see homes created at all affordability levels. We hope the City of Brisbane will 2 
be able to provide for a range of income levels in the BMR units. I lousing costs have outst1ipped 
income growth in San Mateo County. This proposed residential development is greatly needed to 
help meet the existing need as well as projected future need based on population and job growth. 
Providing a significant component of housing lo accommodate people who will work nearby, 
have grown up here or who want lo stay and/or retire in Brisbane, is good for the community. 

Sincerely yours. 

Executive Director 
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January 23, 2014 

Jolm A. Swiecki, ATCP 
Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place 
Brisbane, CA 94005 
e-mai I: jswiecki@.ci.brisbane.ca. us 

Recology 
Su"SEll Scavenger 
Golde~ Gale 
Sa,, Francisco 

WASTE ZERO 

RECEIVED RSF 

JAN? I ,. 14 

Comm C v Dc:p1 Br bann 

Re: Recology's Comments to the Draft EIR for the Brisbane Baylands 

Dear Mr. Swiecki: 

Recology appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR for the Brisbane 
Bay lands. 

The draft EIR evaluates the following four Concept Plans: Developer Sponsored Plan (DSP) 
- proposes total new development of 12. l million square feet of residential, office/retail, 
industrial, and institutional on 684 acres. Recology's 44.2-acre site is excluded; Developer 
Sponsored Plan-Entertainment Variant (DSP-V) - this is the same 684-acre area of DSP 
but replaces retail and office/R&D uses with a variety of entertainment uses; Community 
Proposed Plan (CPP) -Includes the 684-acre site of DSP plus Recology's existing 44.2-acre 
area. New development is reduced to 7. 7 million square feet with no residential 
development; and Community Proposed Plan- Recology Expansion Variant (CPP-V)- This 1 
plan differs from the CPP by expanding the Recology site by 21.3 acres to a total of65.5. and 
allows for the expansion and modernization of Recology' s existing facility by replacing 
CPP's hotel and R&D uses with Recology's uses. 

Most of Recology's comments are directed at the environmental analysis, findings and 
conclusions related to the DSP and DSP-V project scenarios ("DSP projects") which exclude 
Recology's property and proposed expansion project. These comments, prepared with 
assistance of engineers and other expert consultants, focus on the DSP projects' 
incompatibility with Recology's land use, the lack of analysis ofDSP projects negative 
impacts on Recology's existing facility and operation, and the DEJR' s inadequate analysis of 
traffic and its impacts on RecoJogy and on greenhouse gas (OHO) emissions relating to 
Recology's proposed expansion. 
ln determining the adequacy of the DETR' s analysis it is important to recognize the vital J 
public service provided by Recology's facility at Tunnel and Beatty Avenues in solid waste 

2 collection. transfer. recycling and resource recovery for the City and County of San 
Francisco. In addition, San Francisco is now dependent on the modernization and expansion 

250 Executive Park Blvd., Suite 2100 I San Francisco, CA 94134 1 T: 415.330.1300 I recologysf.com 
l't·uwl r.1 h,, f11111luic',, ()\, 111•d 

s:ll(t~ TfO O'°' ~fClCL£0 llAPEii' 
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In determining the adequacy of the DEIR's analysis it is important to recognize the vital 
public service provided by Recology's facil ity at Tunnel and Beatty Avenues in solid waste 
collection, transfer, recycling and resource recovery for the City and County of San 
Francisco. In addition, San Francisco is now dependent on the modernization and expansion 
of Recology's facility, included in the CPP-V project, to provide the infrastructure for the 
resource recovery facilities needed for San Francisco to achieve its zero waste goal. As 
discussed below, there also exists the potential, for Recology's expansion project, to assist 
the City of Brisbane in achieving one of its project objectives ''to maximize solid waste 
diversion with the goal of achieving zero waste." (DEIR, K. at p. 2. 7 .) 

A. DEIR's Inadequate Analysis of DSP Projects' Impacts on Recology's Existing 
Facility 

The DEIR does not adequately analyze the potential impacts on Recology's existing 

2 
cont. 

operation and use from the proposed DSP projects which would border Recology's site to the 3 
south and west. The Draft Brisbane Bay lands Specific Plan shows that these projects 
propose to develop high density residential, retail, commercial, and entertainment land uses 
adjacent to Recology. It is Recology's position that the DSP projects' proposed land uses are 
incompatible with the General Plan designation and zoning on the Recology property and 
would negatively impact Recology's operation and use. 

1. Recology's Existing Facility and Land Uses 

Recology' s existing 44.2-acre facility, which straddles the Brisbane/San Francisco boundary, 
has approximately 232,888 square feet of building, and a fleet of 558 vehicles. The DEIR 
describes the uses as being "waste transfer, materials recovery, public disposal and recycling. 
vehicle weighing and maintenance. organics transfer, fueling, temporary hazardous materials 
storage, fleet parking, cart and container maintenance and storage and administration 
activities." (DEIR at p. 3-17.) The Recology site has a long history in solid waste disposal, 
transfer and resource recovery. Recology's predecessor used the site for landfill back in the 
1930s and beginning in the 1970s the operation moved towards waste transfer and recycling 4 
resource recovery. 

Recology's use conforms to Brisbane's General Plan. The property is located in the Beatty 
Subarea and is designated Heavy Commercial which is described in the General Plan as 
providing "for the bulk sales, offices, meeting halls, vehicle storage and equipment 
maintenance. It also allows outside storage of vehicles and equipment." (DEIR at p. 4. J-9.) 

General Plan Policy 374 states: "Development in the subarea shall have as its primary 
purpose the accommodation of Heavy Commercial uses that need large areas of land to 
accommodate goods and equipment and may involve outdoor storage of goods and 
equipment." 
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The zoning of the Recology site of Heavy Commercial (C-3) is consistent with the General 
Plan. The purpose of the C-3 District is to "provide for heavy commercial uses that need 
large areas ofland to accommodate outdoor storage of goods and equipment. (DETR at p. 
4.1-11 ). In 2005, Brisbane granted Recology a conditional use permit allowing for organics 
reload operation. For that portion of the Recology site located in San Francisco, the site is 
similarly zoned for Light Industrial with a Light Industrial General Plan designation (DEIR 
at p. 4.1-12). 

Recology is located in the only area in Brisbane which is designated and zoned for Heavy 
Commercial use. 

2. DSP Land Uses Are Incompatible with Heavy Commercial Land Uses and 
Recology's Use. 

To evaluate the potential environmental impacts from the DSP projects, the Brisbane City 
Council and the community need the DEIR to fully disclose and analyze the issue of land use 
incompatibility and the potential negative impacts the DSP's residentiaJ, retail and 
commercial uses may have on existing and future industrial and commerciaJ businesses 
located in the Heavy Commercial (C-3) district. For the Heavy Commercial use to survive 
in Brisbane, it must be protected from the encroachment and intrusion of residential, office 
and retail uses as proposed by DSP which are not compatible with the industrial-related uses 
allowed in the Heavy Commercial district. This analysis is in accord with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15 I 25 subd. (a) whjch provides in pertinent part: "An ECR must include a description 
of the environment in the vicinity of the project as it exists before the commencement of the 

4 
cont. 

project .... " The environmental analysis should generally compare tht! impacts of a project 5 
against existing physical conditions. The reason for this is ifthere is an inadequate 
description of the environmental setting for the project, a proper analysis of project impacts 
is impossible. (Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
( 1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, at 1122. 

While the DEIR includes a general description of Recology's facilities and the uses, it does 
not compare the impacts ofDSP project against the existing physical conditions of 
Recology's site. The existing physical condition of Recology's land use must be considered 
in analyzing the DSP's projects' potential impacts. The DEIR should analyze whether the 
presence of DSP's more sensitive land uses next to the Heavy Commercial District would 
impose more regulatory burdens and restrictions on these industrial-related business 
operations as to noise, air q_ua1ity, traffic and hours of operation which would negatively 
impact the businesses. The DEIR should specifically analyze the potential impacts the DSP 
projects may have on Recology' s operation, creating inefficiencies which may have 
environmentaJ impacts such as increasing landfilling and truck hauling. 
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The impact of the non-compatible DSP project uses on the adjacent Heavy Commercial 
property uses are environmental issues, not solely economic issues, as they may result in 
physical changes which reduce or restrict businesses like Recology which depend on the 
Heavy Commercial zoning. The burden of lhe project on the neighboring industry is 
potentially a CEQA significant impact (Guidelines 15064(d) and (e)). An EJR is required to 
analyze the economic and social impacts of a project if it causes a physical impact 
(Guidelines I 5064(e)). In Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mt. Shasta (1988) 198 
Cal.App.3d 433, 445, the court held that the City's environmental review was flawed for 
failure to evaluate the potential impact of rezoning of a parcel for commercial manufacturing 
uses in the loss of business and physical deterioration of existing businesses in the 6 
downtown, and that was an impact that had to be analyzed in the ElR. (See also Christward 
Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180, 197 when a waste management 
facility was proposed next to a religious retreat center, CEQA required a study whether the 
physical impacts associated with the new facility would disturb worship in the natural 
environment of the retreat center caused by increased project traffic and noise.) The 6th 
District Court of Appeal, in Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management 
District, supra 60 Cal.App.4th at 1122-1124 held inadequate the EIR's description of the 
environmental setting for the project which failed to address viticulture or wineries in the 
surrounding areas finding that an ElR must consider the economic impacts from a district 
water supply project on the local viticulture industry, particularly in the areas of traffic, air 
quality, and climate. 

3. DSP and CPP Projects' Traffic Impacts on Recology's Operation 

The DSP and CPP projects would negatively impact Recology's operations by increasing 
traffic at key intersections to an unacceptable level of service creating traffic congestion and 
resulting in increased route times and increased emissions from Recology's collection trucks, 
negatively impacting air quality and increasing Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. Increased 
route times (i.e., reduced collection system efficiency) would result in increased costs to San 
Francisco's refuse ratepayers (as well as Brisbane's refuse ratepayers, should Recology 
become the provider for the Baylands zone). 

The DEIR should explain that as to the CPP-V project, the degradation of the level of service 
at lhe intersections shown in DEIR Table 4.N-25 is principally caused by the development in 
the Baylands from the DSP and CPP projects. not Recology's expansion project. The 
increase in Recology's traffic flow from existing to the expansion project is due to 
assumptions of a 20% growth in the waste stream over the coming decades. This waste 
stream growth and resulting increased traffic will occur regardless ofRecology's expansion 
project. Jn fact, the Recology expansion would consolidate operations from Pier 96 and 
would reduce outgoing long-haul truck trips because the volume of the organics shipped to 
compost is reduced through onsite dewatering. These increases in efficiency will help offset 
trip increases associated with growth in the waste stream. 
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We recommend the development of an expanded southern entrance to the Bay lands site to 
reduce reliance on Intersection #9. Intersection #10, and Geneva Avenue. Given the size of 
the proposed project, it is inappropriate to concentrate the traffic impacts on just the northern 
side of the site. Furthermore, existing land uses are present along the northern side of the 
sitt!, while the southern side is undeveloped. The existing land uses to the north are bearing 
most of the traffic impacts from the project. A southern entrance would reduce impacts on 
the land uses to the north and shift traffic to an area that has no adjacent land uses. 

Recology's additional comments to the DEIR's traffic analysis are as follows: 

Page 4.N-44 
The DEIR lists the Geneva Avenue/Hamey Way Extension as one of the "Improvements 
assumed in the Cumulative Without Project" analysis. However, it appears that extension of 

9 

Geneva Avenue from Bayshore Boulevard to at least Sierra Point Parkway is a fundamental 10 
part of the Project (as shown in Figures 3-11 and 3-12 for the DSP and DSP-V scenarios, 
respectively). The EIR should clarify which segments of the Geneva Avenue Extension are 
included as part of the Project. 

Page 4.N-54 I 
It is not clear from Figure 4.N-12 how the roadway network will be configured in the vicinity 11 
of the Geneva Avenue crossing of US-1 OJ . The EIR should illustrate more clearly how the 
roadways and intersections will be configured in the Existing With Project and Cumulative 
With project conditions for each alternatives. 

Page 4.N-55 I 
Figure 4.N-14 should show Tunnel Avenue continuing north of the Geneva Avenue 12 
Extension along the west side of the Recology Site. The analysis should have taken this into 
account. 

Page 4.N-62 
The Bay Trail alignment shown on Figure 4.N-17 is incompatible with the CPP-V 
Alternative. This figure shows the trail passing through the proposed Recology Site. 

Page 4.N-78 I 
The ETR analysis includes a number of significant assumptions for internalization of trips and 
mode share that substantively affect the analysis results. There DEIR describes the general 14 
methodology used to generate these assumptions, but no supporting calculations are 
provided. As a result it is not possible to review the applicability of these assumptions. 
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Page 4.N-91 
Intersection #9 (Beatty/ Alana/US 10 l SB Ramps) currently operates at LOS B in the AM 
peak hour and LOS A in the PM peak hour. It is projected to operate with LOS Fin the AM 
and PM peak hours under Existing With Project conditions. As stated on page 4 .N-98, 
Mitigation 4.N-lc would improve operations to acceptable levels (LOS C) for the DSP and 15 
DSP-V scenarios, however operations under the CPP and CPP-V scenarios would remain at 
LOSE. This intersection is the principal point of access for to the Recology site. 
Unacceptable levels of congestion at this intersection will negatively affect Recology 
operations. 

Intersection #I 0 (Hamey/ Alana/Thomas Mellon Drive) currently operates at LOS A in both 
AM and PM peak hours. It is projected to operate with LOS F in the PM peak hours under 
Existing With Project conditions. As stated on page 4.N-98, Mitigation 4.N-1 c would 16 
improve operations to acceptable leve1s (LOS C) for the DSP and DSP-V scenarios, however 
operations under the CPP and CPP-V scenarios would remain at LOS F. This intersection is 
on a major service route from the Candlestick Point/Hwtters Point Area. Unacceptable levels 
of congestion at this intersection will negatively affect Recology operations. 

Page 4.N-98 I 
Mitigation 4.N- lc is described as " legally [nfeasibJe". However without this mitigation 17 
measure, unacceptable levels of congestion at this intersection will negatively impact 
Recology operations under all four Project scenarios. 

Page 4.N-103 
Mitigation 4.N-1.g states that "Should full-access intersections along the Geneva Avenue 
extension with spacing ofless than 1,200 feet be proposed, a microsimulation of all proposed 
intersections along the extension shall be undertaken." Figures 4.N-12, 4 .N-13 and 4.N-14 18 
show intersection spacing less than 1,200 feet. If these intersections are proposed to provide 
full access, a microsimulation analysis should be completed as part of the EIR in order to 
adequately assess the traffic circulation impacts. If the intersections are not proposed to 
provide full access (i.e. if they are proposed as right-in/right-out only), then this should be 
stated explicitly. 

Page 4.N-105 
Table 4.N-28 indicates that US 101 SB between Third/Bayshore and Harney Way will 
operate at LOS Fin the AM peak hour under Existing+ Project conditions. It also indicates 
that US 101 NB between Harney Way and Third/Bayshore will operate at LOS Fin the PM 
peak hour under Existing+ Project conditions. As stated on page 4.N-106, "There is no 19 
mitigation available to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level" . This segment of 
freeway is on the principa1 route of access between the Recology site and its service area. 
Unacceptable levels of congestion at this intersection will negatively affect Recology 
operations. 
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Intersection #6 (Sierra Point Parkway/US 101 NB Ramps) is projected to operate with LOS F 
in the AM peak hours under Cumulative With Project conditions. As stated on page 4.N-
119. the intersection would still operate at LOS F even with mitigation measure 4.N-3c. This 
intersection is an important secondary access to the Project from the site from the south, 20 
serving as an alternative route to the proposed Geneva/Hamey interchange and would allow 
site traffic to exit the congested freeway sooner. Additional mitigation measures should be 
planned for this location, including additional traffic lanes to improve LOS to acceptable 
levels. 

operate acceptably under Cumulative With Project conditions during both AM and PM peak 21 
Intersection #19 (Tunnel Avenue/Geneva Avenue) is listed as an intersection that .. would I 
hour". This is inconsistent with the results for this intersection in Table 4.N-32. 

Pages 4.N-111and4.N-113 
Tables 4.N-3 l and 4.N-32 provide results for the intersection #19 (TunneJ Avenue/Geneva 
Avenue) with the CPP-V scenario. However, supporting capacity analysis calculations are 
not included in the document. As a result it is not possible to review the accuracy of these 
results. 

Page 4.N-123 
Mitigation 4.N-1.g states that "Should full-access intersections along the Geneva Avenue 
extension with spacing ofless than 1,200 feet be proposed, a microsimulation of all proposed 
intersections along the extension shall be undertaken." Figures 4.N-12, 4.N-13 and 4.N-14 
show intersection spacing less than 1,200 feet. If these intersections are proposed to provide 
full access, a microsimulation analysis should be completed as part of the ElR in order to 
adequately assess the traffic circulation impacts. If the intersections are not proposed to 
provide full access (i.e. if they are proposed as right-in/right-out only), then this should be 
stated explicitly. 

Page 4.N-145 
Impact 4.N-12 states that "Construction activities would result in significant impacts on 
existing and cumulative traffic flow". The Construction Management Plans identified in 
Mitigation 4.N-12 should be developed in coordination with Recology as any disruption in 
access to its existing facility would negatively affect solid waste collection in San Francisco. 
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B. DSP Projects are Inconsistent with Brisbane's General Plan Policies 

The EIR must include a discussion of any inconsistency between the proposed project and 
applicable general plans, specific and regional plans. (CEQA Guidelines § 15125.) As 
discussed in the DEIR, the primary inconsistency of the DSP projects is to General Plan 
Policy 330.1 which prohibits housing on the Baylands. The DSP project proposes the 
construction of 4,434 housing units within the Baylands subarea. 

Recology believes there is another significant inconsistency between DSP projects and the 
General Plan as to Policy 338, which seeks to lessen the problems that may arise between 
incompatible land uses. Policy 338 states: "Buffer Development from the Heavy 
Commercial use in the Beatty Sub Area." Recology disagrees with the DEIR's conclusion 
that the DSP projects provide for adequate buffer. 

The DEIR in support of its finding of consistency, states that the DSP " ... scenarios propose 
less sensitive uses such as parking, service access and storage of commercial uses north of 
Geneva A venue to buffer office and residential uses to the south and west of the Beatty 
Subarea." (DEIR at p. 4. J-38.) The land use maps in the Draft Brisbane Baylands Specific 
Plan do not show these other less sensitive uses. And, no other detail is given in the DEIR 
which would inform the decisionmakers, the public and Recology as to the specifics of these 
proposed buffer uses, their locations and configuration. and how effective they wouJd be in 
providing a buffer to Recology's existing facilities and opera6on to which they are adjacent. 

C. Incomplete Accounting io DEIR's Analysis of the GHG Emissions of the CPP-V 
Project 

It is our opinion, based on the analysis done by our consultant ARUP that DEIR Section 4.F 
(GHG) does not holistically account for local and regional GHG reductions that will occur as 
a result of certain activities associated with Recology's expansion project and that the 

25 

26 

inclusion of these activities in the DEIR should result in emissions below the significance 27 
threshold for the CPP-Y project. In order to aid the clarity of this comment, some of the 
clarifications below have been incorporated into the attached Comment C: Supporting 
Calculations. The supporting calculations use the DEIR tabulated data, scaled and translated 
based on DEIR data, to demonstrate how some of the clarifications below reduce the 
emissions below the significance threshold for the CPP-V project. The elements Recology 
would expect to see clarified in the GHG analysis are as follows (some, but not all of which, 
are included in the supporting calculations).: 
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• increased energy efficiency and on-site renewable energy production, including 
rc:covery and local reuse of energy from the material stream. 

Section 4.F-15 of the DEIR acknowledges that the installation of photovoltaic 
generation results in ··negative" GHG emissions, but it appears the renewable energy 
sources planned at the Recology site were not fully included in the DEIR calculations. 

The expanded Recology site is planned as a zero net energy facility, fully self­
powered by renewable energy. It includes highly passive and energy efficient 
buildings (which already include several of the proposed mitigation measures listed in 28 
section 4.F-18). The low energy buildings are then supplied by several roof-mounted 
photovoltaic installations, as well as heat and electricity generated from wastestream-
based biogas using clean fuel cell generators. The net zero GHG emissions resulting 
from the operation of the project should be included in the "unmitigated" calculation 
results as they will occur as part of the base Recology site master plan. Additionally, 
since the current EIR analysis only considers net increases in building square footage 
and because this action by Recology will reduce the emissions from the entire 
Recology facility (including existing buildings remaining and to be replaced), the EIR 
should fully account for the resulting reduction in GHG emissions across the site. 

Lastly, regarding the baseline for comparison, it appears that 400,000 kWh equivalent 
of natural gas was not included in existing usage due to units of measurement 
confusion. The EIR should account for this energy sum, as it increases GHG 
reductions represented by the CPP~V . It also appears that the EIR analysis did not 29 
account in the baseline for Recology operations that are outside of the Brisbane site 
boundaries (i.e. adjacent property in San Francisco. consolidated Recology sites 
presently in San Francisco but being relocated to the Beatty site). The EIR should 
account for all impacted operations in buildings not under the long tenn control of 
Recology. 

• Reduction in potable water use and water import. 

While the URBEMIS/BGM models address the GHG emissions associated with the 
water use, it is not clear that Recology has been credited with full supply of all its 
own nonpotable water. Recology will do th.is through dewatering of organics 
di gestate, essentially squeezing water from the organics waste stream. Recology will 30 
not only meet its own nonpotable water demands, but will produce surplus water that 
can be treated to significantly reduce water use in the rest of the CPP-V project. 
These savings should be estimated and included in the DEIR GHG assessment. The 
DEIR has assumed a non-potable water treatment plant in the DSP. The DElR should 
provide additionaJ information on the certainty of the plant and the timing of its 
completion. 
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Further GHG reductions will occur as a result of dewatering the organic stream and I 
the ensuing reduction in the volume and mass of trucked material. However, this 31 
volume reduction was accounted for in the Recology trip generation estimate, so it is 
assumed that this has been accordingly counted already in the DEIR. 

• Reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) through operation consolidation. 

Section 4.F-13 of the DEIR suggests that default URBEMTS 2007 trip lengths for 
urban land-uses are used to estimate vehicle mobile combustion emissions. However, 
consolidation of Recology operations is one of the primary drivers for site expansion, 32 
and will result in a reduction of trip lengths for Recology owned and leased vehicles. 
In addition, Recology commute VMT are expected to decrease, which should result in 
a reduction in the non-Recology travel-related GHG emissions, since Recology 
commutes have been lumped into that category. Proper accounting of these reduced 
trip lengths should be included in the "unmitigated" calculation results as they will 
occur as part of the base Recology site master plan. 

• Reduction in vehicle emissions through conversion of fleet to low carbon.fuels. 

Section 4.F-13 of the DEIR suggests that vehicle mobile combustion emissions are 
calculated using Pavley vehicle fuel emission standards. The DETR therefore 
acknowledges that lower-carbon fuel resuJts in lower GHG emissions, but does not 
capture the truly low carbon nature of the fuel that is to be used in Recology owned 33 
vehicles as a result of site expansion. 

Recology will fully convert its collection truck fleet vehicles to natural gas (from bio­
diesel) by 2025. Since the current EIR analysis only considers net increases in fleet 
vehicles and because this action by Recology will reduce the emissions from the 
entire Recology fleet, the EIR should fully account for the resulting reduction in GHG 
emissions across the fleet. 

Additionally, site expansion will enable Recology to recover CNG as a 100% 
renewable biofuel from the material stream for use in its fuel-converted vehicles. Bio­
CNG originating from food and landscape waste is a net zero carbon fuel because the 
amount of carbon released when it is used is equal to the carbon absorbed over the 
life of the plants upon which it is based. The combination of CNG vehicle conversion 34 
and bio-CNG made possible by the Project will result in "unmitigated" GHG 
emissions for the Recology fleet much lower than that currently captured and reported 
in the DEIR. Since the current EIR analysis only considers net increases in fleet 
vehicles and because this action by Recology will reduce the emissions from the 
entire Recology fleet, the EIR should fully account for the resulting reduction in GH 
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emissions across the fleet. Lastly, it appears that the energy value of AD derived bio 
gas has been applied to offset only electricity rather than fleet vehicle emissions. 
Because electricity is less GHG intensive than bio-diesel, Recology should be 
credited with GHG reductions from bio-diesel fuel elimination for all biogas-derived 
CNG proposed for use in fleet vehicles. 

• Reduction in landfill and reduclion in organic material going to landfill (also see 
Section F. of this document). 

Section 4F-14 of the DEIR acknowledges the GHG emissions resulting from landfill 
disposal of operational solid waste, but the DEIR does not holistically account for the 
reduction in landfill disposal that will occur as a result of Recology site expansion. 

Currently, the "black can" fraction of the material stream passing through the 
Recology site is sent entirely to landfill. Site expansion will enable on-site treatment 
and diversion of black can materials away from landfill, converting the Recology site 
into a "resource recovery station" whose construction is a critical step to achieving 

34 
cont. 

the City of San Francisco and Brisbane goals of zero waste. Therefore, the diversion 35 
of the majority of San Francisco's black can waste stream from landfill would be 
directly attributable to this project. Thus, the Recology expansion variant should 
account for the full GHG emissions reduction associated with diversion of the served 
waste stream. 

A further reduction in GHG emissions will occur due to the secondary effect of the 
on-site treatment and increased landfill diversion, in that most organic materials will 
be removed from the landfill stream. Since organic materials are the primary source 
of methane emissions from landfills, the resulting GHG emissions per ton of residual 
landfill material will be significantly lowered from the assumed rate noted in the 
DEIR. 

In the Recology variant (CPP-V), it is also likely that all "black can" materials 
produced by the rest of the CPP-V projects would be treated and diverted on the 
expanded Recology site. In all other scenarios, these materials are assumed to be sent 
to landfill so the resulting emission reduction should be included in the CPP-V as 36 
additional ••negative emissions." If a franchise agreement between Recology and 
Brisbane is conc luded before the final EIR, the GHG analysis should be updated to 
credit the CPP-V with the additional solid waste diversions for the served area. 
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Together, these three elements will result in a djversion rate and GHG emissions stepi 
37 

change, which should be reflected in the "unmitigated" calculation results as they will 
occur as part of the base Recology site master plan. 

D. Recology's Purchase of the Van Arsdale-Harris Property 

The DEIR identifies the property at 595 Tunnel Avenue to be owned by Van Arsdale-Harris 
Lumberyard. (Figure 3-8 at p. 3-17.) Recology purchased the property at 595 Tunnel 38 
Avenue in October 2013. As a result ofRecology's purchase, a portjon of the DSP, DSP-V 
and CPP projects include land now owned by Recology. There will be no relocation of the 
Van Arsdale lumberyard. The DEIR needs to be revised to reflect this ownership change. 

E. Correction Needed on Significant Unavoidable (SU) Biological Resources Impact 
4.C-1 

The DEIR concludes that as to Biological Resources Impact 4.C-1, the impact with 
mitigation is reduced to a less than significant level for all four projects, DSP, DSP-V, CPP 
and CPP-V. (DEIR at p. 4.C-35 and Table 2-1 at p. 2-24.) But, Table 6-1 and pages 5-11 
and 12 incorrectly state that there is a SU impact on 4.C-l, biological resources for the CPP­
V scenario. These pages in the DEIR need to be corrected to conform to the findings of 
Chapter 4.C. 

F. Brisbane's Establishment of Solid Waste Collection Zones 

The DEIR's discussion on Non-Hazardous Solid Waste (DEIR at pp. 4.0-18-4.0-20) should 
include information on Brisbane's recent establishment of solid waste collection zones. 

39 

In May 20. 201 J, the City of Brisbane adopted Ordinance No. 581 amending Chapter 8.24 of 40 
the Municipal Code to allow for the establishment of multiple solid waste collection zones in 
the City and the award of separate franchise agreements for each zone. As a result of the 
creation of new collection zones, Recology will be applying to the City of Brisbane for the 
franchise of the new Bay lands collection zone. An award of the franchise to Recology will 
assist Brisbane with its project objective to maximize waste diversion with the goal of 
achieving zero waste. (DEIR Section 2.5. l at p. 2.7) 

CONCLUSION 

The CEQA Guidelines provide that: "An EIR should be prepared with sufficient degree of 
analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them . make a decision 
which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences." (Guidelines§ 15151.)) 
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The Baylands DEIR fails as an informative document because there is no detailed evaluatio 
of the impacts of the DSP projects on the actual physical environment of Recology's existing 
facilities and uses, which provide a vital public service to San Francisco in the collection, 
recycling, and diversion of its waste stream. It is Recology' s position that the information 
and considerations identified in this document must be added to the DEIR before it is used 
for decisionrnaking purposes. 
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San Bruno Mountain Watch• PO Box 53, Brisbane, CA 94005 
www.mountainwatch.org • sanbruno@mountainwatch.org • 415-467-6631 
SBMW is a non-profit 501c3 corporation 

SBMW Baylands DEIR Comments 

Please record these comment s in t he EIR. 
General Comments: 

SBMW 

1. There are many impact s discussed in this EIR with many complex mitigation measures designed to 
remediate the impacts. These mit igat ions will only have their desired outcomes if they are carefully 
enforced and paid for. Monitoring, enforcement and funding are themselves, therefore, mitigations 
that should be covered in t his EIR. 
2. Since this is a large complex project projected to take 20+ years to complete, chances are great 
that new conditions will develop -- or be discovered -- during the life span of the project that will 
impact t he environment. A mechanism for adjusting to t hese changing conditions should be an 
additional mitigation for the project. Such a mitigation should include planned review periods, 
provisions for emergency reviews, and plans for paying the costs of these reviews. 

Chapter 4. Environmental setting, impacts and mitigation measures. 
Air Quality 
Page 4.B-6 
"The current attainment status for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, with respect to federal 
standards, is summarized in Table 4.B-2. In general, the Bay Area Basin experiences low 
concent rations of most pollutants when compared to federal standards, except for ozone and 
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), for which standards are exceeded periodica lly." 
Comment: This may be changing -- t he Bay Area has had 18 Spare the Air days t his winter. Warmer 
winters, with more high pressure days may increase the number of high pollution days. How will the 
EIR adjust for condit ions that change? 
Comment: Not all dust is t he same. Because of the landfill, Baylands dust may contain more 
contaminants. How is this addressed? 

Page 4.B-23 
Comment: The history of the revisions for air quality standards illustrates of how standards are 
evolving. How does the EIR address possible future changes? 

Page 4.B-26 
Mitigation Measure 4.B-2a: To reduce construction vehicle emissions, the following provisions shall 

1 

2 

3 

be incorporated into construction specifications for all projects on the Baylands: 6 
Comment: Reducing engine idle t imes and keep up with a stringent vehicle maintenance schedule -­
these mitigations may be difficu lt to enforce. For example, most large diesel t ruck drivers leave 
motors running though standards already ca ll for t hem to be turned off. 
Comment: This impact is inconsistent with the 2010 Clean Air Act -- t his in itself is an impact . I 7 
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Page 4.B-30 I 
Comment: Table 4.B-8 through 4.B-12: None of the tables take into account background pollution as 8 
a result of the landfill. Nowhere are the cumulative effects of pollution considered. 

Page 4.B-48 
" Because all four of the proposed development scenarios would result in significant construction or 
operational emission impacts even with implementation of all feasible mitigation measures 
{Mitigation Measures 4.B-2, 4.B-4, and 4.B-9), Project Site development would be considered to be 
inconsistent with 2010 Clean Air Plan, and the resulting impact would be considered to be significant 9 
and unavoidable." 
Comment: Though the air quality section ends on this note, this points to a significant problem with 
all for plans in the DEIR that have received the most scrutiny. The citizen's renewable energy 
alternative should be given more scrutiny in light of this finding 

4.C Biological Resources 
Comment: 
Even though the Baylands represent degraded habitat, life has found a ways to use the limited 
resources there to the best advantage. The various species that use the Baylands should be 
encouraged. Habitat should be enhanced whenever possible. Present habitat, though in poor 
condition should be discounted. 

Page 4.C-1 
On March 2, 2007, June 20, 2007, April 20, 2011, and April 19, 2013 reconnaissance-level field surveys 
covering the entire Project Site were conducted by ESA biologists. The 2011 survey confirmed that 
site conditions in terms of biological resources remain consistent with no appreciable changes in 11 
distribution or condition of existing habitats bet ween 2007 conditions and 2011, and also consist ent 
with the earlier site surveys described above. 
Comment: The number of trips to the Baylands for observations of species seems quite inadequate. 

Page 4.C-2 
"2The Project Site was originally an estuarine ecosystem supporting tidal marshes, t idal mud flats, 

and open Bay waters. The estuarine habitat was filled in with debris and refuse, beginning with the 
advent of the railroad and the need to dispose of debris from the 1906 earthquake." 
Comment: Though the original habitat was destroyed, nature has had several decades to recolonize 
the site and many species use it despite the degraded conditions. 

Page 4.C General Comment 
Birds (and other animals)make heavy use of the Baylands, especially the waterways like Visitacion 
Creek. The description of Visitacion Creek as bird habitat is inadequate. 

Page 4.C-4 
Comment: Lupinus sp., a Mission Blue butterfly host plant, is found on lcehouse hill. 
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Page 4.C-5 SBMW 
Comment: At least one wetlands area has been omitted or mischaracterized: There area wetlands 
near the former railroad yard. 
Comment: Native plants are distributed among non-natives on a lot of the Baylands. It would be 
helpful to have a complete vegetation map and plant list so that a strategic plan for expanding 
existing native plant habitat could be developed. 

Page 4.C-9 
"The freshwater emergent wetlands on the Project Site typically lose surface water or completely dry 
up during the summer months ... " 
Comment: During normal rainfall years, there are some freshwater wetlands that last throughout the 
year. These should be distinguished from the truly seasonal wetlands. Both are valuable. 

Page 4.C-14 
Comment: There is no mention of Stickle Back Fish -- these were seen in the Baylands within the last 
6 years. 

17 

Comment: Four disparate days is not enough time for biologist to do surveys for the following species 
Page 4.C-19 I 
that could be present: Garter Snake, San Francisco Damsel Fly, Stickle Back, Mountain Salt Marsh 19 

Mouse and the California Red-Legged Frog. 

Page 4.C-37 ; 4.C-39 
Mitigation measure 4.C-lb states: "If the City determines that disturbance or mortality is 
unavoidable, special-status plants shall be restored onsite in either the annual grassland or coastal 
scrub habitat located on lcehouse Hill." 20 
Comment: Viola pedunculata has not been cultivated successfully on San Bruno Mountain. It will not 
work to mitigate for habitat loss by planting this viola. Therefore, there is no acceptable mitigation for 
destroying any Callippe silverspot habitat. 

Comment: If a water tank is required for this project, where else besides lcehouse Hill, could it be I 
placed? While trails may be found that avoid Callippe habitat, this would not be the case for a water 

21 
tank? Are other options for location, for example, on sensitive habitat elsewhere on San Bruno 
Mountain, being considered and if so, what are the impacts of that? 

Page 4.C-60 
Comment: If habitat is removed and not replaced, the result will NOT be less than significant. 
Mitigation measure 4.C-4g should include replacement of habitat. 

Comment: 
There are a number of significant impacts on the biological resource and therefore there are a 

number of mitigations proposed to lessen or eliminate the impacts -- I counted 19. 
The impacts and mitigations should be listed in a table. The table should include the timeline 23 

for each mitigation, its estimated cost, the agency responsible for overseeing and enforcing each 

mitigation, and the consequences if the mitigations are not followed through on. 
Money should be placed in escrow to cover all these costs before the action creating the 

impact is allowed. 
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Chapter 6: Impact Overview. Growth Inducement and Cumulative Impacts 
Page 6-1 

SBMW 

In Table 6-1 displays that only the CPP-V scenario has significant and unavoidable impacts for Impacts 
4.C-1. This contradicts page 6-20 where all projects display an LCS impact. 

Page 6-13 
Comment: Figure 6.lB. It appears that only projects within approximately an eight mile radius were 

24 

considered. Give the average mobility of Bay Area workers, a larger area should be considered for 25 
t hese impacts. A reasonable area would be 12-24 miles for housing, population and t raffic. 
http ://biogs. kqed .org/ newsfix/2013/03/05/ sa n-fra ncisco-bay-area-n ations-ca pita 1-for-
megacom muting/ 

Page 6-19 
Comment: A larger area is needed for considering cumulative impacts of air pollution and 26 
greenhouse gases, since they are airborne. -- The Bay Area is being impacted by air pollution from 
China, and the East Bay is often impacted by pollution generated on the Peninsula. 

Page 6-21 
"Conclusion: The continuing loss of upland habitat that would occur as part of Project Site 
development, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects would 
result in a significant cumulative impact." 
Comment: Because of its size and the nature of t he DSP (many housing units), the Baylands 
development would encourage and influence development of the surrounding open space, such as 
t he Levinson Property. Therefore, this EIR should consider the Baylands development project impacts 
on uplands adjacent to the Baylands. 
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January 24, 2014 

John Swiecki 

Community Development Director 

City of Brisbane 

50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005 

Via electronic mail to eir@ci.brisbane.ca.us 

RE: Brisbane Baylands Draft Environmental Impact Report {EIR} 

Dear Mr. Swiecki: 

SFB 

SAN 
®3 

FRANCISCO 

BAYKEEPER® 

On behalf of San Francisco Baykeeper and our 2,300 members, please accept these comments to the 

Draft Environment al Impact Report (DEIR) for the Baylands Project, located in the City of Brisbane. 

Baykeeper views redevelopment of the proposed project site as an exciting opportunity to remediate 

and enhance a contaminated landfill for the benefit of the community and San Francisco Bay and hoped 

to provide positive feedback on the DEIR. However, for areas of critical importance to Baykeeper, 

namely hydrology, biological resources, geology, and hazards, we find the DEIR lacking in meaningful 

detail to an extent that precludes adequat e public review. 

This DEIR consistently defers mitigation, preparation of studies, and initiation of consultation with 

agencies in a manner inconsistent with CEQA. Numerous courts have held that reliance on tentative 

studies for future mitigation after project approval, or reliance on overly vague and speculative 

mitigation measures, undermines and violates CEQA. See Federation of Hillside & Canyon Ass'ns v City of 

Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1260, 100 CR2d 301. Although assured compliance w ith laws 

and regulations may be adequate mitigation, such reliance is only proper where compliance can be 

reasonably expected. See Preserve Wild Santee v City of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260, 148 CR3d 

310; Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 182, 195, 55, CR2d 

625. 

The DEIR repeatedly defers analysis and mitigation to future studies and permits, as summarized in the 

table below. We encourage the Applicant to provide significant updates in the Final EIR and permit an 

adequate comment period to inform the public on the full range of alternatives, impacts, and mitigation 

measures. 

Impact 
Mitigation 

Method of Deferral 
Measure (MM) 

Biological 
Defers the preparation of a ' site-specific micrositing report' prior to 

Resources: MM 4 .C-le 
construction of wind turbines. Approvals for turbine installations require 

4.C-1 
extensive consultation and analysis, which has not been fu lly assessed in the 
DEIR. 
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Biological 

Resources: MM 4.C-lf 

4.C-1 

Biological 

Resources: MM 4.C-lg 

4.C-1 

Biological 
Resources MM 4.C-2b 

4.C-2 

Biological 

Resources MM 4.C-2c 

4.C-2 

Biological 

Resources MM 4.C-4a 

4.C-4a 

Biological 
Resources MM 4.C-4b 
4.C-4b 

Cultural 

Resources MM 4.D-la 

4.D-1 

Geology, Soils 

and 
MM 4.E-2a 

Seismicity 

4.E-2 

Geology, Soils 

and 
MM 4.E-2b 

Seismicity 
4.E-2 

SFB 
Baykeeper DEIR Comments 

January 24, 2014 

This measure states 'Prior to construction or operation of w ind turbines w ithin 

the Project Site, the applicant shall implement the follow ing mit igation 

measure, which is based upon the California Bat Working Group Guidelines for 
Assessing and Minimizing Impacts to Bats at Wind Energy Development Sites in 
California (CBWG, 2006)'. 

The measure listed is limited to surveys and monitoring and fails to identify 
measures to minimize impacts to bats. 

Compliance w ith Provision C.3 of the San Francisco Regional MS4 permit is 

contingent on development of a stormwater compliance plan at some 

unidentified date, utilizing unidentified mitigation measures to manage 

municipal stormwater. 

Mitigation measures to fulfi ll requirements of the NP DES General Permit for 
Construction Activities are inconsistent w ith the requirements of this permit 

and rely on analyses and reports that have not yet been developed. 

This catch-all mitigation measure for potential impacts to natural communities 

presumes such impacts cannot be foreseen or managed. Any impacts to 

natural communities should be identified and m itigated accordingly, in 

consultation with the appropriate resource agencies. 

This mitigation measures states 'Development in the Bay lands shall be subject 

to a requirement for a Project -w ide Open Space Plan.' No specific det ails for 

the plan are identified, particularly how the objectives wou ld be fulfilled to 

promote habitat linkages and create a 'mosaic of native habitat t ypes'. 

This mitigation measures states 'Development in the Baylands sha ll be subject 

to a requirement for a Marsh Wi ldlife and Habitat Protection Plan'. This p lan 

has not been provided and approval must be contingent of the review and 
approval of the appropriate resource agencies. 

Applicant defers the development of a ' stabilization plan' to protect and 

stabilize the Roundhouse from further deterioration and future vandalism. 

