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XV. Suauuary of Comments and Responses 
Intllxhiction 

XV. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This document contains the summary of 
Con~ments received on the Mission Bay Draft 
EIR, and Responses to them. Comments are from 
public hearings on the Draft EIR (held 
Scptetnber 22, October 6, October 27, and 
November 10, 1988) and on the Draft Supplement 
(held April 20, 1989), and from letters and other 
written materials received by the Department of 
City Pl'ulning during the public comment periods 
of August 12, 1988 to November 21, 1988 for the 
Draft EIR, and March 17, 1989 to April 18, 1989 
for the Draft Supplement. They are presented 
herein by direct quotation and are edited to delete 
repetition end oonsnbstantive material only, to 
colrect typographical errors and similar etrata, 
and to clarify context as necessary. A 
comprehensive list of persons commenting begins 
on p. XV.2. 

71re Con~n~errts Responses section, beginning 
on 1). XV.A.1, is organized by broad subject area, 
alrtl Comments are grouped by topic within each 
section if more than one topic is addressed. In 
XV.A. Public Plans, Policies, ;md Permits 
through XV.Q. Sports Facilities, a Corntnetlt or 
group of Comments is followed by a Response. 
Cross-references to other Responses within the 
same section or in other sections of this document 
are cited as necessary lo refer the reader to all 
infortnation on a given subject. 

Responses may include changes in, or additions 
to, the text of the Draft EIR. These modifications 
are presented in bolctfitce type and are preceded 
by a dot so that they are easily discernible from 
the rest of the Response. A changed word or 
phrase is underlined, as are new sentences or 
paragraphs that are presented in the context of 
existing text. An underline is not used if all of 
the modification is new text. 

Staff-initiated text changes and errata generally 
appear at the end of each section ttlat corresponds 
to a chapter subject area in the Draft EIR (e.g., 
XV.F. Air Quality, in this document, presents 
staff-initiated text changes for Volume Two, 
V1.F. Air Quality). XV.R. Miscellaneous 
Staff-Initiated Text Changes presents such 
changes and errata for Draft EIR chapters that do 
not have a corresponding chapter in this 
document. 

XV.S. Summary of Testimony Related to the 
Mission Bay Plan outlines, in a 
sumniary-sentence form;~t, testimony that 
basically does not relate to the content or quality 
of the EIR, although in some instances the topics 
are also addressed in the EIR-content Comments. 
In those instances, the related Comment is 
responded to in the appropriate section of 
ESR-related Comments and, if it is related to the 
Mission Bay Plan as well, it is therefore included 
for convenience in this summary as 
non-EIR-conlent testimony. (Responses to such 
testimony are not required under the California 
Enviromnental Quality Act.) This section also 
includes a chronology of the Mission Bay 
planning process to date, a discussion of the 
development agreement process, arlticipeted 
Master Plan and zoning actions, and overview 
of Mission Bay's relationship to Proposition M. 

The last section of this document, XV.T., 
presents st'aff-initiated text changes for the 
Mission Bay Hazards Mitieation - P m r m ,  
Volume One. 

This document will be incorporated into the Final 
EIR as Volwne Four, Chapter XV. Summary of 
Comments and Responses. Text changes and 
additions indicated in the Responses and 
staff-initiated text changes will be incorporated 
in the appropriate volnn~es of the Final ESR (or, 
in the case of XV.T., in Volume One of the 
Mission Bay ~ . & m w a m ) .  
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XV. Summary of Comments ant1 Responses 
A. Public Plans, Policies and Permils 

PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO 

I.Vlrile tile E1R did look at .se~~er'al orlrer r.cports 
~71rd l~lcrrr~ririg p~rlrlicc7tiorr.~ irr ~~r .e l~arot ior~  for. tlris 
EIR, 1 did ,rot ser sl)ecjfic refe,rerrce to tlre SF 
Port Pltrrr, or. rlrc S!:' C ~ ~ ~ r t i . n l  CVarcr:pont pluns. 
(.Iirrr  fir.//^, hl';,s,siorr 1;i~y Cl(!arirrgl~o~r,st?) 

The Seaport Plan, prepared by the Metropolitzrn 
7'r;rrrsportatiorr Corrlmissior~ arrd the Szrn 
f:r:tncisco Ray Corrscrvetion rind I)c.vclop~nent 
Corrrrrrissioo (HC:I)C), the San Frot~cisco Master 
1I:rr's Central Walcrfrotrt Plarr, and tlre Port's 
Conceptual Marititrle Master Plarr for tlrc 
Southern W:rtcrt'rorrt arc discussed in Volume 
Two o f  the EIK untler V1.A Public Plarrs, Policies 
ar~d Pcl.mits. Refer to Vol!lnre One, 
pp. 11.21 -11.22, and Volume Two, pp. V1.A. 18- 
V1.A.19, for ir~ortnation on the Seaport Plarr. 
Scc Voluorc Otic, p. 11.20, ;rnd Volurrre Two, 
pp. VI.A.2-VI.A.5, lor a tliscussiort 01' tile Cetrtral 
Walcsirorrt Pl;rrr. See Volrrnle Onc, p. 11.21, arld 
Volurne Two, y. VI.A.18. for information on the 
Conceptual Maritime Mrster l'lan lor tire 
Sorttlicrri Waterfront. 

Comment 

Orr lJo,?e 11.21 arrd 1rerl1al~,s elsei~~lrere, rhc rcy~orr 
iiit1icare.s tt'rrrt tlte rrrc!tr ecr.st o f  Tlrird Srrcct is 
rlc!si,qrr<rtcd crs i r  "lrort prior.it), use nreo" iri tllr 
Slrccirrl Areir Plcrrr. Tlre rcport sl~ortld irriliccrte 
rlrtrr tile Scal~orr Pltrrt ctrrd 8cl.y Plrrr also 
tlcsi,yrrcitc tliis urccr , f i r  1)or.r priority uscs. 

. . . [ ( > / r r  ptrg(! 11.25, tlti, r.e/)ort riirtt'.s t11iit /Ire 
Secrl~ort Plnrr 11,ou1d I I U I ' C  to OC orrlerided if ciilrcr. 
A/rerncrti~;e A or. B ilJer.e to he irti~~lcrizerrtcd. 
Ac.rrcirl,y, thc .S'/rc!<.ial Arcir Plirri nrid rlrc Boy Plrrr 
~~,i~rrld 1 1 i r 1 ~  to Ire orrierr(1t~d rrs  ~ I 'PII ,  orre1 (7 "tottrl 
dcsi~ir plori" nrrr)' Iial'c to I)<, pr.c?l)rrrcd f i r  tlre 
Pier. 48 to 64  nr.c?o. Mor.eolvr. rlre strrrre 
~xir(r~r~irlrlr irtryrlii~.~ ?/!at i\lterrtcrri~~c.s A orrd B 
n,onlil r.rrluire I-i?rrro~~rrl of t l ~ e  ~rrioritj~ N S P  

de,siLqrrtrtiort ,ijorir. ~ I I C  ureo L ' L I S ~  of Tlrird Stri!c!l 
e r ~ t i e l y  H o I I ' c I ' ~ ~ . .  / I C ~ O I I S ~ !  /)of11 crlternfltir~es 

~zorrld contitrue the marirte termir~cil and 
port-related uses orr Piers 48 arrd 50 arid in rlzc 
14ciltity, the port prioriry use desigrrariorr sholtld 
corrrirt~te o ~ ~ e r  t l~ose or-eas. . . . 

Pages VI.A.16 ortd I agairt sho~ilcl indicate rlrat 
tlrr Slreciol Area Plon, tlre Buy Plon, nrrd fht, 
S e o ~ o r t  Plui~ all reserve rl~e propertv etrsr of 
Tlrird Street for port uses. (Willianr Trenlis, Sorr 
Frcrr~cisco Bay Ci)riser~~ariorr arrd Uel~elo[?rtrerrt 
C'onrnrissiorr 

The EIR irrtlicat?~ ttr:rt the S:rn Francisco 
W;iterfrot~t Special Area Plan designates (lie arerr 
east of'I'11it.d Street as a Port-Priority Use Arca 
and that the Seaport XJl;rn designates the piers etid 
Project Area cast oT Third Strcet for maritirrrc use 
(see Volutne Or~e,  p. J1.21, and Volurnc Two, 
I V . A . 1 ) .  l'he Eli< tlisciisses goals, ot)jcctivcs 
2nd policies of the San Frarrcico Bay Plan, but 
ciocs not specifically :rdtircss its dcsignatior~ for 
tlre rtrca east of Tlrird Street. Tbc following is 
theref'ore adtled lo the end o f  ltre tlrirtl con~plelc 
[~afirgraplt on 11. Vl.A.21 o i  Volurrre Two: 

- The Bay P h  desiwtes  tire area carst of 
'Ilpkd Street in Mksiore Bay lor gwm uses. 