Given the Applicant has not prepared this document to date the public cannot 

determine the scale of impacts to cultural resources. 

This measure calls for the development of a 'design-level geotechnical report 

to provide construction methods and recommendations regarding grading 

activities, fill placement, soil corrosivity/ expansion/ erosion potential, 

compaction, foundation construction, drainage control (both surface and 

subsurface), and avoidance of settlement, liquefaction, differential settlement, 
and seismic hazards in accordance w ith current California Building Code 

requirements including Chapter 16, Section 1613' . 

A lthough final designs have not been established, geotechnical investigations 
should be carried out prior to approval and recommendations can be made 

regard less of the approved alternative. 

This mitigation measures states 'To address recovery from damage to future 

structures and to the landfill itself that may be caused by future earthquakes, a 

Post-Earthquake Inspection and Corrective Action Plan (Plan) for the site-

specific development projects w ithin the former landfill portion of the Project 

Site shall be prepared and implemented by all Project applicants in accordance 

with Title 27 landfill closure requirements as approved by the RWQCB and the 

San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health prior to issuance of a 

2 

5-505 

3 

10 

11 



Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions MM 4.F-1 

4.F-1 

Hazards and 

Hazardous 
MM 4.G.2b 

Materials 
4.G-2 

Hazards and 
Hazardous 

Materials 
MM 4.G-2C 

4.G-2 

Surface 

Water 

Hydrology MM 4.H-lc 

and Water 

Quality 4.H-1 

Surface 

Water 

Hydrology MM 4.H-4a 

and Water 

Quality 4.H-1 

Surface 

Wat er 

Hydrology MM 4.H-4b 

and Water 
Quality 4.H-1 

SFB 
Baykeeper DEIR Comments 

January 24, 2014 

building permit.' 

Significant earthquake risks pose a significant threat to public safety and the 

environment that should be identified and planned for in advance of any 

project approvals. 

This measure impermissibly defers the preparation and approval of a 

Greenhouse Gases Emissions Reduction Plan prior to EIR approval. 

This measure impermissibly defers the preparation of a Soil and Groundwater 

Management Plan until final grading plans have been approved. Given the 

sensitive nature of this project site, w hich sits atop a decommissioned landfill, 

soil and groundwater management should be addressed at the outset. Final 
grading plans are not required to conduct the appropriate ana lyses and seek 

consultation w ith the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the San Mateo County 

Environmental Health Division. 

This measure impermissibly defers the preparation and approval of a Master 

Deconstruction and Demolition Plan. Deconstruction and demolition activities 

are unlikely to vary considerably from one alternative to the other. 

Accordingly, this plan should be prepared in advance of EIR approvals. 

This measure impermissib ly defers the preparation and approval of a Final 

Stormwater Management Plan (SMP), in accordance w ith C.3 provision 

requirements of the San Francisco Regional MS4 permit . The EIR completely 

fails to adequately identify st ormwater impacts for t he various alternatives or 

how they would be managed, consistent w ith the C.3 prov isions. 

As the EIR currently stands, the public is unable to determine likely water 

quality impacts to the lagoon, adjacent creeks or San Francisco Bay - particular 

concerns for San Francisco Baykeeper. 

This measure states 'Prior to issuance of a building permit , all site-specific 

development plans w ithin the Project Site shall include systemw ide drainage 
improvement s that shall accommodate all increased runoff in accordance w ith 

Cit y requirements and correct know n existing deficiencies'. 

This overly-vague mitigation measure is unsupported by any hydrologic or 

hydraulic studies t o determine w hat improvements or modifications are 

required. The intention of the C.3 provisions of the San Francisco Regional MS4 

permit is to reduce peak discharges so that such modifications are unnecessary 
and that water quality is maintained. It is impossible, however, to determine 

how stormwater shall be managed and whether it is the intention of the 

Applicant to manage stormwater w ith traditional grey-infrastructure 
approaches or low impact development techniques. 

This measure calls for 'additional conveyance capacity by incorporating new 

storm drain faci lities along Bayshore Boulevard north of Indust rial Avenue. 

Development plans shall also require addit ion of a new inlet near the Bayshore 

Boulevard and Industrial Way intersection that is large enough to intercept 
surface flows from Levinson Overflow Area and the PG&E property in 

accordance w ith and as approved by the Cit y' . 

No details have been provided regarding how such structures sha ll be sized, o r 

how they w i ll function as a treatment t rain to reduce stormw ater discharges in 

3 
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a manner consistent w ith the San Francisco Regional MS4 permit. 

This measure also states finished floor levels shall 'provide a minimum of 1-

foot of freeboard above the 100-year storm event w ith t idal flow and 100 years 

of estimated sea level rise'. The DEIR makes some reference to estimated flood 

heights in the DEIR but fails to provide definit ive finished floor levels or other 

design heights intended to minimize flood r isk. 

This measure impermissibly defers the preparation and approval of a Sea Level 

Rise Risk Assessment Report to the Cit y. Given the proximity of the site to San 

Francisco Bay and a t idal lagoon, this plan should accompany the EIR to 
faci litate adequate public review prior to review by the Bay Conservation and 

Development Commission (BCDC). 

This measure impermissibly defers the preparation and approval of a ' detailed 

vibration design study'. Given the proximity of the project to Ca ltrain and 

Interstate 101 to anticipated sensitive receptors the public shou ld have the 

opportunity to review such a study and inform the mitigation measure 

selection process. 

This measure calls for the development of a Transportation Management Plan 

(TMP) prior to issuance of the building occupancy permit for an arena w ithin 

the Project Site. Given the likely t raffic impacts resulting from the project 
alternative including an entertainment arena, plus the need to encourage a 

range of transit options for the project, the public should have the opportunit y 

to review this TMP prior to EIR approval. 

Thank you for considering Baykeeper's comments. We hope the Applicant takes this opportunity to re­

evaluate the range of impacts and seek necessary consultations to permit adequate public review of this 

project. 

Sincerely, 

Ian Wren 
Staff Scientist 
San Francisco Baykeeper 

4 
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8RAD BLOCK 

209 Kings Ron.d 
_ ______ B_r i.:_s_b_anel. Californi<> ~)4005 

John Swiecki 
Community Developmeni Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park .Place 
B rioba.rw, California. 94005 

D<>.ar l\ilr. Swiecki: 

SFBA1 

Jtme 25, 20 1.:~ 

My name is Brad Block. 1 11m a Brisbane resident and spe<>ldng on behalf of the San F1·anc.i~co Boardsai!ing 
Association, as the designa.ted Site Stewanl for Candlestick Point (a1so known as \Nindst.trfer Circle) for t hat 
organiza.tiou, 

I'm representing thousands of boardsailors who have u5ed ~md continue to use Ca.ndlestick Point as one of 
Urn premier sail:ing venues in the United States for the past 20 yea.rs. 

We appreciate th11t the Draft El R already recognizes f,his sensitive recreational resQurce However the public 
docHments fall wel.I short of explaining or considering critical. details regarding methodology, assumptions, 
derlva.tions, standards, and conclusions. 

"['l1ough we t>lready ha.ve many questions, it is impoB~ibJe to provide 8ul;.~tantive comme.nts wit.bout 1ldditi01wl 
information from the City and the engineers who prepared the study. 

T !te Bayl<Lnds project an d the rece1•tJ.y proposed 3eparate R<~colog_y expansion project n.re complex and 
intense There are few universal s tRndards for sigl1ificance of hnpact t.o this SQt't, of recreii.tion, and there is 11 

vu.-,t range of options for studying; such impads. There is 11lso tc prf)<:edent of higher sc:rub•!J' :md cooperat ion 
for pro ject.s affecting this sort. of recreational resource iu the Bay Area,. 

For these reasons, we strongly insist. Lhe City and their engineers meet with us as soon as possible_ 

There has been a steady degrad<J.tion oft.his resource through contlnu<ed development along Uw adjacent I 0 I 
corridor contrib uting not only diminished and t11rbulent wind but. also toxic inclusl.rial inAowi:; inl;Q t,he B ay. 

1 

By embracing this resource rnt her than perpetuatiDg its demise, Brisbane has the" oppnttnnity to fost eJ' a n 2 
incred ibly unique and attwc.;(.ive amenity simih-.r to world-class sites such as Crissy Field (If ~he Columbi<t 
Rhrer Gorge in Oregon. 

We look forward to working togetbei· with t he City to stri\1€ t,o uphold the highest; standards for preserving 
<1ncl cultivating this valuable and irrep]ttccable r esource. 

S incerely, 

Brad Block 
(617)504-5075 
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SAN FRANCISCO BOARDSAILING ASSOCIATION 

John Swiecki, AICP, Commmiity Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005 

January 22, 2014 

Subject: DRAFT ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT REPORT FOR THE BRISBANE 
BAYLANDS PROJECT (City File No: SP-1-06/GPA-2-10; State Clearinghouse No. 
2006022136) 

Dear Mr. Swieki: 

SFBA2 

The following are the comments of the San Francisco Boardsailing Association on the subject 
EIR. We endorse the comments already made by the Candlestick Preservation Association. We 
find the document fundamentally flawed in its characterization of the impacts on windsurfing in 
the waters inlmediately offshore of the proposed project. We think the EIR is flawed in 1) not 1 
recognizing the unique and scar·ce natme of the windsmfing resomce that will be affected; 2) 
using significance thresholds that do not give full recognition to the body of State policies that 
protect recreational resomces; and 3) using a model which underestimates the impacts of the 
project on the windsurfing resomces. 

CANDLESTICK REPRESENTS A RARE AND VALUABLE WINDSURFING RESOURCE 

When Bay Access published their initial map of the "San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail'', in an 
effort that became legislation that is cited more specifically below, they identified 86 different 
existing sites that provide access to the water. But for those who engage in windsurfing, only a 
handful of those sites provide sufficient wind, water depth, and par·king to allow significant use 
by windsurfers and kite boarders. Most of the use occurs on a handful of the sites, including 
Candlestick, Crissy Field, Third A venue, Coyote Point, Berkeley, Alameda, Pt. Isabel, Treasure 2 
Island and Larkspur. So only nine of the 86 identified Bay Trail sites provide high value 
windsurfing access. 

Windsurfmg in the West Bay is particularly rare, and threatened by both development projects 
and erosion. Only Crissy Field and Candlestick provide windsurfing access in San Francisco 
County. The two popular sites in San Mateo County, Coyote Point and Third A venue, are both 
threatened by ongoing erosion, even without the expected impacts of sea level rise. The EIR 
does not recognize the relative scarcity of the access points, and use that scarcity in developing 
thresholds of significance that protect this rare resource. 
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The nature of the wind resource at Candlestick is different from all of the other access points 
cited above. At Candlestick, wind comes through the Alemany gap in the hills, but weakens as it 
moves eastward and pa11icularly southward. The gap acts like a nozzle on a hose, and the wind 
weakens, as a stream of water would, the fu11her it gets from that nozzle. So in the case of 
Candlestick, the windsurfing resource, which is accurately shown in GPS tracks on page 4.M-13, 
is only the small area measuring about 5000 feet by 2000 feet. All of the other windsurfing 2 
launch points identified above provide access to a much larger area suitable for windsurfing. In cont. 
those areas, disturbance of the wind field near the shore may make it more difficult, but not 
impossible, to sail. In the case of Candlestick substantial alteration of the wind field in the small 
area that is heavily used can essentially eliminate the ability to sail from the site, at least on some 
of the days that are now suitable for sailing. The document fails to recognize the scarce and 
unique resource, and the small area suitable for high wind sailing, and thus fails to analyze the 
potential of the Baylands Project to significantly impact windsurfing. 

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AS A STANDARD FOR IMP ACT ANALYSIS 

CEQA defines significant effects on the environment as "a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in the environment." Until 2005, the CEQA guidelines advised that recreational 
impacts were generally considered significant. While that was changed, this provision in Sectio 
15064(e) of the CEQA Guidelines is of particular imp011ance: 

If the physical change causes adverse economic or social effects on people, those 
adverse effects may be used as a factor in determining whether the physical 
change is significant. For example, if a project would cause overcrowding of a 3 
public facility and the overcrowding causes an adverse effect on people, the 
overcrowding would be regarded as a significant effect 

Thus, in considering the impact on recreation, the actual impact of the physical changes on 
human activities must be considered. Fmther, the relative scarcity of the resource must be 
considered, and the analytical gap between the nature of the project and the physical impacts on 
existing recreational uses must be bridged. The EIR fails to do this. It establishes this criteria 
for significance (page 4.M-9): 

• Substantially degrade the existing windsurfing recreational resource at CPSRA. 

There is no discussion of the relative scarcity of the resource; in our minds a fatal flaw. 

The starting point for considering impacts on access to the water must be the California 
Constitution; recreational access to the Bay is different from other forms of recreation that may 
be evaluated under CEQA because it has Constitutional standing. Section 4 of Aiticle X of the 
State Constitution provides, in most relevant pa11: 4 

No ... corporation ... possessing the frontage .... of a ... bay ... in this State, 
shall be permitted to exclude the right of way to such water whenever it is 
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required for any public purpose, nor to destroy or obstruct the free navigation 
of such water (emphasis added) 

SFBA2 

Thus, a policy that prohibits obstructing the free navigation of the publicly owned waters in the 4 
Bay has already been established in the Constitution, and should be used in consideration of this cont. 
project, which will obstrnct the free flow of wind necessary to enjoy the existing recreation on 
the bay along the site frontage. 

The City limits its consideration of adverse windsurfing impacts to one of substantial impai1menI 
of prime windsurfing areas, which ignores both the nature of the current recreational use, and its 5 
relative scarcity. For perspective, San Francisco Bay has an area of about 400 square miles, or 
16,000,000 acres. Yet only a relatively small part of that area is suitable for windsurfing. 

The Constitutional language cited above further provides direction that the" . . . Legislature shall 
enact such laws as will give the most liberal constrnction to this provision, so that access to the 
navigable waters ofthis State shall be always attainable for the people thereof." The MacAteer-
Petris Act, which established BCDC and the nation 's first Coastal program, and the recently 6 
passed Bay Trail are two examples of such legislation. The Bay Plan, developed by BCDC 
under the MacAteer-Peh·is Act, includes the following policy language as pait of the mapping o 
Candlestick as a protected waterfront park and beach: "Preserve .. . windsurfing ... opportunities" 
(Plan Map 5 notes). It is axiomatic under CEQA that the consistency of a project with adopted 
planning policies such as these is a threshold of significance. 

The Water Trail Act, passed by the legislature to increase public access onto the Bay, is now 
included in the Public Resources Code, and establishes policies that should have been used in 
fonnulating thresholds of significance, including "The San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail, 
established pursuant to this chapter, shall be implemented consistent with the goals of improvin 1 
access to, within, and around the bay" (Section 6691(£), and "Water-oriented r ecreational uses 
of the San Francisco Bay, including kayaking, canoeing, sail boarding, sculling, rowing, car-
top sailing, and the like, are of gr eat benefit to the public welfare of the San Francisco Bay 
Area." (emphasis added) 

The City' s eff01t to establish significance thresholds does not include consideration of any of 
these policies. That effo1t must be revised, recognizing that state policy is to improve, not 
degrade access to the water. These policies must then be used as a benchmark in establishing 8 
significance thresholds, that is, to preserve and improve access to the Bay, not allow damage to 
that resource if such damage falls below a rather nebulous "substantial" level. 

USING WIND TUNNEL STUDIES TO PROVIDE A FAIR ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT 

We appreciate the eff 011 in the EIR to evaluate the impact of the proposed land use plan on wind 

flow. In many circumstances, such an approach would be adequate to assess the likely impact. 
However, in this paiticulai· geographic location, the inherent limitations of the physical model 
used to predict impacts lead to an incomplete and misleading analysis. A physical model relies 

on a steady state windfield, using fans or similar devices to compare wind velocities with and 
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without the proposed development. Such a model is incapable of replicating the nature of 

compressed flow that is present at the site. As noted above, the wind through the Alemany gap 
operates as a compressed flow, and the movement of that windfield from west to east, and to the 

south, diminishes the intensity of the wind in the field. The physical model does not replicate 

this phenomenon, and thus has weaknesses in predicting impacts, pa1t icularly as the field moves 9 
south. Second, the resource is ve1y limited in physical area; sailors typically tum around as they cont. 
move to the south when the wind strength weakens. So the northern portion of the identified 

windfield is in fact the resource area, and is quite sensitive to disrnption in overall strength, as 

well as increases in gustiness, presented in the model results as turbulence. We believe that the 

only appropriate metric that should be used to gauge the impact, and whether or not it is in fact 

"substantial", is to assess the suitability of the remaining windfield for sailing. 

You have already received detailed comments from the Candlestick Preservation Association 

demonstrating that, in summary, even a 5% wind speed reduction at Candlestick will likely resul 

in a 20% decrease in number of sailable days per year while a 10% decrease will likely cause a 

40% decrease in the nmnber of sailable days per year. These are substantial impacts to the 

pattern of use at the site, and must be addressed as such. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Under CEQA, all significant impacts must be reduced to a level that is less than significant, 
unless it is infeasible to do so. Fmther, the public is entitled to an opp01tunity to comment on th 
sufficiency of mitigation measures to actually reduce impacts. While we have raised major 
issues with the nature of the analysis in the EIR, we do believe that those issues are resolvable 
with careful mitigation. This EIR covers a land use plan, not a specific site. It has an overall 

10 

intensity that is not so great than it is infeasible to carefully cluster development in order to 11 
prevent impacts to windsurfing. As noted above, the n01them po1tion of the site closest to the 
Candlestick Pai·k is the area where the windsurfing resource is located. We have demonstrated 
that it is much more sensitive to disrnption than the model has shown. However, clustering of 
multi-story development on the southern po1t ion of the plan area has the potential to greatly 
reduce, if not eliminate, the significant impacts to windsurfing. Further, planning policies could 
be adopted by the City which require a specific plan for, in pa1t icular the n01them portion of the 
plan area, with detailed wind flow analysis that better reflect the available data on wind cunently 
at the site, and the potential for impact. 

CONCLUSION 

We believe that the document is fatally flawed in its analysis ofrecreational impacts because it 
failed to adequately describe the existing use at the site, develop thresholds of significance that 12 
reflect all established State policies that protect and encourage improved access, or use analytical 
tools that reflect the unique nature of the compressed flow. While we believe that the impacts on 
protected recreational use can be mitigated, we think that a revised draft EIR must first be 
prepared and circulated for comment to correct these sh01tcomings. 
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Very trnly yours, 

Jim McGrath, 
Vice President 
San Francisco Boardsailing Association 

SFBA2 
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January 24, 2014 

John Swiecki, AICP, Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
Community Development Department 
50 Park Place 
Brisbane, CA 94005 

Subject: Brisbane Baylands Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Swiecki: 

SFBT 

On behalf of the San Francisco Bay Trail Project, I am submitting comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Brisbane Baylands project. The San Francisco Bay Trail is a 
visionary plan for a shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path that will one day allow continuous 
travel around San Francisco Bay. Currently, 334 miles of trail have been completed. Eventually, 
the Bay Trail will extend over 500 miles to link the shoreline of nine counties, passing through 47 
cities and crossing seven toll bridges. 

We are particularly interested in this development project and its circulation because it will 
complete a significant gap in the regional Bay Trail system, extend Brisbane's existing Bay Trail 
corridor and define bicycle-pedestrian connections between San Francisco and San Mateo 
counties. 

The following comments focus on the Bay Trail alignment, safety, continuity and experience as 
analyzed in the DEIR: 

Bay Trail Alignment 
Both the Community Proposed Plan (CPP) and the Development Sponsored Plan (DSP) identify a 
north-south alignment for the Bay Trail across the site, linking existing Bay Trail adjacent to the 

1 

Brisbane Lagoon to existing Bay Trail near Candlestick Park in San Francisco. Both plans propose 2 
to complete the 1.5-mile Bay Trail gap in Brisbane. The DSP identifies the Bay Trail alignment 
along the eastern edge of the development adjacent to the Highway 101 corridor. The trail is 
shown as a Class I facil ity, separated from traffic, extending from Lagoon Way, transitioning back 
to Class II bike lanes and sidewalks at Geneva Avenue. The CPP shows the Bay Trail integrated 
into proposed new parks, public spaces and along a linear greenway between Lagoon Way and 
Geneva Avenue. The trai l crosses a few intersections within the new development grid. It is not 
clear whether the Bay Trai l is a Class I or Class II in the CPP scenario. 

Administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments 
P.O. Box 2050 • Oakland, CA 94604-2050 
Phone: 510-464-7900 • Fax: 510-464-7970 

Web: \Nww.baytrail.org 

5-514 



SFBT 
Mr. John Swiecki I Brisbane Bay/andsDEIR January 24, 2014 I p. 2 

• The programmatic DEIR did not provide a detailed analysis of the two proposed trail 
alignments. A Bay Trail alignment integrated into the development grid as a Class I 
facil ity will likely be a quieter and more visually appealing experience, but may 
introduce safety issues for bicyclists and pedestrians at intersection crossings. A trail 
along the highway corridor may be a preferred alignment for a commuting cyclist, but 
could be visually uninviting and noisy if placed between buildings and the freeway. Our 
preference is for the designated Bay Trail alignment to be safely integrated into the 
development as a Class I multi-use path rather than along the edge of the highway. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety and Experience 
The DEIR assumes that certain bicycle and pedestrian circulation network improvements shown 
in the DSP and DSP-V scenarios also apply to the CPP and CPP-V scenarios. Both plans have a 
combination of Class I multi-use paths and bicycle lanes/sidewalks for the Bay Trail. The 

proposal requires bicyclists and pedestrians to transition from a Class I multi-use path to bicycle 
lanes and sidewalks at N Street, along gth Street and on the Geneva Avenue overpass. 

The San Francisco Bay Trail Plan encourages the siting and design of the Bay Trail to 
accommodate the w idest range of trail user skill levels. 

Trail Design Policy 12. Provide access wherever feasible to the greatest range of trail 
users on each segment. 

2 
cont. 

Trail Design Policy 13. Wherever possible, new trails should be physically separated from 3 
streets and roadways to ensure the safety of t rail users. 

The following changes are recommended: 

• Class I multi-use paths are the preferred facilities in the development area and along the 
proposed new Geneva Avenue extension over Highway 101. A separated pathway for 
bicyclists and pedestrians is necessary for safe and continuous access between Brisbane 
and San Francisco. 

• In Table 4.N.7, the footnote indicates that on the Geneva Avenue Extension, the Class II 
bicycle lanes will be open to through vehicular traffic during peak hours. Shifting 
vehicles into bike lanes causes confusion and a loss of consistent use of the facil ity. It 
also defeats the purpose of encouraging bicycle commute options by shifting bicyclists 
onto the narrow shoulder during peak commute hours. 

• Mitigation Measures 4.N.19 and 4.N.11 should require fully-separated Class I multi-use 
paths throughout the development area, including the Geneva Avenue Extension. 

I would like to be involved in future discussions about bicycle and pedestrian circulation and I 
decisions about the new Bay Trail alignment in Brisbane. Thank you for considering these 4 
comments and please contact me at 510-464-7935 or laurat@abag.ca.gov if you have questions. 

Sincerely, 

Laura Thompson 
Bay Trail Project Manager 
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San Ma\eo C-Ounly Ec:onomlc Development Associatlon 

EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE 
Ste.ve· Millcey 
Chairmatl oftha IJ~aril 
DfS Arcllflecis • Eagir,ecrs, Inc. 

Papi•! C\<i<llbNi" 
CM11 Oeo! 
P•tiflc Gas Md f!ccili• Compa~y 

llollo1t Wob<t.r 
P~$~ f..'lla1rma11 01 ne Boaro 

November 12, 2013 

John Swiecki, AlCP 
Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place 
Brisbane, CA 94005 

Bohannon Oaw;lop'1ent CnmpRfl)' RE: Brisbane Bayfands DEIR 
?~.m\ (~'Eb<:, 

\'!co Ch~ir of finance 
My.Bu"1ness·AJMsvi lLP Dear John, 
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Ille~ Chair 
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forj!I Moir 
Secri?t~ry 

(!!(F fngineors 

Rno:;a1HH! ft111~1 

Pre<>a•nt !'< CEO 
SliMCf.OA 

DIRECTORS 
~ma Al'1n 
s.,1.,. M.Jit~l c,.1i.•rl 
&rt.mt Coarnid~ 

Fr;r.1~l; s,~rl.:~ftl¢ 

Unit;:'\! Am111ican 8>111' 

Nernn;::in (H»i:, 11 
Cmr, McCll!llan. ln~«S<Jll 
lM111pson 1J, 111><11 

Nalnc, Brww 
S.Jmmerilill Apa1101el'! Communm"~ 

5f14ytf¢'iM1 C~IMr(~ 

Al&l 

l!\l'lflH;ur111iton 
fmb•ircade«> Capiur PMtn.?tif. 1.1.C 

M~>'.~«<CCll 

l'<td!d1 P1u1Mti¥>, llC 

StepM•n .I. Pl!dt 
Sloci\tlrid~c Rcol f<t.-t~ ""''d~ 
f. Jl/lfon Potwr 
S'll frHnc:isco l11le1fmtional Ai(Jiort 

M:n1io Pt1(.dn81il 
RuooloC)• Sau Mateo Co1mty 

Slwrri Sa_gor 
t1icllo Packard Chikl<cn's Hm;ol!Jll 

il<md)'Sm1tl> 
Orocle USA. Inc 

KBmmth Young 
Equity Office Prop111tft;~ 

r. Jack f'O'~tor. J, 
Foster Enterprises 
Emeritus Adl~S<>r !O 100 Chaf1111~n 

Pam SM[lhO'rrl 
Cargill 
Emeritu• Advisor ta !!Ill Chaimtan 

The San Mateo Counly Economic Develop1.nent Association (SAMCEDA) represents a contingent of 
leading Bay Area businesses, institutions, organizations, and entrepreneurs. We are recognized 
for our experienced, impact-driven approach as a business advocacy organization; as well as berng 
supportive of projects that have the potential to contribute to the overall economy of San Mateo 
County. 

We understand that the Brisbane Baylands project is currently undergoing its environmental 
analysis and the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was released on June 11, 2013. Please 
accept this letter and include in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). 

SAMCEDA supports the DSP and DSP-Valternatives listed in the DEIR. The DSP and DSP-V 
scenarios propose new development totaling approxlmately 12 milli.on square feet. Proposed uses 
for the OSP and DSP-V scenarios include office, retail, industrial, institutional, approximately 4,400 
residential units, open space/open area, lagoon, hotel, conference/exhibition and 
ente rtainment/sports arena (DSP-V only). 

These two alternatives as proposed would help ensure that Brisbane contributes to the reduction 
of greenhouse gas emissions as s pecified by SB 375 and AB 32. By meeting these targets, the City 
has an opportunity to set an example of sound regional planning that meets the housing, job, and 
transportation growth of the area. 

hi each of these scenarios there exists a balance between various land use objects including 
creating a variety of housing stock for existing and new residents; i.:ommercia\, industrial and retail 
space close to where people Jive, transportation options that can move them up and down the 
Peninsula and a conscious focus on the need for open areas and dedicated open space for the 
community. For these reasons, these two alternatives should be identified as the environmentally 
superior alternatives. 

SAMCEDA encourages the City of Brisbane to take all this into consideration as the process 
continues for the ratification of the Final ElR and subsequent project approval for the Brisbane 
BayJands project. 

Sin;;ely,...,,.-1 L 
Ill ttltlv(J_.#1 ~· 
Rosanne Foust 
President & CEO 

1301 Shoteway Road. Suite 150 Belmont, California 94002 I P 650.413.5600 J F 650.1113.5909 I v1ww.sainceda.org 
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San Francisco I San Jose 

Januaiy 13, 2014 

l\.fr . Jonathan Scharfman 
Universal Paragon Cmporation 
150 Executive Park Blvd, Suite 1180 
San Francisco, CA 94134 

Re: Proposed Brisbane Baylands Development, Brisbane, CA 

Dear Mr. Scharfman, 

On behalf of the members of the SPUR Project Review Committee, we would like to 
thank your team for bringing the proposed development of Brisbane Baylands to our 
group for consideration and review at our September 17, 2013 meeting and for presenting 
the project at the November 14, 2013 Lunchtime Fomm. We are writing in response to 
the September meeting of the Project Review Committee and to the Brisbane Baylands 
Draft Environmental Impact Repmt. 

The mission of the SPUR Project Review Committee is to consider projects that are of 
citywide importance and to evaluate them according to criteria related to land use, public 
realm interface, building design and environmental effects. In all cases, we are seeking a 
combination of excellent planning and design solutions that will ensure the positive 
contribution of each project to a safe, visually appealing, and vibrant urban setting for the 
people who live and work in San Francisco. 

After our review and discussion, we provide the following specific comments for your 
infonnation and action: 

The Project Review Committee has historically focused its review process on 
developments located within San Francisco city limits. However, in keeping with SPUR's 
growing interest and activity in Bay Area regional planning, this committee agreed that it 
was appropriate to comment on this unique development site. Both the scale of the 
development and its adjacency to the City's southern border, along major regional 
transpo1tation routes, may have profound impacts on San Francisco proper, and will most 
ce1tainly have significant impacts on the Peninsula over the next several generations. 

Land Use and Transportation 

2 
nThe 680-acre Brisbane Bay lands is one of the largest brownfield sites under majority 

rivate ownership in the San Francisco Bay Area. The plan calls for reclamation and 
remediation of the fo1mer Southern Pacific rail yard and the municipal landfill, which will 

~po 

654 Mission Street 
San Francisco. CA 94105 
(415) 781-8726 
spur.019 
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in pa1t be funded by development proceeds. The 12-million square feet of mixed-use, 
transit-oriented-development will host a tech-hub, office and retail, mixed-income housing, 
a chaiter high-school and recreation fields, solar farms, as well as approximately 200+ acres 
of public open space, and provide some 20,000 permanent jobs at build-out. 

By concentrating the high-density uses in the northernmost districts-housing on the fo1mer 
railyard in the northwest quadrant of the site, office and R&D facilities on the fmmer 
landfill in the northeast quadrant- the TOD plan will provide some 4,000 housing units 
within a 10-15 minute walk of 6 million sf of cmmnercial development. Retail will be 
introduced along Third Street and Geneva Avenue, easily accessible by public 
transpmtation. The project sponsor is working closely with the various transpmtation 
entities to maximize the potential of a new multi-modal station that will connect CalTrain, 
the Geneva Avenue BRT, and the T-Third light rail, as well as SamTrans and MUNI buses. 
Furthennore, the project would constrnct an extensive biking network, including a missing 
segment of the Bay Trail and connections to other regional bike routes. 

The goals of the Brisbane Baylands project are very much in keeping with SPUR's 
sustainable design principals, as well as SB 375 goal of reducing vehicle miles travelled and 
the associated greenhouse gases. We strongly encourage transpmtation-oriented 
development throughout the region. On a site already served by several major public transit 
arteries, such development is imperative. 

We understand that the topography and history constrain the allocation of uses throughout 
the site, concentrating the residential and commercial uses in the nmth and open space to the 
south. That being said, however, we are concerned that this assignn1ent of use may 
introduce a tension between the established community of Brisbane, south of the lagoon, 
and what will be its new residents and businesses to the north. We encourage the project 
sponsor to seek out ways to mitigate the bifurcation of the population of Brisbane as it 
moves fo1ward with development plans. 

Open Space and Environmental 

The bulk of the open space will be located in the southern half of the site, in close proximity 
to the Brisbane lagoon. The passive and active, publically accessible open space includes a 

2 
cont. 

comprehensive network of pedestrian and bike trails, a cmmnunity spmt s field, a regional 3 
spmts park, a new segment of the Bay Trail, the Lagoon Park with a tidal/freshwater 
wetland, coastal meadow and upland habitat restoration, and a wildlife refuge. In addition, a 
network of open space throughout the community will connect residential and commercial 
development areas to the natural environs surrounding the Brisbane Lagoon. 

The project sponsors aspire to transform the existing brownfield into a zero-net waste 
community. Beyond the site remediation, trnnsportation enhancements, and ecological 
restoration mentioned above, the project's sustainability plans include a the introduction of a 
large solar fann and other renewable energy sources, an advanced wastewater and 
stormwater system, and following best practices in building design. 
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SPUR agrees that the establishment of easily accessible open space is a valuable and 
necessaiy pait of any successful community. That over 40% of the Brisbane Bay lands 
project is dedicated to open space in the form of wetlands restoration and the transformation 
of the industrial landfill into extensive, usable green space, is a notable and laudable 
component of the plan. We are especially impressed by the thought given to the transition 
zones, from existing industrial uses (rail right-of-way and tank farm) through renewable 
energy uses (solar farm) to urban agriculture and finally public open space. 

SPUR is very concerned with the effects of global warming and resultant sea-level rise in 
the Bay area. The Brisbane Baylands shows an exceptional effort to address those issues 
with its goals ofreclamation and enhancement of the natural land-fonns, significant 
reduction in greenhouse-gas emissions, and a zero-net waste community. 

Conclusion 

We appreciate the trade-offs inherent in redeveloping a site of this size and complexity, and 

3 
cont. 

we understand that the ultimate decision, regarding the plans, is solely in the hands of the 4 
City of Brisbane and its voters. But while land use decisions remain the province of the 
local governance, the effects of those decisions impact the entire region. It is with these 
impacts in mind that the SPUR Project Review committee declares its support of the 
proposed development of the Brisbane Baylands site. We encourage the project sponsor to 
use this incredible opportunity to make this a model of sustainability and community. 

We thank you for c01m1litting your time and resources to the presentation at SPUR, 
appreciate t11e fact that you have presented your proposal to us at an early stage in its 
development so that you may take our recommendations into consideration. We will follow 
further refinements of this project with great interest and invite you to keep us inf01med on 
its progress. 

Consideration for Endorsement 

Should you intend to request SPUR to consider this project for endorsement, you should 
contact the Committee co-chairs at the appropriate time. Endorsement by SPUR is rese1v ed 
for projects of the highest quality and significance to the city. Consideration for 
endorsement begins with a formal response by projects sponsors to this review letter, 
including an update on any significant changes to the project program or design since the 
project was initially presented at SPUR. The project is then taken up for discussion by an 
endorsement subcommittee of SPUR board members who serve on committees in the areas 
of project review, urban policy, housing, sustainability, and transp01tation. We n01mally 
require a month's lead-time to schedule a meeting of the endorsement subcomnlittee. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us for questions/clarifications. 

Sincerely, 
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Charmaine CmtisMaiy Beth Sanders Reuben Schwa1tz 
SPUR Project Review Committee Co-Chairs 

cc: SPUR Boai·d of Directors 
cc: John A. Swiecki, City of Brisbane 

5-520 

4 of 4 



OFFICES 

111 New Montgomery 
Suite 205 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
ph 415/ 882-7252 
fax 415/ 882-7253 

8291birteenth Street 
Modesto, CA 95354 
ph 209 / 236-0330 
fax 209/ 236-0311 

67 Lnoberg Street 
Sonora, CA 95370 
ph 209/ 588-8636 
fa."< 209 / 588-8019 

www.tuolumne.org 

DIRECTORS 

BOARD MEMBERS 
John Nimmons, Chair 
H arrison ''Hap" Dunning, 

Vice Chair 
Dan Sullivan, Treasurer 
Gonion Becker, 

Secretary 
Elle Heitz, 

Chair Emeritus 
Susan Stern, Imm_ Past 

Chair 
John Amodio 
Bob Hackamack 
Camille King 
Bill Maher 
Cecily Majerus 
Len Materman 
Marty McDonnell 
Sue Ellen Ritchey 

ADVISORS 
David Aced, CPA 
Robert Canning 

Sally Chenault 
Ann Clark, PhD 
Joe Daly 
Heather Dempsey 
RAdm.James B_ 

Greene, Jr., USN (ret.) 
Samuel A Harned 
Noah Hughes 
Amy Meyer 
Jenna Olsen 
Max Pike 
Richard Roos-Collins 
Norwood Scott 

Kate Segerstrom 
Ron Stork 
Patricia Sullivan 
Therese Tuttle 
Steve W elch 
Holly Well es, PhD_ 
Jennifer M_ White, 

PhD_ 
John Woolard 

Tuolumne River Trust 

January 23, 2014 

John Swiecki, AICP, Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place 
Brisbane, CA 94005 

Dear Mr. Swiecki: 

TRT 

The Tuolumne River Trust (TRT) appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Brisbane Baylands 
Project. 

TRT was founded in 1981 to serve as the voice for the River. We seek a healthy 
and vibrant River that is teeming with fish and wildlife, safe for drinking, 
fishing and swimming, and held in trust as a refuge for our children and 
grandchildren. TRT represents 2,000 members in the Sierra Nevada, Central 
Valley and Bay Area, as well as many others who enjoy and appreciate the 
beau ty and bounty of the Tuolumne River. 

TRT is concerned about the potential impact of the proposed Oakdale Irrigation 
District w ater transfer on the 36-mile stretch of the "Wild & Scenic" Tuolumne 
River between Hetch Hetchy and Don Pedro Reservoirs. The transfer, which 
would be necessary for approval of the Bay lands Project, would result in a 
decrease of 2 million gallons of water per day (mgd) from this section of the 
Tuolumne. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts of the 
water transfer. It relies on stale information and analysis from the Water System 
Improvement Program (WSIP) PEIR adopted by the SFPUC in 2008. Since the 
WSIP was approved, important new information has become available. 

For example, in 2012 the SFPUC released a report titled "Sensitivity of Upper 
Tuolumne River Flow to Poten tial Climate Change Scenarios." It states: 

"The futu re climate condition in year 2040 of climate change scenario 3B (high 
temperature increases with precipitation decrease) results in reductions in 
median runoff of 8.6% at O'Shaughnessy Dam." 

The report estimates a potential reduction in runoff of up to 29.4% by 2100. 

The report also concludes: 

"As climate change increases temperatures, rainfall replaces snow in the fall and 
winter and reduced snowpacks melt earlier in the spring. Evapotranspiration 
increases in the fall and winter and begins earlier in the spring." 
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TRT 

The Brisbane Baylands DEIR must analyze the impact of the 2 mgd water 12 cont. 
transfer under the projected future climate change scenario. 

Conditions related to management of the SFPUC's Bay Area reservoirs also 
have changed since the WSIP w as approved. Most notably, the SFPUC will be 
required to release an additional 7.4 mgd into Alameda and San Mateo 
Creeks for fish and wildlife upon completion of upgrades to the Calaveras 
and Crystal Springs Dams. These watersheds currently provide 15% of the 3 
SFPUC's water supply. 

Presumably, to make up for this shortfall, diversions from the Tuolumne 
River might have to increase in order to meet the SFPUC's contractual 
obligations to its wholesale customers. The cumulative impact of diverting an 
additional 2 mgd from Hetch Hetchy must be analyzed. 

After the WSIP w as approved, the SFPUC embarked on its Upper Tuolumne 
River Ecosystem Program (UTREP) that is studying biological conditions on 
the stretch of the Tuolumne River between O'Shaughnessy Dam and Early 
Intake. This stretch includes the ecologically-sensitive Poopenaut Valley. 

The UTREP is "An ongoing effort to conduct long-term, collaborative, 
science-based investigations designed to: 1) Characterize historical and 
current river ecosystem conditions; 2) Assess their relationship to Hetch 
Hetchy Project operations; and 3) Provide recommendations for improving 
ecosystem conditions on a long-term, adaptively managed basis." 

The UTREP is a legally-required program that the SFPUC agreed to 
implement in order to comply with its obligations under the 1987 "Kirkwood 
Agreement," which allowed the SFPUC to add a power turbine to its 
Kirkwood Powerhouse on the Tuolumne. Information provided by the 
UTREP must be incorporated into the environmental review for the Brisbane 
Baylands Project. An up-to-date analysis, with current data, using current 
analysis protocol, needs to be part of the Project EIR. 

One requirement of the Kirkwood Agreement is that San Francisco, or the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), undertake a study" ... to determine 
what, if any effect, the Kirkwood Powerhouse and Kirkwood Addition would 
have or have had on the habitat for and populations of resident fish species, 
between O'Shaughnessy Dam and Early Intake ... " The Stipulation specifies 
that adjustments to minimum flow releases must be implemented if the 
USFWS determines that flow in the Tuolumne River should be increased. 

The USFWS released a draft report in 1992 titled "Instream Flow 
Requirements for Rainbow and Brown Trout in the Tuolumne River Between 
O'Shaughnessy Dam and Early Intake." The report w as never finalized, 
however, it states, "In 1988, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Instream Flow 
Incremental Methodology (IFIM) was applied to the Tuolumne River below 

2 
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TRT 

Hetch Hetchy Reservoir ... An annual fishery allocation of between 59,207 
acre-feet and 75,363 acre-feet is recommended, based on the findings of the 
instream flow study." 

The report recommends increasing instream flows from O'Shaughnessy Dam. 
For example, during the months of December and January, it recommends an 
increase in flows from a minimum of 35 cfs to 50 cfs in dry years, from a 
minimum of 40 cfs to 70 cfs in normal years, and from a minimum of 50 cfs to 
85 cfs in wet years. 

However, Table 5.3.1-2 of the WSIP PEIR (Vol. 3, Section 5.3, pp. 5.3.1-13) 
shows the "Schedule of Average Daily Minimum Required Releases to 
Support Fisheries Below O'Shaughnessy Dam" based on a 1985 agreement. 
The attached document compares flows listed in the WSIP PEIR with those 
recommended by the draft USFWS report. 