Since publication of tire Draft EIR, tlie Sc;rport 
Plan lras been axncndcd to adBress a proposed 
larrd cxcltatige bctwccrr tlrc projcct spotrsor ant1 
tlie Port [hat woultl allow tleveloprr~erit ol' a rrcw 
corlt:tir~cr terrnirial between Piers 70 arrti 80, 
adjaccrit to the existing San Francisco container 
terminals, rather than at Missiofi Bay. Tlrc 
followirrg is added at the etrtl of' p. VJ.A.19 of 
Vofnlne Two, begiruril~g with ;I rrew y;iragraplr: 

- On March 16, 1989, 84- approved an 
amcnhent to Lhe Seaport P l a ~  which 
iwhaded pmvisions related to a land 
excbmgc 1Petwmn the project sponsor antf IIIC 
190rr. It woulcl allow, plarsu;sa~l to cerraia 
condiGons, development of a new maaim 
temind $etw~-n Piem 70 md 80, adjacent to 
thc existing Sat1 Francisco con,ntaia~m 
Icrminals, raher than al Piers 52 to 64 i t& 

Mission Bay. The m e n h e n s  of rbe Seaport 
P h  essentidly amends Lhe S p i d  Area Plan 
for the San Francisco Waterfront and the Bay 
PIan as well. B+owever, some fonnal 
cmfoming amendmenrs to fhose dwnrments 
may also be requid. 
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UntiJ certain conditions are s M ~ e d ,  the 
Seaporr Plan amendment retains the 
designation of Piers 52 to 64 as a Near-Term 
marine terminal site and the area east of Third 
Street as a Port-Priority Use Area. 'Ihe 
amendment allows deletion of those 
designations from the Seaport Plan without a 
full plan update if Ihe following two 
conditions are met: 1)ownership of the 
former Western Pacifc property at Warm 
Water Cove (between Piers 70 and 80) is 
lransrmed from SFP to the Port; and 2) the 
Port and City develop a strategy, to be 
reviewed and approved by BCDC, to ensure 
that Port-Priority Use Areas in the Pier 70-80 
area are reserved for port purposes consistent 
with the Seaport Plan and that the 
non-port-owned areas needed for marine 
terminal use in the Pier 7 W  area are 
available lo the Port. The Seaport Plan 
amendment allows the port-priority use 
designation to be deleted h m  a portion of 
the Project Area, the area between Third 
Street and Illinois S m t  from Mission Rock 
Street to Mariposa Street, upon BCDC 
approval of the strategy developed by the Port 
and the City. 

The amendment lists a number of possible 
strategies lo ensure that all Port-Priority Use 
Areas are reserved and that non-port-owned 
areas are available. These include: 
I) commitment to acquire key parcels; 
2) adoption and implementation of a Port 
Commission policy to l i t  development 
withii port boundaries to thal consistent with 
the Seaport Plao; 3)adoption and 
implementation of Port Commission and City 
Planning Commission procedures to 
coordinate decisions to ensure that 
development in areas outside port boundaries 
but within the Seaport Plan's Port-Priority 
Use Areas is consistent with the Seaport 
Plan; andlor 4) changes in cummt City land 
use controls to ensure that future 
development and uses within Port-Priority 
Use Areas are fully consistent with the port 
policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan, San 
Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan, and 
the Seaport Plan. 

The Seaport Plan amendment reserves three 
areas in or adjacent to the Project Azw for 
port-priority use under all circumstances. 
These are: I) an approximately 6.5-acre area, 
but not less than a six-acre area, adjacent to 
Piers 48 and 50 to support existing and future 
marine terminal and ancillary port uses at 

those piers; 2) the shoreline immediately 
bayward of China Basin Street currently used 
or developable for port-related purposes, such 
as ship repair, commercial fishing or public 
access; and 3) an area along China Basin 
Street to accommodate vehicnlar and rail 
WIG necessary for continued port-related 
activities at Piers 48 and 50. 

The following additional changes address the 
Seaport Plan amendment as appropriate. 

The last sentence in the last paragraph on 
p. VI.A.53 of Volume Two is revised and two 
sentences are added after it, as follows: 

'Ihe City, the Port and B C D C m  have 
designated that area for expansion of 
maritime uses and as backlandn for a 
Near-Term marine terminal development site 
(see p. VlA-19). _Hwevw a!%? 
a m e n - . . ! ~ A ! ~ p o r c  Plan-..&&a 
e ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ e q & ~ @ e - B a y . _ E l a 4 ~ . ~  weI0 
w.ould._ aUow ponyrelated.- development 
~i~~rn~4_.ta~~~r~.~2~m~a.rn.~i.~n 
Bay to be shifted t0~_e~so,uA. . to lhe~~bn1~ 
or Pie- 80 upon4fUr!~.een!~cesl_arn 
~onditio&~.w. .co.~~~~m.~iac!~&..a...~land 
cxchanje- beberr?r.ee_n_nrbeeprojec.t.t~~.Kmddd.thc 
m.. (see~~~aisc~ssio_n...u_f.&s..S~ea~-~!al~ 
. 3 m m 4 m g n t ~ ~ - o a p , U . 1 P  [in this 
document, see pp. XV.A. I -XV.A.2]). 

The last sentence in the second paragraph on 
p.VI.A.54 of Volurne Two is deleted arid 
replaced with the following: 

That is the type of exchange that is included 
in the 1989 Seaport Plan amendment related 
to the Pier 52-64 Near-Term site and the area 
near Piers 70 and 80 (see the discussion of 
the Sea@ Plan amendment beginning on 
p. VLA.19 [in this document, see 
pp. XV.A.1- XV.A.21). 

The third paragraph on p. VI.A.54 o l  Volutne 
Two is revised to state: 

- Privately owned parcel? between Piers 70 and 
80 now owned by SIT and other panics are 
available for transfer of Near-Term 
development sites./84/ Although mhLa 
. ~ ~ . & t w ~ : a . e i e r s ~ ~ . t o  _64_and~.&e..xa 
between Piers 70 and 80 has been addressed 
ln.. _1989_.Sea@-H-m-men&e~?,..it...bas 
not..~-~n...as.m&.-edhin.lhis.lhis. _EIR-&L ... the 
cxcbange would occur because the conditions 
of-that e x c b g e  have not y_c_t-@n satis*?. 
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A new paragraph is added aftcr thc third 
paragraph on p. V1.A.54: 

- Although the Seaport Plan bas been amended, 
the container terminal options of  the Port, as 
presented in tfie 1981 Conceptual Maritime 
Master Plan for the Southern Waterfront, 
have not changed. That plan therefore 
c o n k s  to include the policy thaf would 
allow potential development of  Piers 48 to 64 
(&& to as the Mission Rock Container 
Terminal) as a marine container teminal 
requiring backland east of T h d  Street. (The 
Mission Rock Container Terminal describect 
in port plans includes Piers48 to 50, 
designated in the Seam Plan as acrive 
teminal siles, and Piers 52 to 64, &signal4 
as Near-'Tm developen8 sites.) The 
pstenlid effwcs of the H R  A1tern;pcives in 
lighl of  Uwse m w i ~ ~ e  ternria& puky 
designatims are descriktl below. 

Tl1e followirig replaces the first paragu~ph under 
the Ire:~ding "Altcrr~ative A" on p. VI.A.55 of 
Volu~ne Two, aritl two riew paragraplrs are atltletl 
to lollow this. Most of tlic first two paragmphs 
on p. Vl.A.56 is irtcorporatcd into this new text. 
Tile first two p:iragrapIis on p.VI.A.56 are 
therefore deleted from fllat page. 