To meet the requirement of the Kirkwood Agreement, the SFPUC agreed to 
work with the USFWS, the National Park Service, the US Forest Service, the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and others to gather the 
information necessary to develop physical and biological objectives for an 
adaptive management plan for O'Shaughnessy Dam flow releases. The 
UTREP is the mechanism for meeting this obligation. 

Until the adaptive m anagement plan for O'Shaughnessy Dam is approved 
and a new instream flow schedule is adopted, it will be impossible to assess 
the potential impacts of diverting an additional 2 mgd from Hetch Hetchy. 
We request that release of the Final EIR for the Brisbane Baylands Project be 
postponed until this information is available and included. 

Thank you for considering our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Peter Drekmeier 
Bay Area Program Director 

3 
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Current vs. Recommended Minimum Flows from O'Shaughnessy Dam 
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UNIVERSAL PARAGON CORPORATION 
150 Executive Park Blvd., Suite 1180 
San Francisco, CA 94134 

January 23, 2014 

Mr. John Swiecki, AICP 
Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005 

Re: Comments of Universal Paragon Corporation on Traffic Analysis in Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (State Clearinghouse #2006022136), dated June 2013 (the "DEIR") 

Dear Mr Swiecki: 

This letter constitutes comments from Universal Paragon Corporation ("Developer") on the Traffic and 
Circulation chapter (Chapter 4 .N) of the Brisbane Baylands Draft Environmental Impact Report dated 
June 2013 (State Clearinghouse #2006022136). We will also submit additional comments on other 
sections of the Draft EIR by separate letter 

DEIR Comments 

Based on our review of the Draft EIR Traffic and Circulation section, we ask for the following revisions 
to the Draft EIR: 

a. Baseline Transit Assumptions included in the Final EIR should include all of the TDM 
measures proposed as part of the Specific Plan that are within the control of Developer as well 
as actual transit connectivity between the project and specific neighborhoods/regions based on 
the proposed land uses and transit Infrastructure in the baseline DSP and DSP-V. In connection 
with this exercise, the Final EIR should specifically identify which elements of the Specific Plan 
Circulation Element, including the TDM measures, were included in the Draft EIR analysis and 
which were not included due to uncertainty, lack of information or other reasons. 

The Draft EIR analyzes a Developer-Sponsored Plan ("DSP" and Developer-Sponsored Plan -
Entertainment Variant ("DSP-V") based on Developer's 2011 Specific Plan submittal, attached to the 
Draft EIR as Appendix C. The Circulation Element of the Specific Plan describes the transportation and 
circulation network proposed for the DSP and DSP-V scenarios, including the components and design 
standards proposed for access and movement of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and vehicles. It 
establishes specific standards and guidelines for Specific Plan area roadways and includes a robust 
Transportation Demand Management (TOM) program (see Specific Plan, Chapter 6.4). 

Table 6.4 on p. 179 and 180 of the Specific Plan includes a wide range of detailed TOM measures that 
could be implemented by the project to reduce vehicle miles traveled and increase transit. These 
include measures designed to establish a TOM program, parking policies aimed at reducing vehicle 
use, policies designed to promote car- and \/anpools, carsharing, bicycle use and transit usage, a 
shuttle between Executive Park, Baylands, the Schlage Lock site and the Balboa Park BART Station, 
jobs-housing linkage, street design to promote pedestrians and bicycles, and policies designed to 
encourage walking. Of these numerous measures, almost all of them could be implemented through 
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UPC Comment Letter on Brisbane Baylands DEIR Traffic Analysis 
January 23, 2014 

UPC1 
Page 2 

the Developer and enforced by the City. Only the establishment of a transit center and implementatio 
of the bus rapid transit (BRT) within the site would require cooperation, planning, and implementation 
by third-party agencies, subject to the availability of funding. 

Despite the comprehensive program proposed in the Specific Plan to reduce vehicular trips and 
increase transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips, the Draft EIR traffic analysis does not appear to have 
included many of these measures In its analysis on overall trip generation for DSP and DSP-V on both 
a project and cumulative level. The Draft EIR specifically states that it did not include many TOM 
measures in its analysis due to uncertainty as to effectiveness (p. 4.N.-73). However, at the same time, 
the Draft EIR includes a Table 4.N-45 that calculates trip credits for a wide range of TOM measures. 

To address this inconsistency, and because the range of TOM measures included in the Specific Plan 
are almost all within the control of the Developer and can be implemented, the Final EIR should identify 
which TOM and transit investments are included in the modal split calculation, and then, to the extent 
such measures were not included, make adjustments as appropriate. For example, the DEIR only 
shows 8.5% to 11.5% transit usage during the PM and AM peak hours. This is not consistent with the 
robust TOM program and mix of land uses proposed in the Specific Plan. 

We also find that the transit mode share assumptions in the Draft EIR are unduly conservative and do 
not take into account the proposed mix of land uses proposed in the DSP and DSP-V and the actual 
transit connectivity included in the DSP and DSP-V. For example, we do not believe that the analysis 
in the Draft EIR properly accounts for the significant increase in transit use that would be accomplished 
through the residential land uses located within Y2 mile of transit as proposed in the DSP and DSP-V. 
The Draft EIR assumes a minimal increase in transit usage for the DSP and DSP-V compared to the 
CPP and CPP-V, neither of which have any residential land use that would be in close proximity to jobs 
and transit. We believe that these assumptions should be re-evaluated in light of other statistical 
models developed for similar large-scale projects in the area, such as Candlestick Point/Hunter Point 
Shipyard. 

Therefore, the Final EIR should revisit the modal split calculation with these matters in mind, and make 
adjustments as appropriate. 

b. In addition to adjusting the analysis to account for the TDM measures and land use and 
transit connectivity within the developer's control, as discussed in item a above, the Final EIR 
should include an "Enhanced Transit Scenario" that incorporates the proposed elements of the 
Specific Plan intended to improve transit usage and reduce vehicle trips that could be feasibly 
implemented but are outside of the control of the Developer/City. 

As described on p. 3-60 of the Draft EIR, the Circulation Element of the Specific Plan states that, in the 
near term, transit services would be available from the existing Caltrain Bayshore Station, which would 

1 
cont. 

2 

connect to the Baylands via Tunnel Avenue and Sunnydale Avenue or 5th Street, and to San Francisco 3 
Municipal Railway (Muni) and SamTrans buses along Bayshore Boulevard. However, long-term 
development contemplated by the Circulation Element of the Specific Plan for both the DSP and the 
DSP-V proposes a number of key improvements to the existing transit Infrastructure and transportation 
demand management measures that should be analyzed in the Final EIR that follow the basic 
principles of maximizing transit alternatives and minimizing the walking distance from station or stop to 
origin or destination. This enhanced transit scenario should include the following features: 

• Caltrain Station Relocation: The Speci lie Plan relies on a proposed new interrnodal transit station, 
incorporating Caltrain's Baysbore Station, to be located near the intersection of Callrain tracks and 
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Lhe Geneva Avenue extension that would directly connect transit services by accommodating more 
frequent CaJtrain services, the proposed BRT on Geneva Avenue. the southern tenninus of the Muni 
T-Third Street light rail, and Muni and SamTrans buses. 

• Caltrain Service Frequency: Given the density of proposed commercial and residential uses around 
tbe relocated Bayshore Station, Caltrain's commuter rail service should be increased to be 
commensurate with other high-ridership, non-terminus stations along commuter rail corridor (such 
as Palo Alto. Redwood City, and Hillsdale). 

• Geneva BRT: Geneva Avenue would be designed to accommodate long-term planned Muni BRT 
service, which would provide connection from the BART Balboa Park Station through the Brisbane 
Baylands to Candlestick Point. This transit feature should include routing the BRT east of Caltrrun 
into the southeast quadrant with a station at J Street/7th Street to serve employment areas (deviates 
off Geneva A venue extension between Tunnel A venue and Sierra Point Parkway), and to add an 
additional station at Geneva/2nd Street to serve residents. East of Cal train, the BRT would be routed 
into southeast quadrant with station at J Street/7th Street to serve employment area (deviates off 
Geneva /\venue extension between Tunnel Avenue and Sierra Point Parkway). An additional station 
at Geneva/2nd Street would serve Brisbane residents. 

Muni BBX: rhis new service would provide downtown San Francisco weekday AM/PM peak 
express service at I 0 minute headways. The route would serve Brisbane residents with a start at 3 
Bayshore Boulevard & Old Cowtty Road, run through the residential area of Brisbane Baylands, and cont. 
then continue unto the freeway into downtown. 

• Muni 56: Along with the route changes proposed under the TEP Program. the existing local service 
bus would be extended Lo the Bayshore Station to increase local access to Caltrain. 

• SamTrans 120: fhe existing bus service lo and from Daly City would be extended from its current 
tenninus at Mission Street & Acton Street to serve Brisbane Baylands and provide a one-seat ride 
between Brisbane Baylands and Dal) City, as well as its BART station. Route extension would 
travel along Mission Street and Geneva Avenue and circulate within Brisbane Baylands. 

• SamTrans 292X: This proposed express bus service would supplement the existing 292 route. 
With 15-minute headways, 292X would be a peak-period, limited-stop service between I lillsdale 
Shopping Center and Brisbane Baylancls. It would provide access to all fow- quadrants in the area 
north of the Visitacion Creek, with the route terminating at Bayshore lntermodaJ Station. 

• Baylands Shuttle: This shuttle would provide high-frequency, daily internal shuttle connection 
between areas north of Visitacion Creek and Bayshore Intermodal Station. 

• Lagoon Shutte: This would be a peak-period (AM/PM) weekday shuttle to office and industrial 
uses between Creek Parkway and Lagoon Way. 

We understand that many of these measures would require the cooperation and approval of third-party 
agencies, including Caltrain, the City and County of San Francisco, its Transportation Authority and 
Municipal Transportation Agency, San Mateo County Transportation Authority, and SamTrans. 
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Nevertheless, because these transit-improvement measures could result in a significant reduction in 
vehicle trips and an increase in transit trips for the DSP and DSP-V, we believe that an analysis of 
these enhanced transit improvements in the Final EIR will provide the decision-makers with important 3 
information in considering a final Specific Plan for approval. We believe that the EIR traffic consultants cont. 
in their expert judgment can provide reasonable assumptions with respect to these possible transit 
improvements that would provide the decision-makers with an informed and useful analysis. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~ 
Jon at charfman 
Gene anagerlland 
Unive Paragon Corp 

velopment Director 
ration 
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UNIVERSAL PARAGON CORPORATION 
150 Executive Park Blvd., Suite 1180 
San Francisco, CA 94134 

January 24, 2014 

Mr. John Swiecki, AICP 
Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005 

Re: Comments of Universal Paragon Corporation on Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(State Clearinghouse #2006022136), dated June 2013 (the "DEIR") 

Dear Mr. Swiecki: 

This letter constitutes the written comments from UPC on the above-referenced DEIR. This letter is in 
addition to a separate letter submitted by UPC dated January 23, 2014 that addresses the Traffic and 
Circulation chapter (Chapter 4.N). This letter is organized by DEIR Chapter and topic. 

1. Aesthetics and Visual Resources (Chapter 4A) 

a. Views of the Bay. The first and last sentences of Mitigation Measure MM 4.A-1 a 
appear to be inconsistent. We believe that it would not be possible to implement the proposed DSP 
and DSP-V scenarios to avoid all blockage of views of the Bay shoreline from View #1 . However, it 
appears that the second and third sentences of this Mitigation Measure are designed to implement the 
proper mitigation. Therefore, we would suggest redrafting this Mitigation Measure as follows: 

• Mitigation Measure 4.A-1a: Concurrently with the approval of the Specific Plan, or if 
appropriate, prior to the approval of any specific development plans, the City shall adopt 
design and development standards for buildings within the Project Site that will include 
provisions intended to minimize view blockage of the Bay shoreline, including a standard 
that any buildings within 350 feet of US Highway 101 not exceed 80 feet in height. 
Variances to this height requirement may be permitted so long as the City determines that 
the building as designed would minimize view blockage of the Bay shoreline. 

b. Visual Character Impact Analysis. As written, Mitigation Measure MM.4.A-3 is 
unnecessarily restrictive with respect to the DSP and DSP-V. The design guidelines set forth in the 
Brisbane Baylands Specific Plan already include detailed design guidelines that have been crafted to 
ensure development of a cohesive urban aesthetic across the site and support a well-designed urban 
environment and positive visual character. In addition, the Brisbane Baylands Specific Plan sets forth a 
design review process that permits the City to review projects for consistency with the Specific Plan and 
applicable provisions of the City's Zoning Code. We believe these restrictive guidelines set forth in 
MM.4.A-3 are duplicative and unnecessary, and do not allow flexibility in the design review process that 
would allow the decision-makers to approve appropriate design that may vary from these strict 
standards. 
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We suggest that the proposed design guidelines described in this Mitigation Measure allow for a 
process to allow exceptions to these standards based on a finding that any exceptions promote and are 
otherwise consistent with the intent of the Specific Plan and will not, under the circumstances of the 
particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, comfort and general welfare of the persons and 
properties in the neighborhood of such proposed use. 

We also find that the second bullet in Mitigation Measure MM.4.A-3 provides no clear standards for 
implementation and is not warranted with respect to the DSP and DSP-V, due to its inclusion of 
comprehensive design standards and a design review process. Alternatively, this bullet should be 
revised to require City approval of further refinements to the design standards and guidelines that will 
set standards that set forth circumstances and standards by which development intensity, setbacks, 
stepbacks and building heights may be reviewed on a site-specific level. 

The bullet entitled "building articulation" should either defer to the Brisbane Baylands Specific Plan that I 
identifies differing building fayade articulation dependent upon product type; or should provide that 
standards regarding building articulation will be adopted by the City rn accordance with sound land use 
planning principles prior to approval of any site-specific project. The standard, as written, would not 
apply equally to all building types within the Project Site, and is overly restrictive. 

c. Glare. As written, mitigation measure MM4.A-4b is overly broad in its prohibition; 
specific building design should be reviewed by the City on a case by case basis. We recommend 
modifying Mitigation MM 4.A-4b to read as follows: 

2 
cont. 

3 

4 

• Mitigation Measure 4A-4b: Proposed new structures shall be designed to maximize the 5 
use of textured or other non-reflective materials for exterior building surfaces and shall 
maximize the use of non-reflective glass for windows. Mirrored glass will be prohibited. 
Building materials shall be reviewed by the City Planning prior to issuance of building 
permits for each project for consistency with the Specific Plan, including the design 
guidelines, and the mitigation measures. 

2. Air Quality (Chapter 4.B) 

a. Showers and Changing Facilities. Mitigation Measure 4.B-4 requires the implementation of a 
number of measures for site-specific development. As a practical matter, not all buildings or leases will 
be able to accommodate showers and changing facilities. We recommend revising the third bullet to 6 
read as follows: 

• Provide and maintain showers and changing facilities for office, R&D and industrial uses 
having 25,000 square feet or more of leaseable space. 

b. Zero-emission vehicles. Mitigation Measure 4.B-9 requires implementation of TOM measures, 
including a neighborhood electric vehicle program To allow for future changes in technology, we 
recommend rephrasing this Mitigation Measure as follows: 

• Adopt as part of a TOM program applicable to all new development policies designed to 7 
promote zero-emission vehicles, such as a neighborhood electric vehicle program to the 
extent feasible or other programs or policies designed to reduce the need to have a car or 
second car vehicles. 

5-530 



UPC Comment Letter on Brisbane Baylands DEIR 
January 24, 2014 

3. Historic Resources (Chapter 4.0) 

UPC2 
Page 3 

a. Roundhouse. Mitigation Measure 4.D-1a includes a requirement to 'jsubmit a 
rehabilitation plan for the historic Roundhouse to the City, which must be implemented prior to a 
the first occupancy permit for the area subject to the planning or development permit approved 
encompassing the area of the historic Roundhouse." This Mitigation Measure is unclear as to 
what encompasses the "area subject to the planning or development permit encompassing the 
area of the historic Roundhouse." Further, so long as the mitigation measure includes 
submittal and approval of a stabilization plan and compliance with Secretary Standards, we do 
not see the necessity that the rehabilitation plan be approved and implemented prior to 
development in the area. 

The timing of the rehabilitation plan approval and implementation should be revised so that it is 
required prior to the issuance of any development permit (other than required simply for the 
stabilization of the existing structure) allowing for the rehabilitation and reuse of the 
Roundhouse. That revision will ensure that any adaptive reuse of the Roundhouse will be 
carried out in accordance with Secretary Standards, thereby mitigating any adverse impacts to 
a level below significance. 

4. Geology, Soils and Seismicity (Chapter 4.E) 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a provides that site-specific development projects shall not place new 
fill materials within 600 feet of Brisbane Lagoon. The Infrastructure Plan attached as Appendix 
D of the Specific Plan requires some measure of fill within this 600 foot radius for the purpose 

9 

of roadway improvements, habitat enhancement, and other types of site improvements. 1 o 
Therefore, we recommend a revision to Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a to read as follows: 

• Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a: No permit for site-specific development projects within the 
Project Site that involve new fill materials, including new fill within 600 feet of the Brisbane 
Lagoon, shall be issued unless the design of the proposed new fill has been reviewed and 
approved by the City Engineer to ensure that a slope stability factor of safety of at least 1.5 
for static conditions and 1.2 under dynamic conditions will be achieved. 

5. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Chapter 4.G) 

a. MM 4G-2a (Remedial Action Plan). It is unlikely that the Remedial Action Plan 
for the entire Project Site will have been completed at the time of approval of the Specific Plan. 
Please clarify Mitigation Measure 4.G-2a to track what appears to be intended, so that the term 
"specific plan" refers instead to any "development plan or permit for any site-specific 
development within the Project Site." 

b. MM 4G-2c (Demolition Plan): Please revise the first sentence of this mitigation 
measure so that it applies only to a particular property owner: "Prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit for any parcel within the Project Site, the applicable property owner shall 
submit a Master Deconstruction and Demolition Plan to the City Building Official." 
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a. Funding for Ongoing Maintenance. The second to last sentence of Mitigation 
Measure 4.H-1c should be revised as follows: 

The SMP shall provide operations and maintenance guidelines for all of the BMP's identified in the 
SMP, provide operations and maintenance guidelines for all of the BMPs identified in the SMP, 
including LID measures and other BMPs designed to mitigate potential water quality degradation of 
runoff from all portions of the completed development, and shall clearly identify the entity responsible 
the funding sources for the required ongoing maintenance. 

b. Timing of Systemwide Drainage Improvements. Mitigation Measure 4.H-4a, b and c 
could be read to require implementation of systemwide improvements as a condition to issuance of any 
building permit within the Project Site. As a practical matter, the City would approve a master drainage 
plan for the Project prior to issuance site-specific development plans, but actual implementation and 

13 

installation of drainage improvements will be determined in accordance with a project phasing plan to 14 
be adopted by the City in connection with the Specific Plan and Development Agreement approvals, as 
well as by applicable regulatory approvals from BCDC, Army Corps and the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. These mitigation measures should be revised to reflect the phased implementation of 
the master drainage plan when and as needed to accommodate site-specific development over time. 
To the extent that required improvements would require the cooperation of PG&E and the owner of the 
Levinson Overflow Area, the EIR should identify this. 

7. Noise and Vibration (Chapter 4.J). 

a. Truck Loading: Mitigation Measure 4.J-3a requires formal truck delivery areas (e.g. 
loading bays) to be located at least 100 feet from residences to maintain noise levels of less than 5 dBA 
over existing monitored noise levels. DSP and DSP-V includes mixed-use development, with 
residential in close proximity or within the same structure as commercial use, and implementation of 15 
this mitigation measure may be infeasible in such instances. We would recommend revising this 
mitigation measure to require a noise study in cases where this mitigation measure cannot be 
implemented, to achieve project design as necessary to mitigate noise impacts from loading activities 
prior to issuance of a building permit. 

8. Population and Housing (Chapter 4.K) 

a ABAG Projections. The DEIR finds significant and unavoidable impacts related to the 
exceedance of ABAG's population and employment projections. Since the publication of the DEIR, 
ABAG has adopted new population and employment projections in the 2013 Plan Bay Area. ABAG is 
also required to adopt new projections in the upcoming 2017 Plan Bay Area. Should the 2017 Plan Bay 
Area increase ABAG's population and employment projections, then this significant Impact would be 
avoided. We suggest the following clarifications (additions shown in underline) to be added in the EIR: 

DEIR Pages 4.K-28 and 4.K-30 and -31 

Conclusion: The growth in employment and households resulting from the DSP scenario would 
accommodate a substantial portion of the housing and employment needs projected by ABAG 
for Brisbane and surrounding cities but would greatly exceed ABAG projections for Brisbane. 
The impact of exceeding housing and employment projections is manifested in the DSP's 
significant unavoidable traffic and air quality impacts. Because the DSP scenario proposes a 
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mix of housing and employment-generating uses within the Project Site, per capita vehicle mile 
traveled resulting from the mix of onsite housing and employment would be less than for the 
CPP and CPP-V scenarios, leading to significant but mitigable GHG impacts for the DSP 
scenario (compared to significant unavoidable GHG impacts for the CPP and CPP-V scenarios). 
Because no feasible mitigation measures to bring project buildout into line with the 2009 ABAG 
projections for Brisbane are available other than increasing existing or future ABAG projections. 
such as the next Plan Bay Area anticipated in 2017, for the San Francisco/San Mateo Bi­
County PDA within Brisbane20 or substantially reducing the buildout represented in project 
alternatives, 21 the DSP scenario would induce substantial population growth in the area, which 
is considered to be significant unavoidable. 

Conclus;on: The growth in employment and households resulting from the DSP-V scenario 
would accommodate a substantial portion of the housing and employment needs projected by 
ABAG for Brisbane and surrounding cities but would exceed ABAG projections for Brisbane. 
The impact of exceeding housing and employment projections ts manifested in the OSP-V's 
signmcant unavoidable traffic and air quality impacts. Because the OSP-V scenario proposes a 
mix of housing and employment-generating uses within the Project Site, per capita vehicle miles 
traveled resulting from the mix of onsite housing and employment would be less than for the 
CPP and CPP-V scenarios, leading to signfficant but mitigable GHG impacts for the OSP-V 
scenario (compared to significant unavoidable GHG impacts for the CPP and CPP-V scenarios). 
Because no feasible mitigation measures to bring project buildout into line with the 2009 ABAG 
projections for Brisbane are available other than increasing existing or future ABAG projections, 
such as the next Plan Bay Area anticipated in 2017. for the San Francisco/San Mateo Bi-County 
PDA within Brisbane22

, or substantially reducing the buildout represented in project 
alternatives," the DSP-V scenario would induce substantial population growth in the area, which 
is considered to be significant unavoidable. 

b. The lack of housing would furtl1er exacerbate Brisbane's existing above-average jobs-
housing imbalance, which is shown in Table 4.K-6, We suggest the following clarifications (shown in 
underline): 

DEIR Page 4.K-32 and 4.K-34: 

Conclusion: The growth in employment resultmg from the CPP scenario would accommodate a 
substantial portion of the employment needs projected by ABAG for Brisbane and surrounding 
cities but would greatly exceed ABAG projections for Brisbane. The impact of exceeding 
employment projections is manifested in the CPP's significant unavoidable traffic and air quality 

16 
cont. 

impacts Because the CPP scenario proposes only employment-generating uses within the 17 
Project Site and furlher intensification of Brisbane's jobs/housing imbalance, resulting per capita 
vehicle miles traveled would be greater than for the DSP and DSP-V scenarios, leading to 
significant unavoidable GHG impacts under both the CPP and CPP-V scenarios. Because no 
feasible mitigation measures to bring project buildoul into line with the 2009 ABAG projections 
for Brisbane are available other than increasing existing or future ABAG projections. such as the 
next Plan Bay Area anticipated in 2017, for the San Francisco/San Mateo Bi-County PDA within 
Brisbane" or substantially reducing the bui/dout represented in project alternatives, 25 

employment generation under the CPP scenario would induce substantial population growth in 
the area, whicl1 is considered to be significant unavoidable. 

Conclusion: The growth in employment resulting from the CPP-V scenario would 
accommodate a substantial portion of the employment needs projected by ABAG for Brisbane 
and surrounding cities but would greatly exceed ABAG projections for Brisbane. The impact of 
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exceeding employment projections is manifested in the CPP-V's significant unavoidable traffic 
and air quality impacts. Because the CPP-V scenario proposes only employment-generating 
uses within t/1e Project Site and further intensification of Brisbane's jobs/housing imbalance. 
resulting per capita vehicle miles traveled would be greater than for the OSP and OSP-V 
scenarios, leading to significant unavoidable GHG impacts under both the CPP and CPPV 17 
scenarios. Because no feasible mitigation measures are available to bn'ng project buildout into cont. 
line with the 2009 ABAG projections for Brisbane other than increasing existing or future ABAG 
projections. such as the next Plan Bay Area anticipated in 2017. for the San Francisco/San 
Mateo Bi-County PDA within Brisbane1

• or substantially reducing the buildout represented in 
project alternatives, 11 the employment generation of the CPP-V scenario would Induce 
substantial population growth in the area, which is considerecl to be significant unavoidable. 

9. Public Services (Chapter 4.L) 

a. Library Facilities. The DEIR concludes that the Project will have a significant impact 
related to the provision of library services in the DSP and DSP-V scenario and require mitigation, 
proposed as a new library facility of sufficient size to serve the Project Site population. However, the 
impact analysis does not set forth any specific demand threshold that was crossed to require the new 18 
facility. The DEIR should specifically set forth the demand analysis that was used to conclude a 
significant impact exists, and the requirement for a new library should be tied to this demand threshold. 

10. Traffic and Circulation (Chapter 4.N) 

a. Timing of Mitigation Measures. A number of mitigation measures reference traffic and 
intersection improvements, such as new land, new signalization, signal timing/phasing modification, 
striping, TMPffDM , shuttle service, trails and sidewalks, bike facilities, and payment of fees. As 
written, these Mitigation Measures are tied to the issuance of the first building occupancy permit for 
new development. As a practical matter, few if any of these measures will be needed to mitigate 
impacts upon the issuance of the first building occupancy permit for development within the Project 19 
Site. but will be triggered by phases of development as they occur in connection with the approved 
Specific Plan and Development Agreement. The Response to Comments should recognize that the 
timing of delivery for these Mitigation Measures will be determined in accordance with a project 
phasing plan to be adopted by the City in connection with the Specific Plan and Development 
Agreement approvals when and as needed to accommodate site-specific development over time. 
Relevant Mitigation Measures to which this comment applies include MM 4 N-1a through 4 N-1e; 4.N-
3g, 4.N-7, 4 N-9, 4.N-10, 4.N-10, 4.N-11and4.N-13. 4.n-1c. 

b. SFMTA. DEIR Page 4.N-140 states that the Project would cause a significant and 
unavoidable impact on SFMTA's transit operations, since Brisbane has no control over SFMTA's 
operations and cannot implement service changes in response to increased service demand It should 
be noted that SFCTA and SFMTA strongly support locating new development near transit lines and 
have programs, including the SFMTA's Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), to improve operations in 
response to changing service demand. For example, The TEP proposes to increase the AM 20 
frequencies of the nearby 56, 8BX and 9L bus routes. 

Another example is SFCTA's newly adopted San Francisco Transportation Plan (SFTP), which calls for 
funding and imp'lementation of the extension of the T-Third light rail to the Bayshore Station. This plan 
states the following on its Page 31: 

San Francisco agencies have identified PDAs, generally in the eastern part of the city. The 
[SFTP's} Transportation Investment and Growth Strategy identifies the transportation needs to 
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support this growth. As area plans and major developments are contemplated, such as along 
the Eastern Waterfront, transportation needs in all categories-operations and maintenance, 
safety and enhancements, and efficiency and expansion- should be identified and prioritized. 120 

cont. 

11. Energy Resources (Chapter 4.P) 

a. Title 24. Title 24 energy efficiency standards have become increasingly strict and I 
protective of the environment. The paragraph that begins at the bottom of page 4.P-17 and continues 21 
at the top of page 4.p-18 does not relate to any mitigation measure set forth in the DEIR and should be 
stricken. 

b. LEED Standards. Nothing in the DEIR suggests that compliance with the Brisbane 
Municipal Code regarding green building standards is not sufficient, when combined with the other 
mitigation measures set forth in 4 .P-2a, band c, to reduce the impacts to a level below significance. 
There appears to be no justification to require the Project to comply with green building standards in 
excess of that required by City Code (currently LEED Silver). We recommend that Mitigation Measure 
4. P-2a be redrafted as follows: 22 

• Mitigation Measure 4.P-2a: All new buildings within the Project Site shall comply with the 
provisions of Brisbane Municipal Code Section 15.80, as amended from time to time (LEED 
Silver), or shall meet the green building standards of an equivalent program approved by 
the City in connection with the Project. In addition, all appliances installed within the 
Project Site as part of the original building construction shall be ENERGY STAR rated or 
equivalent. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Jona Scharf man 
Gene anager/Land evelopment Director 
Universal Paragon Corporation 
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Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR comments 

Transportation and circulation: 

Table 4.N-2: 
fntersectio11 level of service existing conditions-

This table tails to identify or rate the intersection/on rarnp ot Bayshore Blvd @ hwy 
101 southbound, and the intersection/onrarnp from Bayshore bivd south bound 

onto 101 near Oyster Point Blvd. These two freeway ent ry points will be very 

important to the traffic circulation for this project arid should be included in the 
DEIR. This table also incorrectly ID's the intersection of Tunrn~,J Ave at Bayshore Blvd 

(SF) approch as a signal, when it is a stop sign only when turning ohto Northbound 
Bayshore. (This intersection has only signal control from Bayshore Blvd turning 

South onto Tunnel. This intersection is ve1y congested in the AM and PM peak 
hours, and has delay once onto Bayshore Blvd of greater that 1 minute making it an 
E ,y F intersecti0n rating 

Table 4.N-4 freeway mainline LOS. 
This table does not adequately extend lOS ratings for vehicles that must use US101 
NB to exit the project area or the on ran p that the 101 uses. This area has a very 

1 

poor LOS urider the current ( Ondit iv rb 11 1 AM and PM pectk corrnnutE: periods. 2 
Further study of this traffic controlled !'arnp sho uld be studied, including the traffic: 
that will be present when the Meyers Building is fully occupied and the 2nd tower is 
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constructed that is approved, but not yet built. The Traffic impacts for the permitted 
'"ll drlinnc 011t ~r thP ~ierra Point $;Jb .Area should a!so be considered in this t.rnffc 
.._ N • - • •;;; "' • · - - ~ • •• ·-

study as there is a 8 building campus and another large project that is also already 

permitted. 

Table 4.N-29 
Intersection LOS cummu!ati"'e - vvith 3ncl w~t.hout project and with and vvithout 

Genev2 Fxten~ion 

Table 4.N-31 LOS after Mitigation, information at last column is blank. 
All tables regarding mitigation assume that the Geneva Ave Extension will be built 
prior to deveioprnent, whiie there is no funding or commitment to build that 

project at this time. Thfs should be a requiren-ient prior to any develop1Y1ent in the 
Baylands Project. (noted on the San Francisco E!R n1itigation measures for the 

Candlestick/ Hunters Point projects, the extension is show on there maps as "tc be 

built by others". 

I 
2 cont. 

3 

4 

Table 4.N-32: only some of the numbers in the LOS after mitigation. - - I 5 

Mitigation measures on Geneva Ave offered are to remove the center divider ard 

make a six (6) lane roadway. This mitigation measure would put a high risk low 

income area at higher risk, and this rni6gafa>n measure shou!d be questioned in 
this document. The mitigation does not identify the impacts to street safety due to 
increased speeds and reduced vehicular and pedestrian safety. This is also an area 
wit h proposed housing/pmject development on the way that will have a stake in 
t heir traffic mitigations and should be better designed in this DEIR. 

Bart I Caltrain table 4.N-6 and 4.N-35: show that Caltrain could handle cumulafve 
impacts without the project. This fact is in direct conflict of the statement from the 

6 

San Francisco EIR that states that Caltrain cannot meet the needs of the Hunters 7 
Point I Candle Stick development needs as Caltrain does not have the capacity to 
do so. 

Mitigation measures for this project includes the Geneva Ave Extension project-­
Stated to be an 12 lane rpadway (freeway) when it crosses the Bayfands on its race 

to 101, that will feed vehicle into highway 101 which will not able to absorb that 8 
amount of traffic into the flow. This method of moving traffic into and out of the 
proje<:t r~•ust be fu rthe!" studied a~; tc where the traffic goes when ;t !eave the 
project area .. and the net irnpact of the rnainline roads and their LOS. 

Per footnote 5 on page 4.N-30: the basis for the study used 2012 data with only 
800 units of housing for the basis of their study, not the 4400 units that are in the 
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Developers plan, this is poor usage of numbers to create the data that is a study of 
numbers .:inrl ther!"' r;:rtios, This s;hr:n1ld he extrripol,;ited with the correct numbers 
and adjuster in your DEIR Also the 1700 Units at the Cow Place development 
should atso be considerep !n alt your traffic projections and needed mitigation 
measures 

The nurnbers of units that was listed in ~/our data for Candle Stick and Hunters Point 
df;'ve!cpm~nt:s is inrorr!"rtly !ic::~-pd at q?r;o unit''" ,'.'.Ind i:t i<; listed in tht>rr HR thz:it J\1~ 
10500 housing units. 
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Dettmer 

DEIR Traffic and Circulation Comments 
Citizen Comments Submitted by Linda M. Dettmer 

Table 2-1 Note: This table contains SU (Significant Unavoidable) situations too 
P. 2-67 numerous to count. This suggests that not enough mitigation for the 1 
traffic scenarios represented here have been investigated. Any items presented as SU 
must be mitigated for safety and continued ease of traffic flow. *see end of comments -
excerpts from DEIR 

4.B-7 Diesel Particulate Matter DPM The CARB identified DPM as a toxic 
air contaminant .... primarily based on evidence of demonstrating cancer effects in 
humans. (bold added) Exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseou 
and particulate components which are toxic. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses 
are among the primary sources of diesel emissions, and concentrations of DPM DPM 
sources are higher near heavily traveled highways ... The estimated cancer risk from 2 
exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other toxic 
air pollutant routinely measured in the region. (Excerpt from American Cancer Society, 
2009) 

The number of routine diesel vehicle trips created by building of any Project will be a 
significant producer of DPM. Also future increased vehicular traffic by buses, cars, 
trncks etc. will add to the DPM in our air. Mitigation suggested would be to require 
Developer to use clean air vehicles during any pe1mitted build-out or other mitigation as 
described and enforced by the City . 

4.B-11 
build-out. 

Diminished air quality is a major factor of traffic increase due to Project I 3 

4.B-38 Mitigation measures and enforcement must be described. 

4.N-12 Table This transpmtation analysis estin1ates that development of the Project Site 
would result in approximately 44,985 new vehicle trips per day for the DPS scenario and 
almost twice as many for the CPP scenarios. 

Such levels of traffic congestion as suggested in DEIR are unacceptable to health and 
safety during and after build-out. Emergency vehicles in paiticular must have acceptable 
access to all areas at all times, before during and after Project build-out. As well, traffic 
flow must remain at a pace where gridlock is avoided. (LOS C) Mitigation needs must 
be described and enforced. 
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4.N-1 DEIR states we are regionally served by three major freeways. 
Geographically Freeways only one freeway (101) is readily available for quick access to 6 
freeways 280 and 380. The Project along with other major development in close 
proximity of the Site will compromise driveability and conunute, particularly during peak 
hours. Mitigation proposals and measures must be described and enforced to avoid 
permanent gridlock. 

Local additional relief to the congestion are through what are known as "socially 7 

4.N-4 No one likes to mention it, but many of the roadways proposed for use as I 
obsolete" Roadways areas beset by crime and in transition. Mitigation measure must be 
described and instituted to make these roadways safer for travelers. 

4.N-14 CAL TRAIN and Transit Districts are overviewed on this page with I 
cmrnnt ridership and schedules. No projections for future needs or how to meet them are 8 
included. Projections and mitigation measure for any future increased ridership are 
needed. 

4.N-28 Critical focus areas for pedestrians must consider of safety first and create 
easily traversable pedestrian and bicycle corridors to Project site, well away from vehicle 9 
traffic, while still being connected to current downtown Brisbane. This should be a 
transition that creates connectivity between current and future Brisbane and appears 
logical and natural. 

4.N-31 Traffic Calming Program (initiated for 2010-2015) must be included in I 
this project. The EIR should define a plan of exact measures to ensure smooth traffic 10 
flow and bicycle and pedestrian safety. 

4.N-34 An additional Caltrain station would be an asset to relieving traffic and 
encourage connectivity and use by local residents. Paragraph 1 of this page indicates that 
Caltrain intends to minimize the number of stops. This contradicts the intention of a 11 
transit centered development and will add to less than desirable mobility of residents and 
other users of Caltrain. A plan to mitigate congestion must be in place prior to Project 
commencement. 

4.N-37 Policy 69. Consider making some streets one way during emergency or I 12 
disaster situations. 

4.N-39 City and County of SF In order to effect a huge change to commute J 
and transpmtation congestion, mitigation by formation of mutual transit districts should 13 
be fo1med allowing the San Francisco Muni T line to serve Brisbane and South San 
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Francisco. 

4.N-40 Changes in air traffic patterns due to Project will result in impacts on the 
quality olfO life in Brisbane, and mitigation measures must be described and 
implemented well in advance of changes to air traffic. 

4.N-46 Bayshore Intermodal Station Access Study Improvements: In 
addition to taking into account all impacted areas including SF, Daly City, SSF, and 
Brisbane, these improvements will have far reaching implications for the entire Bay Area 
and should be studied for mitigation actions that will be implemented to keep traffic and 
people moving easily with the increased use projections. 

4.N-50 Bicycle Improvements: Use of protected, safe, designated, separated 
bicycle lanes away from speeding traffic are absolutely necessary and must be designed, 
instituted and enforced as one mitigation measure. 

4.N-61 Bioswales are landscape elements designed to remove silt and pollution 
from surface water mnoff (Wikipedia) Pathogens from bioswales containing chemical 
or other waste can lead to a variety of diseases in humans and aquatic life. Mitigation 
must be studied and implemented to protect pedestrian and aquatic life from the 
pathogens inherent in bioswales. Please refer to rep01t for BBCAG by Dr. Fred Lee. 

4.N-63 Any areas used by pedestrians must be completely remediated to ensure 
safety from airborne toxic or other potential chemical harm. Please refer to repo1t for 
BBCAG by Dr. Fred Lee. 

4.N-64 Funding has not been established for the needed and projected 
transpo1tation scenarios and should be established and in place prior to any build-out of 
Project. This would ensure, in advance, that gridlock does not occur for residents and 
paiticularly emergency vehicles. 

4.N-66 Linkage: Transportation Demand Management Program looks to 
combining trips through employer relocation assistance and job/housing linkage. 
Without knowing who the future employers are and housing affordability, it is not 
dependable to rely on these projections to decrease daily trips. More study is needed and 
projections must be based in fact 

4.N-68 Parking Strategies Un-bundling: Residential parking that is not 
included with the purchase of a residence may be a direct cause of pai-king difficulties for 
future populations. Streets are needed today and will be needed for parking and as 
populations increase leading to more demand upon the area for parking, possibly creating 
a fmstrating pai·king situation. As witnessed here in Brisbane's downtown and residential 
areas, parking has become a dilemma at peak business hours and in the evening when 
residents return home from work. Mitigation measures taking into account the 
changing/growing populations of the future must be studied, described and implemented. 

4.N-70 
Plan. 

All parking in Project should conform to the City of Brisbane's General 
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4.N-71 Parking places should be provided for all employees instead of as 
described, 2 spaces for 3 employees. As this Project has a long te1m build-out scenario, 
parking should be generous and planned for the full load of expected employees. This 
must be mitigated with worst case scenarios in mind. 

4.N-83 Tranpo1tation and parking inlpacts of a sold out arena event (17,000 I 24 
attendees) must be studied with mitigation measures described and implemented, not only 
for adequate parking, but for the traffic flow conditions that will be created. 

4.N-85 Footnote: Projecting peak traffic using San Francisco's methodology 
does not work in this case for the DEIR, as San Francisco 's methodology only accounts 
for traffic leaving the area. Mitigation measures for traffic leaving and also entering the 
area must be described and implemented. 

4.N-90 Conflict with applicable plan, Ordinance or Policy Establishing 
Measure of E ffectiveness for the Performance of the Circulation System. All traffic 
circulation scenarios shown are Significant Unmitigable and will not prevent traffic 
congestion. Mitigation measures must be dete1mined and implemented to avoid gridlock 
or less than LOS C movement at all times. 

4.N-94 Current and existing traffic are all at less than LOS D. All projections on 
this table Table 4.N-26 show LOS D except at Geneva Avenue and Carter. LOS Dis 
described as, Operations with increasingly unacceptable delays. LOS D is cunently 
acceptable in the General Plan in certain areas of Brisbane. These projections if allowed 
will create constant traffic congestion an d difficulty of movem ent throughout th e 
Brisbane area. Mitigation measures for better than LOS D must be described and 
implemented. 

4.N-95 Impact at San Bruno Avenue & Bayshore Boulevard ( Intersection 5) ... the 
un-signalized intersection of San Bruno Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard. .. 
This intersection is already perfo1ming poorly. With projected increases in traffic and 
congestion, this could become a dangerous intersection. Measures must be taken to 
provide safe medians, trnffic signals and monitoring of motorist's speed. As well safe 
bicycle and pedestrian passage throughout this strip of highway (as at Old County Road 
and Bayshore) must be a primaiy consideration. With increased projections in traffic on 
Old Bayshore, this would most impmtantly help mitigate safety needs for pedestrians, 
bicyclists and allow those making a left tum on to and off of San Bmno A venue, more of 
an ability to turn safely . 

Footnote 16: As noted in Section 4. Land Use and Planning, each of the Project Site 
development scenarios are inconsistent with the General Plan in that they result in levels 
of service in excess of General Plan standards. 

Excessive levels of traffic ai·e unacceptable at any of the points of intersection and must 
be mitigated to levels enforced at minimum, consistent with the General Plan or LOS C. 
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Table 4.N-27 ... DSPV SCENARIO ... ARENA EVENT ... Traffic associated with a 
sell-out event at the arena would exacerbate traffic operations at six intersections that 
would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Project with DSP-V 
scenario. 

Traffic levels of LOS E or LOS F are unacceptable and unsafe in an emergency situation. 
Further study of mitigations must be done and implemented prior to issuance of pe1mits 
for such a situation. 

4.N-115 3rd Par. To provide the capacity to accommodate the northbound left-turn 
traffic, the northbound approach would be restriped by either removal of the existing 
median or widening to add the third lejl-turn pocket. 

Removal of the center median would create an unsafe situation, similar to the left tum 
area onto San Brnno A venue at Bayshore at which speeding traffic is divided by simple 
lines and little space. This mediation method does not account for safety of traffic. An 
additional lane with separated pedestrian and bicycle lane should be studied and 
implemented as a prefened mitigation. 

4.N-122 Mitigation Measure 4.N-3g: Prior to the issuance of the first building 
occupancy permit for new development other than relocation or improvement of an 
existing use within the Project Site, signal timing settings at the Carter Street/Geneva 
Avenue intersection shall be modified by the City and County of San Francisco to provide 
longer green time on eastbound/westbound permitted movements and longer cycle length. 

It is this commenter's opinion that the financial burden of creating and modifying streets 
for the benefit of the Project should be home by the Developer. While these mitigation 
measures are very necessary, they do pose a burden on already financially stressed cities 
impacted by this development. It seems unfair that UPC will be the only entity that will 
gain fmancially. Unless financial assurances are in place ensuring the smrnunding cities 
can and are willing make the needed changes to streets, this Project should not be 
approved. 

4.N-125 Table 4.N-33 shows traffic levels at LOSE and Fin all scenarios. This 
unacceptable congestion level must be better mitigated to LOS C and mitigations 
enforced. 

4.N-126 Conclusion with Mitigation: While implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.N-13 and 4.N-4 would reduce this impact, Mitigation Measure 4.N-4 
requires participation or and decisions by agencies over which Brisbane has no 
authority, and it is not within the City 's power to impose such mitigation. 
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Footnote 17: Page 4.N-106 
Mitigation Measure 4.N-13 reads as follows: "Prior to issuance of the first building 

occupancy permit for new development other than improvement or relocation of an 
existing use within the Project Site, the developer(s) 'and/or tenants of Project Site land 
uses shall p repare, submit to the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo 
County (CICAG) for approval, and establish a Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program to mitigate the CICA G project impact of generating more than 100 net 
new vehicle trips during the peak traffic hours. 
Implementation of TDM programs shall be made a condition of approval for all new 
development within the Project Site that generates 100 or more net new trips during the 
AM or PM peak hour. A summary of TDM strategies can be found in Table 4.N-45. " 

This disturbing conclusion virtually eliminates the lead agency, B1isbane, and the 
community most impacted, Brisbane, from imposing mitigation measures as 
reconunended. Mitigation measures that do not include the approval of Brisbane and that 
directly affect the quality of life in Brisbane should give sufficient cause to Brisbane for 
rejection of this project in it's enti1ity. 

4.N-133 Footnote 23: As discussed in Section 4.N.4 in relation to transit use, 
project site development would have a significant effect on the environment if it would: 
Cause an increase in transit demand that: could not be accommodated by adj acent 
transit capacity (i.e., would exceed JOO-percent capacity), or would necessitate changes 
to Ca/train operations at the Bayshore Station and on the Bayshore/Brisbane four­
track rail segment, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause an 
increase of more than 2 percent in transit demand on transit lines where transit demand 
exceeds JOO-percent capacity under Existing or Cumulative Without Project conditions; 

34 
cont. 

or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant 35 
adverse impacts in transit service levels could result (e.g., require additional buses or 
trains due to proj ect transit trips); or cause an onsite transit demand that would not be 
adequately served by adjacent transit service (i.e. , project generated demand for transit 
service would be located more than one-third mile from transit service at the Ca/train 
stations). 

This entire footnote speaks to the possible fiustration and congestion of the Site not being 
able to handle the influx of users to the transit system. This is unacceptable planning that 
must be re-planned for additional mitigation measures describing what is acceptable, why 
and be implemented and enforced to bring this to acceptable levels. 

4.N-139 Conclusion: Transit ridership under all four proposed development 
scenarios would contribute to cumulatively significant impacts on Muni operations at 
San Francisco transit screen line locations and would result in significant impacts... 36 

Additional mitigations must be in place and enforced to ease the projected significant 
impacts on transit ridership and must be enforced. 
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4.N-140 Conclusion: Project Site development would cause an increase in delays 
or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts on Muni transit service levels 
could result (i.e. , additional buses or trains could be required due to Project transit 
trips) . 

A proposed mitigation plan must be derived and enforced to ave1t delays and adverse 
impacts prior to issuance of permits . 

4.N-141 Conclusion: Project Site development would cause an onsite transit 
demand that would not be adequately served by adjacent transit service for those 
proposed land uses that would be located more than one-third mile from the Ca/train and 

37 

Muni T-line stations. This would result in significant baseline and cumulative impacts 38 
under all four p roposed development scenarios. 

A proposed mitigation plan must be derived and enforced to ave1t delays and adverse 
impacts prior to issuance of permits. 

4.N-142 Pedestrian Access (Existing plus Project and Cumulative with Project) I 
Any pedestrian or bicycle activity on Project site must be carefully protected from traffic 39 
and toxins. Mitigation measures are unclear must be clarified and enforced. 

4.N-143 Sidewalks shall be provided along the Project Site frontage on Bayshore 
Boulevard between Sunnydale Avenue and Tunnel Avenue. 

For pedestrian and bicycle safety, sidewalks must be separated from streets with 
landscaped medians. This is a safety mitigation that cannot be ignored when one 
considers the increase in traffic and traffic speeds in the noted area. (Preferably medians 
will be landscaped with native, hosts to help propagate endangered species.) 

4.N-145 Conclusion: Construction activities would result in significant impacts on 
existing and cumulative traffic flow and transit service and interfere with pedestrian and 
bicycle circulation patterns. M itigation Measure 4.N-12 below is recommended. 

In addition to Mitigation Measure 4.N-1 2 Limits must be set on constrnction activities for 
h·affic, congestion, noise, dust as well as protections measures to ensure that pollution 
from disturbed toxins are properly contained and do not affect the health of any person 
working on or living near the project. Also due to the long te1m and yet undetennined 
build-out tin1e, the effect on the quality of life in Brisbane must be considered and 
mitigations offering respite from constant constrnction must be investigated and 
enforced. 

Note: Since the project build-out is over such a protracted period of time, the 
door for future adjustments should remain open. As new alternat ive mitigation measures 
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are discovered it is prndent to have language allowing for adjustments to be incorporated. ! 
Evolving of sciences warant a stronger stance on the predictability of values and 42 
standards changing and making an inevitable inipact. The potential unknown toxins in cont. 
the Site may need to be dealt with differently as science progresses and this process of 
approvals should not be grandfathered to this decade's knowledge. Any scenarios that are I 43 
significant but mitigable should contain a planned and enforced mitigation prior to 
issuance of any pennits. Scenarios that are planned but unnlitigable must be replanned I 
to bring them to the highest standards of safety and public comfort, with as little intrusion 44 
to the way life is now enjoyed by the people of Brisbane . 

Respectfully submitted, 
Linda Dettmer 

*2-10 
Significant Unavoidable Traffic and Circulation Impacts (DEIR) 

Impact 4.N-1: The Project would result in a substantial increase in traffic under Existing 
plus Project conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

Impact 4.N-2: The Project would contribute to significant existing traffic impacts at 
freeway mainline segments. 

Impact 4.N-3: The Project would result in a significant increase in traffic under 
Cumulative With Project conditions at the study intersections. 

Impact 4.N-4: The Project' s contribution to future cumulative traffic impacts at freeway 
mainline segments would be cumulatively considerable. 

Impact 4.N-7: The Project would cause an increase in transit demand that could not be 
accommodated by San Francisco Mmli or SamTrans transit capacity. 

Impact 4.N-8: The Project would cause an increase in delays or operating costs resulting in 
substantial adverse effects on transit service levels (i.e., additional buses or trains could be 
required due to Project transit trips). 
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Appendix H.3 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Sillv1MARY REPORT - QU I and OU2 RAIL YARD 

Geosyntec 2012 

Report Comments Submitted By 
(page Ii, paragraph) 

General Please note that the figures and tables were either not present, not DD 
Comment obvious, not well labeled, or not adequate enough to understand 

the contents of this repott . 

Omission of infotmation about Kinder Morgan and Industrial Way 
properties (whether known or unknown) should be discussed here. 

Page 7 "No Franciscan rocks are known to crop out on the site ... " DD 
Is this correct? Ice House Hill and road cuts adjacent to Bayshore 
may be greenstone. It might be arsenic-laden rock similar to that 
on the Northeast Ridge. If it is, or is not known but could be, it 
should be properly mentioned. 

Page 12 "SPTC's major railroad operations began in 1914 ... " DD 
Historical rail use included chemical and lye storage sheds in 
OUI. The map of historical rail uses should be included in the 
main DEIR to assist in planning and determine areas that may 
need additional groundwater and soil studies. 

"The San Francisco County portion of OU1 has been rented 
periodically since before ... " 
It's impo1tant to mention that the Pacific Lithographic operation 
was a post-Schlage renter because the products used contributed to 
the contamination load of the area. 

Page 14 " ... analyzed two samples of water from the onsite ditch [L- DD 
Groundwater F,1990} " 
Monitoring This is where mixing the repmts from OUI and OU2 are 

Program -1989 problematic ... isn ' t the "onsite ditch" in OU2? If this refers to an 
onsite ditch in OUl , then please give the location. 

Page 17 "This investigation included historical research of the Schlage, DD 
Bodinson, Norton Trust, and SPTC properties ... " 
It would be helpful to list which prope1ties these businesses 
represent, what type of historical research? The type of earlier 
businesses may dictate the types and locations of toxins that 
should be studied and remediated. It is valuable information for 
planning purposes. 

Page 18 "the metals are widespread because the area was filled with DD 
rubble and debris in the early 1900 's " 
There is a letter in the DTSC file that indicates that the rail cars 
contained lead and asbestos ore. They were scrnbbed down and 
waste was placed in debris piles until they got so high, they were 
then spread around. It explains the pockets of lead more than from 
herbicide sprays. 

Page 19 "Since the third quarter of 2008 ... Mactec has conducted DD 
Groundwater quarterly groundwater monitoring events for the Schlage OU ... " 
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Monitoring-
Ongoing This is accurate but refers to only a small p01tion of OUI . It 

makes it seem that there is a more comprehensive groundwater-
monitoring program than actually exists. Residents have been 
concerned that the number of wells per acre being studied and 
depths of wells on the Brisbane side is not adequate to detect 
deposits of other chemicals of concern. Most of the focus has 
been on the migrating plume of TCE. 

There are some constituents of concern that are no longer tested 
because they know they are present and ubiquitous. For var ious 
reasons, they are no longer counted in the totals or included in 
maps. Reasons such as being equal to background levels, or an 
industrial designation, or are naturally produced toxins, or not pmt 
of the Project Site all contribute to the present studies as being 
inadequate. The figmes represent a limited amount of information 
from a limited number of tests from a vast area. 

They clain1 that there are few fluctuations in groundwater levels 
but don ' t mention studies along Visitacion Creek and Kinder 
Morgan properties that observe tidal influence in the groundwater 
wells. A more comprehensive rep01t is necessary. 

Page 21 Metals- Where is the total chrome and hexavalent chromium, 
copper, bmium, and nickel information? There is no discussion as 
to why the whole panel of COC's, as required by EPA, was not 
done. 

PCB ' s - PCB studies are limited and infrequent. Additional 
studies are necessary. 

Page 25 "Sampling results .... indicated that, after soil remediation, the 
levels of CVOC 's in soil gas are not expected to pose an 
unacceptable vapor intrusion risk to indoor air, given the current 
redevelopment plans for the Initial Development Area." 
Things have changed. There is a persistent area, a "hot spot" 
where the wells haven 't tested clean. An "Explanation of 
Significant Differences" has been issued by DTSC to require land 
use controls, because they wish to begin construction before the 
"groundwater has reached cleanup standards. " MCL's haven ' t 
been achieved on the Brisbane side; they are doing rounds of IVO. 

Page 26 "assumptions are the most restrictive and will be applied to the 
entire site " 
This is not tJ.ue. The most restrictive assumptions would be 
drinking water standards/residential soil standards rather than 
leave-in-place c01mnercial use clean up with risk-based CUL's 
(Clean up Levels.) Federal and State MCL's are more restrictive. 
One should consider the multiple and cunmlative risks including 
naturally occurring toxins, the multiple products one can be 
exposed to, including calculations with sea-level rise as it creates 
avenues of exposure to the waste matrix and consideration of 
organochlorides being a synergistic impact of chemical 
decomposition. Etc. 

5-548 

Dilworth1 

DD 

DD 

DD 

9 
co 
nt. 

I 11 

12 

13 



Page 21 
Hist01y of 

Operations OU2 

Page 28 to 32 

Page 32 

Page 33 

Supplemental 
Bunker C 

Delineation -
2001 

Page 34 
Revised RAP 

Page 35 
Wetland 

Mitigation Plan -
2004 

OU2 Additional 

Outside of the mention of "two former UST sites located at 
2501350 Industrial Way" there is no mention of the Consolidated 
Chemical/Stauffer Chemical Plant or the Frey' s Boot Tanne1y. 
Certainly this document doesn' t suggest to cover the Industrial 
Way prope1t ies, but this document cannot be used to dete1mine 
adequate studies for all of the rail yard, only be an informative list 
of activities to date. 
These are verbatim, redundant transcripts of pages 13-1 6. It 
would be helpful to break out what was OUl and what was OU2 
in th e earlier work. "Additional Site Characterization -1997" 
begins the new info1mation. 

Note this is one of the last places they talk about copper. This is a 
toxin that is less dangerous to humans than to fish. Only on page 
38 do they rate the cleanup levels to be more restrictive for "Eco 
Receptors." 
"Bunker C concentrations were generally steady or decreasing 
over time ... the plume was relatively stable ... and consistent since 
1995, " is stated with no explanation for decreasing or stability. 
Both in 1999 RAP, as noted in this report, and 2006 Citizen­
rep01ted visible product (Siegel - CPOE (Center for Public 
Environmental Oversight)) observed travelling down the drainage 
"tiibutaries." (Cross reference Biological Resources) 

At the time, an underground sluny wall was proposed to contain 
and prevent TPH's from the Bunker C Oil from leaving the site. 
That was dismissed due to underground groundwater mounding 
issues, not because the Bunker C oil is stable. 
This revised RAP was never approved, it was merely proposed. 

This wetland mitigation plan was proposed, not adopted. The 
recommendations were not caITied out and CA Fish and Game was 
never consulted. The wetland delineation was in linear feet, not 
calculating acres of upland habitat as the State requires. The 
delineation was not intended to research all prope1t ies under 
consideration of this plan, but to assist in a sti·eam alteration 
perm.it. 

Investigation in This appears to be data for OUI. 
AreaofHVOC 

Plume 

Soil and 
Groundwater 

"No Further Action letter for the UST' only means the 
underground storage tanks were removed safely and the 
contaminants tested (TPH's) were ok for industrial uses vs. an "all 
clear" of contamination card. "As noted on Figure 15, no current 
analytical data are available for the high CVOC concentration 
area. " 
Studies of residual contamination from prior industi·ial uses, like 
Stauffer Chemical, need to be completed before there is adequate 
understanding of the COC' s out there. Industi·ial Way properties 
are largely untested. 
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Page 38 to 39 Define Eco Receptor. If it means that wildlife gets a cleaner DD 
Risk-Based cleanup level, then let's cleanup to Eco-receptor level, particularly 

Cleanup Level in the margins where the contamination and project meet, 
however, that is not how the information reads. 

Has the San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health 
weighed in? This is a matter of public opinion and public health. 
Clean up levels should be within the discussion of alternatives 
rather than something formulated by a consultant. 

Page 40 "No data gaps were identified for the San Francisco County DD 
Data Gaps portion of OUJ" doesn' t recognize that remediation under the 

"Bayshore castle" property and train right-of-way was not 
considered because it wasn ' t within the boundary of the Schlage 
project site. 

Page 41 to42 The Bunker C Oil is not i1mnobile and the info1mation is not DD 
"likely sufficient" for update of risk assessment." More studies 
are necessa1y and discussion of cleanup levels should be 
c01mnunity-driven. 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SUM!vlARY REPORT - DRISDANE LANDPILL 

Geosyntec 2012 

Report Comments Submitted By 
(page, section) ( 

Page 1 "No waste has been disposed of at the Brisbane Landfill since DD 
Background 1967. " This is incorrect. When the detention basins were dug for 

the Landfill, tires and other debris were inibedded in the matrix. 
No waste has been legally disposed of, but the new fill cannot be 
characterized as 100% clean. 

Page 2 Background does not include former uses like the Champion DD 
Raceway, metals recycling, etc. 

Page4 IDC is more appropriately named Visitacion Creek. DD 
Regulatory 
Oversight 

Page 5 BCDC's jurisdiction also includes the tidally influenced Visitacion DD 
Creek, (AKA the interior drainage channel.) 

Applicable It is not ce1tain whether these regulatory criteria docun1ents are for 
Regulatory interim or future uses. Some are over 12 years old and may not 

Criteria reflect current knowledge or approaches to landfill closures, 
knowledge about sea-level rise, etc. There are SWATs (Solid 
Waste Assessment Tests) and an interim leachate interception 
program along the Lagoon that don't seem to be reflected here. 
Has a baseline Health Risk Assessment been done? 

Page 6 and 7 It would be helpful to repeat the Fill, YBM, Colma Formation, DD 
Regional Setting OBMD, Merced Formation, and Franciscan bedrock designations 

utilized in the "Railyard Hazardous Materials Summary Repo1t" 
for consistency. 
"[bedrock] occurs at a depth of greater than 50 ft. beneath most of 
the landfill ... " This is a twenty-two year old document. Does it 
recognize the cuffent fill heights and years of compaction? What 
is the cmrnnt infmmation on this? Where is the bedrock in 
relation to the City College Fault Line? 

Page 7 "The refuse layer consists of relatively clean soil intermixed with DD 
household waste and rubble. " Note that the landfill never required 
testing of the incoming fill and it oozes hazardous substances. 
"Relatively clean" is an inconect characterization of the 
presumed-to-be-clean fill materials in the landfill. 

"There are no aquifers underlying the site. " Aren' t the different 
sand zones aquifers? Perhaps the aquifers are not intended for use, 
but they exist. Alternatively, does the plane flatten out to the point 
it is negligible? Explain this comment. 

Page 8 Tidal influence is based on a few studies in a limited area. They DD 
were not done recognizing lunar cycles, negative tides, or seasonal 
rain conditions. Studies for the Kinder Morgan site concluded that 
there is tidal action on the groundwater wells near Visitation Creek 
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(IDC) and the "wood-covered" ditch, upstream. Tidal action/ 
influence is observed as far west as the Levinson Marsh. 

lf\10 1 cont. 

Page 9 Note that there are 22 stations for a 364-acre area. 
Are the interior leachate wells LW-1 and LW-2 deep enough given 
the continued smcharging, compacting the waste layer? Should a 
third and fomth well be required on the no1thern end of the project 
area? Do any of the testing wells occm in the cmrent Beatty 
Subarea? 

Page 10 ''petroleum storage tanks, have been constructed on the fill. " DD 
Few are "on" fill as most of the Kinder Morgan tanks are reported 
to be anchored on bedrock. The dangerous petroleum tanks 13 
are/were leaking underground storage tanks (UST) and if known, 
are represented in the UST/LUST lists. 

[Sm-charging operation] "to provide bearing capacity for future 
development. " 
Are there studies identifying the load-bearing capacity of Old Bay 
Mud? 

Page 12 "seven surface-water samples, obtained from the JDC ... " "were DD 
'well below designated level to protect marine waters and should 
not be a concern' ... " 
This does not mention whether heavy metals and other chemicals 15 
of concern were tested, including unionize ammonia. (RWQCB 
required a program for interception of seeps along the Lagoon and 
if effective, the IDC.) 

There is no mention of the methods done and whether they utilized 
dilution factors of 10 for these readings. What are the assumptions 
made to come to the conclusion that seeps emanating from the 16 
landfill aren ' t wo1thy of concern? Where is the benzene location? 
Did they consider copper and lead entering the food chain with 
studies of the native shellfish? 

Page 13-14 It should be noted that there is no Landfill Gas System in place DD 
south of Lagoon Way, nor west of Tunnel Road. There is no 

Final Closme discussion whether any other vapor extraction or methane burners 
are planned, pait icularly with relationship to impacts from sea-
level rise. These are impacts not considered in 2002. 

Page 15 The Final Closme and Postclosme Maintenance Plan "were DD 
conditionally approved by the CR WQCB ... " 
Note this is eleven years old and new regulations are in place, new 
conditions and knowledge of the site exists. 

Wetland Numerous objections to this plan have been previously stated. 1: 1 
Mitigation Plan mitigation does not meet Brisbane's General Plan or the state 's 

"success criterion" to include upland calculations. Greater 
protections, greater assmances should be included in the wetland 19 
mitigation plan in a public process. It is the citizens of Brisbane 
that get to decide the plan. The DEIR should not assume this 
earlier plan is adequate. 
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Page 16 Stn1ctural Fill and Retaining Wall Fill shall be compacted at 95% DD 

relative compaction. The top 5 ft (J. 5m) of fill should be 
compacted to 95% ... " 

Only five feet of engineered foundation over a fifty-foot deep 
bowl of toxic sandy j elly? That sounds dangerous. Are these 
requirements adequate to mitigate impacts of anchoring buildings 
on land subject to liquefaction? The Bay Bridge had considered 

20 

spiral pattern supports that could withstand eaithquake impacts 
from any direction. Won' t the Baylands require special attention 
to how each building or Land Use weighs down the fill 
underneath? How many cai·s and trncks can the Baylands fill 
handle? 
http://www.mtc.ca .gov/news/photos/saddle _fabrication .htm 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/news/cunent_topics/4-13/sfobb.htm 

Shallow foundation, slab on grade - see comments above. 
Page 17 "the [Draft Leachate Management Plan} is to be provided to the DD 

regulatory agencies and the public and it is intended for this 
DLMP to remain in "draft" status until completion and 
certification of the EIR. At that time, any applicable mitigation 
measures from the EIR can be incorporated into the Final LMP. " 
... "unless otherwise required by the agency. " 

Full studies need to be done to determine whether additional or 21 
deeper leachate wells are necessary. This DEIR does not go into 
the specificity necessary to make this judgment. Interception of 
the leachate seeps along Visitacion Creek still needs to be done, 
the measures mentioned are interim solutions, however there are 
no updates on the efficacy of the leachate interception program 
along the Lagoon. The City of Brisbane decides whether the 
DLMP is adequate. 

Page 18 "the DLMP anticipates that following construction of the final DD 
cover, no additional leachate management action will be 
required. " 
The technique of capping from above does not take into 
consideration the lateral movement of groundwater and where 22 
those impacts will show up. See comments about leachate 
management plan in Dr. G.F. Lee's "Adequacy of the 
Investigation/Remediation of the Brisbane Baylands UPC 
Prope1ty." 

"Results of the surface water monitoring in the Guadalupe Lagoon 
and JDC indicate low concentrations of the target chemicals." 
Refer to prior comments about needing full panels of constituents 
and subsequent work and programs. 

Page 19 to 20 Are these figures for Kinder Morgan? If so, they need to be in the DD 
Contaminant Railyai·d' s Hazardous Materials Summary Repo1t. 
Distribution 

Page 22 "did not support the conceptual model of the landfill significantly DD 
Ecological affecting surface water by flow through the seeps or upwelling into 

Assessment the laf_!oon ." 
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Table I 
Maximum 

Concentrations 
ofCOC's 

This conceptual model was proven true when video sequences of 
leachate percolation were provided to RWQCB. 

The Shoreline Seep Mitigation is not I 00% effective; it has 
reduced seeps and upwelling, but upwelling is dependent upon 
groundwater levels. These festering seeps wheezing, toxic 
leachate sludge should be sealed and leachate extracted into 
perpetuity, not covered and called clean. These assessments, from 
2005 cannot have considered sea-level rise and the multitude of, 
rather cumulative chemicals of concern. 
This table is missing Barium, Beryllium, Cadmium, Copper, 
Arsenic ... all on other Constituents of Concern that are present in 
the landfill. This again appears to be testing near the Kinder 
Morgan spill area. Are any recommendations made about building 
in these areas? 
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18 November 2013 

John Swiecki, AICP, Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005 
Fax: 415.467.5547 

Dear Mr. Swiecki: 

Dumbacher 

I am writing to provide comment on the Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR and data on 
wildlife present on the land and water. I am a professional ornithologist who leads 
hirding trips, teaches ornithology at multiple levels, I am a hoard memher of the 
Golden Gate Audubon Society, and employed at the California Academy of Sciences. 
I am committed to preserving natural habitats and helping make the SF Bay Area as 
bird and wildlife friendly as possible, and I believe that our natural areas are a big 
part of what makes the Bay Area attractive to people as well as wildlife. 

I am enclosing two spreadsheets that document the diversity of birds that use the 
Brisbane Lagoon. The first is a data from eBird - an online citizen science resource 
that many birders use for keeping track of their observations, but it also allows 
researchers to quickly and reliably extract data about particular regions. For many 
months of the year, there is insufficient data; however even with the limited data, 
birders have documented that between 1990 and 2013 over 87 species of birds 
have been recorded using the Brisbane Lagoon. The second document I am sending 
is data from the Audubon Society's annual Christmas Bird Count. These data 
document 45+ species using the area during the winter non-breeding season, when 
many ducks and migrant shorebirds overwinter in the SF Bay region. 

These lists clearly document the importance of the Brisbane Lagoon for many 
species - over 12 species of ducks, 5 species of grebe, cormorants, pelicans, herons, 
shorebirds, raptors, gulls, terns, as well as many songbirds that use the habitat 
surrounding the lagoon. Many species use the lagoon for breeding, feeding, and 
resting, and I am not sure that your DEIS has fully considered this full diversity of 
birds and their diverse uses of the lagoon. The area and its habitats are vital 

1 

2 

dogs, and activity will certainly have an impact on the Lagoon, and it will be 3 
resources for these species. Furthermore, the increased presence of people, cats, I 
important to make sure that adopted plans will protect these critical resources, 
reduce disturbance and impact, and provide some buffer from the increased activity. 

I also see that there are proposals to generate alternative energy on the land, 
including solar and wind farms. While I generally applaud the efforts to reduce the 
need for fossil fuels, I also encourage you to make sure that the choice of generators 4 
and the placement of these on the land are environmentally safe for birds and do not 
unnecessarily reduce available bird and wildlife habitat. Large turbines with rapidly 
spinning propellers can have devastating effects on soaring raptors or flocks of 

5-555 



Dumbacher 

migrating shore birds. More wildlife-friendly options are available, and should be 
used wherever possible. 

I urge you to choose a development option that will protect wildlife and the vital 
habitats that they require. The beauty, functionality, and hence the value of the 
development, relies largely on a healthy surrounding environment and the animals 
and plants living in it. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about 
these data or if you would like additional information (additional years, more 
information about particular seasons, etc.) 

vj;;;,4?d_ 
~h~;~~?z::~r 

81 Piedmont Road 
Larkspur, CA 94939 
jdumbacher@calacademy.org 

5-556 

14 cont. 

5 



Dumbacher 

CBC Brisbane Lagoon 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 ,/ 

Species N81?1e Number Number Number Number Number«;;. Ob~O 
Common loon 1 0 0 1 0 
Claril's grebe 4 0 5 1 0 
1N11111&m grebe 6 3 5 8 13 
Eared grebe 4 3 0 3 1 
Homed grebe 6 1 1 0 1 
Dooble-crested c:onnorant 6 2 2 0 0 
Graat blue hefOn 2 1 0 0 0 
Great egret 2 0 1 0 0 
Snowy egret 2 0 6 4 1 
Mallard 7 5 4 1 7 
Gadwall 1 0 0 0 0 
Greater scaup 5 0 5 25 0 
le1&er11C11up 107 47 11 25 11 
Surf :scoter 9 2 30 5 9 
Common goldeneye 5 7 1 3 0 
Bufftehead 54 29 51 50 15 
Ruddy duel<. 50 47 64 73 22 
Turkey vultunt 1 0 0 0 1 
Northern hanier 2 2 0 1 0 
Osprey 0 0 0 1 
Coopers hawk 1 1 0 0 
Sha'l>'shinned hawk 0 0 0 0 
Merlin 0 0 1 0 
Red-tailed hawk 1 1 2 1 1 
American kestrel 4 0 3 0 1 
Brown Pelican 2 0 2 1 
American coot 25 21 37 50 12 
Blaclwlecked stilt 6 7 0 2 
Spotted sandpiper 2 2 0 1 2 
Rin~billed gull 1 1 2 2 1 
California guU 4 0 22 7 2 6 
Glaucous-winged gull 3 0 1 0 0 
Vllestem gull 12 14 19 10 12 
Brandt cormorant 2 0 0 0 
Common Merganser 2 0 0 0 
IMllat 6 15 10 15 
Moekirigblrd 1 3 1 3 
Lea•t sandpiper 0 29 150 0 
Belted kingfisher 0 1 0 1 
Red-breasted Merganaer 0 0 2 0 
Canvas baclc 0 0 2 0 
Ruddy tums1one 0 0 0 10 
Kideer 0 0 1 0 
Long.billed curt- 0 0 1 0 
MarbledGodwit 0 0 1 0 
Dowitcher (sp) 0 0 50 0 
Forester's tern 0 0 1 0 

Pied-billed grebe 0 0 0 2 

"Tcn;i ~. ~ 'lA '2S ~2. 2.b" 
()~~ 
"\-Qat" 

Total birds 

48 species 

'4 
I 
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Explore Data http ://ebird.org/ebird/GuideMe?rf~~ptLocations .. . 

l of 3 

eBird 
Home About Submit Obseivations 

Hello John Dumbacher Udumbacher) I Preferences I Sign Out Translate to: English I Espanol I Francais I Portugues 

« Hotspot Explorer 

Bird Observations 

... For ~nge Locatio~ 
[ Brisbane Lagoon ] 

87 species ( +5 other taxa) 

Canada Goose 

Mallard 

Green-winged Teal 

Canvasback 

Ring-necked Duck 

Greater Scaup 

Lesser Scaup 

Greater/Lesser Scaup 

Surf Scoter 

Bufflehead 

Common Goldeneye 

Red-breasted Merganser 

Ruddy Duck 

duck sp. 

Pied-billed Grebe 

Horned Grebe 

Eared Grebe 

Western Grebe 

Clark's Grebe 

Western/Clark's Grebe 

Brandt's Cormorant 

Double-crested Cormorant 

Brown Pelican 

Great Blue Heron 

Great Egret 

.., Date Range: _£hange Date J 
1/ 1 - 12/ 31, 1990-2013 Co mbine Years 

MAP 11•1 • .. 1•1•1• 111 •••I ••111 I 11 1• I 
MAP 11•1 1111 111•111• 1 111•1111 1111•111 I I 111•111 
MAP II I I • 1• ••• I •1 II ••111 I I I 1• I 
MAP II I II I 111• 11• I •1 II ••111 I I I 1• I 
MAP II I I I I I. 11• I .I II ••111 I I I I. I 
MAP 111111 •11.111.- I 1111 ••111 I 1 • •11 
MAP II I• • 1111.- I 1111 ••111 I ... II 
MAP II•.. I 1• 11• I II II ••111 I I I 1• II 
~ 1111 ••··~···· I ••• II ••••• I I 1 •• II 
MAP •111• •1••1•1• I •111 ••111 I ... Ill 
MAP lllJ-111 11• ••• I •• ii 11•111 I I I 1•111 
MAP II 11111• II11• I 1111 ••111 I I• • II 
MAP II I• • 11111• I •• 11 ••111 I • •111 
MAP 11•111 I II 11• I II 11 ••111 I I I 1• I 
MAP II .. I 11111.- I II II 11•111 I I I 1• I 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

~ II I . .. 1•111• I II 11 ••111 II 1 • •111 
~ II I• • ••111.- I •111 ••111 I 111•111 
~ 11•1 • • 1•••1• 11 •1 II ••111111 ... I I 
~ II 11 I •• 11'51 I II II ••1111 I I • • I 
~ II II I 1• 11• I •1 II ••111 I 11 1• I 
~ II I 1 II 11• I •••I 11•111 I 111• II 
~ II I • .. 11111• 1111•1• • ••1111 • 1 • •111 
~ Ill I • I II llfa I I 11111111•11111•••111 
~ II I • I 11111• 1 II 11111 1111.11111111 111•11 
~ II 111111111 •• _. 11 •• 11 ·····- I 1 • •111 

6 
cont. 
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2 of 3 

87 species ( +s other taxa) 

Snowy Egret 

Turkey Vulture 

White-tailed Kite 

Northern Harrier 

Red-shouldered Hawk 

Red-tailed Hawk 

American Coot 

Black-necked Stilt 

American Avocet 

Black-bellied Plover 

Semipalmated Plover 

Spotted Sandpiper 

Greater Yellowlegs 

Whimbrel 

Long-billed Curlew 

Marbled Godwit 

Black Turnstone 

Dunlin 

Least Sandpiper 

Western Sandpiper 

peep sp. 

Mew Gull 

Ring-billed Gull 

Western Gull 

California Gull 

Herring Gull 

Glaucous-winged Gull 

~ 

Caspian Tern 

Forster's Tern 

Rock Pigeon 

Eurasian Collared-Dove 

Mourning Dove 

http://ebird.org/ebird/GuideMe?rf~~ptLocations .. . 

- -
MAP 111• ... I I 11111~1 II 1111~•111•111...-. II 
MAP II II •Ill II .. II I •• II 11•111 1111I1• I 
MAP II I I I 1• 11.- I II II 11•111 I I I 1• I 
MAP II I I I 1• II .. jl .I II ••111~ I I I I. II 
~ II I 1 I II II. I II II 11•111 I I 1 I. II 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

~ Ill I 1 I II llfa I •1 II 11•1111 I I 1 1• I 
~ 11•1 1111 I 11111• •I I II 11 ••1-11 I I I 1•111 
~ 111 ... 11.111• I •111 11•11111111 • •111 
~ 11•1 1111 111•111_. I •1111 1111•1111 11••111 
~ •11 • I• •• 11_. I •111 ••111 •••11 
~ II I 1 I 1•111• I •1 II 11•111 ••• I 
~ II I 1 I II llfll I 1111111111111 I - · I 
~ II I I II 111.111..- I 111111111 • •1111 I I I •• I 
~ II•• I 111111.- I II II 11•111 I I 1 1•111 
~ II I • I 11111• I II II • •111 I • •11 
~ Ill • 111.111 .. I •111 11•1111 111 • •111 
~ II I 111 1• II.. I 1111 11•1111 I I 11. I 
~ II I • I • 1• II.. I •• •I ••111 • I • ••• 
~ II I 1 I II II.. I •1 II 11•1111 1111 1• I 

MAP II I I I 1• .... I II II ••••• I Ill I 1• I 
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

MAP 111 1111 1111• •1 II 11•111 I I I I. I 
MAP 111111111 I 11111. II 11 1111.111 Ill 1111 II .._____. 

MAP II I I 11111• 11111 ••1111 Ill • •11 
MAP II ~ I• II II. II II II.Ill! I I I I. I 
MAP II I 111 1.11'8 •1 II II.Ill! I I I 1• I _, 
MAP II• • I • 1• 11.- I •1 II 11•1111 I I • •111 ~ 

MAP 1111 1111 1111111~! II •1111• 11.11111111 Ill.Ill 
MAP ll•l 11 Ill.Ill. j 11 ••II llll.111111 I • Li i i 
MAP II I I I 1111• I II II II.Ill I I I I. I 
MAP II I • •• 11ta I II Ii II.Ill I I I I. I 
MAP 111• I 1111• I II II 111111 I I I I. I 
MAP II II 11111~ i i .11111 II.Ill I I I 1• I '-

l MAP , II .. I.Ill• ! II .lll~·lll j I .. I. I 
1 MAP J 11•1 I 1• 11.- l j 11 ••• • 11•1111 I I • •11 
~ . 1111 1• 11.- 11 •1 II 11•1111 I I I 1• I 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

6 
cont. 
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87 species ( +s other taxa) 

Anna's Hummingbird 

Belted Kingfisher 

Red-breasted Sapsucker 

American Kestrel 

Black Phoebe 

Steller's Jay 

American Crow 

Common Raven 

Barn Swallow 

Cliff Swallow 

Chestnut-backed Chickadee 

Bushtit 

American Robin 

Northern Mockingbird 

European Starling 

Orange-crowned Warbler 

Nashville Warbler 

Yellow Warbler 

Yellow-rumped Warbler 

California Towhee 

savannah sparrow 

Song Sparrow 

Lincoln's Sparrow 

White-crowned Sparrow 

Golden-crowned Sparrow 

Red-winged Blackbird 

Western Meadowlark 

Brewer's Blackbird 

House Finch 

Lesser Goldfinch 

American Goldfinch 

http://ebird.org/ebird/GuideMe?rf~~ptLocations .. . 

-
MAP 11•1 1111 I 11111..- •• II II 11•111 1111 I 1•111 
MAP II 111111 II II .. I •• I[ 11•1-1 I I I 1•-· 
MAP II I I I 1• II.. I II I[ 11•111 I I I 1••• 
MAP II•[ I I 1• II.. I .I I[ 11•111~ I • •••• 
~ II [ I I II 11'81 •• II I[ 11•111 I I • •111 

MAP II I I I • II II .. I .I I[ 11•1111 I I I 1• I 
MAP II • l • ••1•1• I I llE [ 11•1111 11111• II 
MAP __, Ill[ • I ..... .... .. • ••• I 11•111• I I • • • • 

MAP II I I I 1• 11..-1 I ••1 I[ 111•1111 I I I 1• I 
II [ I I I. 11.-111 •••I 11•111 I [ I 1• I 

MAP II I I I II II.. I I •1 I[ 11•111 I I I 1• I 
MAP 
"-' 

II [ I I[ 1.111'8 I 1 •11[ 11•111 I • 1• I 
MAP II I I I II 11'8 I I II I[ 11•111 I I I 1• I 

II I II I II 11'8 I II I[ 11•111 I [ I I. I 
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

~ II I • I I 11111 • • 1 II&• II.Ill I [ 111111 
~ II [I I 1• 11'8 I •••I ••111• I 111• I 
~ II [I I 1• 11'8 I 111[ 11•1111 1 [I I. I 
~ II [ I 1• II.. I •1 I[ 11.1111 I [ I I. I 
~ II [ II I II II_. I •1 II 11•111111 [ Ill. II 
~ II [ I [ 1 1• II.. •• II I[ 11.111111 [ I 1•11 
~ II I 1 I 1• 11'8 I ~I II ••111111 I 1 1•11 
~ II I I[ I 11111'81 II •1 I[ II.Ill~ I I I 1• I 
~ II [ I I I. 11'8 I II I[ 11.1111 I [ I I. I 
~ 111 Ill[ •11.111'8 I II I[ 11•11111111[ 111111 
~ II I • [ I 1• 11'8 I •1 I[ 11•1111 I 1 • ••1 
~ II [I I[ 1 1•111..- I I 1•1 I[ 11•111 I I I 1• I 
~ II [ II [ 1 II II.. I •I I[ II.Ill I • • I I 
~ II [ I I [ 1•111 .. I I •11[ 11•111 I I • • I 
~ II I• 11 11111• •• •••• • 11•11111111 • ••• 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

MAP II I I I •• 11.- I II II ...... ~ I I I •• I 
MAP II I I I II ••• • I II I[ •••11111 I • • I 

6 
cont. 
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Gutekanst 

January 23, 2014 

To: City of Brisbane 

Re: DEIR 

From: Mary Gutekanst 

Below please find some personal comments on the DEIR. Thank you for giving them 
your attention. 

Re: Impact 4.0-1 

Mitigation measures were prescribed to offset the impacts of the water transfer pro- I 
posed. First, the adequacy of those mitigation measures has not been determined, and 

1 
the City of Brisbane should require that those measures are adequate before embarking 
on a water transfer. 

Second, Governor Brown has declared a State of Emergency in connection with the 
drought we are experiencing. This means that the streams, rivers, estuaries, etc., for 
which water was to be allocated for the purpose of providing habitat, will not get the wa- 2 
ter they have been promised. It is not clear that Mitigation Measure 4.0-1b, for example, 
will actually be put into effect. In fact, the drought may very well get much more severe. 
What are the prospects for environmental degradation in that case? The DEIR must 
analyze the adequacy of the EIR on which it is relying. 

Third, it is possible that Brisbane's already-existing water supply will be reduced. How I 3 
will that affect the ability to supply water to the Baylands in an emergency? 