- Mtemative A would not respond lo pwt plms 
and policies to expmd m ~ t i m e  activities and 
devekop the Mission Rock C7ontainer 
'l('efminal acijacent to tthe Mission Bay Project 
Area msp~emil~~~.~i.k_Colw:ep.~d-..~iItin?e 
Master Plan for the S~ulhem W a t e h ~ n t  
~ .. .... ~ ~ . .  .. ~~ 

(M&@mc ~.I_~a-E&)..-~.e..-6~3..a-as 
~ b - n e d - f x ~ - & ! e d  u r n  ast-oPmM 
Slrma would be k f i c i m t  lo suma-4 ~ ~ - - ~  

M.he  c ~ o a ~ ~ _ . ~ a . r n M - ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ z m C r _  Ihe 
larnd. U S C . ~ _ ~ & Q ~ ~ & ~ . W ~ . . . ~ ~  

sp~e=w.oul&~lP@ >genn.&Ix ...? c.omp.a~blc...~~~h 
a.~._aca~~e@~.lamn.*@m.u~&-ms..lI~~~~es 
c~f Q@LS=G~-~BJ -Prer_62-m lala.. I?-?Lem~~veeA 
muk~hkuae  iwd@e;?igraat.@~-u. parl.o~  he 
cont.&sx..lem:d ia @ c - . . ~ i g ~ m e - ~ ~ I s r  
~h.-.?wrO~!_.~~..@~..~d.._des&~~&.;8s.~8 . . 
spxc .. IQX ... r?Rulr...~~s~.~-~ak_in..B&e.~w~kime 
~M~?tsr .. PI=. .-Y odd. ..b-SfL.W--s~acc_k~~~t!tiz 
Al~eaclcaclcaei~ci-Liha~-p~~se~ u s e .  . .@crcI~~ 
.~ would ~~ ~ ao!$e.consist~w~. wi1.h (hepa's pJicy 
co~expipiltd rppm-sipwe. 

H~~c_r,if_~4ndi~ti~.n~..s~.@.c~d..in_~th~-X9_89 
Seapori Plan amendment were fulffled,thw_e 
des&~&onswoulAkre~v_eQ~~..~educ~ 
z6&ic~k. ...b~ccu-.-~ Alte&ve A . . the 
Se~.rt..P~..lsseeeethe_.dIsc.u_ssl.~ ...:. of the 
- S~--E&_..mendme.at-..bm~~%n 
~,.~.~.~~~.-~.~s@B..s@w-~B-~~;~ccB~.~Q 
Prers..~~~.;md__s_O~westt~LLLCCbina..~Bas~mmmStsee~ 
wad* ._ not  b be^. co_9~is~e.at....w.ilh &e.. 6.@-t.o 
6~51arr .e~port~p.~~~~arca~~- foTLn_~thc  
1989 amenbent. 

me . .. Seaporl..Sla4...aIs~...i~m~u(1er~~Iranspor~.ati~n . 
~ ~ L t c t e ~ ~  p-mpcrry-east of Tbjrd 
S.~~r,.-A&ernali.ve A- _wouldd . ..mai.a!a.in _~m~i! 
acc_tss.lo.~...p.~r?pY. .a:.exis.ri~~g levels,. i r !@ 
would remove excess tracks east and west or 
ma... S&mL .... Roareve?,. . ir_lbe .Po@.. were lo 
clevelup .a . .m~c. .~eaar i .~~,  .dl. ~mks. would 
.b.ve...lo ..@ relb~~t~ko.s.m~s.~be.~~e.v. .Ilcxmddm;al. 
: l B ~ s ~  _Alc~m~~e~~..ww~oul.&nnoon..~es~?pid . . . l ~ .  &e 
Seam@ El-m.3 wticy .-1~..-ola11?I.~e.....&e1g!~~ 
access to :le t i  
Yil,El-Tmnss~a.~on., ~p&_YI.1E.20-\IZ...EE255 
&i~~sA%~-sxiistiri~.ripiI. .Ire4gM .... Kr.vi~e..i.n..n~he 
P~oisl~.&m. 

The third sentence in the first patagmph ur~dcr the 
lreading "Alternative B" on p. VI.A.56 is dclctcd. 

The first sentence irr the seeorid paragraph urrder 
this he:tding is reviscd to state: 

- As with Allmalive A, Mtmative B woultl 
pwlrade development of  Lhe Mission Rock 
C m h e r  Termid s c~aU.@. ..for..  in .J& 
c w - e p L ~ - m ~ & m . t G x . r l . m .  

Tile following paragrap11 is atltled before tlte L'ilsl 
lull paragrapkt orr p. VI.A.57 ol'Voluntc Two: 

Uses ed east of Third Street undm 
A l lm t i ve  B would be inconsistent with 
existing Seaprt Plan &signation O F  Piers 52. 
to 64 as a near-tm marine container 
teminal developmcnl site and ibe area east of 
W d  Streel as a Pm--Priority Use Area. 
Exowever, i f  conditiom specified in the 1989 
Seaport 191an amenbent webe fnlfillcd, those 
designations would be ecmwed, r d w i s p  
c d i c r s  between Altcrmtive B and the 
Seaport Plan (see ale discussion of  the 
Seaport 191an amcndmnc beginning on 
p. VX.A.19 [in this tlocutnet~t, see 
1)p. XV.A.l-XV.A.21). '171e weeland and 
residentid uses adjacent go Piers 48 and 50, 
west o f  China Basin Street, would not be 
consistent with the 6.0- to 6.5-acre 
port-priority area called for in the 1989 
amendment. 
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The last seritence in the first paragraph tinder the 
heading "Altersiative N" on p. VI.A.57 is revised 
to state: 

Exisling rail access and tracks would remain 
and could serve a future container terminaI 
adjacent to the Project Area as sriu iadicad 
& the Seaport Plan. 

The following is added to the first full paragraph 
on p. VI.A.58 of Volurne Two, after the first 
sentence: 

- See the discussion of the 1989 Seaport Plan 
amendment beginning on p. VIA.19 (in this 
tloculnenf, see pp. XV.A.1-XV.A.2). That 
amendment would reduce potential conflicts 
between the Mission Bay Alternatives and the 
Seaport Plan and Bay Plan. 

The second pitragraph under the iteadis~g 
"Alter~~ative A." also on p. VI.A.58, is revised 
and expanded, as follows: 

Most of lhe land east of Thinl Street is 
cmenUxsksigmt-c. ..fa port-priority use in 
the B C D C M C  Seaport Plan, the Bay Plan 
and the San Francisco WatemOnt Special 
Area Plan. Allernalive A would not be 
consistent with &t port-priority use 
designation because uses proposed east of 
m r d  Sfreet (residential, open space and 
S/L,I/RD) are not allowed under tM 
designation. However. the -1989 ameacS_ment 
to Ute Seaport PIan (which essentially amends 
!be Bav Ph and S S i a l A r e a  Plan as-we41 
xo11!d..&.w. tbe__&dehan~f & s . d ~ m . o f  
Pie- 52-64 as a Near-Tam mariner- 
site and the area- 
Port-Priority Use Area upon f u l f i e n t  of 
c ~ - . . ~ o n d i t i c l n s ~ 1 ~ a . ~ d e x 5 : ~ ~  
. ~ ~ w S . e n . . t h ~ ~ s ~ - ~ d d d t h e  IPattLw 
the-&disxsim of the Ssapoa Plan am- 
be&ming on p.VL9.19 [in this documetlt, 
see pp. XV.A.1-XV.A.21). 

The last sentence of the first paragraph on 
p. VI.A.59 of Volutne Two is deleted. 

Thc secorid sentence under the heading 
"Alternative B" on p. VI.A.59 is reviscd and a 
new serlterice is added after it, as follows: 

- As with Alternative A, housing and S/LI/lW 
uses under Alternative B would be 
inconsistent with BCDC's g&tinz 
designation However, the 1989 --&cat 
!~theS~&KlaalwhichhsenMyamends 
the.R.cy Plan and!~-UAwd!!ams we!  
would allow the dAe&on of the .&sigmtion..& - . .. . .. -. 

Kim S.Z.~.to-..6-as aaaaNearearT_Temrmrmmhe 

ferminal site. ana the area east of Third Street 
as a Port-Prioriv Use Area upon - fuLf ien t  
of certain conditions. includine a land 

and the exchan&e between the pro-iect sS- 
Port (see the-discnssion of the S e p  Plan 
amardment beginning on p. V I A 2  [in this -- 
document, see pp. XV.A.1-XV.A.21). 

A new sentence is added to the summary 
paragraph on p.II.20 of Volwne One. This 
sentence, shown below, precedes the last sentence 
of the paragraph: 

However, an amendment has been made to 
the Seaport Plan that would allow 
development of a new marine lerminal 
adjacent to the exisring San Francisco 
container terminals rather than at Mission 
Bay, provided certain conditions were met. 

This seritence is also added to VolutneOne, 
p. 1.2, after the first full sentence in the left-hand 
col~rnln, toy of the page. 

The followirig paragraphs are added after the 
second paragraph in the left-hand colunln on 
p. 11.21 of Volume One: 

* In March, 1989, BCDC approved an 
amendment to the Seaport Plan to allow 
development of a new marine terminal 
between Piers 70 and 80, adjacent to the 
existing San Francisco container terminals, 
rather than at Piers 52 to 64 in Mission Bay. 
That change is conditional upon the transfer 
of ownership of property between Piers 70 
and 80 fxom Santa Fe Pacific Realty 
Corporation to the Port to enable 
development of the marine terminal. 
Additionally, the Port and the City would be 
required to develop a strategy (to be approved 
by BCDC) to ensure that Port Priority Use 
areas in the Pier 70-80 area are reserved for 
]port pu~poses and that needed areas not 
owned by the Port are available. The Seaport 
PIan amendment allows the port priority use 
designation to be deleted fmm a portion of 
the Project Area (between Third and Illinois 
Streets from Mission Rock to Mariposa 
Streets) upon BCDC approval of the strategy 
developed by the Port and City. 

Alternatives A and B would not be consistent 
with existing Seaport Plan designations for 
the Project Area, as discussed below. 
However, should the proposed land exchange 
take place and the part priority use strategy 
for the Pier 7080 area be approved, 
inconsistencies between Alternatives A and B 
and the Seaport Plan would largely be 



XV. Sunammy of Commenls and Respnses 
A. Public Plans, Policies and Permits 

removed. Non-maritime uses in 
Alternatives A and I? would still conflict wiLlr 
a 6- to 6.5-acre port priority area resewed by 
the Seaport Plan amendment lo s r rppn  
marine-related activities at Piers 4 8  and 50. 

Tlre 1;tst pnragraplr untler tile Iteatling "Port of S:tu 
Fmr~cisco," in the left-hand ~ ~ I U I I I I I  011 p. 11.22 of 
Volurne One, is tlclctcd. 

'The caption tor Figure 11.20 on p. 11.23 of 
Volutne Orrc is deleted atrtl replacetl wit11 the 
following: 

Picrs 52  to 64 currently are designated as a 
potentiat site for a mari~ae terrninal in  the 
regional S e a p n  Plan. EIowever, a 1989 
amendment to that plan wo~dd allow 
develvpmenl of a new container tern~inal 
t w w w n  Piers 70 and 80 instead, adjaceel lo 
like existing container temiaals, provided h l  
a land exchange between the project sponsor 
and thc Pofl took place and that ceaain o ~ h e r  
conditions were fulfillcul. 

Also. this figure is revisetl to show the possible 
relocation of' the Near-Term tlesignatetl cout:rincr 
Icrrr~inal site ;tt Piers 52 to 64 to t l~c  soutlr, rirthcr 
Il r ; r r t  Piers 48 to 64 as originally sltowtt. 

Text re1:rtctl to regional, state aud fectcral 
approvitls irr Volu~ne Two, Cl~rtpter V. The EIR 
Alternitlives aucl Approv~I P S ~ C C S S  is also 
c1l:rogetl to reflect the Seaport Plan a ~ ~ r e n t i ~ ~ ~ e n t .  
T11e second paragrapfr on p. V.42 is deleted arrd 
replaced with the following: 

- Alternatives A and B would r q t ~ i r e  the 
removal of the SSeapor( Pan's designation of 
Piers52 to 01 as a Near-ISP'enn marine 
conlainer terminal site and the area cast of 
'Ihird Street as a Port Priority Use h. 
Those modificacalions would be allowed nnder 
a 1989 Seaport Plan amendment, provided 
that a land exchange between S I T  aod the 
Pm rook place and that BCDC approved a 
slmtegy dcvelopcd by the City and Port to 
ensure Illat necessary areas in the vicinity of 
Piers 70 to 80 are available for port use (see 
the Seaport Plan cliscussion beginning on 
p. VI.A.18). 

011 p. V.44 o l  Volutne Two, note /8/, referetrced 
in the deleted secolid paragraph or1 p. V.42, is 
tleleled also. 

The second sei~tence of the first paragraplr under 
"Regional, State, & Federal Approvals," on 
p. 11.25 of Volurne One, riglrt-hantl colurnn, is 

revisetl :ntd it ~rcw sentetrce is addcd, as f'ollows: 

Alternatives A and I? would require the 
remval~off.lthe Seam.. Ran's designitlion d 
Piers.S2!p_.64.;lsa_nearztm..r0arhee_c.qnf~~~ 
tennkLsire .andt~e...ma..eas~..of illrin. ..S.*cl 
a.s- .-~40xlPri .~riIy ... ..~U,ss Area,-_Those 
moilIGrc.ati.om. pvo-da. .be .&o.wed.uad.c~ .a ,1389 
SeagerLPlirnamendane~f, pmvidd.&a!a laed 
cxcbang~ ~!.w~n..San!_a._a~eeee~a_~Cificc..cEe;Ir~~ 
C'or~~n~d~be.P__or(I..!mk.~~ac_e.an_Q~ 
. ~ ~ . . a p p r o ? ~ ~ . a ~ s t m ~ e g ~ ~ d _ e _ v e ! o ~ . b y  U!e 
CityandjPm fo.ensure lbar rncccssaryareas m 
~.chcvi.cinlly.of .Pie.~.I.O.ro8.0...ae...a.v.$ab!~. for 
WI!..!L!~. 

More ,qcrr~!rirll~~, . , . [Vol~~rrle O I I ~ ]  ,slri~t~lcl i:,vp/irir~ 
tire Cornrr~issiorz's busis Jbr estctDli,shirrg prior-it.v 
use ur.eus ulor~g rite sltr~r-elirtc, ~ilriclr is dorre i r ~  
Vollrnic 11. 111 orrler- to crcconrrrron'nre rile Bny 
Areel's gron>irrg pol~ulcrrion crrtd econorlty ond ro 
cowti~rue to l)er-mit rrsc!s irr~d di!i~elo[~mc~rir rl~at 
require a it~uterfior~t locntiorl, rhr C'ontmissiorr 
lros reser-!led strfficierlr lortd irt those crr-ens n~ost  
suitcrhlc ,fi)r bt~crrer--r-elnrecl rtscs. In tlris  cry, rhesc 
~~c~ti!r--dc![)otcl~rrt L ~ S ~ S  (:or1 he c1c(~onrmo(1~1f~d 
la~.gcly or1 e.ristirlg lurtd, tlr~rs ar~oiclirrg 
uririecessnry fillirlg of tire 80)). Wecu~rse 
Alter-rrcrrii~es A nwd B of rlre Missiorl H t r ) )  l)r-ojc,cr 
~ ~ o u l r l  req~iir-e tile delc~tiort cf (1 1~or t  priority lrsc 
urea, rkcr-c ivould be ,grcurcr likelil~ood rhnrfi'll in 
tlte Buy ~ ~ o t r l d  be rleeded to rrrcet tile dertrartd for 
ritar-irte ter-n~irtal ,facilities rrrrless a srritable 
r-eplucenierir or-eu is found. (Williani Truizis, Surr 
F'r-ortcisco Bay Coriscri~ation nrid L)c~:elol~niloir 
Cont?nissior!J 