The DEIR should consider alternative supplies of water, specifically, offsets acquired by I 4 
funding water-saving measures in SF and the Peninsula. 

Re: Mitigation measures 

California code section 21081.6 provides that a lead agency "shall adopt a reporting or 
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project ap­
proval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The 
reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance during project 
implementation .... A public agency shall provide that measures to mitigate or avoid sig-
nificant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, 5 
agreements, or other measures." 

Therefore, the City of Brisbane is responsible for enforcing each and every measure to 
mitigate a significant effect that is not enforced by another agency. It is difficult to imag­
ine that the City of Brisbane is going to monitor and enforce some of the mitigation 
measures listed in the DEIR. On the Northeast Ridge, the City did not enforce several 
measures specified in development agreements. What provision will be made for such 
monitoring and enforcement? How many persons will be required and what training will 
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they need? How will it be paid for? Who will oversee monitoring and enforcement? Whatt 
penalties will be levied? The DEIR needs to address the actual, practical measures that 5 
the City must take. cont. 

Re: Alternatives 

The DEIR should analyze including industrial uses on additional areas of the Baylands. 
The present land uses, such as the tank farm, Recology operation, lumber yards, etc. , 
would all be compatible with such uses, as would a high speed rail maintenance yard 
and renewable energy generation_ Industrial uses would result in less traffic, and could 
be chosen so as to use modest amounts of water. Multi-story buildings could be elimi­
nated and view corridors preserved to a greater extent Water treatment could be de­
signed specifically for each industrial use, and might incorporate regular monitoring and 
maintenance_ Many adverse effects could be reduced or eliminated_ 
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Page I o l'J 
Hanson 

Swiecki, John 

From: Ken Hanson [kenhanson157@yahoo.com] 

Sent : Saturday, September 07, 2013 12:44 PM 

To: Swieckt, John 

Subject: Comments for Baylands Project 

Dear Mr. Swiecki. 

Dear Mr. Swiecki, 

My major concern for the project arc: I} the reputation of the owner: 2) the credit or the company 
and J) L111:: financial capubiliLy of U11:: company. 
I .The UPCS major im cstors are Mr. Chen You-hao and his family. Below is the news 

article regarding Mr. Chen from Taiwan. 
2.Does or did UPC own any taxes to IRS? 
3.Does UPC have enough financial capacity for the project? The property located at Sierra Point 

owned by UPC, has been sitting for over 15 years without de\'elopmenl. 

Thos<: issues should be concerned before the project is approved. 

Best Regards. 

Ken 

1 

Rl'l>:llri:ttion l·a11111:1ii.:n rn111dhutio11\ to Chen'! I .1h\1111 \fl.1ir, Ollil·c· uf the '\t:JI<' ( '111111cil: l>o 11111 l'Oll'r up thr er imc I <. hen 
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Tbe .\1inistry of Justice confirmed ye terda) 
that the debt Tuntcx Group President campaign 
con1rihutioos to Chen in Taiwan, Lias obtained 
an identity card of tbc People's Republic of 
China. 
Map I ne" spa per INFORMATION photos 

Pal!e :! of 3 
Hanson 

The Minh.try of Justice confirmed yesterday that the debt in Tai\\ an Tunte~ Group President campajgn 

contributions to Chen. an identit)' card for citizens of the Peoplt•'s Republic or China~ :\1inistry of Justice 

sent last wcrk to Beijing, told the mainland's Taiwan Affairs Office and the public security department 

asked that the campaign contributions to Chen, the mainland campaign contributions to Chen mainlund 

citizen identit~ card, did not respond specifically to the issue or repatriation. 

The Dharma Rralm believes that the mainland idrntity card seems to have become the umbrella of the Lam 

wanted man, these people can not be sent back to Taiwan, the two sides signed a mutual legal assistance 

agreement is still a big loophole. The ~linistry of .Justice of international and cross-strait Legal Secretary 

Chen Wenqi pointed out ye terday. "continental identity card hould not be an obstacle to repatriation 

campaign contributions to Chen, we will continue to" strongly request the repatriation of "mainland 

campaign contributions to Chen. 

Tunte~ Group founder campaj~n contributious to Chen Lu Ji identit' card, J\lainland Affair~ Council 

i.pokcsman Wu l\lci-hong itaid. according to the cross- trait provisions of these Regulations, "continental 

identity card, will lose the nationality of the Republic of China, but docs not absolve their judicial 

responsibilities and obligations. 

Wu l\lei-hong said, the us authorities continued efforts to contact with the other side. I hope the mainland 

ide attaches importance to the Taiwan people' aspirations and social perception, as soon as it is indicative 

of fugith1es sent back to Tai" an. 

Chen Wenqi. said: "They have internal factors consideration!>, they arc very understanding of the 

aspinitions of Taiwan," the Ministry of Justice \\ iU continue to actively urge the implementation of the 

repatriation of our fugitives on the mainland, but abo hope that the mainland for indicathe commit, to 

return to the laws and protocol architecture face execution . 

The group's husband and wife Chen You-hao allegedl~ emptied tlie buiJding of its Dongbua more than eight 

hundred million yuan prosecuted couple of campajgn contributions to Chen fled to the nitcd States refused 

to appear in court, wanted by the court so far; addition to invoh·ing more than breach of trust case, 

campaign contributions to Chen is still on the list of large tax arrears, tax arrears a billion dollars campaign 

contributiom to Chen as China's top ten most" anted fugitives. 

Debt in Taiwan tens or billions of dollars in campaign contributions to Chen, God hidden USA, mainland 

Chin:i for man) years after the end of la t year to he photographed by the media he set up their own 
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Hanson 

Xiamen Xianglu Grand llotel Crystal Room, organized by the Alumni Association of the Department of 

Economics, hosted a dinner from as far away as Taiwan trnvel to the mainland of the Department of 

Economics old school. 

The Ministry of Justice several times through the cross-strait common fight against crime and mutual legal 

assistance agreement''. asked that the campaign contributions to Chen failed to main land China, last week, 

the Ministry of Justice and the Criminal Investigation Bureau, the Bureau of Investigation. the Mainland 

Affairs Council delegation to Beijing intended the two sides together to combat cross-border crime strategy 

when. once again asked the Tai\\ an Affairs Office of the State Council and the public security departments 

repatriation campaign contributions to Chen and Zhang Lok indicative figures hope that the mainland to 

implement the cross-strait agreement to help the latter· to arrest wanted criminals back. 

It is understood that the campaign contribut ions to Chen is a large tax on the mainland, there is a huge 
innstmenl, and friend ly to the CPC leadership. Jn addition to campaign contributions to Chen. wanted to 
escape Taiwan to the mainland citizens "wanted criminals as well as former president of the Legislative 
Yuan Liu Sung-fan, Kozo Group president Tseng's Kaohsiung Speaker Zhu an Xiong dozens of people. 

I: I asked that the 1.:ampai!.!n con in buttons to Chen Yon!! m::11nland identity cur<l 1 campa1l!n 
L'l'lltnhutJlllh t1l Chen nnturnliz:llillll continent 1 Drnm~slH: ~l'\\s' BBC l\c\b 
h11p: tran,..latc.i.;onglcuscrnmtent.l:Olll 1ranslat1.: c·.1dcp1h- I &hi -en'"\. pre\ - scan;h" n3f q" 1130" u15 E9., u259ll"" 
25BY' n25[7° n25ll-l0 ro25 BI u u25E8" n25B I II u.251' !\ 0 u.25 E6° u25lJ3" u258 Ju o'.:'5[5°1125.\4°1125:\ 7" o.25LlJ" II 
25911"1125BX" 1125[ X" •• :!SB,\" .. 25.\ B111125L5" o25X8" 112586" u25EX" .. 25 \D" .. 2589" 1128" u25C6" 11258811 u25lJ I"" 
25E8°1125.\6" u25X I" u25E<>" 112581" u.2582" u25El>" 11258 I" u25 \JI' o25El'i" o25Br" u.2594" u.26sak" u3DadJ\ 1:"" 
26hl" o3 Den" u26bi" 0 1130I112-l" u26bih0 ,,J D-171 &n11 J- 1rnnslt11e.l!olH!le.eomc.\:.sl-/.h-
T\\ t\:.u http. udn.n1m, I\ [ \\ S !\J.\ T I0'-1. \L 1\J. \ T 4 785 I X05 shtml~us!!-A l.k.11-hiq '\J ii''' Jlenim2HJllq \\ RTJ­
un17C''' i\.zz2Rjf\lilke 
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To: John Swiecki, AICP, Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA. 94005 
Email: eir@ci.brisbane.ca.us 

From Cris Hart 223 Mariposa Street Brisbane CA 94005 

January 23rd, 2014 

RE: My Comments of t he Bayshore Draft EIR of 2014 

Dear M r. Swieke, 

Please accept my comments on the Baylands Draft EIR 

Regarding Section 4 Cultural: 

Lazzari Building Eligibility: 

Hart 

Where is a report t hat says the tank and boiler shop is not considered el igible for historic listing under HRHP or CRHR 

crit eria? How was this statement arrived at? 

Re: page 4-D-7 '7he Lazzari Charcoal Building has not been previously identified on any federal, state, or local registers of historical resources. 1 
This warehouse building, while historically associated with the SPRR, does not have sufficient historical or architectural significance to be considere 

individually eligible far listing under NRHP/CRHR criteria" 

Also see conclusion on 4-D-28 Conclusion: The Lazzari Charcoal Building is not considered a "historical resource" 

Landscape 

Is the cultural landscape of the Roundhouse and Tank & Boiler Shop( Lazzari) examined as unique landscape examined 

on own? 

Are t he roundhouse and Tank and Boiler shop not a cultural landscape on t heir own? 

Why does the Roundhouse not have its own cultural landscape when it has proven cultural and architectural 

significance? 

What exact proof is t here t hat Calt rain alignment is 'substantially modified' (Given existence of historic maps). 

RE: 4. D-18 The double-track rail line now used by Coltrain was also substantially modified from the railroad's original alignment. The removal of 

the railroad tracks in the late 1980s, as well as the destruction of a definitive majority of the historical structures associated with the railyard 

following its closure in the 1960s, has eliminated the physical, visual, and spatial features that contributed to and defined the character of the space 

during its use by the SPRR. The remaining buildings and associated altered landscape are not sufficient to qualify as a potential cultural landscape. 

Therefore, the Project Site does not appear to constitute a cultural landscape as defined by the National Park Service. 
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Hart 

"Roundhouse Circle" Road 

Does the proposed "Roundhouse Circle" road surrounding the roundhouse detract from the cultural significance, 

sensory experience ? If the roundhouse is a traffic circle without railroad presence how can its designed purpose be 

shown? 6 

RE: 4-D-2 7 Encircling the outside of the existing Roundhouse and the proposed Roundhouse Green would be "Roundhouse Circle," a new two-Ion 

road. 

Landscape Summary 

Does the conclusion that no cultural landscape exists exclude the ability to use development funds from restoring part o 

a railroad landscape? 

RE: 4.D-29 Conclusion: No cultural landscape exists on the Project Site, and therefore Project Site development would not cause a substantial 

change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 

Archaeological Resources as yet unfound 

Not listed among archaeological resources are artifacts from the railroad and railroad craftsman including tools, train or 

locomotive parts that may be uncovered. What provision is there for exploring the site or building interior, buried in 

pits and reclaiming those artifacts by an appropriate cultural institution for preservation? 

RE 4.D-33-34 Historic-era materials subject to this measure might include in-situ (in place) stone, concrete, or adobe footings and wolls; filled 

wells or privies; and in-situ deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. 

Other: 

Elevation and Sea Level 

7 

8 

Potent ial sea level rise and the 100 year floods is discussed in several places but I'm not clear if any elevation changes I 
are proposed at the Roundhouse. If there are, has an exemption as a historic structure been investigated to exclude it g 
from any such modification? 

Sorry I do not have a section to reference for this 

Water Supply 

Is desalinization plant considered as option to bringing in water from other distr ict s? 

Sorry I do not have a section to reference for this 
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End of my comments on the draft EIR. Thank you for your attention. 

/sf Cris Hart January 23, 2014 
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CJohnson 

General Comments on the DEIR Baylands Gomm. Dev. Dept BdsbaM 

Submitted by Clara Johnson 

The Specific Plan, the developers proposal and its alternatives with the exception of the Renewable 

Energy Alternative make a mockery of many of the goals of the 1994 General Plan. 

The chapters of the General Plan list the goals at the beginning. This is a list of the primary goals that 

are violated by this proposal. 

The Cty of Brisbane 

1. "will remain a place independent and distinct,,, 

Comment: This project will erase any physical d istinction by placing residents and businesses 

contiguous to San Francisco. 

2. "With a small town quality ...... " 

Comment: The addition of 12 or8 or 7 Million square feet will obliterate any small town 

quality." 

3. "provides sufficient revenues for necessary City services" 

Comment: I have asked for a f iscal analysis of the short medium and long term effects of 

development on the Baylands and while they are thought to be coming soon, there is no reason 

to believe they will be favorable. The cost of maintaining the mitigations to prevent further 

impacts on human health and the environment will offset revenue gained from property tax. 

I 
I 

2 

3 

The nearby Visitacion Valley has crime problems typical of a lower middle income area qand will 4 
require a much more aggressive police presence. The fill is constantly compacting and roads 

need frequent repair. The settlement of the fill will result in high maintenance costs for the 

utility infrastructure. Sea Level rise will result in the need for expensive measures to try to 

protect the people the buildings and the systems installed to try to remediate toxic 

contamination on t he site. 

4. "Sees sustainable growth as dependent on preservation and replenishment of natural 

resources" 

Comment: This project has: air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic creation 

significant impacts that cannot be mitigated. It will degrade the air quality. Our air quality is a 

natural resource and the project will create an unhea lthy environment when combined with all 

the other nearby projects in San Francisco. Climate Change is impacting the prevailing winds 

which may come from the northeast, as they have in December 2013 instead of from the 

northwest and this change will blow the pollution direct ly into residential Brisbane. The wetla nd 

areas of the Baylands are a natural resources, 27 the wet land areas ident ified in a survey, the 

north ditch( where stickleback fish live), the interior drainage ditch and the Lagoon and its 

shores. The project does not preserve the natural qualit ies of these areas. It treats them as 

adjunct areas to their buildings and roads. 

5. "Preserve the mountain for its own sake and as the symbol of the unique character and identit~G 
of Brisbane." 
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DEIR Comments Clara Johnson Page 2 

5. Cont. Comment: The mountain is known for its endangered butterflies who feed on 

specific plants on the mountain. The increased air pollution caused by the project and the 6 
cumulative effect of all the planned projects plus climate change caused wind direction changes cont. 
will result in contaminated the butterflies food plants and pushing the endangered insects to 

extinction. 

6. "incorporate and reflect the natural environment as an integral part of land use" 

Cornrnent: The project was not allowed to destroy the natural resources mentioned above but 

it does not reflect them or seem to value them and their role in our ecosystem. 

7. "Design infrastructure and public facilities to be efficient, cost effective and to contribute to the 

cohesion and character of the community." 

7 

Comment: There isn't any evidence in the design that the cohesion or character of Brisbane was 8 
considered at all. The project actively works to destroy Brisbane's character by placing an 

estimated 10,000 new residents in an entirely different urban, noisy, pollution filled 

environment in contrast with the 4000 current residents who live in a village on hillsides 

surrounded by open space. 

8. "Where citizens can travel safely and comfortably from north to south, from mountain to the 

bay" 

Comment. All of the intersections are going be at level E or F and the freeway will be very slow 9 
as a result of this development and those being built nearby. It will be a stressful time wasting 

polluting nightmare. It wil l not be comfortable and it will be less safe than it is currently by 

virtue of the volume of traffic. 

9. "Where open space lands have been set aside to protect the natural environment" "Where 

10. Open space and natural area provide respite to both residents and businesses" 1 O 
Comment: The intent of the 1994 General Plan was to leave about 50% of the Bayla nds in open 

space and the developer has that down to 23%. It is difficult to find respite from 12 million/8/7 

million square feet of development. 

11. "And there is an awareness of the finite nature of resources" 

Comment: There is no awareness of the finite nature of resources when you seek to build a 

project with significant air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions and traffic impacts that cannot 

be mitigated because they are so extreme. The project overwhelms the City. 

12. 11 The City acts to prevent the loss of life and property and damage t o the 

13. environment by addressing hazards in the use of the land." And "There is peace and quiet" 

Comment: There are many contaminated areas on the Baylands the full extent of the 

contamination is not clearly understood despite many studies. The nature of the underlying 
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DEIR General Comments Clara Johnson Page 3 

land is that it composed of un-engineered fill, bay mud and refuse in the landfill and rubble in 

the northern railyard. This land presents many challenges. It is subject to tremendous shaking 

in an earthquake. The current maximum credible earthquake is from 8 to 9M richter. The 

ground compacts. It also has a very high water table and will be impacted by sea level rise. This 

land is subject to many hazards and should be only lightly developed. There will be no peace 

and quiet here because of the 10 or more traffic lanes of Hwy 101and The four lanes of 

Bayshore Blvd and the trains on the rail line that runs through the property. There may be high 

speed trains on the rails. The proximity of SFO means there will be frequent aircraft noise. The 

light rail and numerous busses will pass through the development creating more noise plus the 

traffic on the local streets. 

12 
cont. 

The above comments indicate how the proposed development is at odds with major goals of theI 13 
1994 General Plan. 

The Baylands has its own list of policies in the General Plan. One of those Policy 330.1 Prohibits I 14 
housing on the Baylands. It is for good reason. 

Policy 335 calls for giving aesthetic considerat ion to views of San Bruno Mountain, the Bay and 

the Bay lands development itself from Central Brisbane ...... Comment: The development plants 

windrows of trees on its eastern side to prevent views of the bay. There are a number of 

surface parking lots that won't look great from centra l Brisbane. 

Policy 357 requires the identification of wildlife habitats and nencourages retention and/or 

enhancement of their natural fea ture and habitat values in consultation with responsible 

agencies and independent professionals. This project denies the existence of wildlife habitat 

and with that denial runs roughshod over any t hat exists. They confuse wildlife with 

endangered species or perhaps they are prescient. 

Poley 359 calls for wetlands restoration which they seem to interpret as bulldozing it. 

Pulky 362 calling for improved water quality is not addressed adequately in the proposed 

project. Jar is there any mention of plans to improve water circulation and water quality in the 

Lagoon as required by Policy 363 

16 

I 11 

Policy 370 has not been adequat ely done since not all of the potentially harmful man made I 
chemicals have been tested for. Neither has Policy 371 been satisfied since the underlying 19 
assumptions of the risk analysis for toxic lands and lands of possible liquefaction potential have 

not been clearly articulated to the public in Jay terminology. 
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General DEIR Comment Clara Johnson Page 4 

The proposed project will destroy the cha racter of Brisbane because of its size, its configurat ion and thel 

10,00 strong residential component of it. It will degrade the local environment with its pollution and 20 

traffic and the quality of life in Brisbane will degrade. 

A finding of overriding consideration for this project is not justified for the following reasons. 

The significant impacts of the developer submitted Specific Plan are so destructive and degrading to the 

health of the local human population that it is impossible to envision overriding considerations that 

could be cited to allow its construction. The air quality and traffic impact stress inducing changes to the 

Baylands area would alter and degrade the local environment. The size of the project is entirely at odds 

with the plentiful open space and usually, clean air found in Brisbane. The air quality w ill suffer 

significantly as a result of the traffic caused by this project 

The cumulative impacts of other nearby projects and pred icted general increases in traffic on Hwy 101 

at the county line made by ABAG and MTC indicate that Air quality will be degraded for the people of 

Visitacion Valley, Little Hollywood, Daly City- Bayshore neighborhood and the people of Brisbane. This 

degradation will result in mere illness and greater chance of death among the population in t hese areas. 

21 

Air Resources Board Studies of people living along heavily t raveled freeways in t he southern central 22 
valley indicate greater chance of miscarriages for women living in proximity to t hose freeways. The 

residential neighborhoods proposed here place women in a similar situation with regard to freeway 

traffic and air quality impact . There are no overriding circumstances t hat justify this projects 

construction. Everything that is proposed here is readily available nearby in previously approved 

projects. Vacancy rates in existing office buildings and biotech facilities on the northern S.F. peninsula 

demonstrat e the lack of overrid ing necessity t o build those facilities. 

Overall comment, All the Appendices should be able to be located. There should be a master Table of I 
Cont€nts that allows sections to be found. The material in all the Appendices should be placed with the 23 
DEIR because as a Planner pointed out, the DEIR and the Appendices, if kept separately tend to get 

separated and lost over time. 

A comment has been made that this program EJR is writ ten is such a w ay that is w ill be used to claim I 
that t1ere is no need for a project El R. Since this EIR lacks specificity about the nature of the project, it 24 
is impossible to understand the impacts of something unknown and therefore substant ial work will be 

required for each project EIR. 

This project is inappropriate for its location. The comments written above explain why. It is I 25 
irresponsible to build it from a human health and environmental point of view and from the perspective 

of the 1994 Brisbane General Plan. 

Thank-you Clara Johnson 
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Swiecki, John 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Steven Johnson Usteven116@yahoo.com] 

Sunday, September 01, 2013 5:08 PM 

Swiecki, John 

Subject: Fw: EIR's comments 

Attachments: rs2006_0008_rev_rs88_63-1.pdf; IMG_1431.jpg 

Dear Mr. Swiecki, 

SJohnson 
Page I of6 

I sent you several emails for EIR's comments because the fil e with the pictures is too big to be delivered 
to you. Son-y for the inconvenience. 

Steven 
----- F oiwarded Message -----
From: Steven Johnson <jsteven116@yahoo.com> 
To: "eir@ci.brisbane.ca.us" <eir@ci.brisbane.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, September 1, 2013 4:36 PM 
Subject: Fw: EIR's comments 

-----Forwarded Message-----
From: Steven Johnson <jsteven116@yahoo.com> 
To: "eir@ci.brisbane.ca.us" <eir@ci.brisbane.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, September 1, 2013 4:10 PM 
Subject: EIR's comments 

Dear Mr. Swiecki. 

I've been made aware of environmental issues at Sw1quest"s prope11y in Brisbane, and have 

exchanged several emails with Water Board (see below) to discuss my concern for the 

upcoming OU2 remediation at the site. 

I visited the site through my friend, who was an engineer for the contractor when the oil ditch 

was being remediated. My friend to ld me that Sunquesf s Project Manager mentioned that 

some of the oil seems to be mobile in open space( see the pictures below, Sunquest 

also had those pictures from my friend) , but he wasn't ce1tain because of the 

complexity of the soil composition. He thought that they could resolve the issue by 

building a slurry and capping the plume. 

From practical perspective, this could be an appropriate approach. However, I've done a little 
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such as the Draft Low-threat UST Closure Policy (7-14-2011) (see the link: 

SJohnson 
Page 2 o f6 

hllp: " " \\" -~" rd1.ct1.t!<n ust poltc\ 'lt dsrkv0714 l 1.ptlf ) and State Water Board Resolution 

No. 2006-008( see attached). 

So far, Sunquest has not established any c1iteria for the soil and groundwater cleanup at OU 1. 

I'm worried that the high concentration of heavy metals such as arsenic and lead in the soil could 

potentially leachate into the groundwater. The TPH and metals in groundwater should be 

addressed according to the Risk Assessment and Remedial Action Plan. 

Best Regards, 

Steven 

-----Forwarded Message-----
From: "Pal. Vic@. Watcrboards" <Yic.Pa10_ watcrboardl..ca.gov> 
To: Steven Johnson <j~teven I I 6@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday. May I. 20133:13 PM 
SubJect: RE: OU2 remedfalion at Baylands Project 

Hi Steven, 

Thanks for sharing your comments regarding the development of the Brisbane Baylands site. Please see 
my response below: 
When finalized, the EIR for the site will provide remedial alternatives for different land uses and 
therefore exposure scenarios. Once the EIR is certified, it will designate specific land uses for the 
various areas throughout the site. The Water Board typically does not interfere in land use decisions as 

1 
cont. 

2 

we ru·e not a land use agency. However. once land uses are known, remedial approaches and plans will 3 
be developed fo r Water Board review based on assessment of 1isk for the specific exposure scenarios. 
The Water Board is aware of cun-ent site conditions, and reviews results of ongoing monitoring. Until 
more information is provided regarding future land uses and development requirements, decisions 
regarding final remedial requirements are considered premature. 
The points you raise in your email are examples of the kinds of review we go through in evaluating 
remedial altematives and requirements for a site impacted by residual chemicals. A thorough review of 
site data and risk assessment will be accomplished for this site during our evaluation of remedial 
alternatives and subsequent requirements. 

From: Steven Johnson [mailto:jste\'enl 16@,,yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday. April 26, 2013 2:57 PM 
To: Pal. Vic@.. Waterboard · 
Cc: Roberson. Keith@ Waterboards 5-574 
SubJert: Re: OU2 remediation at Bayland~ Project 



Dear Mr. Pal, 

SJohnson 
Page 3 of6 

Thank you again for your response. I have a few questions and comments, which I have written below in 

red: 

From: "Pal, Vic@Waterboards" <Vic.Pal~waterboarcb.ca.gov> 
To: Steven .Johnson <jsteven 11 6(!! yahoo.com> 
Cc: "Roberson, Keith~ Waterboards" <Keith.Roberson(g, waterboards.ca.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday. April 3. 2013 4:21 PM 
Subject: RE: OU1 remediation at 13aylands Project 

Hi Steven. 

Thanks for your email outlining your concerns with respect to the OU2 remediation at the Brisbane 
Baylands site. I've addressed each item below: 

A) The default cleanup standard for most sites arc MCLS. However. with respect to petroleum. the 
State Board has shifted its policy in recent years and now will consider closure of petroleum sites abm e 
MCLs provided certain conditions are met. Herc is a link to the 201 I Policy document: 

http: \\\\" .s\Ht:h.<.:a. gn' ust pnli1.:\ ' It d ... plq 07141 I. pdt . Additionally. ifs not clear at th is point 
whether the ground\\ ater at this location is considered a d1inking water source. Total Disso)\'cd Solids 
have to be below 3000 throughout the site. Gi\ en that the Baylands and Landfill are adjat:ent to the Bay. 
the TDS might be high enough to exceed that threshold . 

.i). I .11n 11ot sure ii the llC\\ polic) (Draft I 11\\-I hrcat t SI ((\)SUH~ P11l1l')) c.111 he applied l<1 thl' 

site fot the tiilllm ing re.hons: 

I. 1 he site doe:-n 't med the it..:ms d. c . .ind f ( ... Cl' hdt)\\ l in Gcncr<d Criteria (-.cc page J l: 

d. Frcc pn1duct h.1s h1.:L'll l l'lllo\ cd h1 th.: ma"\imurn 1..::-;.tcnt pr.u.:tical. 

..:. \ cunceptu<d site mndel has h~en addn;sscd. 

[ Sec<mda1;. Sl'lll'l:l: rcmm al has hL·en addn:ssl'tl. 

:! . I he 'ill' dne:-n ·t meet the ... cc1i.m11 ... I and .2 of item .2 ( Pl:trokum V.1p11r Intrusion hl Indoor 

Atr. :-cc page 6) in the ~kdia-spcc1lk Cnkn.1. hccausc the 11'1IC\)l1Ccntrat1ons111 soil 11 tthm 

3<1' l'nim the potent ml foundat1011 at th.: si te arc mut:h h1gh\;'r the alhm ahk nwx1mu111 

cn 11 ccn lra ti uns. 

h) ·1 he n.·p11rts at the Cit) libntr) . pn:p.ircd h) I c' in I nckc. shn\\cd that the 111nst orl DS 

c1111t:cntrations al Rai l) an.J \\ crl.' hehm 3.000 ppm. I lti\\ l:\ er. lidJ 11:si-. 'h<•tdd be l'omluueJ h • 

H'1il) th~ l·u111: 111 I[)\ c 11nu:1111,1t1Pn 1, 1 <ll'kllllllll'11h~1he1 th \.' g1111111d\1 ,11e1 at th\: ... 11e cnn b\: 

U,\?J f, tr dr1t1klll!.! \\ :tl\?f \\ ht.:11 11\?C\?"ar~ 

l') i\ICL:- '' l'rc dc1.:mcd lll'l'l'":-ar) tu !11l'l'I rl'llll'th lS-t59l9 ls for Schlagl' OU. 1 he rt:ml'dial g.nal filr 

OL .2 -,lwuld li.lllo\\ thi-. prel'edent. 
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8) The mobile fractions ofTPI I need to be mitigated prior tn de\ cloprncnt at the site. The immobile 
fractions will need to be C\ aluatcd under the pre\ 10usly referenced closure pohcy. 

a) . I .1111 \\ nndcring h1n\ '' c 1.:.111 determine" hi.:re the mohik l'ra1:tion-. ufl PH an:. and" here the 

1111111ohilc: fradions off Plf arc during the design -.tag1.: (R \IP). ls it pt1ss1hlc tn takL· this 

~1pproach atkr the dL'\ eloper L'ap the sill' h:1s1xl 1111 the ri.:\ is1:d OU2 RAP'? 

h). SCL' Ill) pre\ it1us L'omm.:nh n:garding \\ hctht:r the llC\\ chisurc p11lk) can be applied to this 

site. 

C) The leaching of metaJs into groundwater will certainly need to be evaluated. especially if it turns 
out that ground\\ atcr at this site is considered a drinking water source. The Dischargers will need to 
meet appropiiatc cleanup numbers (MC Ls. Environmental Screen Levels. etc.). 

0) To my knO\\ ledge. any development above the Bunker C plume will not be residential. lf the final 
approved development plan changes substantially and this area is rezoned to residen1ial. the water board 
wil1 need to reconsider the potential incremental human health 1isk. 

:1) \\ill the c1mccntr:.1tion 11f thc Bunker C plume he taken i11l11 L'llllsidcration fo1 ~111) tithl'r I) pc l'r 

de\ ch1pmL·nt'.> 

h I 1111\\ dosl' tn .i residi.::nttal ,1rca \\mild th i:-. plume ha\ L' to bl..' 111 be cnnsiJcrcd .i health 1 isk '.1 

Cheers 
Vic 

From: Steven Johnson [mailto:jsle\'en 1160, yahoo.com) 
Sent: Friday. March 29. 20 13 3:15 PM 
To: Pal. Vic~ Waterboards 
Cc: Roberson. Keith@, Waterboards: Se\\ ard. Terry(g, Waterboards 
Suhject: Re: Ol12 remediation a l Raylancis Project 

Dear Mr. Pal, 

Thank you for your explanation. Below arc our thoughts for the OU2 remediation approaches after we 
finished reviewing the revised OU2 RAP: 

A. Based on Resolution No. 2006-008, the site could be suitable for municipal or domestic water 
supply. Under this scenario, the groundwater should be remediated to the MCL level. Is this one of the 
various mitigation measures being discussed? 

B. Based on the pictures I provided, it could be not appropriate to conclude that Bunker C oil is a non-
1 iquid, immobile mass. Additional remedial appro~~JJ.?hould be taken if the Bunker C cannot be 
considered as a non-liquid, immobile mass. 
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C. Does the area impacted with heavy metal in soil over 2,500 ppm concentration need to be 
rcmediatcd because of the leaching issue? Did the owner do the STCL tests to make sure if it could 

have any potential leaching issues? 

D. ls it appropriate to have residential project situated adjacent to the Buncker C impacted 
area? 

Best Regards, 

Steven 

From: "Pal. Vic@ Wa1erboards" <Vic.Pal({! walerboard::..ca.gov> 
To: S1even Johnson <jsteven 11 6~ yahoo.com> 
Cc: "Roberson. Keith~ Waterboards" <Keith.Roberson(g waterboards.ca.gov>; "Seward. Terry(g Waterboards" 
<Terry.Se\\ ard@,waterboard~.ca.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday. January 8. 2013 2:03 PM 
Subject: RE: OU2 remediation at Baylands Project 

Hi Steven. 

Thanks for your interest anc.1 concern in the matter. 1 am the project manager for the site. The puq1osc of 
the OU2 ditch interim remediation project was to protect the ditch from historical releases of bunker C 
emanating from the subsurface. The interim measure has been cffccth c in stopping the ongoing release, 
of bunker C into the ditch. Investigations done O\er the years has pinpointed the source of the petroleum 
contamination to several acres within OlJ2. 

In the draft ElR, we included language that identified the petroleum in OU2 and described the\ mious 
mitigation measures that could be required to mitigate the impaim1ent. l would be happy to hear your 
thoughts on the matter. Howe\'er, please note that any email or written comments we receive would be 
part of the public record. The public and/or the developer would ha\'e access to this information. 

Cheers 
Vic 
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WHEREAS 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
RESOLUTION NO. 88-63 

(as revised by Resolution No. 2006-0008) 

ADOPTION OF POLICY ENTITLED 
"SOURCES OF DRINKING WATER" 

SJohnson 

California Water Code section I 3 140 provides that the State Board shall formulate 
and adopt Stale Policy for Water Quality Control; and, 

2. California Water Code section 13240 provides that Water Quality Plans "shall 
confonn" to any State Policy for Water Quality Control: and, 

3. The Regional Boards can conform the Water Quality Control Plans to this policy by 
amending the plans to inco1µorate the policy: and, 

4. The State Board must approve any conforming amendments pursuant to Water 
Code section I 3245; and, 

5. "Sources of drinking ·water" shall be defined in the Water Quality Control Plans as 
those water bodies with beneficial uses designated as suitable. or potentially 
suitable, for municipal or domestic water supply (MUN): and. 

6. The Water Quality Control Plans do not provide sufficient detai l in the description 
of water bodies designated MUN to judge clearly what is, or is not, a source of 
drinking water for va1ious purposes. 

7. On February I. 2006. the State Board adopted Resolution No. 2006-0008. wbich 
amended this policy to establish a site-specific exception for Old Alamo Creek. 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: 

All surface and ground waters of the State are considered to be suitable, or potentially 
suitable. for municipal or domestic \Vater supply and should be so designated by the 
Regional Boards1 with the exception2 of: 

1 Thi policy does not affoct any determination of what is a potential source of drinking \1 ater for the 
limited purpose~ of maintaining a sllrface impoundment after June 30. 1988. pursuant to Section 25208.4 of 
the Health and Safety Code. 

~ Thi<, policy contains general categories for exceptions from the po lie). On February I. 2006. the S:ate 
Board adopted Re.,olution No. 2006-0008. 11 hich established a site-specific exception from the policy for 
Old Alamo Creek. The rationale for the ~ite-specific exception i<; contained in the re~olulion and in State 
Board Order WQO 2002-0015. 11.A.2.d. 
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I. Surface and ground waters where: 

a. The total dissolved solids (TDS) exceed 3,000 mg/L (5,000 uS/cm. electrical 
conductivity) and it is not reasonably expected by Regional Boards to supply a 
public water system. or 

b. There is contamination. e ither by natural processes or by human acti vity 
(unrelated to the specific pollution incident), that cannot reasonably be treated for 
domestic use using either Best Management Practices or best economically 
achievable treatment practices, or 

c. The water source does not provide suffic ient water to supply a single well capable 
of producing an average. susta ined yield of 200 gallons per day. 

2 Surface Waters Where: 

a. The water is in systems designed or modified to collect or treat munic ipal or 
industrial wastewaters, process waters. mining wastewaters, or stonn water 
rnnofC provided that the discharge from such systems is moni tored to assure 
compliance with all relevant water quality objectives as required hy the Regional 
Boards: or. 

b. The water is in systems designed or modified for the primary purpose of 
conveying or holding agricultural drainage waters, provided that the discharge 
from such systems is mo nitored to assure compliance with all relevant water 
quality objectives as required by the Regional Boards. 

3. Ground water where: 

The aquifer is regulated as a gcothc1111al energy producing source or has been exempted 
administratively pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations, section 146.4 for the 
purpose of underground injection of fluids associated with the production of hydrocarbon 
or geothermal energy, provided that these fluids do not constitute a hazardous waste 
under 40 CFR, section 26 1.3. 

4. Regional Board Authority to Amend Use Designations: 

Any body of water which has a current specific designation previously assigned to it by a 
Regional Board in Water Quality Control Plans may retain that designation at the 
Regional Board's discretion. Where a body of water is not cu1Tently designated as MUN 
but, in the opinion of a Regional Board, is presently or potentially suitable for MUN. the 
Regional Board shall include MUN in the beneficial use designation. 

The Regional Boards shall also assure that the benefic ial uses of municipal and domestic 
supply are designated for protection wherever those uses are presently being attained, and 
assure tha1 any changes in beneficial use designations for waters of the State are 
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consistent with all applicable regulations adopted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

The Regional Boards shall review and revise the Water Quality Control Plans to 
incorporate this policy. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned, Acting Clerk to the Board, does hereby ce11ify that the foregoing is a 
full , true, and co1Tect copy of a policy duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the 
State Water Resources Control Board held on May I 9. L 988. and amended on 
February I , 2006. 

Selica Potter 
Acting Clerk to the Board 
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Preamble 

DRAFT Low-Threat UST Closure Policy 
7-14-11 
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The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) administers the petroleum UST 
(Underground Storage Tank) Cleanup Program, which was enacted by the Legislature in 1984 to 
protect health, safety and the environment. The State Water Board also administers the 
petroleum UST Cleanup Fund (Fund), which was enacted by the Legislature in 1989 to assist 
UST owners and operators in meeting federal financial responsibility requirements and to 
provide reimbursement to those owners and operators for the high cost of cleaning up 
unauthorized releases caused by leaking USTs. 

The State Water Board believes it is in the best interest of the people of the State that 
unauthorized releases be prevented and cleaned up to the extent practicable in a manner that 
protects human health, safety and the environment. The State Water Board also recognizes that 
the technical and economic resources available for environmental restoration are limited, and 
that the highest priority for these resources must be the protection of human health and 
environmental receptors. Program experience has demonstrated the ability of remedial 
technologies to mitigate a substantial fraction of a petroleum contaminant mass with the 
investment of a reasonable level of effort. Experience has also shown that residual contaminant 
mass usually remains after the investment of reasonable effort, and that this mass is difficult to 
completely remove regardless of the level of additional effort and resources invested. 

It has been well-documented in the literature and through experience at individual UST release 
sites that petroleum fuels naturally attenuate in the environment through adsorption, dispersion, 
dilution, volatilization, and biological degradation. This natural attenuation slows and limits the 
migration of dissolved petroleum plumes in groundwater. The biodegradation of petroleum, in 
particular, distinguishes petroleum products from other hazardous substances commonly found at 
commercial and industrial sites. 

The characteristics of UST releases and the California UST Program have been studied 
extensively, with individual works including: 

a. Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory report (1995) 
b. SBl 764 Committee report (1996) 
c. UST Cleanup Program Task Force report (2010) 
d. Cleanup Fund Task Force report (2010) 
e. Cleanup Fund audit (2010) 

In general, these studies have recommended establishing " low-threat case closure criteria" to 
maximize the benefits to the people of the State of California through judicious application of 
available resources. 

The purpose of this policy is the establishment of low-threat petroleum site closure criteria. The 
policy is consistent with existing statutes, regulations, State Board precedential decisions and 
resolutions, and is intended to provide clear direction to responsible parties, their service 
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providers, and regulatory agencies. The policy seeks to increase UST cleanup process 
efficiency. A benefit of improved efficiency is the preservation of limited resources for 
mitigation of releases posing a greater threat to human and environmental health. 

This policy is based in part upon the knowledge and experience gained from the last 25 years of 
investigating and remediating unauthorized releases of petroleum from US Ts. While this policy 
does not specifically address other petroleum release scenarios such as pipelines or above ground 
storage tanks, if a particular site with a different release scenario exhibits attributes similar to 
those which this policy addresses, the criteria for closure evaluation of these non-UST sites 
should be similar to those in this policy. 

This policy is a state policy for water quality control and applies to all sites governed by Health 
and Safety Code section 25296.10. The term "regulatory agencies" in this policy means the 
State Water Board, regional water boards and local agencies authorized to implement Health and 
Safety Code section 25296.10. 

Definitions: Unless expressly provided in this policy, the terms in this policy shall have the 
same definitions provided in Chapter 6. 7 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code and 
Chapter 16 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations. 

Criteria for Low-Threat Case Closure 
In the absence of site-specific conditions that demonstrably increase the risk associated with 
residual petroleum constituents, cases that meet the general and media-specific criteria described 
in this policy do not pose a threat to human health, safety or the environment and are appropriate 
for UST case closure pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. Cases that meet the 
criteria in this policy do not require further corrective action and shall be issued a uniform 
closure letter consistent with Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. Periodically, or at the 
request of the responsible party or party conducting the corrective action, the regulatory agency 
shall conduct a review to determine whether the site meets the criteria contained in this policy. 

It is important to emphasize that the criteria described in this policy do not attempt to describe 
the conditions at all low-threat sites in the State. Regulatory agencies should issue a closure 
letter for a case that does not meet these criteria if the site is determined to be low-threat based 
upon a site specific analysis. 