The porpose of Vol~mleOne, Iligltliglrts & 
Conclusions, is to provide a broad ovevview of 
the project Alternatives and a cotnparisoti of tlicir 
inlpacts. It contitins the irtfortr~atiolt Il~ouglit to be 
of trlost i~rterest lo the gellcral put)lic, itncl 
necessarily lriust leave out ~ n u c l ~  of the detailcci 
background i ~ ~ o r m a t i o n  of the type tliscusscd in 
the Cornrne~~t. Volume One, on pp. 11.20-11.22, 
discusses tlie desigriation of tlre ilrea ertst of Thirtl 
Street for port-related uses in tlie City's Central 
Waterfront Plan, the port's Conceptual Marilime 
Master Plan for the Southern Wrtterfront, ant1 the 
Seaport Plan, io~tl refers the rCictler to nkorc 
tletailetl information, including BCDC's basis [or 
establisi~ing port-priority uses along t l~e  slrorelirre, 
in Volutne Two. 
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The following paragraph is added after the second 
paskigraph on p. VI.A.20 of Volume Two to 
include specifically the infornlation provided in 
the Comment: 

In order to accommodate the Bay Area's 
growing population and economy and to 
continue to permit uses and development that 
require a waterfront location, BCDC has 
resnved land in those areas 
("Port-priority" areas) most suitable for 
water-related uses. In that way, 
water-dependenl uses can be accommodated 
largely on exisling land, thus avoiding 
unnecessary fiUing of the Bay. 

Tire discussion abotrt the Coniniissiorr's policies 
clod 1~oreritiul cictiorts oil the Mission Buy project 
orr [rage C'IA.58 (or perhaps elseb~'here iii the 
re1ror.t) should note tllat the Seaport Plarr states: 
"lit dcterririnirrg ~~he t l t e r  the amount of Bay fill is 
tlze riiinimlmt r~ecessary for a pi-o(l(l~ed maririe 
terrnirial do)e/o~]rmenr, BCDC shtill corrsider arry 
actioris of tlie 1'e,s/7(11i~ihlf? local goi~ernment and 
I that may kaile reduced tire arrro~rrtt of 
e~istiiig dry lartd ai~ailable for suc,Ir 
dei~clol~meiit. . . ." Under this lrolicy, the 
Coniniission cnrt deny a niarine terminal project 
irii~oh~irtg Bay fill if a lor.al goi~eriirrtort or pnrt 
. . . redttces or reiiioi'es a poterftial teritiirtal site 
front the rc!gioii. Therefore, uiiless an alrer~iatii?e 
site is,fowid along rlie Sari Fm~tciscn ~!nrerfi.ont 
that is equally suitahle arid u~ould reqrrire t l~c  
sarrie or less ,fill, t l~c  ability o f  tire Port to fill the 
Bay e l s e ~ ~ ~ h e r e  niay be limited. (Willia~it Travis, 
Sail Fraiicisco Bay Conservation arid 
U e ~ ~ e l o [ ~ m e r ~ t  Coriiniissiori) 

The followirlg is ad(let1 after. the first foil 
paragraph on p. VI.A.58 of Volume Two: 

BCDC would consider its policies on Bay f i M  
in its review of any terminal 
development proposal which could occur 
under the land exchange addressed in the 
1989 amendment to the Seaport Plan (see the 
discussion 01 Ihe Seaport Plan amendment 
bcginning on p. VI.A.19 [in this document, 
see [)I). XV.A.1-XV.A.2J). 'Ihc Seapoil Plan 
slates that, "La determining whether the 
an~iount of fill is the minimum necessary Tor a 
proposed marine terminal development, 
Bm shall consider any aclions of the 

responsible local govenunenl and part tbat 
may have redwed the amount of exisling dry 
land available far such development. . . ."is6a/ 
Under this policy, BCJX can deny a marine 
terminal project involving Bay fa if a local 
government has reduced or removed a 
potential terminal site from UIC region. The 
ability of the Port to lill the Bay elsewhere 
may be limited d e s s  the proposed 
replacement site is equally suitable and would 
require the same or less W. BCDC bas 
approved the proposed land exchange in 
concepl, but would need to review and 
approve any specific design proposals 
developed in the Zum. BCRC's review 
would be based on its policies on fill as well 
as olhcr BCDC concern. 

A new note, /86a/, is added to follow note I861 on 
p. VI.A.79 of Volume Two: 

- Mempolitan Transpartation Commissio~l and 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission, Sa?l2-rncisco 
SayAwi&~E%a 1982. 

On page VI.A.54, the DElR inclicates tllnt a 
consolidation of cnntaiiier termi~ials hct~veeri 
Piers 70 and SO u~otrld free Piers 48 and 50 ,for 
"possible develo[~merir of nort-container 
rerniirial." Hovvei~e,; these piers are preseritly 
used for break bulk and nen bulk cct,;qoes, so the 
re[.'ort should refer to their cor~tinued use as 
nort-container tenninals. (Witliarit Travis, Sail 
Francisco Bay Co~tseri~atiort and Uevelo~~riierit 
Conintissioii) 

On p. V1.A.54 d Vollune Two, the first 
paragraph is deleted and replaced with the 
following: 

ConcenLrating future container terminal 
development between Piers 70 a d  80, 
adjacent to existing San Francisco container 
terminals at Piers 80 to 96, if approved by the 
Port and MTC/sCDC, would allow the 
continued use of Pien 48 to 50 as 
non-container terminals. ' f ie 1989 Seaport 
P h  m e n h e n 8  specifies that a 6.0- to 
6.5-acre area adjacem to Piers 48 aod 50 be 
resmed lo snpprl  exisling and future marble 
terminal and ancillary prP uses at those piers. 
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0 1 1  [I. VI.A.79 of Volt~tnc Two, note 18'11, 
rcl'erenccd it1 tllc tleletctl f'irst paragraph on 
p. VI.A.54, is deleted also. 

On [J(IXe VI.A.59. the DEIR notc~.s that Alrei,iicrti~~e 
A ivottld pi,o~:i(Ic 6.5 crcres of Itrld for 
1~ort-ielutr~(l usr',~. Wliy irot nit~i,?, or less acrecr,Te 
Jirr ,srtclt iises? 7'0 ~ldtut iypes of /)or-t-rc?lrrted uses 
ti~otilrl r11i.s arc!(? De /)tit? Would tltis or-c!tr be 
,suittr/~le for Iitoveriteilt of cnrgo, or ~ ~ o r i l d  [ i t /  
scrl~c orllei, tyl~c~.~ of l>oi,r ~~tti,l?o.sc~s? 111 othri, 
~~ ,o rds ,  i.t,lrut ,si,yir~ficurrce does tlris 6.5-nr,i,e crrerr 
liu~:e? (Williaiti T r o ~ ~ i s ,  Sort Fi,nrtcisco Bojj 
C.'c~rt,scr'l~atiort o r ~ d  l )o~e lopn~er~ t  Cor?riirission) 

Alternative A reprcscnts a tnixcd-use 
cleveloprncr~t, wfticl~ conrbirles rcsidelrti;~l arid 
colnn~ercial uses, sitnilar to tlre land use prograrrr 
contained in the Environmental Evaluation 
Applicatiorr submittetl to the City ')y the project 
sportsor ;~r lc t  to tile program tlescribetl in tile 
Mayor's letter ;rrrd tlre Missiolr Bay.._.pl~u, 
I ' ~ o p ~ ~ l l l ~ . S o ~  C'iti:~cil Review. Tlre 6.5 acres of 
port-rdlaed uses irr Altert~ative A would provide 
litntl to supporc existing tllarititne uses in the 
Project Area, but wottld not be strI'I'icict~t lo 
su[)port tlevelopn~enl ol' it cosrlailler lerrrritral at 
Mission Bay, as rioted on 11. VI.A.59 of Volurnc 
'Two. T11c port-rel;~tcd area would likely be ~rsetl 
I'or storilge in cor!iorstiotl with muitirrre activities 
or1 t l~c  piers adlj;~ccnt to the Project Area. Tltc 
rtre;~ is ct~rrer~lly ownetl by the Po1.l. 

'The first sentcrlce on p. VI.A.59 of Volume Two 
is revised lo stiue: 

- Allernalive A would provide 6.5 acres 
betwwn..Piem 50 and =for port-related uses, 
which would continue lo provide support for 
exisling marilime uses on Piers 48 and 59, 
hut would not be suKlcien1 lo support a 
container lenninal at Piers 48 lo 50. 