This policy recognizes that some petroleum-release sites may possess unique attributes and that 
some site specific conditions may make the application of policy criteria inappropriate. It is 
impossible to completely capture those sets of attributes that may render a site ineligible for 
closure based on this low-threat policy. This policy relies on the regulatory agency's use of the 
conceptual site model to identify the special attributes that would require specific attention prior 
to the application oflow-threat criteria. In these cases, it is the regulatory agency's 
responsibility to identify the conditions that make closure under the policy inappropriate. 
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General Criteria 
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites are listed as follows: 

a. The unauthorized release is located within the service area of a public water system; 
b. The unauthorized release consists only of petroleum; 
c. The unauthorized ("primary") release from the UST system has been stopped; 
d. Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable; 
e. A conceptual site model has been developed; 
f. Secondary source removal has been addressed and 
g. Soil or groundwater has been tested for MTBE and results reported in accordance 

with Health and Safety Code section 25296.15. 

a. The unauthorized release is located within the service area of a public water system 
This policy is protective of existing water supply wells. New water supply wells are unlikely to 
be installed in the shallow groundwater near former UST release sites. However, it is difficult to 
predict, on a statewide basis, where new wells will be installed, particularly in rural areas that are 
undergoing new development. This policy is limited to areas with available public drinking 
water supplies to reduce the likelihood that new wells in developing areas will be inadvertently 
impacted by residual petroleum in groundwater. Case closure outside of areas with a public 
water supply should be evaluated based upon this policy and a site specific evaluation of 
developing water supplies in the area. 

b. The unauthorized release consists only of petroleum 
For the purposes of this policy, petroleum is defined as crude oil, or any fraction thereof, which 
is liquid at standard conditions of temperature and pressure, which means 60 degrees Fahrenheit 
and 14.7 pounds per square inch absolute, including the following substances: motor fuels, jet 
fuels, distillate fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, petroleum solvents and used oils, including 
any additives and blending agents such as oxygenates contained in the formulation of the 
substances. 

c. The unauthorized release has been stopped 
The tank, pipe, or other appurtenant structure that released petroleum into the environment (i.e. 
the primary source) has been removed, repaired or replaced. It is not the intent of this policy to 
allow sites with ongoing leaks from the UST system to qualify for low-threat closure. 

d. Free product has been removed to the Maximum Extent Practicable 
At petroleum unauthorized release sites where investigations indicate the presence of free 
product, free product shall be removed to the maximum extent practicable. In meeting the 
requirements of this section: 

(a) Free product shall be removed in a manner that minimizes the spread of the unauthorized 
release into previously uncontaminated zones by using recovery and disposal techniques 
appropriate to the hydrogeologic conditions at the site, and that properly treats, 
discharges or disposes of recovery byproducts in compliance with applicable laws; (b) 
Abatement of free product migration shall be used as a minimum objective for the design 
of any free product removal system; ( c) Flammable products shall be stored for disposal 
in a safe and competent manner to prevent fires or explosions. 
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e. A conceptual site model has been developed 

The Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is a fundamental element of a comprehensive site 
investigation. The CSM establishes the source and attributes of the unauthorized release, 
describes all affected media (including soil, groundwater, and soil vapor as appropriate), 
describes local geology, hydrogeology and other physical site characteristics that affect 
contaminant environmental transport and fate, and identifies all confirmed and potential 
contaminant receptors (including water supply wells, surface water bodies, structures and their 
inhabitants, etc.). The CSM is relied upon by practitioners as a guide for investigative design 
and data collection. Petroleum release sites in California occur in a wide variety of 
hydrogeologic settings. As a result, contaminant fate and transport and mechanisms by which 
receptors may be impacted by contaminants vary greatly from location to location. Therefore 
the CSM is dynamic and unique to each individual release site. All relevant site characteristics 
identified by the CSM should be assessed such that the nature, extent and mobility of the release 
have been established to determine conformance with applicable criteria in this policy. 

f Secondary source removal has been addressed 
"Secondary source" is defined as petroleum-impacted soil or groundwater located at or 
immediately beneath the point of release from the primary source. Unless site attributes prevent 
secondary source removal (e.g. physical or infrastructural constraints exist whose removal or 
relocation would be technically or economically infeasible), petroleum-release sites are required 
to undergo secondary source removal to the extent practicable as described herein. "To the 
extent practicable" means implementing a cost-effective corrective action which removes or 
destroys-in-place the most readily recoverable fraction of source-area mass. It is expected that 
most secondary mass removal efforts will be completed in one year or less. Following 
removal/destruction of the secondary source, additional removal and/or active remedial actions 
shall not be required by regulatory agencies unless (1) necessary to abate a demonstrated threat 
to human health or (2) the groundwater plume does not meet the definition of low threat as 
described in this policy. 

g. Soil and groundwater have been tested for MTBE and results reported in accordance 
with Health and Safety Code section 25296.15 

Health and Safety Code section 25296.15 prohibits closing a UST case unless the soil, 
groundwater, or both, as applicable have been tested for MTBE and the results of that testing are 
kno-wn to the regional water board. The exception to this requirement is where a regulatory 
agency determines that the UST that leaked has only contained diesel or jet fuel. Before closing 
a UST case pursuant to this policy, the requirements of section 25296.15, if applicable, shall be 
satisfied. 
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Media-Specific Criteria 
Releases from USTs can impact human health and the environment through contact with any or 
all of the following contaminated media: groundwater, surface water, soil, and soil vapor. 
Although this contact can occur through ingestion, dermal contact, or inhalation of the various 
media, the most common drivers of health risk are ingestion of groundwater from drinking water 
wells, inhalation of vapors accumulated in buildings, contact with near surface contaminated 
soil, and inhalation of vapors in the outdoor environment. To simplify implementation, these 
media and pathways have been evaluated and the most common exposure scenarios have been 
combined into three media-specific criteria: 

1. Groundwater 
2. Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air 
3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure 

Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria as described below_ 

1. Groundwater 
This policy describes criteria on which to base a determination that risks to existing and 
anticipated future beneficial uses of groundwater have been mitigated or are de minimus, 
including cases that have not affected groundwater. 

State Water Board Resolution 92-49, Policies and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and 
Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304 is a state policy for water quality 
control and applies to petroleum UST cases. Resolution 92-49 directs that water affected by an 
unauthorized release attain either background water quality or the best water quality that is 
reasonable if background water quality cannot be restored_ Any alternative level of water quality 
less stringent than background must be consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the 
state, not unreasonably affect current and anticipated beneficial use of affected water, and not 
result in water quality less than that prescribed in the water quality control plan for the basin 
within which the site is located_ Resolution Ko. 92-49 does not require that the requisite level of 
water quality be met at the time of case closure; it specifies compliance with cleanup goals and 
objectives within a reasonable time frame. 

Water quality control plans (Basin Plans) generally establish "background" water quality as a 
restorative endpoint. This policy recognizes the regulatory authority of the Basin Plans but 
underscores the flexibility contained in Resolution 92-49. 

It is a fundamental tenet of this low-threat closure policy that if the closure criteria described in 
this policy are satisfied at a release site, water quality objectives will be attained through natural 
attenuation within a reasonable time, prior to the need for use of any affected groundwater. 

If groundwater with a designated beneficial use is affected by an unauthorized release, to satisfy 
the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality 
objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent, and meet all of the additional 
characteristics of one of the five classes of sites listed below. A plume that is "stable or 
decreasing" is a contaminant mass that has expanded to its maximum extent: the distance from 
the release where attenuation exceeds migration. 
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(1) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 100 
feet in length. 

b. There is no free product. 
c. The nearest existing water supply well and/or surface water body is greater 

than 250 feet from the defined plume boundary. 

(2) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 250 
feet in length. 

b. The nearest existing water supply well and /or surface water body is greater 
than 1000 feet from the defined plume boundary. 

c. The dissolved concentration of benzene is less than '.WOO µg/I and the 
dissolved concentration of MTBE is less than 1000 µg/L 

(3) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 250 
feet in length. 

b. Free product may be present below the site but does not extend off-site. 
c. The plume has been stable or decreasing for a minimum of five years. 
d. The nearest existing water supply well and/or surface water body is greater 

than 1000 feet from the defined plume boundary. 
e. The property owner is willing to accept a deed restriction if the regulatory 

agency requires a deed restriction as a condition of closure. 

( 4) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 1000 
feet in length. 

b. The nearest existing water supply well and/or surface water body is greater 
than 1000 feet from the defined plume boundary. 

c. The dissolved concentration of benzene is less than 1000 µg/l and the 
dissolved concentration of MTBE is less than 1000 µg/L 

(5) a. An analysis of site specific conditions determines that the site under current 
and reasonably anticipated near-term future scenarios poses a low threat to 
human health and safety and to the environment and water quality objectives 
will be achieved within a reasonable time frame. 

Sites with Releases That Have Not Affected Groundwater 
Sites with soil that does not contain sufficient mobile constituents (leachate, vapors, or LNAPL) 
to cause groundwater to exceed the groundwater criteria in this policy shall be considered low­
threat sites for the groundwater medium. Provided the general criteria and criteria for other 
media are also met, those sites are eligible for case closure. 

For older releases, the absence of current groundwater impact is often a good indication that 
residual concentrations present in the soil are not a source for groundwater pollution. 

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air 
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Exposure to petroleum vapors migrating from soil or groundwater to indoor air may pose 
unacceptable human health risks. This policy describes conditions, including bioattenuation 
zones, which if met will assure that exposure to petroleum vapors in indoor air will not pose 
unacceptable health risks. In many petroleum release cases, potential human exposures to 
vapors are mitigated by bioattenuation processes as vapors migrate toward the ground surface. 
For the purposes of this section, the term "bioattenuation zone" means an area of soil with 
conditions that support biodegradation of petroleum hydrocarbon vapors. 

The low-threat vapor-intrusion criteria described below apply to release sites and impacted or 
potentially impacted adjacent parcels when: (1) existing buildings are occupied or may be 
reasonably expected to be occupied in the future, or (2) buildings for human occupancy are 
reasonably expected to be constructed in the near future. Appendices 1 through 4 (attached) 
illustrate four potential exposure scenarios and describe characteristics and screening criteria 
associated with each scenario. Petroleum release sites shall satisfy the media-specific screening 
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air and be considered low-threat for the vapor­
intrusion-to-indoor-air pathway if: 

a. Site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the characteristics and screening 
criteria of scenarios 1 through 3 as applicable, or all of the characteristics and screening 
criteria of scenario 4 as applicable; or 

b . A site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway is conducted and 
demonstrates that human health is protected to the satisfaction of the regulatory agency. 

Exception: Exposures to petroleum vapors associated with historical fuel system releases are 
comparatively insignificant relative to exposures from small surface spills and fugitive vapor 
releases that typically occur at active fueling facilities. Therefore, satisfaction of the media­
specific criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air is not required at active commercial 
petroleum fueling facilities, except in cases where release characteristics can be reasonably 
believed to pose an unacceptable health risk. 

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure 

This policy describes conditions where direct contact with contaminated soil or inhalation of 
contaminants volatized to outdoor air poses an insignificant threat to human health. Release 
sites where human exposure may occur satisfy the media-specific criteria for direct contact and 
outdoor air exposure and shall be considered low-threat if they meet any of the following: 

a. Maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil are less than or equal to those 
listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below ground surface; 

b. Maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil are less than levels that a site 
specific risk assessment demonstrates will have no significant risk of adversely affecting 
human health; or 
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c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation measures or through the 
use of institutional or engineering controls, the regulatory agency determines that the 
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely 
affecting human health. 

Table 1 
Concentrations of Petroleum Constituents In Soil That Will Have No Significant Risk Of 

Adversely Affecting Human Health 

Depth 
Benzene Naphthalene 

PAH* 
(feet) 

(mg/kg) (mg/kg) 
(mg/kg) 

0 to 5 2.3 13 
\ 

0.038 

5to10 100 1500 7.5 

*Notes: Based on the seven carcinogenic PAHs as 
benzo(a)pyrene toxicity equivalent [BaPe]. The PAH screening level is 
only applicable where soil was affected by either waste oil and/or 
Bunker C fuel. 

Low-Threat Case Closure 
Cases that meet the general and media-specific criteria established in this policy satisfy the case­
closure requirements of Health and Safety Code section 25296. 10, including the requirement in 
State Water Board Resolution 92-49 that requires that cleanup goals and objectives be met 
within a reasonable time frame. If the site has been determined by the regulatory agency to meet 
the criteria in this policy, the regulatory agency shall notify responsible parties that they are 
eligible for case closure and that the following items, if applicable, shall be completed prior to 
the issuance of a uniform closure letter specified in Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. 
After completion of these items, the regulatory agency shall issue a uniform closure letter within 
30 days. 

a. Notification Requirements - Public water supply agencies with jurisdiction over the 
water impacted by the petroleum release, permitting agencies with authority over the land 
affected by the petroleum release, owners of the property, and the owners and occupants 
of all adjacent parcels and all parcels that are impacted by the unauthorized release shall 
be notified of the proposed case closure and provided a 30 day period to comment. The 
regulatory agency shall consider any comments received when determining if the case 
should be closed or if site specific conditions warrant otherwise. 

b. Monitoring Well Destruction - All wells and borings installed for the purpose of 
investigating, remediating, or monitoring the unauthorized release shall be properly 
destroyed prior to case closure unless a property owner certifies that they will keep and 
maintain the wells or borings in accordance with applicable local or state requirements. 
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c. Waste Removal-All waste piles, drums, debris and other investigation or remediation 
derived materials shall be removed from the site and properly managed in accordance 
with regulatory agency requirements. 

Closing Comments 
This concludes the Low-Threat UST Closure Policy. This policy is based on existing statutes, 
regulations and State Water Board resolutions. This policy clarifies aspects of prior guidance 
and establishes criteria to be used by technical practitioners and all regulatory agencies in 
California. 

9 
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Appendix 1 
Scenario 1: Unweathered* LNAPL in Groundwater 

Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone 

Existing Building or Potential Future Construction 

Building Foundation 

TPH < 100 mg/kg 
throughout 30' depth 

y 

/ 
.... 1 ------....... r 

Unweathered LNAPL . 

Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone: 

SJohnson 

1. The bioattenuation zone shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 30 feet vertically between the LNAPL in 
groundwater and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and 
2. Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) are less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation zone. 

*As used in this context, unweathered LNAPL is generally understood to mean petroleum product that has not been subjected to 
significant volitalization or solubilization, and therefore has not lost a significant portion of its volatile or soluble constituents (e.g. , 
comparable to recently dispensed fuel). 
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Appendix 2 
Scenario 2: Unweathered* LNAPL in Soil 

Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone 

Existing Building or Potential Future Construction 

Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone: 
1. The bioattenuation zone shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 30 feet both laterally and vertically 
between the LNAPL in soil and the foundation of existing or potential buildings, and 
2. Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) are less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation zone. 

*As used in this context, unweathered LNAPL is generally understood to mean petroleum product that has not been subjected to 
significant volitalization or solubilization, and therefore has not lost a significant portion of its volatile or soluble constituents (e.g. , 
comparable to recently dispensed fuel). 
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Appendix 3 
Scenario 3 - Dissolved Phase Benzene Concentrations Only in Groundwater 

(Low concentration groundwater scenarios with or without Ci measurements) 
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Defining the Bioattenuation Zone Without Oxygen Measurements or Oxygen <4% 

Existing Building or Future Construction 

Benzene < 100 ug/L 

[=6gure A 
Benzene < 1000 ug/l 

No 0 2 data 

or <4% 

TPH < 100 
mg/kg 

Required Characteristics of Bioattenuation Zone For Sites Without Oxygen Measurement s 
Figure A: 1) Where benzene concentrations are less than 100 ug/L, t he bioattenuat ion zone: 

a) Shall be a continuous zone t hat provides a separat ion of at least S feet vertically between the dissolved phase Benzene 

and t he foundation of existing or potential buildings; and 

b) Contain Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) less t han 100 mg/kg t hroughout t he entire depth of the bioattenuation 

zone. 

Figure B: 1) Where benzene concentrations are greaterthan 100 ug/L but less than 1000 ug/L, the bioatt enuation zone: 

a) Shall be a continuous zone that provides a separat ion of at least 10 feet vertically between the dissolved phase Benzene 

and the foundation of existing or potent ial buildings; and 

b) Contain Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) less t han 100 mg/kg t hroughout t he ent ire depth of the bioattenuation 

Defining the Bioattenuation Zone With Oxygen ~ 4% 

Exist ing Building or Fut ure Construction I With 0 2 data I 

Benzene < 1000 ug/L 

Figure C 

Required Characteristics of Bioattenuation Zone For Sites With Oxygen ~ 4% 

Where benzene concentrations are less than 1000 ug/L, the bioattenuation zone: 
1. Shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of least 5 feet vertically between the dissolved phase Benzene and the 
foundation of existing or potential buildings; and 
2. Contain Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH--0 combined) less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation zone. 
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Appendix 4 

Scenario 4 - Direct Measurement of Soil Gas Concentrations 

Soil Gas Sampling Locations - No Bioattenuation Zone 

Existing Building Future Const ructio n 

t 
S' 

t 
Depth of 

Foundation 
t ---------~--------

------------~----- b 
a 

Description of Soil Gas Sample Locations 
a - beneath or adjacent to building (soil gas sample shall be collected at least 5' deeper than the bottom of the building foundation) 
b - for future construction scenarios (soil gas sample shall be collected at least 5' below the ground surface) 

Soil Gas Sampling Locations - with Bioattenuation Zone 

Existing Building Future Construction 

0 2 ~ 4% at lower end of 
zone 

0 2 ~ 4% at lower end of 
zone 

Required Characteristics of Bioattenuation Zone 
Required data includes: petroleum concentrations in soil and soil gas, and oxygen concentrations. 

Measured concentrations of soil gases must be less than the screening values indicated in the table below for the applicable 

Soil Gas Screening Levels (ug/m3
) 

Notes: 
· in order to use the screening levels with the bioattenuation zone. there must be: 

1) 5 feet of soil between the soil vapor measurement and the building (or future building). 
2) TPH (TPHg + TPHd) is less than 100 ppm (measured in at least two depths within the 5 foot zone), and 
3) oxygen ~ 4% measured at the bottom of the 5 foot bioattenuation zone. 

A 1000-fold bioattenuation of petroleum vapors is assumed for the bioattenuation zone. 
For the no bioattenuation zone, the screening criteria are the same as the California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs). 

Version date: Ju ly 11, 2011 



Roland Lebrnn 
ccss@msn.com 

Lebrun 

Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR 
Januaiy 19 2014 

Dear Mr. Swiecki, 

Thank you for the opp01tunity to comment on the Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR. 

While it is generally accepted that 200 MPH high speed trains will not appear in the 
Peninsula for at least another 20 years, plans for land use adjacent to the rail corridor 
should consider future higher speeds in the Peninsula with an eventual objective to 
connect San Jose to San Francisco in 30 minutes or less. 1 

It is in this context that the DEIR should consider a new rail alignment capable of 
supporting speeds in excess of 100 MPH along the proposed future 5th Street. 

5th Street 
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The relocation of the tracks and the Bayshore station to the 5th Street alignment would 
also significantly enhance transfers between Caltrnin and the proposed Muni T-Third 
light rail station on 5111 Street. 

The relocated Bayshore station would have two additional tracks to facilitate cross­
platfonn transfers between Baby Bullets (5-minute non-stop to Transbay) and locals 
stopping at Oakdale, 2211

d Street, Mission Bay and the Transbay Terminal. The additional 
station and turnaround tracks would support a capacity of 12 trains/hour between 
Brisbane and Transbay, 10-20 years ahead of the rest of the Peninsula (Policy 6-12). 

The impacts caused by the higher speeds of express trains should be mitigated by creatin 
embankments on both sides of the tracks thereby giving the impression that the proposed 
Geneva A venue extension is at grade while the platforn1s and the tracks are in a trench. 

The proposed new alignment would have the following additional advantages: 

- Faster, safer and more cost-effective constrnction of the relocated Bayshore station, 
including connections to MUNI light rail and Geneva Avenue BRT. 

- No construction impacts on Caltrain service. 

- Foundation for a future 5-minute connection to San Francisco International (Transbay t 
SFO in 10 minutes, including a one-minute stop in Brisbane). 
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Platfonn lengths. 

Please refer to "Platfonn Dimensions" on page 13 of Chapter 3 of the Cal train 
Engineering Standards: htt}? :/ /www.caltrain.com/ assets/ encineering/ engineering­
standards-2/ criteria/CHAPTER3. pdf : "The standard platform length shall be 700 feet to 
accommodate a six (6) car train consist. Platform design shall consider or not preclude 2 
a possible expansion of platform length to 1000 feet" 

The DEIR should consider this 1,000-foot requirement because it would enable a 
Bayshore Caltrain station entrance at Beatty A venue which is within walking distance of 
the Schlage Lock development. The DEIR should also consider extending the platforms 
south of Geneva Avenue to match Transbay's 1,330-feet platform lengths for two 
reasons: supp011 for double-length Caltrain consists capable of transporting 2,000 
passengers to/from special events in downtown San Francisco and/or Brisbane and the 
ability to disembark and tum around full-length HSR trains in case of an emergency 
between Brisbane and the Transbay terminal. 
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- Relocation of the mainline would also facilitate the repurposing of the existing tracks 
between Ice House Hill and the Kinder Morgan Energy Tank Fann into a siding yaTd and 
a location for the future railroad Museum while maintaining an opportunity for a linear 
park and trail connection between the siding yard and the Tank Fann. The siding yard 
could provide off-peak storage for up to 8 Caltrain consists as well as the ability to 
turnaround additional train service (up to 6 additional trains/hour between Bayshore and 
Transbay) over and above the proposed maximum six Caltrains/hour by 2019. 

Park/ 
Open 

Thank you for considering these enhancements to this exciting project. 

Sincerely, 

Roland Lebrun 
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Swiecki, John 

From: Ross Libenson [ross.l!benson@gmail.com] 

Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2013 10:16 AM 

To: Swiecki , John 

Subject: Keep Candlestick Windy 

Mr. Swiecki-

Libe~9rJ ofl 

I am a member· of the Soin Francisco Boardsailing Association and an active user of the Candlestick 
windsurfing site. I am li'1r iting you with grave concern about the adverse impact on water recreational I 

1 opportunities at Candlestick Park by the proposed Brisbane Baylands Project. I am particularly concerned 
about building height and reduction of wind/recreational opportunity by the proposed project. 

Please support the m itigation suggested by SFBA as follows: 

• Clustering of multi-story development on the southern portion of the plan area well to the south of the 
Alemany Gap. 
• Streamlining all buildings and orienting them to limit their impact on winds at the Candlestick Sailing Area. 
• Requiring a specific plan for any development on the northern portion of the site, which repeats the wind 2 
analysis by wind tunnel for that development, and includes such measures as lowering the overall height of 
the development and/or streamlining to prevent any reduction in wind speed or increase in t urbulence and 
extreme w ind conditions. 
• Ensuring that multistory buildings are built as far west and as far from the water as possible. 
• Reducing the maximum allowable building height to a level that does not exceed the sites current maximum 
elevation frorn sea level (i.e. max height of the existing mounds of dirt on the site or exist ing buildings where 
no dirt mounds exist). 

Ross. 

Ross Libenson 
300 Lakeside Drive, Suite 1000 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this electronic e-mail and any accompanying attachment(s) 

is intended only for the use of the intended recipient and may be confidential and/or privileged, If any reader of 

this communication is not the intended recipient, unauthorized use, disclosure or copying is strictly prohibit ed, 
and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender by 
return e-mail, and delete the original message and all copies from your system. Thank you. 
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Martin 
Brisbane Baylands 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Comments from Fran Martin, Visitacion Valley Resident 

It is expected that one address issues of concern in a DEIR in an impersonal and detailed manner. 
Given the enormity and massive amount of information in the Brisbane Baylands DEIR, I am going 
to give an overall impression. I have concentrated on traffic, aesthetic, open space and Recology 
expansion issues and left the details and myriad issues to others better qualified. 

Visitacion Valley is the neighborhood that will be most impacted by each of the development 
proposals for the Brisbane Baylands. The overall tenor of the DEIR does not take into account the 
needs of Visitacion Valley residents (as well as the Daly City/Bayshore neighborhood). Each of the 
plans disregards the health, well-being and rights of those living in Visitacion Valley, which 
includes Little Hollywood, Executive Park and the future Schlage Lock development. Ultimately, 
this is a question of social justice. 

The least harmful plan to our neighborhood is the Community Proposed Plan. However, I am not 
adverse to housing where safe on the Baylands. 

Even though the Baylands development is directly adjacent to Visitacion Valley, there is no formal 
governing body for planning issues that encompasses and represents the 3 cities and 2 counties in 

1 

the greater Visitacion Valley Watershed. For the most part there has been no formal vehicle to 2 
share our viewpoints and little empathy towards those most heavily impacted by this massive 
development. 

This development will create an overwhelming disruption of Visitacion Valley's character. In the 
aesthetic section (4.A) viewpoints of the site did not include any from the vantage of a major 
number of households on streets which look out on the site from the Visitacion Valley's 
amphitheater-like topography. The Sunnydale Avenue viewpoint is not representative enough of a 
sample to show the actual visual impact on the greater neighborhood. Yet, the Brisbane viewpoint 
from a hillside a mile or so away takes precedence over much more important vantage points that 
exist in Visitacion Valley. Perhaps, if our neighborhood were in Brisbane, much more attention 
would be paid to nearby viewing sites and the welfare of those living there. 3 

Visitacion Valley's identity will be completely reconfigured to its detriment with a wall of buildings 
between it and the Bay, as well as Brisbane proper. When looking across Bayshore Boulevard 
from homes in Visitacion Valley (and Daly City}, one will be confronted by a fortress of buildings 
out of context with the local neighborhood architecture and landscape. All along Bayshore 
Boulevard and other main arteries, buildings need to be stepped back. The tallest buildings should 
be in the center of the massing and not have massive, blocky footprints. 

All of the proposals create a barrier between Visitacion Valley and Brisbane. Intrinsic to the DEIR is 
the attitude that what is not desired in Brisbane will be built at the northern end of the Valley 
adjacent to and at the social/economic/aesthetic/health expense of Visitacion Valley. All the site 
scenarios create a green barrier between Brisbane and its proposed dense development, as well 4 
as Visitacion Valley. 

Meanwhile, the green connection to the southern portion of the site from the population center in 
Visitacion Valley is minimal. There should be a significant open space component in the northern 
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1 part of the site where people will live in order to insure a healthy environment and environmenta 4 
justice. cont. 

This development will exacerbate the already intractable traffic problems that Visitacion Valley! 
endures. (Section 4.N) So many of the intersections and 101 access and egress will be LOS F that 
traffic movement will be at a standstill in Visitacion Valley during peak hours. Yet, Brisbane proper 5 
will not be as affected since it will not be directly in the line of fire. 

The negative aspects of the development are being concentrated in the north next to Visitacion 
Valley far from the view and experience of Brisbane residents. Again, this is an issue of social 
justice. Arguably, Visitacion Valley is the most neglected neighborhood in San Francisco. In the 
North, abandoned by city government, it lacks proper representation and has become the 
repository for what the City does not want in its other, more affluent and influential neighborhoods. 
To the South is Brisbane, which also seems from the DEIR to view Visitacion Valley less than 
benevolently. So our neighborhood is sandwiched between 2 entities that do not have its welfare in 
mind. Every proposal views both literally and figuratively the site from the perspective of what is 
best for Brisbane without proper regard for those most affected. 

Visitacion Valley is going to bear the burden of outdated planning methods based on the 
sovereignty of each city rather than looking at planning from a regional standpoint. Since Brisbane 
will benefit from State, County and Federal funding, there should be a mechanism for regional 
planning that will include both Visitacion Valley and Daly City in the planning for the enormously 
important Baylands site. Brisbane's integrity could still be protected, but so could the Visitacion 
Valley and Daly City residents who at this time have no voice in Brisbane's planning decisions. 

The plans we have seen for the Recology expansion definitely will be harmful on many levels to 
those living in Visitacion Valley_ The aesthetic, environmental, traffic, air quality and noise issues 
are of great concern. However, our neighborhood, which will be profoundly affected. has not been 

6 

a part of the planning process. The current plans place the Recology office building on the 7 
southern edge of its property and parking for the garbage trucks will be directly across Tunnel 
Avenue from Schlage Lock, which will have 1,650 new housing units. The office building should be 
built on the northwestern edge to act as a visual and sound barrier for the rest of the Recology 
expansion. The garbage trucks should be hidden and not contribute to visual bl ight and exacerbate 
noise and light pollution. 

In spite of recalcitrant government support, our community has built the Visitacion Valley 
Greenway, the Leland Avenue Streetscape Improvement Project, a new Library, begun planning 
for Sunnydale Housing Project and led the way for development at Schlage Lock. Visitacion Valley 
has demonstrated again and again its desire for new development that will create a healthy 8 
community and bring prosperity to our neighborhood. All we ask is a chance to have a voice in 
planning for the Baylands. We want to insure the best possible outcome for our future residents in 
Visitacion Valley, as well as Brisbane and Daly City. 

Thank you. 

Fran Martin 

186 Arleta Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94134 
415-216-8560 
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John Swiecki, AICP 
Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place 
Brisbane, CA 94005 

cc. Brisbane City Council 

Dear Mr. Swiecki, 
I have restricted my comments below to the format and issues raised regarding the I 

1 
DEIR submitted and circulated as a "Program DEIR'' fo r the Baylands subarea. l 
recommend that the City Council submit my comments to the City Attorney for 
consideration and advice. 

CEQA Guidelines 15168. Program EIR-An EJR that may be prepared on a series of 
actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either 
geographically, or are "logical parts in the chain of contemplated action, or are in 
connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to 
govern the conduct of a continuing program, or as individual activities carried out 
under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory autborit;y and having generally 
similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways." 

Compare this to the definition of a "Project EIR." 

CEQA Guidelines 15161. The most common type of EIR examines the environmental 
impacts of a specific development project This type ofEJR shmildfocus pr;rnar1ly on 
the chan9es in the environment that would result from the development project. The 2 
EIR shall examine all phases of the project including planning, construction and 
operation. 

A program DEIR typically generates controversy because it anticipates future 
. submissions and because each time a subsequent submission is made for a project 
in the program, or the program or project is changed, one or more of the form er 
environmental determinations get.s reconsidered at length or should be 
reconsidered. Bill CEQA requires that a strong case must be made that a substantial 
~se in impacts over that identified in the program DEIR must occur in order to 
have the matter reexamined. 

CEQA Guidelines 15162. Where an EJR or Negative Declaration has been prepared it is 
not necessary ta prepare an additional EIR or Negative Declaration unless subs:tantial 
changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which tl1e project is 
undertaken, and these changes will require important revisions in the previous EIR or 
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental impacts 
not covered in a previous document 

1 

5-605 



Nelson 

Therefore, citizens and City officials should not be lulled into certifying a DEIR base1 2 
on a promise that future environmental reviews will be forthcoming on one or more cont. 
projects or individual factors. 

CHAPTER I introduces the DEIR as a "program environmental impact report" The 
argument for the appropriateness of this level of analysis is presented on page 1-7. 
It is based on the assumed ability of the DEfR to assess future impacts based on the 
current level of analysis. I recommend that the City be very conservative in this 
regard, given the number of sensitive and severe constraints on this site. 

The "Project Site" encompasses 733 acres primarily within the Brisbane city limits. 
A portion is within the limits of the City and County of San Francisco. 

The Brisbane General Plan requires that a Concept Plan for the entire property be 
submitted to the City prior to any development within the property. The intent of 
this requirement is to assure that the City understands the proposed future of the 
entire property so that it not be developed piecemeal without consideration of 
matters that woul.d affect other portions of the property or the property as a whole. 
This is critical because the site has no infrastructure or services. 

Two "Developer-Sponsored'' Concept Plans have been submitted to the City. The 
First (DSP), according to the DEIR, was defined in the February 2011 Draft Baylands 
Specific Plan, which includes only the 684-acre portion within the City limits. It 
proposes 7 million square feetofoffice/retail /industrial /institutional uses, 4,434 
residential units, and 135.6 acres of "lagoon" generating 12.1 million square feet of 
development. The second Developer-Sponsored Plan is an "Entertainment Variant" 
(DSP-V) which replaces the retail and office/research and development uses with 
entertainment-oriented uses, including a 17,000 to 20,000 seat sports arena, a 5,500 
seat concern theater, a multJple-screen cinema, conference/exhibition space and 
hotel rooms and 4,434 residential units generating 12.0 million square feet 

Table 1-1 Usts the "Project Components" included in both concept plans and 
analyzed in the DEIR. These are described in more detaJI in Chapter Three. The 
Components listed ln the Table are: Concept Plan, General Plan Amendments, 
Specific Plan, Site-Specific Development, Site Remediation, Importation of Water 
Supply and Onsite Recycled Water Plant. The Table has an important footnote 
explaining that the requirement for a Specific Plan would require preparation of a 
future environmental analysis. However, this is not supported 1n the text. 
What is included in the text is that the analysis contained in this DEIR will be 
reviewed to see if additional environmental review is required for subsequent City 
actions. It also says that the City would expect to use the information in this DEIR to 
support any future environmental review. This is a critical assumption. 

3 

4 

5 

I am sure that all reviewers would say that it is a struggle to understand what is 
covered in this DEIR. The difficulty comes because the document is massive and i 6 

2 
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combines a Program DEIR with Project analyses. Tb ere is no clear separation of the 
two. So reviewers must always ask themselves whether a proposal is at the 
programmatic level or is actually a project and, if a project, is the description and 
the analysis sufficient to evaluate the environmental impacts. Are the mitigations 
identified truly pertinent to the project or are they part of a laundry list of potential 
impacts and mitigations that may or may not apply. Are the mitigations real actions 
or s imply platitudes? Two small examples of the difficulties follow. 

Example #1: Aesthetics and Visual Resources. The DEIR suggests a number of 
aesthetic mitigations for the impacts of the project/program on aesthetics and 
visual resources, including one that requires "variations in building height" The 
analysis does not include hard information on how the building height would be 
measured from grade and which grade. The final grade of the site could well be 30 
feet or more above the "ground" given the interest in using fill in any remediation 
plan and this could well be ten or more feet above Tunnel Road. So certainly more 
specific information regarding final grade of the fill and how drainage will be 
handled in regard to Tunnel Road should be available before ''variations in building 
height" could be considered as a mitigation. 

Example #2: Lighting Impacts. The project area is directly downslope from a small­
scale residential area. It is within the visual corri.dor of a State and County Park with 
endangered species and directly adjacent to a lagoon with tidal action. The factor 
analysis says that a number of typical mitigations (cobra-head lights, restrictions on 
decorative lighting etc.) reduce the impacts to less than significant. The typical 
mitigations listed are banal (does anyone use cobra-heads in new development now 
and will they in 20 years?), do not address the types of lighting that would be 
required for DSP~V, which includes a sports arena, multiple screen multiplex etc. 
which would certainly result in discomfort for residents and perhaps adversely 
affect biological resources, 

Those examples aside, another concern that the City should consider is that this 
project is expected to develop over at least 20 years, during which time additional 
technical infonnation and new technologies and understanding of the issues will no 
doubt become available, not only in regard to construction practices, but especially 
in regard to toxic substances and remediation. See the text on page 1 ·8, 5th 
paragraph, which assumes no further environmental consideration once the DEIR is 
certified. Should the City approve mitigation measures that stretch over such a long 
term without an ability to reevaluate or intervene with different or additional 
measures if necessary? 

In regard to the Section on Alternatives Intended to Avoid Significant Impacts of the 
Proposed Project, since the DEIR covers General Plan Amendments and describes 
them as projects, I would like to see a dear and detailed analysis comparing the 
proposals for the full project and '1reduced intens]ty" to the existing 1994 General 
Plan EIR analysis in terms of traffic (trips per type of use and square foot.age), water 

3 
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use, intersection analysis and air quality. so the changes proposed and their impactsA\ 1 O 
can be clearly understood. -1- cont. 

Another concern: Because of the potential for argument in terms of subsequent I 
determinations of Impacts and mitigations, pertinent hard data should be included 11 
in the DEIR which should be as precise as possible. Do not leave the pertinent data 
in the appendixes which tend to disappear over the years. Thresholds should be 
identified. 

In conclusion, l raise concerns about whether it is a r esponsible action to certify a I 
DEIR w ith unclear proposals, Jack of analysis, unresponsive mitigation measures etc. 12 
Can the City identify issues and actions that must be deferred until there is more 
information so that additional environmental review is guaranteed? This is a legal 
matter. 

Thank yg~ur attention 'IJ ~~mm en ts. _ 

Carole~~·j/&---
257 yUlare Str:e-t .. - {) 

Bris~ane, CA 94005 

4 
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Alissa C. Perrucci, PhD, MPH 
812/ 818 Sierra Point Road 
Brisbane, CA 94005-17 41 
(415) 613-8882 
aperrucci@hotmail.com 

January 23, 2014 

John Swiecki, AICP Community Development Director 
City of Brisbane 
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005 

RE: Comments on the Draft EIR 

Perrucci 

Impact 4.B-1: Project Site development would result in substantial localized dust during the 
anticipated 20-year construction period. Mitigation Measure 4.B-1 includes watering two tin1es 
per day and the use of a wet power vacuum. These measures themselves will lead to increased 
water use and depletion of water stores. Chemicals within the dust and dirt will not simply 
disappear due to the use of water; water application will temporarily abate dust only to return 
once the water has evaporated. Water run-off will transfer the chemicals to the watershed. The 
Draft EIR should have reached the conclusion of SU for Significance after Mitigation. 

Impact 4.B-5-7: Sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial concentrations of toxic 
air contaminants or respirable particulate matter (PM2.5) as the result of Project Site 
development. The potential for human exposure to toxic air contaminants, particulate matter, 
carbon monoxide is vast and the breadth and depth of which is not entirely known. The Site is 
contaminated with chemicals known to be harmful to human health and chemicals whose 
negative impact is still to be determined. The Draft EIR should have reached the conclusion of 
SU for Significance before and after Mitigation. 

Impact 4 .M-1 : The DSP and DSP-V scenarios provide for park and recreational land in excess 
of Brisbane Municipal Code requirements, and would therefore not increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated The Draft EIR should have reached a 
conclusion for SU for Significance before and after Mitigation. Proposed parks and recreation 
facilities in the Developer-Sponsored Plans notwithstanding, the increase in population to the 
area will result in an increase in persons using San Brnno Mountain State and County Park as 
well as the San Brnno Mountain trails accessible in Brisbane. Soil erosion on mountain trails 
will be accelerated. Influx of additional persons will result in congestion in Brisbane street 
parking, car emissions from the traffic, increased noise, and growth in litter and garbage 
accumulation. The increase in persons residing in the area will result in an increase in the use of 
the Brisbane pool; this will result in accelerated deterioration of the facility. 
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John Swiecld, AICP 
Commnnicalfons Development Director 
City Of Brisbane 
50 Park Place 
Brisbane, CA 94005 

Dear Mr. Swiecki, 

Ridley 

San Francisco 
26 September 2013 

We have been monitoring bird populations on_Saxt Bruno Mounta_jn and Brisbane Lagoon each 
December for the past 16 years as part of the annual San Frru1cisco Christmas Bird Count, Area 
1.2. We are both Biologists who have been teaching about birds, leading field hips and observing 
b.irds throughout the Bay Area .for the past 40 years. 

We are enclosing two spreadsheets of species observed on the Brisbane Lagoon for the past 5 
years. We have observed 45+ species using Drisbane Lagoon during these mid-winter counts. As 
the data indicate, there are an abundance and diversity of birds utilizing the lagoon for feeding 
and resting. We have found considerable differences in the presence of bird species depending 
on lhe stage of the tides. Diving species such as Greebes, Bufflehead, Ruddy Ducks and Surf 
Scoters prefer incoming or falling tides whereas shoreline probers sud1 as Sandpipers, Stilts, 1 
Curlews, God wits, Plovers, Herons & Egrets, enjoy the lower tides with exposed mudflats. Much 
of the variatio11 in species we record year to year, reflect differences in tidal stage at the time of 
our count visits. It is dear, even from these limited annual observations, that Brisbane Lagoon is 
a vital feeding & resting place for considerable numbers of diverse species of migrating and ovei:­
wintering birds. 

I~ecreational boating and the increased presence of dogs and ca.ts, that would likely accompany I 
development of Brisbane Lagoon's shoreline habitat would be extremely dis.ruptive to the birdlife 2 
presently utilizing this small, quiet and defined tidal lagoon. 

Please feel free to con tact us if you have further qu.estions on the bird observation data we've 
i:ncluded or if you would like to see numerical data from earlier years. 