RCIIC REQUIREMENTS 

Poge /111.25 disctrsscs soitte of the prol~osed 
in~l?ro~~entcrtts tltnt i.tjould rieed RCLIC' 
(rtrtl~oi-ix~tiorr, irrcludinl: dre~lging acti~~ities errid 

~le~:c lo~~rner~t  ~vitlzin tlre sl~orc.line hcirld. 7'It(1t list 
.shotrld he revised to ir~clude tltc Oi.r~eirs Sti.ret 
Ilr-idge over Missioii C'reek pi-oposeti it1 hoili 
Alterrrnti\~e A nnd B. (Willic~nr Travis, Sat? 
Frcii~~~i.sro Boy Consei,~~atiort errtd L)o!elol?i~reiir 
C'(~tiiritis,si(~~l) 

On p. 11.25 of Volume One, tlre first senterlce of 
the first paragraph under "Regional, State, Sr 
Fctleral Approvals" is ievisetf, ;IS follows: 

- The Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission would require p i t s  for 
dredging activigies in the channel in 
Alternative A, w fill ..reguiimJ Tor 
c~n~uuc1ionof~..m..~.Qw.~S.~r_.gr1dge.~?r 
bank . . .... ~ . ~ .  treatments . for China Basin Cbannel~in . 

tlltnnrariv_e_s. .~A...m6 B, and any developenl 
within the 100-fool shoreline band. 

On p. V.42 of Volurne Two, Chapter V.  'I'Re Ell< 
Alternatives and Approval Process, t11c first 
yar:lgraph is deleted arrd replacetl will1 tlrc 
I'ollowing: 

- The Bay Conservation and ndelopmcnt 
Commission (BCDC) wonld reyuin: permils 
for dredging activilies in the channel in 
Alternative A, any fill required for 
conshxction of an Owens Suwt Bridge or 
bank treatments for China Basin Cbannel in 
Alternatives A and B, and any development 
within the 100-foot shoreline band for public 
access to the water1Tront and Cl~ina Basin 
Channel. 

T l ~ e  following sentence is z~dtictl to the enti of t l~e  
lirst p i ~ ~ i ~ g t a p l ~  i~fldel the lleatling "Allcrnativc A" 
011 1). VI.A.58 oS Volull~e Two: 

BCDC also woilld require a pcnnit for Ule 
Owens Slrmt Bridge over China Basin 
Cltar~i~el, which would likely involve some 
fiUing along the channel b&. 

The Sollowir~g scrlterlce is ;~cttled to the entl of tllc 
paragraph under the l ieadi~~g "Altcrnativc B" on 
p. VI.A.59 of Volume Two: 

BCDC also would have pennit jurisdiction 
over the Owens Street Bridge over China 
Basin Channel, which would likely involve 
some filling along lhe channel banks. 
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The following is added at the end of the first 
paragraph under "Bay Corlservation and 
Development Cotnmisston" on p. VI.A.66 of 
Volurne Two: 

BCDC also would have permit jurisdiction 
over the proposed Owens S a t  Bridge over 
China Basin Channel in Alternatives A and B. 

111 the di,scus.sioii c;f  the Coninrission on page 
IJl.A.20, rlte rel~ort states that the Bay and its 
tidelands have bee11 reduced by inore thar~ 75%. 
While the Bay's  vetl lands have been reduced hy 
srtclt an ornourlt, tlte size of tlte o]~e11 Bay hn,s 
acrrrolly beerr redriced by abortt orte-third. Also, 
the nest page notes rltar non-niater-orie~ited rtses 
are rtor a//(l+l~t?d ori ,fil/ "srtclr as pier-s." It wortld 
I J ~  ntore accurate to say that srrch uses are itor 
allmn~ed or, a t ~ y  t jpe uf,fill, rul~icl~ incltirles ea~tlr 
or. otltcr solid materials, pile-srtl~porred or 
carrrilei~ered structrtres. pernra~rertrly rrloored, 
j7onririg ,rtrlictrtres or i~e,ssels, or- rel)lncenierit 
piers or Other [)i/e-,sul)l)orted StI'rtcIUJ'CS. Also 011 

1)ugeVI.A.21, rlre di,sctrssiorr of public access 
should he re-1~/trflsed so that it indicates that 
"BCDC in tlie post has ofreri reqrrired tlinr the 
w~idrh of tIte ~r tb l i c  a(:cess strip alorig rhe 
shoreline of the ()rt~ject be equal to or greater- 
t l~an rhe height of nit)) adjacent structure. 
Hou~eiler, the ontorifit and design ofpriblic access 
areas are deterntiried 011  a case-by-case basis." 
The DEIR sl?oold discrdss i.t!hether nny ,fill ,for 
r i l~rn l~ ,  shoreli~ie repair, or pul~lic access is 
prol~osed. (William TI-ai~is, Sari Francisco Bay 
Coriser~~ation mid Dei~elopnrent Contnzissio~r) 

The EIR describes public access to China Basin 
Charmel and the various edge treatrnerlts 
proposed under the ilu.ee Alternatives (see 
Table V.3 on p. V.20 of Volutne Two, Chapter V. 
The EIR Alternatives and Approval Process). 

In response to the other concerns expressed in the 
Cotnrnent, the Sollowing changes are made. 

On p. VI.A.20 of Volume Two, the first sentcnce 
of the second parngraph is changed to state: 

m e  stale McAteer-Pelris Act, preceding most 
of the major federal and state environmental 
statutes of the early 1970's. created tbe 
BCDC in 1965 and authorized preparation of 

the San Francisco Bay Plan to respond to 
piecemeal filling of the Bay that had reduced 
the* of the open Bay by..about 0 n e - M  
aad the .- Bay 'S wetlands by more than 7596.1361 

The last sentence on p. VI.A.20 of Volurne Two, 
which continues on p. VI.A.21, is revised to state: 

- Under the Act, houshg and office space, two 
uses for wbich large areas of the Bay were 
filed in the past, are not wata-oriented uses 
and are not allowed on any type I& fill, 
i.wA.u&ng car& or other solid mafai.&, 
p ~ c ~ m ~ ~ - w . - ~ ~ ~ e ~ &  smmcs, 
~ . - ~ ~ o ~ . ~ . a o ~ r e d ,  .fl.m .mg...strucmes ..or 
FZ&,A--lE&~CQ!SBt @!X---W-..O-&! 
pile-suUped s.mctures. 

On p. VI.A.21 of Volume Two. the last sentence 
of the second full paragraph is rcvised and a new 
sentence is added after it, as follows: 

As a guideline for how much public access 
area should be pmvided, BCDC in the past 
has &en required that the width of the public 
access strip along the shoreline of the prujecl 
be equal to or_.ma W the height of any 
adjacent structure. N N ! v e r ~ e _ m ~ u n L . ~  
desim. _ofeuub. Ii~~acc.es~arw--~...d~~~~d 
onacase-by-case bask. 

Comment 

Under Alter~tatii~e N is a reference [on page 
VI.M.13] to concrete rubble which ~ ~ o u l d  rentain 
along the ba~rk. Sirice sonte of this rubble is the 
srtbjecr of a BCDC enforcement cnse agnirisr rke 
project sponsor, tlie possibility of its rentoi,al 
should be mentioned. (Toby Levirie, Missioii 
Cr-eek Conser~~nncy)  

Response 

The corlcrete rubble merltioned in the Comment is 
on port-owned property, not that of Satlta Fe 
Pacific Realty Corporation (SFP). There is no 
BCDC enfoacetrlent actiur~ pentling :igainst the 
project sponsor. BCDC is aware of tlie situation. 
although it docs not considcr the r d ~ b l e  a 
high-priority item and fccls that it would be 
difficult to develop the case necessary to erdorce 
removal of the 1.obble./l/ BCDC will likely wail 
to see if the chatmcl is cleaned up as part of the 
Mission Bay project, should it  be approved, 
before taking fi~rther action. 



The first sentence of the third full pwagraph on 
p. VI.M.13 of Volume Two, V1.M. Vegetation 
and Wildlife, is revised to add a reference mark 
for note /24j/, as follows: 

The shareLioe of China Basin Chaonel would 
remain a mix of existing bank conditions (i.e.. 
earlhen with vegetation) and concrete rubble 
that would preserve existing shoreb'ud 
feeding habitat along the cbanoel.&tj/ 

A new note, /24j/, is added on p. VI.M.27 of 
Volume Two: 

. Some of the conc~ete rubble on port 
popefly is the subject of a BCDC 
enforcement action and could potentially be 
removed as a result of that case; this is not a 
high priority for BCDC. Diane Penny, 
Permit Analyst, San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission, 
telephone conversation, May 18,1989. 

PUBLIC ACCESS POLICIES 

comment 

011 page VI.A.57, tlte DEIR suggests that 110  

public access to tlte Bay would be de~~eloped 
urrder Alterttoti~~e N. Alterrtatil~e N assur~tes a 
gradual develol)i7tenr of tlte Missiort Bay area 
cortsistent with its pr-esent zor~ing. Thus, we can 
expect that pottions of the sltoreline would be 
delteloped oser tinre for port artd port-related 
uses. To  nteet o w  policies or1 pirblic access, it is 
likely tltat such wnterfrorrt developmetti would 
inclutle pockets of public access wlzere it would 
be safe and would riot interfere with port uses. 
Numerous exarttllles of such public access areas 
exist alorrg the Sarr Francisco warerpottt. 
Therefore, rl7e DEIR sholrld be revised 
accorrlingiy. (William Travis, San Francisco Bay 
Corzser~~ation and De~~elol)ntertt Commission) 

Response 

On p. VI.A.57 of Volume Two, the first sentence 
of the third fill1 paragraph is revised and a new 
sentence is added afler il, as follows: 

No wj~r_p.ubbi open space east of nird  
Street would be expected to be developed 
under this Alternative. &owev~to.meetits 
p l i c i i o n m t i c  access. the Bay 
Cmmm-and. Uevel~pmce.nt.C4-n 
LBCDCS) cou!d..quiuh~future vsestoincludr: 
p b l k  ~c~..-wb~.rt~w1!1?!d.~b~~.and 
would not interfere with -porl use. 
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GENERAL 

Tlte EIR's discussion qf a~~plicable plans and 
policies is also deficient in a number of respects. 
Two major legal deterntinartts of the de~elol1t7tent 
ar-e the effect of federal urtd state Ian~s artd 
regulations affecting cleanup of  the hazardous 
waste on the project site, and the public trust. . . . 

As to the public trust, the EIR largely igrtored 
major issues. Release of the public trust iri some 
cf the property within the project wc~s disc,risscd 
as no ntore tlran a required "al?l~ro\~al." 
(11.25-26.) But this is not merely b process, it is a 
substantii~e requirement. The EIR niay not sintply 
assume that all approvals will be grarired. What 
areas are subject to tlte ~)tiblic trust now? Are 
areas owned by the 11roject sljonsor sul>ject fo  the 
public trust? Their history would iridicate tlrat 
they are, but this question is not addressed. 
(VI.A.28.) What are the terms of tltat trust.7 
Wlrat is the effect of the public trust on prollosed 
uses? What is the effect on title of nying to 
change the use of tlte project sportsor's larrd from 
irust uses to other uses? 

Subsequently the EIR stated that the State Larids 
Comntissiort is studyirtg what parcels are sul~jcct 
to tlte public trust (VIA.62), but does rtot soy itr 
what areas. Is the State Larrds Corttrnissiorr 
studyirtg the entire site, or ortly Port lartds? 111 
eitlter case, its cortclusion will he a major 
derernririant of arty deve/o~lnrenr procqratn. 
Responsible planning should tl~erefore come a8er 
tire Cornmissiort's determirtatiort is made. At the 
ilery least, the EIR must address the issue in 
greater detail. Interestingly, the EIR smtes that 
there could be no exchange ofpublic trust lands if 
arty public trust use were still possible. 
(VI.A.28.) Since opeit space and recreational 
uses are virtually always possible, it appears thor 
no excltange is possible. The assumption on page 
VI.A.54 is tlrerefore propet- and riecessary, hut is 
iricortsistertt with tlre statenlertt or1 page VI.A.62, 
wlticlt sets orti a different tesr for exchortge. 
(Zach Cowan, Mission Creek Cortserl~aricy, 
Sierra Club, San Francisco ToniOrrol~!) 

A summary of federal, state and local regulations 
affecting cleanup of potential hazardous waste 
deposits in the Project Ares is included in 
Volrrrne Three, Appendix L, pp. XIV.L.1- 
XIV.L.9. (See also XV.L. Hazardous Wasles, 
p. XV.L.18 [three Responsesl.) Additional 
information regarding the public trust issue is 
provided below. 
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The entire Project Area is being evaluated with 
regard to possible public must interests. The 
precise extent and location of the public trust 
interests within the Project Area have not yet 
been defined. There are ongoing discussions on 
that matter between the City, SFP, and the State 
Lands Commission. The EIR shoul(1, in fact, 
assume that all approvals are granted so that all of 
the potential environniental intpacts of the 
Alternatives are analyzed. The issue of whether a 
land exchange would be permitted if any public 
trust use were still possible is a legal, rather than 
an environmental, issue and does not require 
analysis tor the purposes of environmental 
review. By not assuming in the ELR that such a 
land exchange would occur, the analysis reflects a 
conservative (high-end impact) scenario of 
potential development associated with the 
Mission Bay project. 

On p. V.42 of Volume Two, Chapter V. The EIR 
Alternatives and Approval Process, the fourth 
sentence of the fourth pvagraph under "Regional, 
State, arid Federal Approvals" is revised to slate: 

- A recat amendmeqt to the Burton Act by the 
L S ? g k L a - - ! % ~ t h i a g s f  -ena41& 
the Porf of San Francisco to enter mto land 
exchanges for land of equal or greater value 
when certain conditions have been met. 

Comment 

Tlie EIR also fails to ei~aluate aany of the 
alternatives in the corttext of the eight 
Prol~ositiorl M priority policies. While the EIR 
nierltiorrs the e.risterice of these policies, it gives 
shor-t shrifr to the requirerrrerits tltat the 
dei~elol~ment be consistent with them, and does 
riot address alq~arerit inconsistencies with 
sl)ecific priority policies, irt particular, protectiort 
uf affordable l~ottsing, discouragenient of 
contntuter afctoniobiles arid protection of 
iridustricrl ofid scri,ice larid uses ,from conini~rcinl 
ofjice dei~elol~nrerrt. (VI.A.13.) (Zach Cou!ari, 
Mission Creek Conseriancy, Sierra Club, Surf 
Francisco Ton~orrow) 

On p. VI.A.13 of Volume Two, the EIR identifies 
the eight Proposition M Priority Policies and 
indicates that the City is required to find that the 

proposed project is consistent with the Priority 
Policies before approval. The City Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors, in their 
decisions regarding project approval or 
disapproval, would make the determination 
regarding the project's conformance with the 
Priority Policies. Those decisions would be 
based on environmental considerations, as well as 
social, econonlic and other circumstances of the 
project that are outside the scope of an EIR. 

The EIR assumes that the project would proceed 
under art esernptiort from Proposition M office 
square footage limits. (VIA.52.) While it may be 
reasonable to assume some degree of planning 
flexibility (i.e., wholesale changes to the Central 
Waterfront Plan) tlfis assumptiorf appears 
questionable, and calls into question the firmness 
of  virtually every plan over whiclt the City has 
any control. Rather than being minor obstacles 
to a ,foreordained dcr~elopment, existing plans and 
policies are, and sltould be treated as, the basis 
for future dei~elopntent. The EIR should consider 
dei~clopntent scenarios not irn~olving an 
e,t.emption f i~r  Mission Bay office der~e/opn~en/. 
(Zach Cowan, Mission Creek Conservancy, 
Sierra Club, Sail Fr-artcisco Tomorrow) 

Response 

The EIR assumes that the project would receive 
an exemption from the Proposition M annual 
office space limit in order to provide for the 
fastest likely market-driven rate of development 
and, therefore, a conservative analysis of impacts, 
i.e., it assumes that tlle full effects of Mission 
Bay office development would occur by 
bu~ld-out/2020 (see Volulne Two, p. VI.A.52). If 
Mission Bay were not exempted from Proposilion 
M limits, development of office space and 
housing (which would be linked) woultl proceetl 
more slowly; the associated in~pacts itleutified in  
the EIR would be less intensive, as they would 
occur over a longer period of time. The EIR 
addresses the various Alternatives' relationships 
with applicable plans and policies. Variant 11 
(EIR Hearing Proposal), submitted by a coalition 
of citizens' groups, has been added to the EIR 
analysis. That variant includes no, or  limited, 
office development and would not require an 
exemption from the Proposition M office space 
limit. (Variant 11 is described in XV.P. 
Alternatives and Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26.) 
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NOTES - Public Plans, Policies and Permits 

/I/ Dime Penny, Pertnit Analyst, San Francisco 
Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission, telephone conversation, 
May 18,1989. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
PUBLIC PLANS, POLICIES AND 

PERMITS 

The following staff-initiated revisions are made 
to the Public Plans, Policies and Pertnits 
snbchapters in Volumes One and Two of the 
Mission Bay Draft EIR. 