Yours trty, I} d . . 
~/J~~/7~ 

/ All~ ~idley & Helen McKenna·Ridley 
519 Belvedere St. 
San .Francisco, CA 94117 
allanrid@pacj),..gll.net 
415-516-5999 

cc: 
Jack Dttmbacher , Cal. Academy 
Mike Lynes, GG Audubon 
Dan Murphy, GG Audubon, CBC Chair 
Giru1y Marshall, Sequoia Audubon 
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12/20i07 Brisbane Lagoon Golden Gate Audubon Society 

Christmas Bird Count ~c1~ P~n°'---........; ~ 

Species 1999 2001 2005 2006 

Common Loon 1 1 1 
2 Red-throated Loon 1 
3 Pied-billed Grebe 1 1 
4 Horned Grebe 1 1 
5 Clark's Grebe 1 1 
6 Western Grebe 1 '1 1 
7 Brown Pelican 1 1 
8 Double-crested Cormorant 1 1 
9 Great Blue Heron 1 1 

10 Great Egret 1 
11 Snowy Egret 1 1 
12 Black-crowned Night Heron 1 
13 Canada Goose 1 
14 Lesser Scoop 1 1 
15 Surf Seater , 
16 Bufflehead 1 1 
17 Common Goldeneye 1 1 1 
18 Red-brested Merganser 1 1 1 
19 Ruddy Duck 1 1 1 1 
20 Mallard 1 
21 Canvasback 1 1 
22 Sharp-shinned Hawk 1 
23 Red-shouldered Hawk 1 
24 American coot 1 1 1 1 
25 Black-necked stilt 1 1 1 1 
26 American Avocet 1 1 1 
27 Willet 1 1 
28 Greater Yellow Legs 1 
29 Whimbrel 1 
30 Black-bellied Plov~r 

31 Least Sandpiper 1 
32 Dunlin 1 
33 Common Snipe 1 
34 Long-billed Curlew 1 
35 Western Sandpiper 1 
36 Mew Gun 1 
37 California Gull 1 1 
38 Herring Gull 
39 Glaucous-winged Gull 1 
40 Western Gull 1 
41 Forester's Tern 1 
42 Belted Kingfisher 1 1 
43 Northern Harrier Hawk 1 
44 Ring-billed Gull 
45 Common Loon 1 
46 
47 TOTAL SPECIES ~~~ 30 19 19 30 

~~~ 
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CSC Brisbane Lagoon 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Species Name Number Number Number Number Numbero;. ob~. 
Common Jopn 1 0 0 0 
Cfan<.'s grebe 4 0 5 1 0 
Wes1em grebe 6 3 5 8 1~ 
Eared grebe 4 3 0 3 1 
Homed grebe 6 1 1 0 1 
Omit>le-crested ccmioranl 6 2 2 0 0 
Gr<1at blue heron 2 i 0 0 0 
Great egret ;l 0 1 0 0 
Snowy egret 2 0 6 4 
Mallard 7 5 4 1 7 
Gadwa11 0 0 0 0 
Greater scaup 5 0 5 25 0 
Lesser scaup 107 47 11 25 11 
Suef scoter 9 2 30 5 s 
Common goldeneye 5 7 1 3 0 
Bufflehead 54 29 51 50 15 
Ruddy duel; 50 47 64 n 22 
Turl<eywlturl' 1 a 0 0 
Nof111em harrier 2 2 \l 1 0 
Osp~· 0 0 0 1 
Coopers hawk 1 1 0 0 
Shatp-shinned hawk 0 0 0 0 
Merlin 0 0 1 0 
Red-tailed hawk 1 1 2 1 1 
American l<.e!Otrel 4 0 3 0 1 
Bl'C>\.vn Pelican 2 0 2 
American coot 25 21 37 50 12 
B lack--necked still 6 7 0 1 2 
Spotted sandpiper 2 2 0 1 2 
Ring-billed gtJll 1 1 2 2 1 

California gull 4 0 22 7 2 
Glauco1Js-wlnged 111.tll 3 0 1 0 0 
Western guu 12 14 19 10 12 
Brandt cormorant 2 0 0 0 

Common Merganser 2 0 0 0 
Wltet 8 15 10 15 
Moc!<lrtgt>lril 1 3 1 3 
Least sandRiper 0 29 150 0 
Belted ki11QfiSher 0 1 0 i 
Red-breasted Merganser 0 0 2 0 
Canvas back 0 0 2 0 
Ruddy turnstone 0 0 0 10 
Kilde<1r 0 0 t 0 
lor.g..bllled curlew 0 0 1 0 
Mlirtl(ed Godwi1 a 0 1 0 
Oowitcher (sp) 0 0 50 0 
Foresters tern 0 0 , 0 
Pied-billed grebe 0 0 0 2 

'To\a! . , 10 2..4 Z.'5 (j~- '32. 2.b" 

'-\~' 'DI-\ 

To1al birds 

48 species 
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22 January 2014 

To: The City of Brisbane RE: Draft EIR Brisbane Bayrands #2006022136 

Honorable Planning Commissioners and City Council Members: 

As a native of Brisbane and former Planning Commissioner and co-author of the old, but still legal and[ 

effective, current voter ratified General Plan for the City of Brisbane, I urge you to see the inherent 1 
inconsistencies and lack of real data and . actual mitigations for possible potential impacts in this 

proposed Environmental Impact Report and to find this draft E.l.R. to be inadequate. 

As admitted over and over in these 3,000 or so pages, no real determination can be made at this time as 

to any environmental impacts, or mitigations, for this conceptual proposal because, in reality, there is 

NO SPECIFIC PLAN as required by Brisbane's General Plan. A Project E.l.R, by its very nature, puts t he 

cart before the horse. 

UPC is attempting to circumvent CEQA safeguards for our community and the State of Caiffornia, in 

asking for carte blanche approval of any and all future "development" of this area by using a Project 

E.l.R to approve a phantom project, yet-to-be-determined. And it is exactly this that our current General 

Plan specifically and deriberately prevents by requiring an absolutely Specific Plan for the entire area. 

Piecemeal unspecified mitigations and approvals are being asked for unknown building, and if granted, 

will put all of the responsibilities for the future build-out of a variety of such projects, in a hodge-podge, 

patchwork, inconsistent pattern, onto the City of Brisbane, rather than on the shoulders of t he 

"developer," which is where such responsibilities lie. This would pave the way for UPC to sell off bits 

and pieces of the project and their responsibility for it, here and there, potentially leaving Brisbane with 

a wrecked environment, unfinished or unoccupied buildings, disconnected or inadequate infrastructure, 

and no economic or other benefits over time, especially given the fluctuating nature of our economy. 

It is our duty to make sure that any and all such proposals meet all CEQA guidelines (p. 7-2), with which, 

despite claims to the contrary, this conceptual proposal has serious issues regards transportation; water; 

open space and habitat; economic vitality with equity and ecology; and health, safety and happiness. 

2 

To give an idea of some of the inherent inconsistencies in trying to create an E.l.R in the absence of a 

specific plan, p. 3-38, in reference to one of the people's major concerns, the biological environment, we 

find "Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit [for the killing of an endangered speciesJ1 if necessary1 for 
special status species from CDFW will require completion of specific engineering designs for site­

specific development and infra-structure to determine whether such permits would1 in fact, be 3 
required" as a way of not having to actually address this issue in the draft E. l.R. because there is no 

specific plan. In fact, the entire issue of habitat and its conservation is sidestepped in this report, on p. 

4.1-15, in claiming the 'project site' is not subject to any Habitat Conservation Plan, except for lee House 

Hill, t hereby obviating any responsibil ity for their erroneous claims that there are no species to protect, 

e.g. p. 4.C-64, 4.C-13, etc. 
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Although the draft E.l.R in question claims this phantom project to be consistent with things like 

protecting habitat and endangered species, the entire biological assessment is sorely lacking both truth 

and adequate detail. See p. 4.1-25 for example: It assumes there are no red-legged frogs in the area 

because of ground {4-C-64) water contaminants, and ignores the fact that this species, along with the 

chorus frog, and other, rare, amphibians, is indeed found in and around this 'project site.' (At willfully 

undisclosed locations; we cannot risk the repeat of UPC's poisoning of the 'glory hole of the frogs' in 

2009 as noted on page 4.C-11 through their application of "herbicides.") 

Just as this "report" doesn't really consider the nature of our wetlands1 it assumes that thEre are no 

rookeries for the Blue Heron and the Egrets, even though their nests are all over the old rail yard areas - 4 
and the birds do in fact roost in the eucalyptus trees. One has only to observe the magnificent Blue 

Herons flying in, under the cloaking disguise of blue on blue, to the blue gum trees at dusk.. How can 

any biologist miss what is so apparent to a local observer? Perhaps it's only about timing and length of 

observations? 

Their people consistently miss all of the native plants in the area as well, claiming there are only invasive 

species. Let them see what we have done on our little patch of wetlands on the Crocker Park side, just 

by weeding out the non-native invasive species and encouraging the natives, with a little helpful seed 

gathering and propagation. Among the many native species in existence here, but not on their list s, 

their biologists completely miss the SF Damselfly. I can only guess that they don't know what one looks 

like, or when to observe them. 

Furthermore, where this draft E.l.R. acknowledges t hat the proposal falls "short" on meeting various 

CEQA criteria for General Plan consistency, such as providing adequate recreational open space (p. 4.1-

23), it claims this is "Not Applicable" with regard t he CPP, because there are no residential units in that 

plan. This E. I. R. asserts that it need not address the shortfall in the UPC proposed concept which 5 
includes residential homes that are currently forbidden by Brisbane's current General Plan. This also 

ignores the residential units that UPC has already built and plans to build in the surrounding areas in San 

Francisco1 not to mention that which is currently being proposed at the Candlestick site, 

Bayview/Hunter's Point and Daly City. 

In fact, the lack of concern and consideration over what's going on in neighboring areas, e.g. at 

Candlestick, adjacent to this particular phantom Baylands project, calls into question the whole idea of 

"economic vitality with equity and ecology." Can it rea lly be economically sustainable for the region to 

have such similar projects side by side, albeit in different counties, in one of the poorer areas of the 

region, or is everyone assuming that t he poor will be successfully driven from the area? What about 

equity? What are the consequences of adding more and more residents, and buildings, without 

providing the required open space? That is why I refer to these "developers" as "devious envelopers." 

6 

proposed. On p. 4.1-39, this draft E.l.R. claims some impacts are consistent with the Gereral Plan 7 

Likewise, Traffic Impacts are effectively ignored in this report, because no specific plans have been 1 
'~ .. Because concept plans focus on land use and issues to be resolved, this policy would be applied to 
specific plans, rather than to concept plans// In other words, by trickery of langwage, aka 
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'doublespeak,' it absolves itself of any responsibility in actually studying impacts such as the traffi 

congestion and nitrogen output that would result from the current idea of a Geneva extension carving a 7 
swath right through some of the most sensitive seasonal wetland habitat (see map on p. 4.H-9-all the cont. 
area in purple, subject to flooding now, a greater problem with rising sea levels, is prime and rare 

marshland). 

By the way, most of the Brisbane citizens attending Brisbane's architectural consultant-driven workshop, 

were against this extension of Daly City into Brisbane. Our opinions that were expressed during the 

workshop have been conveniently ignored by those paid to write up the output from the workshop. We 

were thinking that since Geneva has historically ended in a T~intersection at Bayshore, that kind of 8 
intersection should be preserved, routing any traffic up or down Bayshore to the freeway entrances at 

Beatty or at Sierra Point. Brisbane does not need another freeway, carrying traffic currently traveling 

from the center of San Francisco to 280 to 380, pouring through Brisbane, shoved down our throats. 

Agafn, any possible traffic mitigations in this draft E.I. R. are all subsumed under the need for specific 

plans, of which there are none. 

Many real safety issues are pretty much ignored, such as the idea of building schools (p. 3-57) on toxicI 

grounds. There seems to be even a lack of mention of previous land uses, e.g. Stauffer Chemical, the old g 
slaughterhouses, boneyards, and a glue factory, the stench of which actually helped to preserve our 

little community for so long. Other safety issues include using old data (p. 4-H-7) on expected rising sear 
10 

levels. Not to mention the previously noted piecemeal unspecified mitigations on issues of water! 

quality affecting San Francisco Bay; p. 4.H~34 allows the use of pesticides in sensitive habitat! Nor haver 11 
real water supply issues been addressed, nor can they be without knowing what is actually beind 

proposed. Likewise, the entire explosive issue of the tank farm, in conjunction with Landfil l Gas control! 12 
problems (c.f. p. 4-6-80) is completely ignored. The whole seismic problem is likewise sidestepped.I 

What is in this report is not even the complete version of the work as found on-line, where basically, 13 
there really are no mitigations for liquefaction - all bets are off in any major seismic activity, downslope 

of the Levinson property and Ice House Hill. 

Other health and happiness issues that are mentioned, but not adequately dealt with, are things like 

daytime glare (p. A-41}, .:i direct result of large scale parking lots and rooftops, if we're to be looking at 

the kind of construction UPC has already built. And this report is woefully inadequate with regard to 

issues of artificial light at night (pp. A-39; A-35, etc.). What is really needed to address th is issue is actual 14 
architecture for larger buildings on small footprints with controlled orientation and light leakage. This 

issue is essential for preserving the dark of our night sky, as well as for the diurnal health of plants and 

animals, including the humans in our environment. This was the whole reason we designated the 

current unusual FARs in the General Plan. 

I do believe that UPC erred in the "bait and switch" of offe ring us the lyrical architect James Wines, ani 
then trying to pawn off a miss-assortment of imaginary, empty blocks for building their 'conceptual' land 15 
use plan. Regrett ably, much time and effort has been wasted. 
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Any proposed u.ses and building on this site dearly requires the vision and artistry of an architect, as welt 

as competent engineering of any such plans to be submitted for the project in whole by the current land 
15 

t 
con. 

title holder, before impacts can be assessed, or mitigations offered. 

This rather large bit of land is vitally important not only to our future as a small community nestled 

against the bay at the foot of San Bruno Mountain, but to the sustainability of the bay and the entire 

region. 

The use of this land must be carefully considered, regionally, and in its entirety. And that means putting 

everything in the proper order. The cart does not drive the horse. 

16 

We must trust that the City of Brisbane will not buy this emperor's new clothing and will shelve this! 
17 

draft Project E.l.R. on a concept, as well as the whole idea of accepting a Project E.1.R. 

We continue to await an actual specific plan from an (hopefully world renowned) architect, as previously I 
requested of and promised us by UPC, on which a real, specific, study of Environmental Impacts can be 18 
conducted responsibly. 

Very truly yours, c-J j 

li/c~-· 
Linda I<. Salmon 

111 #B Junior Street, Santa Rosa, CA 95404 
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Swiecki, John 

From: Dan Siskind [dsiskind2@gmail.com] 

Sent: Monday, November 11, 2013 12:36 PM 

To: Swiecki, John 

Subject: Baylands Development EIR Comment 

Dear Mr. Swiecki and concerned parties-

Page l of l 
Siski.nd 

I write in support of the comments due to be submitted by the San Francisco Boardsailing Association and the 
Candlestick Preservation Association regarding the proposed Baylands Development project. 

I am an avid windsurfer and Candlestick State Park is my favorite sailing site. Building in the zone proposed for 
development, especially the area downwind of the Alemany Gap (which amplifies the wind at the stick), has the 
potential to significantly degrade the wind quality for windsurfing. The potential damage includes creating_ wind 
shadows, decreased average wind speeds, Increased turbulence, and more extreme gusts and lulls. Most critically, 
with the 5% to 10% decrease in wind speed due to this development as currently predicted by the engineering ff rm 
ESA, a 20% to 40% decrease in the number of sailable days is likely. 

There are some important mitigation steps that should be taken to preserve the valuable and scare natural resource 
that the wind at Candlestick represents. Tt1ey are: 

• Clustering of multi-story development on the southern portion of the plan area well to the south of the 
Alemany Gap. 

• Streamlining all buildings and orienting them to limit their impact on winds at the Candlestick Sailing Area. 

• Requiring a specific plan for any development on the northern portion of the site, which repeats the wind 
analysis by wind tunnel for that development, and includes such measures as lowering the overall height of 

the development and/or streamlining to prevent any reduction in wind speed or increase in turbulence and 

extreme wind conditions 

• Ensuring that multistory buildings are built as far west and as far from the water as possible. 

• Reducing the maximum allowable building height to a level that does not exceed the sites current 
maximum elevation from sea level (i.e. max height of the existing mounds of dirt on the site or existing 

buildings where no dirt mounds exist). 

• Incorporation of all SBFA/CPA comments to determine and evaluate thresholds for future windsurfing 
impact. 

It is my hope that by incorporating these mitigations Brisbane can achieve a development that 
both meets the needs of its citizens and preserves the sailing area at Candlestick for all those 
members of the Bay Area community who enjoy it. 

Thank you in advance for your serious consideration of this request, 

Dan Siskind 
510-290-4804 
dsiskind2@gmail.cq.m 
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Swiecki, John 

From: tony@verreos.com 

Sent: Friday, November 08, 2013 9:08 PM 

To: Scharfman, Jonathan 

Pagel of 5 
· Verreos 

Cc; Swiecki, John; Raymond Miller; Lentz, Cliff <at> gmail; Terry Oconnell; Conway, Clarke; Liu, Lori 

Subject: NOV 8, 2013 RE: Draft ElR Comments 

Hi Jonathan: 

I imagine some of my concerns, if not all may be answered by the DEIR, which I have not yet 
completed studying. My concerns are bases on both long 
persona] experience as a person \.Vho grew up in Visitacion Valley where the San Bruno Mt. was a 
constant ~:>resence that had the power to stir our young 
imaginations and draw us to climb it. I've learned that all developments no matter how good or bad, 
were all the product of professional designers, and 
that leads me to clearly understand the inherent conflicts that exist between pure profit, and the legacy of 
vision: ie: the Eiffel Tower, and Golden Gate Park 
vs. filling in the bay and building ugly boxes. Building the Transamerica Pyramid and 
the Embarcadero Ctr. compared with the massive China Basin complex 
and it new cousins in the box world of Mission Bay. The opportunity to build anything on 660 acres in 1 
most highly populated urban areas is uncommon. 
Let's not blow it by thinking conventionally, small, and short sighte.d. UPC could be courting the 
Golden State Warriors to ditch their pier plans for an even 
better stadium shops and hotels complex in B1isbane right at the Cal-Train station - create your transit 
hub around that! Then Brisbane could receive the 
year round tax revenues from all of the other events that used to book into the Cow Palace. Of course in 
order to do any of this you have to think like a 
Donald Trump or Mark Cuban and the Sharks on TV. 

1> I share the "think BIG" ability and philosophy of UPC even though I'm not a multi billjonaire 
developer. 

2> I fully support government shifting the tax structure as a means of encouraging what it knows will I 2 
be positive environmental, economic, and social 

development. 

3> Though the ctmently UPC O\Vned properties in S.F. and Brisbane may generate some income to the I 
state, I don't think they generate much income 3 

for the Cities: I see nothing about that on the Bayland's website. Can you can advise me on that? 

4> As one who grew up only a long stone's throw from the S.P. rail yard, it's hard to believe that what 
we always knew as the S,F. Dump (not the Brisbane 

landfill) has been closed for 46 years! Harder still to imagine that pollutants have made those areas 
so toxic that they require extensive clean-up. 111e 4 

wildlife that enjoyed living there up until UPC began grading operations some years ago, was 
thriving. So much so that it seems many of those inhabitants 

found their way up the hill to Viewpoint At The Ridge: coyote, raccoon, skunk, jack rabbits, and 
opossum. 

Land and water pollution may not impact thos~-~p~cies as much as it would humans who live many 



more years? What does the science tell us? 

Page 2 of 5 
Verreos 

5> You can't find a bigger safety advocate than me as Brisbane's best insurance broker. However, as a 
resident of a home over looking the Baylands, I'm 

not pleased by the piercing back-up beepers of trncks and other equipment pushing djrt, or the 
sound of rock crushers and conveyors etc. Those noises, 

and the night time work lights are even less appreciated when I come home after dark to find them 
still working. I've called the BPD twice in about the 

past six weeks or so. I would've contacted you instead ifl had know the permit was held by UPC, 
and not the tenant contractor. I don't know what the 

A\ 4 
l cont. 

need or justification for them working until 11 :OOpm may be, but for all anyone knows, they could 5 
be burying murder victims out there, and no one \:..1ould 

ever know! 

I hope you have the power, and agree to put a stop to the work outside of nonnal business hours. 
I'd like to know \Vhat the cunent permit allows. 
The BPD tell me they do not have a key to access that work area, and that would seem to be 

something you and the contractor would want them to have 
in order to respond to a potential theft of construction equipment, and emergency entry in case of a 

on the job injury. 

I'm surprised the BPD and BFD have not already included that as a pennit requirement since they 
would be the normal first responders. 

6> I've put off reviewing the DEIR and site proposals closely until now, understanding that the process 
would be many years long, and go through many 

substantive changes. Now that the public comment period is set to close, I've begun studying 
closely. 'These are my thoughts so far: 

a) The UPC and Brisbane Bay lands websites are nothing more than the typical 
minimalist professional sales jobs. 

f'n: sure that UPC is capable of producing far higher quality infonnation (which may indeed be 
found in the DEIR - I'll Let you know soon). 

b) The artist's renderings appear to be very selectively chosen to highlight what UPC views as 
positive key selhng points to the community's diverse 

members, while cutting out, obscuring due to perspective, or airbrushiog out itenls tbat may be 
more controversial i.e.:: the Tunnel Bridge, the entry 

to Kinder- Morgan's facility, and the Machinery & Equip. Co. facility. 

c) None of the various maps or renderings shown attempt to allow the vjewer to see the whole 
project and zoom in on aspects of it as people are now 

commonly used to being able to do via Google Earth. Perspective is a critical factor applied to 
at least the aesthetic considerations noted in the DEIR. 

A failure to provide people a clear understanding of building heights, and positions relative to 
existing landmarks, as well as the new construction 

prc>posed around them makes critical judgment impractical at best. 

d) The housing component of the proposal will not fly. Whether due to sound logic, totally 
unjustified fear, or the practical knowledge that housing is a 

net drain 011 community resources as opposed to businesses which generate dramatic local tax 
revenue, everyone would be better served if UPC 5-619 
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chose to work with Brisbane and San Francisco to craft a plan better designed to sa.tisty the 
needs of all pmiies: allowing San Francisco to build the 

high density low to moderate income housing it so badly needs, while allowing UPC to develop 
the Bayshore corridor to the existing industrial park 

on Industrial Way for retail and office space that would set a new standard, and help both cities. 

e) Some of the more fantastic things done in Dubai, and Hong Kong would not be allowed here, 
but other equally magnificent creations could be: 

Imagine anyone who would say San Francisco should not have built Golden Gate Park 
Imagine anyone who would say Cannel should not have built Pebble Beach. 
Imagine the wealthiest people on the planet flying in to play the world's best golf course in 

Brisbane! Far too expensive for most locals, but they 
would all be able to stay in it's hotels, purchase from it's shops, and enjoys it's world class 

restaurants. Even though a public casino was shot down 
for the Sierra Pt. proposed hotel project (due I think to concerns for traffic and crime), a private 

members only casino could be like Monte Carlo, 
and assure Brisbane of major tax revenue that are proven sustainable. SmTounding these private 

facilities with high quality public park spaces would 
then create a permanent open space buffet similar to what we have now, but far more attractive. 

f) Energy. Everyone likes the idea of free wind and solar power until you show them ·what it 
looks like across from their house. NIMBY is the common 

acronym used to blame people for not wanting someone else's gTeat idea to damage the 
neighborhood they already enjoy living in . 

Wind: The freight train winds that roar through Visitacion Valley almost every day like clock 
work argue for wind mills. The non traditional type appear 

more like modern art than the old propeller blades that kill birds and take up so much space 
while being ugly as sin and expensive to maintain. Maybe 

9 
cont. 

10 

that1s an option? 11 

Geothermal wells could be placed in many areas where the above ground apparatus could be 
essentially hidden by trees. Chevron has all of the 

teclmological abilities to pursue this idea. 

Solar on every roof top: sounds great, look terrible. Vvhat's the impact of all of those panels 
reflecting glaring light that we don't want into out homes? 

.And why would anyone recommend placing a solar power plant next to 
the Kinder-Morgan facilities which present a major 

catastrophic explosion hazard? Move them Bayside, and we'd barely 
notice them. 

g) Buy-offs: 
1> Wet lands - man has never successfully created any habitat on this planet. Remediation has 12 

been done successfully, but then if it's going to be 
designed by professionals who think Disneyland is natural, i t will only be a near miss. 

2> Industrial: I gu. ess the cmTent land owners who are not U.PC will want to keep their currcnl 
operations, but none of those are properly presented 13 

in UPC's onhne renderings. I'd imagine th at all but Kinder-Morgan could 
actually he moved to better locations freeing up m&e~en 
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space on Tunnel Rd.? 

3> Many of the categories of the colored parcels noted online are too small to read, and in my 
opinion represent too much in fill rather than more 

sustainable two or three story higher density similar to a multi occupancy shopping mall or 
mixed use office complex. 

A\ 13 
l cont. 

I 14 

4> High Tech/Bio Tech - why would Brisbane willingly cede firms like Genentech and others I 
15 to Sou th San Francisco when it can re-zone for them 

both on the Baylands and in Crocker Industrial Park? As an altemative to freight 
forwarding warehouses this seems ideal. 

5> A new high school: that's more of a Brisbane School Dist issue as another stake holder than 
it is a matter for the City planner, however, again, 

who in their right mind would suggest placing a school and it's associated athletic facilities 
in close proxirnily to(?) 1M gallons ofliquid fuel which 

is nonnally up-wind! A better .idea would've been to take over the warehouse located next 16 
to the Chevron station on Bayshore for a new San 

Francisco High School that would better serve the needs of a large portion of Visitaction 
Valley, the small section of Daly City near Geneva, 

and all of Brisbane, and that would create no burden on Brisbane or the Brisbane School 
Dist. 

h) Historic Landmarks - l call them Ourstoric to be all inclusive. 

l> I'm not sure hO\:v many there actually are other then the one that's already been thorough 
trashed - the round house. The rendering makes the 

round house look like a visitor center primaxily aimed at being a railroad themed tourist 
restaurant rather than a real tourist attraction as a 

working railroad museum. I understand this would be a multi million dollar project, yet 
the Steinhart and De Young Museums prove that bigger 

things can be done where there is vision to appreciate their value. 

At present the closest railroad musemn is GGRM in Suno1, and then the next is 
Sacramento which is why I've never been to either one. 

Brisbane should1ve sought out collectors with the deep pockets and love of steam who 
would raise the money to make this museum happen 

forty or fifty years ago, but it just wasn't on anyone's list of priorities. This sbould 
rightly be the crowning jewel of the Bay lands development, 

not it's most important feature, just one of it's most profitable with the added bonus of 
preservation. San Francisco brings the tourists, all we 

need to do is build the attractions, and the profits will follow. 

No I ·would not propose a Disney or Great America theme park any more than a line of 
car dealerships. 

2> Maybe light pollution and noise are both covered well, I need to check the DEIR, but we 
currently seem to have no enforcement of any 

standards for lighting at tl1e Recology, Cal-Train or Sierra Pt. Lumber facilities . Where 
they require security lights, they do not have them 

shielded to direct the light down, and fm?Vent it from shining up where we do not want to 

17 

18 



see it. 
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The Dark Sky movement seeks to get people to understand the value of not lighting up the 
night sky like all major cities do. One of the 

great beauties of small towns like Brisbane is the rare ability to see stars as if you were 
out camping. There is a priceless value to the quality 

oflife is Brisbane as opposed to San Francisco only one short mile away. 

18 
cont. 

I hope everyone is dedicated to working for wise progress, and never selling out those 
things we can never replace! I 19 

Tony Ve1Teos 
122 Warbler 
Brisbane 
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BEFORE THE CITY OF BRISBANE PLANNING DIVISION 

PANEL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

RE: DRAFT E.I.R. PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING 
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.. - - ... ·~ . 

1 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Welcome to the 

2 Planning Commission Draft E.I.R. Public Comment 

3 Meeting. Our meeting is open at this time, but 

4 presently there are no speakers, and so we will 

5 VOICE: Wait. 

6 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Wait, and this 

7 the meeting is actually is starting at 7·00. So 

8 please feel free to come on down. Thank you. 

9 (Whereupon, from 7:01 P.M. until 

10 7:14 P.M., a recess was taken.) 

11 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Hello. This 

12 is the Planning Commission Draft E.I.R. Public 

13 Comment Meeting, and presently we have no one who 

14 is speaking. So if you want to come down and 

15 introduce yourself and make some public comment, 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

we'd love to hear from you. Thank you 

(Whereupon, from 7:15 P.M. until 

7:32 P.M., a recess was taken.) 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: Welcome. This 

is the Planning Commission Draft E I.R. Public 

Comment Meeting. Presently there is no one here. 

Please feel free to come down, and -- and we'll be 

waiting for you. Thank you 

(Whereupon, from 7:32 P.M. until 

7:46 P.M., a recess was taken.) 
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COMMISSIONER PARKER: Hello. This 

is the Baylands Draft E.I.R. Public Comment 

Meeting. The Public Comment Meeting is now 

underway; however, no comments have been received. 

We will keep the Community Room open until 9:30 

P.M. to accept comments. So if you wish, please 

come down. 

Thank you very much , and upcoming 

meetings are going to be Thursday at 7:00 P.M . , 

October 24; and then the following Tuesday, 

October 29, at seven o'clock: and we welcome you 

to come and make public comments. Thank you very 

much. 

MICHELE SALMON. Okay. Michele 

Salmon, Baylands resident. I was home, watching 

on T.V. I was very surprised that there was 

absolutely no people in the audience, waiting to 

speak; and r was home, reading the D.A. -- the 

draft E.I.R. in preparation for the ecology 

committee 

Well, I thought, "Well, this is a 

perfect opportunity to not have to write up my own 

comments but let them be transcribed and also to 

point out some things that maybe we won't point 

out in the committee " 
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First of all, I was surprised 

because in -- on in Chapter 1, there is 

discrepancies between the number of million square 

feet that are mentioned in the various plans and 

the tables; and I'm wondering why there's a 

discrepancy between you mentioning 7 7 million 

square feet; 8.1 million square feet; and the 

various tables. 

I feel that, throughout the entire 

document that I've read so far, many of the 2 

project site descriptions have been lacking in 

detail . 

They have not been what I would 

consider to be complete, and maybe because of 

that, the analysis may not be as complete as it 

should be; and it's one of the -- those 

double-edge sword things where you've lived in a 

place for a really long time where you know what 

was there and you know - - and you've seen the 

different changes. 

Some of the examples that come to 

mind are the discrepancies between the site 

characterizations. For example, there's no 

mention of Van Waters & Rogers's 50-year occupancy 

along the lagoon. 
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The lagoon is part of the site, and 

Van Waters & Rogers put a tremendous amount of 

pollutants into the lagoon into the early years 

fluorescent yellow for the amount of affluent that 

they put into the lagoon; and yet I don't see 

anywhere where they ' ve tested any part of the 

lagoon for contaminants and hazards, and yet in 

the draft E.I.R, there's mentions about 

possibility of recreational activities in the 

lagoon; and I feel that that would be extremely 

unwise without further testing. 

So I'm wondering why -- why this was 

not addressed in the draft E.I.R. I question 

3 
cont. 

again, as I've questioned before, why the Notice 4 

of Preparation goes to the 2010 date and not the 

2012 date or the 2006 date. 

This has been asked, but one of my 

concerns are how the situation's changed a lot 

from 2006 until 2010 in particular with the soils 

processing and soils recycling activities that 

have been going on out there. 

I also -- sorry. I wasn't really 

prepared to speak, but I'm going to anyway . Just 

running through, one of the things in Section - -

on Page 2 dash 6, it says sustainable development 
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is simply defined as development that meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs. 

I think that's a very simplistic 

view of sustainability, and I think there needs to 

be a lot more definition around that because I 

don't think that any part of this project is 

sustainable for future generations, and so I 

question where they derived their definition of 

sustainable development and what makes them think 

that this is sustainable. 

The -- on Page 2.9, Section DOT, it 

comes under sustainable living. It says include 

sufficient residential proximity to transit and 

jobs to create a sustainable community to support 

retail and encourages the use of walking and 

public transportation to minimize the use of 

impact of private automobiles, and yet that is 

inconsistent with the general plan. 

And as I looked at the plan, there 

was not much encouragement of the use of walking 

in public transportation, in particular walking 

and bicycles because there's still only two 

overcrossings of the railroad tracks -- one at 
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Bayshore Station and the other being Tunnel Road. 

So that doesn't encourage much 

circulation of walking or bicycles, and also 

No. 6 -- it says development of distinctive 

high-quality neighborhoods that accommodate 

regional housing demands and contribute the 

housing strong sense of space. 

I don't understand why they think 

that this would accommodate regional housing 

demands, and it is also inconsistent with the 

general plan. One of the things that I think is 

really challenging, and they mention it lightly in 

significant unavoidable impacts of the proposed 

project site development. 

The project would generate 

construction emissions that would result in a 

cumulative considerable net increase of criteria 

pollutants and precursors for which the air basin 

in nonattainment under applicable ambient quality 

standards, but a lot of the different things that 

they've put is in here is on a per capita basis , 

and I'm wondering why they're choosing a per 

capita basis when really we should be looking at 

overall cumulative negative impacts to the 

environment and not on a per capita basis. 
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Look on it as a per capita basis, I 

believe encourages overpopulation of the area and 

beyond sustainability, and I think that comes up 8 

quite a bit when you talk about the different uses 

that they -- that they have . 

One thing that I 1 m concerned about 

is that many of the things in the draft E.I . R . 

maybe it's not the place that it addresses it, but 

what it would pay for the various infrastructures 

and when there's housing involved, the burden 

falls on the public ; and when there's not, I 

believe the burden falls more on the developer, 

and that really is not addressed 

Maybe that's not supposed to be 

addressed here, but it certainly should be looked 

at . In Chapter 3 project description was an area 

where I really felt it had started to be lacking. 

In 3 . 1 it talks about the regional 

setting on the Visitacion Valley neighborhood of 

San Francisco that joins the northwestern border 

of the Baylands. 

Candlestick Park is a half mile 

northeast of Brisbane. Of course , that won't be 

there anymore once this site won't be there next 

year - - the year after when after they blow it up, 
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but there's inconsistency here with the map; and 

then talking about it adjoining the neighborhood 

where it is -- in actuality it does not, on that 

site, adjoin the neighborhood. 

The San Francisco part of the 

project does join a neighborhood, but the Brisbane 

part does not really adjoin any neighborhood at 

this time. 

They -- I don't feel that they 

adequately addressed the seasonal wetlands in the 

western portion of the site. 

They sort of mention, but there is a 

lot of wetlands in the western and southern parts 

of the site in particular near the machinery and 

equipment place and also in what's been referred 

to as the ttGlory Hole,tt where the roundhouse with 

the -- in turntable for the engines used to be. 

It's a large deep hole in the ground 

that has had seasonal and almost year-round 

wetlands, and that I don't see anywhere in the 

drafc E.I.R. where that was addressed. 

On Page 3.8 it mentions the 1906 

earthquake. The area was filled primarily with 

demolition rubble. It doesn't specify where the 

demolition rubble came from or whether it was from 
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the 1906 earthquake or not. It ' s my 

understanding, from photographs that I've seen 

from the -- from Chris Hart's rails project, that 

perhaps this is a mischaracterization also 

Also on 3.8 it says, after the 

closure of the landfill in 1967 1 the area 1s 

buried with 20 to 30 feet cover of soil~ and were 

lands used for soil and construction material 

since the 1980's, the landfill was actually never 

officially closed, and I think that's another 

mischaracterization of the site. 

On Page 3 . 12 it talks about, upon 

completion of disposal operations refuge, fill 

materials were covered with earth and other inert 

debris since closure of the landfill in 1967 

recycled filled in insert construction have been 

placed on large portions of the site, which has 

been u sed to consolidate refuse within the 

landfill; and actually this has not much placed on 

this site really until 1980's . 

So in 1967 when the landfill wasn't 

actually closed until the late 1980's and in 

particular not really until after 2000, there 

wasn't much dirt placed on the site. 

It was actually used for Champion 

11 
cont. 

12 
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Speedway and the Brisbane Flea Market and numerous 

other uses that have not been mentioned at all 

that I can find in the draft E.I.R. in particular 

Champion Speedway that was at a raceway that had 

destruction derbies, and I don't know if you are 

familiar with destruction derbies; but destruction 13 
cont. 

derbies are where they would take a hundred cars 

and smash until all into each other and destroy 

them, and basically all of the oil and debris and 

everything would just soak right into the earth, 

and there's no mention of that in this -- in the 

characterization. 

I don't understand why the landfill 

has not had to be closed -- officially closed. 

Even at this late date, it seems that that was 14 

1967 '77, '87, '97, 2007. Boy, that's forty 

forty -- 47 years, and the landfill is -- still 

isn't officially closed; and I'm wondering why. 

Then it talks about the former 

Southern Pacific Railyard, but I didn't find 

anything that mentioned about the bone-rendering 

plant that was in that area Growing up, that was 15 

an extremely stinky proposition and a lot of 

materials, and it was just horrible. 

You could hardly drive by there, and 
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I know that there had to be some kind of impact 

from having a bone rendering right there on the 

site; and yet there is no mention of it at all, 

and I'm surprised at that . There's no mention of 

whether they talk about historical resources . 

There's no mention of -- there's a brick building 

on Industrial Way. 

That's been there for a very, very 

long time and is in use right now . I saw a ''For 

Lease'' or a "For Sale" sign on it, and there ' s no 

mention of that; and there's really not a lot of 

mention of some of the other possibilities of 

finding any, shall I say, Native American sites. 

15 
cont. 

There's probably a small likelihood; 16 

but as we all know, a couple of years ago, when 

they excavated to put in the sewer extension over 

by the on-ramp to Candlestick Park, they 

discovered two buried flatbed Schooners like the 

Alma. 

So there's no mention of any 

possibility of finding any archaeological or 

anthropological things when they talk about the 

historic of the site, and I'm wondering why there 

hasn't been any mention o f that at all . Existing 

project site land ownership on Page 3 dash 24 --
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it says shown on Figure 3.8. U.P.C. owns 

ti~ 

a vast t 16 
cont. 

majority and lagoon portions of the site. 

Consistently asked for a list of all 

of the land owners of the site, the people who 

actually own the land, not leaseholders or other 

agreements; and I have yet to see an actual list 17 

of all of the land owners of the project site or 

the whole site, and I don't know why, but I would 

like to see that in the draft E.I.R. -- an actual 

list of all of the land owners. 

One thing that concerns me a lot is 

they talk a lot about the oversight at B.C . D.C . , 

and yet in the definitions that the B.C.D.C. has a 18 

very limited amount of land that they are 

responsible for, and I'm wondering who's 

responsible for the other parts of the oversight . 

Again, the Table 3 dash 2-C is 

inconsistent in terms of the number of square feet 

listed in its site compared to the site 

descriptions. One thing that's not discussed and 

is a huge problem already is the wind shadow of 

the -- of the proposed site. 

Already the large piles of dirt are 

creating a wind shadow over San Francisco Bay and 

affecting the wind surfers there, and I wonder 

BONNIE L . WAGNER & ASSOCIATES (415) 982 - 4849 
5-635 

19 

20 

1 3 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Ii 16 i 
" I 
" g 

17 

~ 18 -
~ 

~ 19 
e 
~ 20 ;; . 
~ 

~ 21 

~ 
22 

23 

24 

25 

eting1 

what else is affecting the birds . 

The amount of siltation -- there's a 

huge amount of dust coming off of the site 

currently. That's already been beginning to 

affect siltation in the little cove there at 

Candlestick, and also I think it's affecting 

siltation in our own marina because all of the 

dirt coming off of the site is going right into 

the bay. 

There's a huge amount of dust on the 

road that leads from the soils processing and the 

soils recycling to the freeway on-ramp, and then 

and all of that dirt and dust gets stirred up 

every time a truck goes by, and it goes right into 

the air and into the bay; and so there's another 

section here that talks about oversight and all of 

the different entities, and I'm wondering if all 

entities are looked, clearly defined in the 

appendices and where - - who has oversight over 

each agency and what enforcement mechanisms there 

are that for each agencies for the next 50 years. 

On the community-proposed plan that 

they talk about a lot, I'd like to know who paid 

for the studies. 

I think that should be clearly 

BONNIE L. WAGNER & ASSOCIATES (415} 982-4849 
5-636 

I A 20 
·1· cont. 

21 

22 

14 



1 

2 

.j 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0 

l l 

12 

13 

14 

15 

i 
t 16 
f 
~ 

~ 
17 

~ 

i 18 

j 19 

0 
20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

outlined in the draft E.I . R. because I do feel 

that it wasn't really a community-derived plan 

or -- well, it was derived; buc what methodology 

used to derive it is another story because I don't 

know anyone who is a community member that 

attended those workshops that agreed with building 

12 million square feet or even 8 million square 

feet on the Baylands, and so I'd like to know why 

they call it the community-proposed plan who paid 

for it, and were there conflicts of interest? 

On the charts on Figure 3 dash 13, 

I'm finding not all of the colors in the key. 

It's very hard to read, and that should really be 

clarified . It on Page 3 dash 44, it talks 

about kayak rentals near the lagoon area as a 

possible use of public open space and open space 

connection to the wetlands. 

There again the lagoon is not 

22 
cont. 

23 

suitable for kayak use; it's too shallow in many 24 

places, and there has been no studies that they 

could find about the possible -- the probable 

amount of really hazardous materials that are in 

the lagoon that are probably right now covered 

over by siltation, but as soon as they're 

disturbed that, I think you'll say there's a 
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124 
cont. problem there. 

2 Van Waters & Rogers used that site 

3 for 50 years, and they were a very heavy 

4 polluter. A lot long before a lot of modern day, 

25 
5 shall we say, rules and regulations were in 

6 effect. They were pretty much allowed to dump 

7 whatever they wanted; and they did, and the lagoon 

8 is highly contaminated, and the whole site around 

9 Van Waters & Rogers is just contaminated. 

10 The -- one of the other things that 

11 I noticed is they don't talk anything about the 

12 instability of the backside of Tulare Hill, and 

13 while that is not part of the project site, it 

14 does have impact on the proJect site because 

15 historically landslides from the backside of 
fi 
I 16 
l 

26 
Tulare Hill actually intruded onto the project 

t 
~ 17 
t 

site in the lagoon; and I find that that's a huge 
;;; 
[ 18 sort of area that really should be taken into -. 
1' ., .. 19 consideration for the project site because, when 
0 
c 20 
:> 
It 
~ 

we talked about seismology, which I also felt was 

~ g 21 inadequate, it did not cover any of the seismology 

~ 22 surrounding the lagoon; the landfill of the 

23 lagoon; and the potential hazards to the lagoon. 

24 From the backside of Tulare Hill and 

25 the hazards of the railroad tracks to the backside 
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~ of Tulare Hill, that 1 s a very unstable piece of 126 
. cont. 

land , and that has not been addressed 1n here. 

3 On Page 3 dash 53 under delete 

4 references to former owner of U . P c. property , if 

5 there was a former owner of the U P . C . property, 27 

6 I'm wondering if there was a tax change of 

7 ownership under proposition of 13 . There should 

8 have been a tax change 

9 If indeed the property changed 

10 ownership , I'm questioning what it says. Modify 28 

11 policy 38 dash 1 roadway l evel of service 

12 standards what does that mean exactly? 

13 Also on Page 3 dash 53 , it says 

14 delete general plan policy 3.00.1, which prohibits 

15 housing within the Baylands. I don't think that 

• 
~ 

16 
29 

that was a good idea; but very right below, it 
• • s 
~ 

" 
17 says the phrase, "not to exceed six stories in 

~ 

~ 
~ 18 height . 11 With the phrase 11 not to exceed 40 feet 
:? 
" ~ 19 in height, 11 I think that needs to be defined where 

(!) 

"' 20 
~ 

the height is from . 
~ 
:i 

21 ,. 
g We've obviously had a problem with 
.-w 

"' 22 that in the past, defining where the starting 

2 3 place is f o r a height, espec i ally in the Baylands . 30 

24 So I think that needs t o be clearly defined fr o m 

25 height like sea level and not just a height from 

- ~:r-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--' 
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I I 31 

somewhere, and I'm wondering why they didn't 

define that better. 

I'm also concerned about shading of 

4 the bay There was a lot of talk about viewsheds 

5 and the viewsheds from Brisbane toward the bay, 

6 but really there's minimal talk about the 

7 viewsheds from the bay towards the mountain and 

8 towards Brisbane; and already in the viewshed 

9 towards the mountain is severely impacted by the 

10 piles and piles of soil in the Baylands processing 

11 and soils-recycling area, and I saw a lot of the 
32 

12 bay and look from San Bruno mountain from the bay, 

13 and I'm wondering why this hasn ' t been addressed 

14 more adequately and why we're not talking --

15 looking at equal viewsheds from the bay from wind 
~ 

i 16 surfers' perspective; from people driving on the 
< 
{ 

~ 17 
'i' 

freeway perspective; and from people who sail. 
~ 

" 
~ 18 That's a very important viewpoint 
-,.. 
< .. 19 " '-

from looking at the mountain, and that hasn't been 
0 

~ 
20 adequately addressed, I don't think. I think it 

a_ 

2 
~ 

z 
(• 21 needs to be. 
lr" .. 
j 

22 On Page 3 dash 62, this is also all 

23 still under proJect description, which, I think, 33 

24 will really felt was not adequate and not really 

25 addressing the project -- the actual project . 
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1 It talks about pedestrian and 

2 bicycle paths, and it says enhanced pedestrian 

3 street crossings are proposed in the specific plan 

4 to provide traffic-calming effects and reduced 

5 distances at pedestrian crossings streets by using 

6 curb extensions, et cetera, et cetera; but I'm 

7 really understanding -- not understanding how this 

8 works because it kind of conflicts with the very 

9 next sentence, which says the specific plan 
34 

10 proposes one pedestrian overcrossing over the Cal 

ll Train right of way and Tunnel Avenue for 

12 pedestrian and bicyclists, and I'm not sure: 

13 How does this promote pedestrians* 

14 circulation and bicycle circulation? That's a 

15 huge area with only the two basically existing 

16 crossings, and it goes on the next place to talk 

17 about the same thing . I'm very concerned . It 
-
-
~ 
~ 18 talks about the water agreement and being able to 
-
~ 

19 z 
~ 
~ 

supply water for the Baylands. 
@ 
« 20 
~ 
~ e 

This is on 3 dash 66, and I'm not 

~ 21 sure that the water agreement would actually go 
~ . v 
~ 

22 through because there's -- I'm not sure that 35 

23 there's a lot of inducement for the Modesto Air 

24 Irrigation District to accept the conditions that 

25 the Oakdale Irrigation wants, and I'm wondering 

5-641 
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l what other contractual agreements have been made 

2 already against this same quantity of water and 

3 what happens when that quantity of water is not 

4 available especially during drought years and the 

5 coming extreme water shores of that California is 35 
cont. 

6 facing 

7 So I don ' t see what other 

8 contractual agreements and commitments have been 

9 made against this water , and I think that should 

10 be included in the draft E.I.R. so that we have 

11 a -- or in the E . I . R. so that we -- we have a 

12 really clear picture of who we'll be competing 

13 with for what would be a finite amount of water . 

14 I think it's important to explain on 

15 Page 3 dash 68 . There's remedial sections, and it 
f 
F 
t 16 says, "While the need of ongoing remediation and 
I 

17 fill yard does not result under any of the 
~ 
Ii 18 
; 

proposed," et cetera, et cetera, I'm wondering why 
~ 

~ 
';' 19 they don't already have to do this with or without 
0 36 
"' 20 ,. 
~ 

any development . 

I:. 21 "' 
They bought a site that is 

.. 
22 basically should be a super-fund site , and I'm 

23 wondering why all of the cleanup is contingent 

24 upon them being able to develop it . 

25 They knew what they were buying and 
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as a health hazard even in its current state, and 

as a matter of fact, it's a big health hazard in 

its current state; and I don't understand why 

that's not being addressed already and why they 

don't have to do a minimum level of safety cleanup 

even without any development at all; and I don't 

see where that's really addressed; and on Page 3 

dash 69 to bring the former Brisbane landfill in 

compliance with the appropriate portions of 

Title 27 and to establish, et cetera, et cetera 

and I'm not sure why they don't already have to do 

that 

Why do we have to wait to have that 

cleaning done? That's not clearly explained. 

Should already be -- being done. It should have 

been being done over the last 47 years, and I -- I 

don't see why we should be held hostage, and it's 

not adequately explained why this isn ' t already 

being done. 

On 3 dash 670 it talks about 

remedial actions. Under O U. 2 it represents a 

range potential technologies for remediating these 

areas to meet cleanup levels acceptable for 

proposed future development, but I have to 

question: How well were these potential 

36 
cont. 

37 
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1 technologies tested? 137 
cont. 

2 I am also is one of the potential 

3 technologies just to cement everything over 

4 because it was my understanding that that's 

5 basically what they're doing in the San Francisco 

6 section -- is they're just bearing it all and 

7 covering it with concrete, and there will be 

8 actually no plant to soil; plant to actual native 38 

9 soil, or natural soil; or uncontained soil. 

10 There will be no plant to soil 

11 contact in that area Every tree; every blade of 

12 grass will be, if above ground, container; and it 

13 talks about the soil in the San Mateo portion 

14 of O.U. 1 has not yet been remediated. That's 

15 on Page 3 dash 71, but they're already moving dirt 
~ 

~ 16 through there. 
i 
: 17 s So it's kind of a concern, and then 

~ 18 under landfill area -- again, under care and 
< 
~ .. 
" 19 project description, it says proposed grade for 

@ 

; 20 
~ 

21 

the former landfill areas based on large amount of 

the existing landfill area. 
39 

22 It says 18 to 30 inches over a 

23 20-year period -- is amount of sediment and finish 

24 grades, et cetera; and I'd like to know how all of 

25 this was calculated because when it talks about 18 
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to 30 year -- 30 inches subsidence over a 20-year 

period, it seems to me that the subsidence today 

has been a lot more than that; and I'm wondering 

if they•ve actually tested the subsidence and 

measured the subsidence in this area, or are they 

modeling it off of some other area? 

It seems to me that a lot of the 

of them statistics and remediation remedies 

recommended in this are based on areas other than 

Brisbane and not our unique set of 

characteristics . I found this to be really true 

when I read the noise section. 

They didn't really not take into 

account the unique characteristics of Brisbane's 

bowl shaped and how vibration travels here, and 

39 
cont. 

0 

I'm wondering how much testing has actually been 41 

done, and could they please state how much testing 

has actually been done here on site with these 

current conditions? 

One thing that most people don't 

realize is that San Bruno mountain has a lot of 

crystals as very crystal in structure . So it 42 

vibrates differently than the surrounding areas. 

It's different than the church underlaying San 

Francisco. 
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It 1 s different because of this high 

crystalline structure. It's one of the reasons 

why it's so disturbing -- why the airplanes go 

over and vibrate the mountain. When you live here 

a long time, you actually understand that. 

I don't think that any testing has 

been done on our mountain, but it will react to a 

lot of these different things -- in particular 

sound, vibration, et cetera. I didn't really read 

much yet about the former railyard and how they're 

going to work on the sediment issue of the 

subsidence of the earth, but the transport via 

truck on Tunnel Avenue on Bayshore Boulevard would 

require approximately 173,400 truck trips. 

That's a huge amount of truck trips, 

and I'm wondering: Has that really been analyzing 

what the temporary impact that would be on the 

traffic and the community and the dust level? 

Just the amount of trucks that I deal with every 

day getting onto the freeway at Candlestick is 

horrific. So I'm really concerned about that. 

Under Section Equity Issues on 3 

dash 74, they said, 11 Incorporate significant open 

space and related improvements. 11 

I'd like open space to be very 

42 
cont. 

43 

44 

BONNIE L. WAGNER & ASSOCIATES (415) 982-4849 24 
5-646 



l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

i 16 .. 
E 
, 17 . 
~ 

~ 18 -: 
~ 19 "' .. 

@ 

"' 20 
" £ 
~ 21 
il1 
:. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

clearly defined. Do you mean open paved space? 

Do you mean open space that surrounded on four 

signs by a building? Do you mean open space 

that ' s open on one side and enclosed on three 

sides, or do you mean open space that's not 

enclosed on any sides? 

I think that really very clearly 

needs to be defined, and I didn't see where that 44 
cont. 

was defined at the level that I'd like to see it 

defined. 

Right now we have a very large house 

that is under people want to know whether 

they're going to be able to build it, and they 

have a 650 square feet courtyard that's included 

on four sides that they're considering is open 

space and not lot coverage. 

I disagree with that definitioni 

and, therefore, I would like it really clearly 

defined. Item M says , "Provide employment 

opportunities for Brisbane residents and residents 

of nearby communities" but there is absolutely no 

way to ensure that. 45 

As a matter of fact, it probably 

won ' t happen that way at all, knowing the way 

things are in the Bay Area, because people tend to 
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drive to where the job is and live where they 

live; and I don't see there's any way to ensure 

that social equity objective_ 

Contribute to critically needed 

solutions -- there's no way that to ensure that 

45 
cont. 

either; and it says, "Recognize that the project 46 

is a regional significance and provide for the 

well-being of surrounding communities," and yet 1t 

seems that the characterizations of the project is 

really very localized and not areawide. 

One of the things that disturbs me a 

lot, when we were going through the instructions 

on the draft E . I.R . , was that instead of using San 

Mateo County as a baseline for a lot of the per 

capital, which I also disagree with things, they 

used a statewide average because they felt that 

they were going to use Bayshore and Candlestick 47 

and something; and that didn't quite pan out, and 

so they used their statewide average, and I don't 

think that's right because Brisbane is part of San 

Mateo County and San Mateo County is the second 

highest median income county in the State of 

California; and that's what those numbers should 

be based on and not San Francisco or Hunters View, 

Hunter, and Hunters Point and Bayview. 
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gross t I 
47 

I think that is a really 

2 mischaracterization of the area even if it is a cont. 

3 dump. 

4 There's a lot of it's used in here 

5 where different things are talking about different 

6 timelines for buildout, and I think those needed 

7 to be more clearly defined especially when it 

8 comes to doing things like, "What are you going to 

9 do before you're able to put in a recycling 48 

10 water-recycling plant?" "How are you going to 

11 handle it?" 

12 I'm not seeing a lot of that. They 

13 talk about, "What are we going to talk about there 

14 in the future about what are we going to do now 

15 during the construction process?" It talks about 

~ 16 that there's -- it indicates a low likelihood of 
f 

17 significant manual resources. That's on Page 2 
~ 

~ 18 I don't know if they've checked for 
i 

ii 19 mineral resources, but one of the significant 
0 

~ 
20 mineral resources that has come to light in recent 

:-
21 ;c: 49 years is actually recovering mineral resources .. 
22 from landfill, and that's not mentioned at all; 

23 and I know this meant the part of environmental 

24 settlings, impacts, and mitigation measures; but I 

25 do feel that that needs to be looked at because 

BONNIE L. WAGNER & ASSOCIATBS (415) 982 - 4849 27 
5-649 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 
E 
l 16 
f 
ii 17 
;:', 

i 18 -c a 
fl 19 

Ci) 

"' 20 ;' 

f:' 

~ 21 
~ 

22 

23 

24 

25 

there is a lot of mineral resources that could be 

recovered from a landfill of this nature 

probably not likely, but it should definitely be 

discussed and explored 

They talk about, on Page 4 dash 

A-2 -- about the visual character of nearby areas 

in Daly City and San Francisco and Geneva Avenue 

and Bayshore Boulevard, but there again they 

don't -- they really do not talk about the 

characterization of San Bruno mountain being 

there. They call it as under project side. 

They say San Bruno mountain as well 

49 
cont. 

as urbanized areas of San Francisco and Daly City, 50 

and I would never consider Brisbane as a 

suburbanized area. It's a suburban area at best 

as it's becoming every day, but it ' s not urbanized 

yet. 

We still have property around 

housing. It's still considered the suburbs even 

though it's a mere nine miles from Downtown San 

Francisco. So I think that's a 

mischaracterization, and to talk about the 

characterization of Daly City and San Francisco 

and Cow Palace and Candlestick Hill is ridiculous 

when comparing it to Brisbane_ 
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1 There again it's a 

2 mischaracterization. In the next paragraph, it 

3 talks che -- the -- abouc the project sice due co 

4 vegetative growth along the highway with San Bruno 

5 mountain in the background. 

6 That's really a mischaracterization. 
51 

7 The vegetation growth is really nasty, ugly --

8 wind-blown trees that you can see right through , 

9 and I drive it -- by it every day; and you can see 

10 now the graffiti-laden K-rails that they've put up 

11 on the dirt piles. 

12 So I don't understand how they can 

13 characterize it that way in this document there 

14 again, a mischaracterization of the site 

15 description . It's not screened at all and that's 

I 16 a case where the baseline should be adjusted. 
~ 

17 
~ 

On the next part, it talks on A dot 
~ 
~ 18 A-4, and it talks about there being no native 
< 

~ 
t 19 vegetation types. It's except for relatively 

@ 
~ 20 ~ 

~ 
small areas in Icehouse Hill and the western 

52 
~ 21 
~ 

portion of the site and along the drainage 
~ 
< 

22 channels of the lagoon, but that's not quite true. 

23 There's still a lot of habitat 

24 interspersed especially in the old railyard areas. 

25 There's back grass; there's native viola; there is 
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1 Douglas Iris; there are a lot. 

2 Despite efforts of Pampas grass that 

3 take over everything that's been allowed to run 

4 rampant, there's still a bit -- quite a bit of 

5 individual vegetation in that area that could be 

6 recovered in the area, and it could be a lot 

7 better than it is; and there is a lot on Icehouse 

8 Hill; and when you talk about native vegetation, 

9 you're not talking about, like, microflowers; it 

10 feeds a lot of smaller animals and insects. 

11 Right here on Page -- in 

12 Illustration 4-A dash 2-D, as an aerial view of 

13 the roundhouse, and right there in the very center 

14 of it, you can see what my sister refers to as 

15 "The Glory Hole, 11 which was a huge frog habitat 

16 and have a lot of little -- I forgot what kind of 

17 stickleback fish, I think, in it; and that's not 

18 mentioned anywhere that I can find yet in this. 

19 So I really think that that's been a 

20 lot of mischaracterization here, and I'm running 

21 out of energy to do more than that so far; but 

22 really throughout the entire book, what I've seen 

23 is a lot of glossing over of actual descriptions 

24 of the area -- a lot of things left out . 

25 There's no mention of Stauffer 

52 
cont. 

53 

54 

55 
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Chemical that 

don't mention 

operated there for years, and yet we t 55 
cont. 

it at all. 

We really haven't talked abouc any 

of the pollutants from the industrial uses of the 

site along Industrial Way in Brisbane. I don't 
56 

see where they've really talked about the 

potential of P.C.P. flow from -- or any other 

contaminant flow -- from the Midway Village area 

that's adjacent to the site 

So there's just a lot of really 

gaping holes, and I have to go home and read the 

chapters that I need to do for tomorrow night. 

So thank you, and sorry more people 

haven't shown up, but I wish they would because 

this document has the program E.I.R. in it, and 

this is the over-arching document of which all 57 

things after this must refer to. 

So even though they'll be 

environmental review when we got to the project 

level and the specific view level, if it's not 

already in this over-arching document some way; 

shape; or form, then the threshold for being able 

to address it is a lot different; and I think 

people really need to be aware of that, and really 

they need to speak up now and come and say your 
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peace even if it ' s -- even if -- you need to ask I~ 

the questions because, if you don't ask the 

questions, they don ' t get answered; and you can't 

leave it up to a few people to do because it's an 

owner's task. 

The whole document is over 6,000 

pages long, and I'm having a hard time reading the 

whole thing; and I know there are a lot of people 

who are reading it, but you should read it for 

yourselves -- that your future is involved, too. 

Thank you, and thank you for the 

planning commission for hosting an almost empty 

room. (laughter) . .. 
(Whereupon, from 8:36 P.M . until 

9:08 P.M., a recess was taken . ) 
.. 

MICHELE SALMON: I think that the 

amount of lead pollution from Highway 101 has not 

been properly addressed. 

The lead from gasoline that was used 

for years and years and years along the 101 left a 

lot of lead deposits in the underlying soil and 

all around the area along the highway, and I don't 

think that's been properly addressed when stirring 

that up with what that will cause and having 

people out there next to all of that lead and the 
\V 

57 
cont. 

58 
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deleterious affects of low-level lead of children 158 

cont. 

and people 

(Meeting was adjourned at 9:09 PM.) 
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COMMISSIONER PARKER: Hello, and 

welcome to the Planning Commission Draft E . I.R . 

Public Comment Meeting. 

Presently at this time, we are open 

for anyone who wishes to make comments to please 

come forward and introduce yourself and state your 

name and give us your comments; and if there's no 

one here who wants to do that, then anyone from 

town please feel welcome to come down and -- and 

make your comments. Thank you. 

(Whereupon, from 7:00 P.M. until 

7:13 P.M., a recess was taken.) 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: Hi. Our 

Speaker No. l for tonight is Dana Dillworth at 

41 Humboldt Road, Brisbane . 

Dana? 

DANA DILLWORTH: Thank you, Madam 

Chairperson, or - - given -- excuse me? 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: I sense there 

is not a large group of people waiting to speak. 

Speak as long as you want . 

DANA DILLWORTH: I actually am 

choosing to be brief because there will be 

hundreds of pages of comments in writing that are 

c oming from citizens' committees and different 
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organizations. 

So what I wanted to say were just 

kind of some brief observations of I observed 

the presentations from home, and I really think 

it's interesting that the City has never asked the 

citizens to go through the specific plan with the 

same line-by-line detail or chapter-by-chapter by 

the way we're approaching it in the Draft E.I.R. 

COMMISSIONER CUNNINGHAM: Excuse me, 

Dana. I didn't understand that. Can you rephrase 

that a little. 

DANA DILLWORTH: We have not, as a 

cicizen body, sat and looked through the specific 

plan. As a citizen body, we have sat and looked 

through the draft E . I.R. So or are in the 

process of -- and I'm -- what I want to say is 

that this ends up being like a game of telephone. 

We are if you remember the 

childhood game where one person refers to 

something to the first person and then it goes to 

the next person and then the next person, by the 

time you get around the circle, it is not anywhere 

near what it was; was originally said; or the 

intention; and that's what I get by looking at the 

reports. 
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A report which may have been 

inadequate from the beginning then gets summarized 

by another and summarized by another so that the 

essence of the entire study is -- has been 

crystallized to something that makes -- it sounds 

wonderful, mitigated to less than significant 

impacts, and I don't believe and we'll state 

later on that that's the case. 

I'm really concerned about the 

baseline at 2010, given that very little reports 

and very little 2010 information is being used. 

When they go to the FEMA map, it's 

an 18 -- I was going to say 1830. You can tell 

this is wearing on me; but, hey, it's -- I 

think -- in 1983 map for FEMA and other multiple 

places within the draft E.I.R. that the baseline 

has -- the baseline of 2010 hasn't really truly 

been studied properly; and I hope that, through 

this process, that you will ask or require more 

studies. 

I hope that you can flesh out the 

parts of our general plan, and I know Jamil and I 

were in the three years of general plan meetings 

and there are some really important parts that 

they skip over - - some really important things 
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that say, "This is what makes us Brisbane; and, 

oh, well, we're not even going to consider it 

relevant as the policies that we need to adhere 

to. II 

That will be mentioned later on in 

writing. 

The one part that they failed to 

flesh out is the part of the general plan policy 

that says that Brisbane can have higher standards 

and higher mitigation than the state minimum's 

required, and very often the way the mitigation 

measure is worded goes back to the most minimal 

thing that we can do, and I think Brisbane's 

better; and I hope, as a potentially deciding 

body, when you can make decisions, that you will 

take that into consideration. 

I'm considered that the baseline 

that they speak of also says that our general plan 

allows 5 million square feet of industrial uses. 

We worked tirelessly on our general plan . It's 

plan, development, trade commercial. 

We made very certain that industrial 

uses weren't a primary use out there, and yet it's 

being quoted and would hope again that you refer 

back to our general plan and that you remember the 
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"Have Your Say" days because they're barely 

reflected in the plan, as proposed, or the 

considerations that we could do to mitigate the 

plan, as proposed; and I hope you remember the 

public and why you've chosen to live here in 

Brisbane and why it's unnerving to have somebody 

come in and say, "Well, we should just change the 

laws because, you know, gridlock is going to 

happen." 

That should be okay with everybody, 4 

and it's not. Those aren't the levels that we've 

set for our town 1 and I'm -- was a little 

concerned when I was -- we were being told thac 

the logic in this is counterintuitive. There are 

other words for it. I'm sure you have your own. 

I think that, when you only use 

trips traveled as your measurement of what's 

acceptable and what's not 1 perhaps the developers' 

proposal is the best scenario; but if you look at 

overall impacts, there is great concern for the 

outcome of what has been said in this draft E.I.R. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: Thank you very 

much. 

{Whereupon, from 7:20 P.M. until 
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7:25 P.M., a recess was taken.} 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: The community 

room will remain open until 8:30 P.M. to accept 

comments. The next comment night to be Tuesday, 

October 29, starting at 7:00 P.M. Thank you very 

much. Come on down. 

(Whereupon, from 7:25 P.M. until 

7:49 P.M., a recess was taken.) 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: The Planning 

Commission Draft E.I.R. Public Comment Meeting --

welcome. 

Tonight, October 24, 2013, the 

public comment meeting is now underway; however, 

no comments are currently being received. The 

community room will remain open until 8:30 P.M. to 

accept comments. Please join us if you want to 

make comments. Thank you very much. 

PREM LALL: Hi. My name is Prem 

Lall. My name is Prem Lall, Brisbane resident; 

and first and foremost, I will admit that I have 

not read the entire draft Environmental Impact 

Report. 

COMMISSIONER CUNNINGHAM: Really. 

PREM LALL: And I would have liked 

to, but it just didn't happen; but I do have some 
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concerns that I will like to address, Madam 

Chairwoman, and Council members --

COMMISSIONER CUNNINGHAM: Planning 

commission. 

PREM LALL: Commission members, 

excuse me one of them being that that whole 

area that is scheduled for development is a 

potential firestorm in that you have a PG&E gas 

pipeline running under Bayshore Boulevard; and 

from what we have seen from San Bruno, PG&E is not 

maintaining its pipelines, and you also have 

Kinder Morgan fuel pipelines running to the tank 

farm and underneath that -- that land area; and 

we've also heard rumors that Kinder Morgan is not 

maintaining its fuel pipelines. 

So I think we all need to consider 

what will happen and who will be responsible for 

rebuilding and paying for the repair of those --

of that area. 

If you have a firestorm from either 

a rupture of the PG&E gasline or the Kinder Morgan 

pipeline or a combination of both, because, if it 

one explodes, it will set the other off, I don't 

really know whether any of that -- any -- any 

issue like that has been addressed in the 
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Environmental Impact Report with regard to the t ~ont. 
developer and development of that area; and 

another issue that -- I don't know whether it was 

addressed or not, but it might be of benefit if 

there were a trust fund established up front on 

the part of the developer so that, were there 

potentially problems with the development, whether 

it be because of toxins leeching into the soil 

from beneath the dirt piles that they have out 

there or otherwise, that funds could be taken from 

that trust fund directly as opposed to resorting 

to lawsuits of what or whatever you whatever 

methodology would be available to the City of 

Brisbane to avoid taxpayers' being responsible for 

making repairs or what have you to those areas. 

If we could set up some kind of fund 

in advance and request that the developer place a 

few million dollars in that fund so that, if 

something goes wrong in the next 25 years, the 

funds will come from that trust instead of from 

Brisbane taxpayers, I'm sure a lot more people 

would be interested and would welcome development 

in that area if they knew that there was some type 

of fail-safe measure, which, to my knowledge, 

there isn•t. Correct me if I'm wrong. 
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1 Now, I'm sure that the developer 

2 would not be too interested in doing that because 

3 they don't want to put that type of money out 

4 there for, say, 25 -- 25 years; but if they would, 

5 I'm sure many more people in Brisbane would be 

6 willing to support their development. 

7 So that's pretty much what I have to 

8 say. 

9 COMMISSIONER REINHARDT: Thank you. 

10 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Thank you very 

11 much ; 

12 (Whereupon, from 7:55 P.M. until 

13 8:09 P.M . , a recess was taken.) 

14 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Okay, 

15 everybody. The third speaker tonight is Dennis 

16 Busse at 443 Mendocino, Brisbane . 

17 Dennis, anytime you're ready. 

18 DENNIS BUSSE: Could you correct 

19 that to Brisbane, Australia. I don't want any 

20 hate mail or people knocking on my door. 

21 I don't know what's appropriate. 

22 I don't know what to say or how to 

23 phrase it , but what I want to get off my chest 

24 in prior developments no matter where they be, 

25 like, over the mountain; Hillside Boulevard; there 

BONNIE L. WAGNER & ASSOCIATES (415) 982 - 4849 
5-665 

6 
cont. 

7 

10 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

j 
16 t 

~ 17 
f' 

! 18 
;, . 
a z 19 

@ .. 20 ::< 

~ 
" ~ 21 
5: 
< ... 

22 

23 

24 

25 

were a couple of developers that bellied up, or 

took a hike, for whatever reason including here in 

Brisbane; but what they got out of it, on the 

other side of the hill, was a firehouse and a 

beautiful gymnasium if you've never been to it. 

There's a bus stop; firehouse; and 

an incredible gymnasium. If you haven't checked 

it out, you should; but at least South City got 

that before the developer took a hike, and I'm 

just curious: 

In all this planning, do we have 

some givens that are locked in stone? We're not 

going to give up. This is what we want whether 

it's a lawn bowling for old people like me or a 

horseshoe pit or a senior citizens' home because 

all of you will be able to qualify for that by the 

time anything happens out there, in my opinion, if 

that makes sense. 

I'd like to know that we're not even 

going to negotiate or sit down unless this is a 

given, and we want it built first before you drive 

one nail in your development. So however that's 

phrased and if it makes sense -- and I don't need 

a reply from anybody -- but thank you. 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: Thank you very 
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much. 

Again, this is the Baylands Draft 

E . I.R. Public Comment Meeting, and it is -- we are 

going to be here until 8:30 to receive comments. 

So if anyone wants to come down, please feel free. 

Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, from 8:11 P.M. until 

8:16 P.M., a recess was taken.) 

PREM LALL: Okay. Thank you once 

again, Madam Chairwoman, and the commission 

members. 

I don't recall seeing, as far as the 

development plans are concerned, any kind of 

overpass to 101 North. 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: Could you --

I'm sorry. Could you restate your name. 

PREM LALL: My name -- sorry 

Prem. Prem Lall. I am a Brisbane resident. 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: And he's 

Speaker No. 1. 

Okay. Go ahead. I'm sorry. I 

should have 

PREM LALL: Something like that . 

Anyway it's all right. ! 
So am I correct that there's no plan 

8 
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for an overpass to 101 North from, say, Lagoon 

Road, or Lagoon Way, where there is a -- there is 

a, you know, exit? 

There ' s an entrance point to 101 

South, but there's no entrance point to 101 North. 

If this whole area is, in fact, developed and 

they're saying that they're going to extend Geneva 

into the Baylands, that's going to create an 

enormous amount of trarfic that I don't -- that 

I -- that our current Bayshore Boulevard route and 

101 South access only will be able to handle. 

So I would say that if this 

development is going to be approved, not saying 

that it will; but if it is, there should be a 

requirement that there be an overpass built to 101 

North from Lagoon Way . 

8 
cont. 

The same access point to 101 South I 
9 

should also have an access point to 101 North ; and 

also I don't know whether the whole development is 

planned with the idea that 101, in itself, is 

going to last in perpetuity because with sea-level 
10 

change perhaps in 15 to 25 years, that -- I don't 

know what it ' s called, but I'm not sure what the 

term is - - that the geological term is -- but that 

artificial roadway that is currently 101 that 
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exists next to the Brisbane Lagoon -- that could 

simply be washed away . 

It ' s not a very solid structure 

because it ' s man-made. So I don't know if that is 

taken into consideration either in this 

development plan. So if it hasn ' t been, I think 

it should be. So tha t 's the end of what I ' ve got 

to say. 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: Thank you very 

much. 

(Whereupon, from 8:20 P.M. until 

8:29 P.M., a recess was taken.) 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: This concludes 

the October 24 Baylands Draft E.I.R. Public 

Meeting. We will have another public meeting 

Tuesday, October 29, from seven o'clock until 

10:00 P.M.; and please feel free to come down and 

make your comments at that time, and thank you 

very much. Bye-bye. Good night. 

(Meeting was adjourned at 8:29 P.M.) 
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COMMISSIONER PARKER: Welcome. This 

is a meeting as the talking points of the Planning 

Commission Draft E.I.R. Public Comment Meeting on 

behalf of the City of Brisbane and the planning 

commission. I want to welcome you to tonight's 

meeting, and we have a speaker. Speaker No. 1 is 

Ken Mcintire. 
-

KEN McINTIRE· Well, I'm Ken 

Mcintire from San Bruno Mountain Watch, and thank 

you all for being here. I got here a little early 

because I thought that I didn't want to stand in 

line. (laughter) 

I the scope of the E . I.R. is both 

stimulating and daunting. I it seems like an 

encyclopedia to me; and just as a reference, like, 1 

if I want to talk about the geology or the 

archaeological history or, you know, the chemicals 

in the Baylands, I mean, as a reference, that 

document -- I think it's great. 

I think it's probably really hard 

for most citizens to actually get into it because, 

in any chapter, you got to go 15 pages before you 

get to the the questions about, you know, 

whether whether there are going to be impacts; 

and you really need all of the background in order \~ 
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to understand those questions. 

So I think it's just really tough, 

and I expect to be spending more time and make 

written comments before the deadline. My comments 

and questions tonight are just basically pretty 

general. One is in the biological section. 

At the beginning it mentions that 

there were four reconnaissance field trips over 

six years, three or more in the spring, and one 

was in June; and I really question whether that's 

enough, surveying to really capture the biological 

resources in the Baylands. 

So that's one question, and then 

I've always had a lot of questions about the 

ability of humans to build structures that are 

going to hold up in the Baylands with the -- an 

area that's subject to liquefaction and strong 

shaking, and it ' s not just that. 

You might be able to, you know, put 

some pilings into the ground and have the building 

stand up, but then every piling is going through 

toxic material and has to be -- every piling has 

to be sealed; and I just don't see how, the more 

buildings you put up, the more -- the more problem 

you're going to have after an earthquake resealing 
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all of those pilings; and, you know, on top of 

that, you've got sea-level rise coming. 

So that -- I just really -- when r 

read this, "Oh, yeah. These are significant 

impacts," but we can mitigate for these. 

I just have a huge pile of 

skepticism about them, especially in light of, you 

know, world events like Fukushima and stuff like 

that; and the engineers are always saying they can 

make things work. That's their job. 

Third question: Given the -- oh, 

that was the third question it looks like I 

repeated the question there Then I'll move onto 

the next one. 

There's a Hunter proposed mitigation 

measures in the document, and the sustainability 

section adds even more. 

Just from my experience in the San 

Bruno Mountain Watch during the -- the northeast 

ridge battle couple of years ago and having read 

the habitat conversation plan, huge document that 

gets amended all the time, (indicating) and seeing 

all of the plans; all of the mitigations; this is 

what we're going to do here; and that's going 

to - - what we' re going to do there and seeing that 
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even since that battle and the northeast ridge 

project going forward, you know, troubles with 

getting homeowners within the homeowners• 

associations to comply with the mitigations and 

regulations how, when you've got hundreds and 

hundreds of mitigations that are going to change 

over time as -- as the land settles and there are 

little cracks in the roadways and somebody is 

going to come out and fix that or the climate is 

changing - - and so the plants that they planted in 

the wetlands aren't surviving to the level that 

they are supposed to, who is going to be checking 

all of those things and evaluating what's 

effective and what's not? 

And then who is going to be 

enforcing the regulations and enforcing 

consequences? 

It just seems like an overwhelming 

task to me, and then finally none of the plans 

that are considered mention the existence of the 

Mission Blue Nursery and that section there right 

behind the fire station; and it, by this point, is 

a regional resource; and I'm not sure how it got 

omitted when they talk about what's going to be 

there in the future, but it's a solid building. 
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1 It's not producing much, if any, 

2 pollution; and it's a resource . It should be in 

3 there. Thank you 

4 COMMISSIONER REINHARDT: Thank you . 

5 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Thank you . 

6 COMMISSIONER CUNNINGHAM: Thanks, 

7 Ken. 

8 Would anyone else like to speak at 

9 this time? 

10 KANJI NISHIJIMA: Oh, that's it? I 

11 mean, I want to have a chance eventually but 

12 COMMISSIONER CUNNINGHAM: Come on . 

13 Cindicacing ) 

14 KANJI NISHIJIMA : You know what? 

15 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Did you fill 

16 out one of these cards? 

17 KANJI NISHIJIMA: No. I don ' t see 

18 them. 

19 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Yeah. Come on 

20 up and start speaking. 

21 KANJI NISHIJIMA: Okay . Yeah . I 

22 had some question: 

23 One was I tried to go through as 

24 much as I could about in these different 

25 documents . 
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It seems impossible, but I did my 

best, and I didn ' t notice anything regarding the 

rising sea levels that are predicted -- what 

measures are being taken to address those, and I 

don't know what they were going to be expecting; 

but, you know, once I had heard that it was going 

to be like, I don ' t know it was realistic or not; 

but it seems like a SO-foot rise in the sea 

levels. 

I don't know what it is, but I was 

j u st wondering if it was addressed in some manner 

in the E I.R., and another -- another that 

isn't - - you know, I read through different 

mitigations and different you know, different 

ways that they were going to address the increased 

traffic and an increased population and impact on 

the community, and I - - it's just -- I can't 

6 
cont. 

imagine it being as clean and as well thought out 7 

as this plan suggested it will be. 

Just doesn't seem possible, and so I 

don't know if that can be answered because I know 

there are -- you know, what they talked about the 

different ideas about carpooling and all of that 

kind of, you know, giving people bus passes -- it 

doesn't seem like it's going to be very effective 
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in addressing the increased traffic and, you know, 17 
cont. 

the kind of growth that they're expecting. 

T mean, it did say something about, 

you know, it's going to be a substantial impact 

on -- on the, you know -- the number of houses and 8 

number of people and all the -- all of that going 

on. I just didn't understand how that addressed 

that question very well. 

It just seemed to be kind of 

unrealistic, and I think that was it. You know, I 

assumed. I didn't see it, but I assumed there the 

earthquake issues are being addressed and that in 

there somewhere, and I couldn't find that either; 

but it must be in there somewhere, I would assume, 

because - - because, you know, the Hayward 

earthquake is ready to go any second now; and when 

that happens, how does the -- how do these plans 

basically address -- address the inevitable? 

Okay. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: So, Kanji, can 

you state your name. 

KANJI NISHIJIMA; Oh, I'm sorry. 

Kanji Nishijima -- I'm a Brisbane resident 

102 Monterey Street. 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: And then fill 
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the card out. 

KANJI NISHIJIMA; Okay. Thanks. 

COMMISSIONER REINHARDT: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: Thank you very 

much. 

At this time would anyone else like 

to speak? 

FRAN MARTIN: I'm not prepared. I 

just came to see what's happening tonight. but 

I'll say something I can't help myself. 

I haven't read the thing, you know. 

I'm Fran Martin from the Visitation Valley. I'm 

with the Visitation Valley Grooming Project and 

Visitation Valley Planning Rights. 

COMMISSIONER CUNNINGHAM: Okay. 

FRAN MARTIN: As I said, I haven't 

read it, but I'm -- I've been saying this all 

along I hope that Brisbane pays attention to the 

needs of Visitation Valley. I do know that most 

of the development is going to be in the northern 

part of the site; and that's really, you know, 

more consequence to our neighborhood than it is to 

Brisbane . 

So we're concerned about traffic, 

about the aesthetics, just -- just all of those 
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1 things -- excuse me -- that -- I'm catching a 

2 cold -- that if there's going to be housing, even 

3 if there's not going to be housing, we would like 11 
cont. 

4 to have a green connection with all the green that 

5 you're going to have, all the open space that 

6 you're going to have in the southern part of the 

7 site. 

8 So and we're also very, very 

9 concerned about ecology particularly since we're 

10 putting 650 units of housing at Schlage Lock I 

11 know that all that whole process is coming up, but 12 

12 I would hope that you would pay attention to the 

13 needs of your neighborhood particularly Schlage 

14 Lock and the neighborhood particularly the 

15 
a 

aesthetics to what's going to happen with eco logy . 
~ 

l .. 16 There needs to be some kind of 
• f 

"' 17 barrier , physical barrier between physical --
• 
~ 18 . visual barrier between -- and noise barrier 
< 

:. 19 
0 

between that new development, that ecology, you 
13 

;i 20 :> 

E 
know , upgrading their facility . We're not against 

0 

~ 21 
"' ~ 

that happening, and we're not against development, 

22 and that's it. I don't have anything, you know, 

23 specific until 1 look at that document . 

24 COMMISSIONER CUNNINGHAM: Thank s, 

25 Fran. 
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FRAN MARTIN: Do I give this to you? 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: Thank you, 

Fran. 

So, again, this is the City of 

Brisbane and the planning commission; and we are 

here for the Draft E.I.R. Public Comment Meeting, 

and if you wish to make a comment, please come and 

state your name; and we'll be thrilled to hear 

from you. Thank you. 

(Whereupon, from 7:15 P.M. until 

7:38 P.M., a recess was taken.) 

COMMISSIONER PARKER: Welcome. On 

behalf che City of Brisbane and the planning 

commission, we arc here currently to accept public 

comment for the draft E I.R. 

At this point we've had three 

speakers. If anyone else wants to come down, 

please feel free and bring your thoughts. If we 

do not have anyone in the next 20 minutes or so, I 

think we will probably decide that we will not 

have anyone and close up the meeting, but please 

feel to come down and make comments. Thank you 

very much. 

(Whereupon, from 7:39 P.M. until 

8:01 P.M., a recess was taken.) 
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1 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Did you want 

2 to come, speak one more time? 

3 COMMISSIONER CUNNINGHAM~ Are we on? 

4 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Kanji? 

5 KANJI NISHIJIMA: Hi. Kanji 

6 Nishijima. 

7 I wanted to add to my previous 

8 comments or questions. What I wanted to do was 

9 basically -- now that I've had a chance to, at 

10 least, go through the summary, it -- it -- this 
14 

11 seems to confirm my concerns; and that is that the 

12 traffic -- the issues with all the traffic and all 

13 the disruption to the different roadways 

14 apparently will be significant and unavoidable, 

15 
F 

and I don't think that's acceptable at all . 

~ 
4 
l 
~ 

16 Also the air quality -- apparently 

~ 17 it's going to be higher than considered 
~ 

~ 18 acceptable; and, you know, certainly the fact that 

i 
~ 19 we are in a situation where global warming is a 

@ 
~ 20 ~ 

~ 
factor, is a fact, we need to take every measure 15 

E 21 ~ 

ffi 
possible to do our part to try and minimize things 

22 as they get worse; and this -- apparently 

23 according to this, according to the summary, these 

24 projects will, in fact, be significant -- these 

25 projects will, in fact, adversely impact our air 
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1 quality, contrary to the -- what is it? -- clean 

2 air plan; and for those reasons, I, as a resident 

3 of Bri~bane, would choose not to see these 

4 projects go ahead. Okay. Thank you. 

5 COMMISSIONER PARKER: Thank you very 

6 much . 

7 Does anyone else wish to speak? 

8 
Well, at this time, I think we wil 1 

9 close the public comment for the draft E.I.R.; and 

10 thank you very much for your participation, and 

11 thank you very much. Bye-bye. 

12 
{Meeting was adjourned at 8:04 P.M.) 

13 

14 

15 
E 
l 16 
i 
~ 17 
!;? 

18 

19 

20 

21 

.. 
22 

23 

24 

25 

. .. 

15 
cont. 
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