~ume.Q.ne<!mpLe.r 11. High&hts..& 
Coiic lusio~~ (Public Plans & Policies) .. 

On p. 11.21, the phrase "relatively autononlous" is 
deleted from the first sentence in the first 
paragraph, left-hand column. As revised, the 
sentence states: 

ReflecOlg historic transportation and 
development patterns, most of the Project 
Area east of Tbird Street is mder the 
jnrisdiction of the Port of San Francisco, a 
city agency governed by an appointed Port 
Commission. 

The thirtl serttence in this paragraph is revised to 
state: 

Relevant port plans include the Pat_' 
Conceptual Maritime Master Plan for the 
Southern Watdiont and ihe regional Seaport 
Plan. 

The followirig is added to the end of the first 
paragraph, left-hand colurn~i, on p. 11.21: 

- Land use designations for port pmpaly 
contained in a formal plan for Mission Bay 
would require approval by the San Francisco 
Port Commission. 

The caption lor FigureII.18, on p. 11.21, is 
revised to state: 

- Policies and objectives for two of the CenlraJ 
Waterfront Plan's six subareas, China Basin 
and Cenhal Basin, are specific to Mission 
Bay development. The Port of San Francisco 
has jurisdiction over &e area east of Tbird 
S m t ;  the San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission (BCDC) 
considers lhat area a Port Priority Use Area. 

Vo!ume.Two.~_V_I.A..P.u.b1~ic Plans,. Pulicies 
and Perniits 

The following text is added before the third 
sentence in the paragraph following 
"Environmental Protection Elernent" on 
p. VI.A.12: 

Objective (8). to "ensure tbe protection of 
plant and animal life in ihe city. . ." contains 
three key policies. These three policies are as 
follows: 1) The City will cooperate with and 
support the California Department of Fish 
and Game in animal protection; 2) the City 
will protect habitats of plaot and animal 
species tbat require a relatively natural 
environment; and 3) the City will protect rare 
and endangered species. 

The third, fourth and sixtl~ sentcnces in the 
pitmgraph under "Port of San Frr~ncisco" 011 
1). VI.A.16 are revised, and two new sentences are 
added between the fifth and sixth sentences. As 
revised, the sentences state: 

- Under the Act, the Port of San Francisco has 
power to manage, operate and administer port 
lands Ircmat!e=.-LmarilimeeeeeatT&. 
consistent with public mst resbrictions 
established by the SLC, the City Charter, the 
Transfer Agreement, and local and regional 
waterfront plans. Ihe  Port works closely 
with the Department of City Plaaoig, other 
City agencies and the Mayor's office. The 
Port's pmpmty includes approximately 
7.5 linear miles of waterfront and adjacent 
seawall lots. Port operatiom include 
c . ~ n ~ & & ~ - ~ . ~ - r n d ~ a t h . a  
texmha--tions. f1sh*lp;, and ship.re* 
Approval by the Port Commission is rec!nircd 
r~any-use~~.lan~Imder.~~..~Isdictim. 

of tbe Port's property in the Mission Bay 
Project Area is included in the San Francisco 
Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission's (BCDC) Port Priority Use 
Area, as designated in its San Francisco 
Special Area Plan No. 1. 

The third sentence under "Conccptual Maritime 
Master Plm" on p.VI.A.18 is deleted and 
replaced with the following: 

The plan is intended to provide for 
maintenance of rhc Port's share of container 
cargo thmugbput for the region and 
improvement of rail service to the Southern 
Waterfront. The Conceptual Maritime Mastcr 
Plan predates the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTQBCDC Seaport Plan and 
its amendments (discussed below). 
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The second itern in the listing on the top of 
p. VI.A.19 is reviseti, as follows: 

- - Provide for the efficient use of finite 
physical and ftscal resources in developing 
and o p t i n g  marine terminats by.iden@j&g 
sif.esxitlr_@-~&k.sw-.and 
a ~ U a t e e - . b ! ~ t ~  SeNe fe-.ml 
would not r e q u i r e s e s ~  We of the -~ 
Bay. 

The last sentence in the first full paragraph on 
p. VI.A.19 is deleted. 

The second sentence in the second complete 
parngraph on p. VI.A.19 is revised to state: 

- Within the Port Priority Area, the Seaport 
Plan identifies Piers 48 and 50 (Mission Rock 
Terminal) as Active Tmminal Sites (existing 
marine terminal facilities that are expected to 
remain active for the foreseeable future), and 
Piers 52 to 64 (Site 44A) adjacent to the 
Mission Bay Project Area as Nmr-Term 
Development Sites (a shoreline site best 
suited for marine terminal development). 

The third sentence in the second complete 
ynragmpli on p. VI.A.19 is deleted. 

The fourth and fifth sentences in the paragraph 
under "Current Capital Itnprovelnent Progr;unsU 
on p. VI.A.20 are changed to state: 

An intarnodal container ~ W f e r  faciha has 
been coosfmcted as part of lhe plan [hat 
allows for the direct W a  of cargo between 
ships and trains without intermediate use of 
highway vehicles. The Porl has installed two 
100-foot gauge container cranes and 
associated yard improvements at Pier 80, and 
gate and yard improvements at Piers94 to 
%.I331 

The first sentence i11 the paragraph under "San 
Fra~lcisco Bay Area Seaport Plan" or1 p. VI.A.23 
is revised to state: 

- As noted above on p. VIA18, BCDC also is 
co-author, with the Mempolitan 
Transportation Commission plTC), of the 
Seapon Plan, which guides Pon development, 
maritime development of Port pruperty and 
surface/water transportation needs of the Bay 
Area. 

The followir~g sentence is added to the end of the 
entry ~trider "Alternative Nu for "Gener:ll 
Objectives, Land Use" in Table VI.A.1 on 
p. VI.A.35: 

(For analysis of residential uses in 
Alternative N, see p. W.1.) 

In Table VI.A.1, p. VI.A.37, Objectives 1, 2 and 
3 ilnder "China Basin Subarea" in the "Objectives 
and Policies" coliur~n are changed to, respectively: 

Objective 15 
Objective 16 
Objective 17 

On p. VI.A.38, Objectives 1, 2 and 3 rlnder 
"Central Basin Subarea" are cllangetl to, 
respectively: 

Objective 19 
Objective 20 
Objective 21 

Objective 1 under "Showplace Square Subarea" is 
ch;\nged to: 

- Objective 11 

Also 0x1 p. VI.A.38, the entty under 
"AlterrrativeAU for "Central Basin Subarea. 
Objective 3" is revised to state: 

. Development of the Project Area would not 
conflict with the objective, .wlcss_....the 
NearrT.m--m;mb_e-te~Ldsj~lim ..... at 
piers 5264 is sb~ed-to the Warm Wata 
Cove-_are.aa~~.-.theeeeL98Pp . S.qm-Rlan 
amendment. A - ~ ~ e e e . e ~ ~ _ _ a t  
Water_ Cove would r~duce-or-~i- 
recreation ar~=-&txe. 

The entry under "Alternative N" for "Central 
Basin Subarea, Objective 3" in Table V1.A.I on 
p.VI.A.38 is deleted and replaced wit11 the 
following: 

Development of the Project Area would not 
conllict with this objective. 

On p. VI.A.39. Objective 2. at the top of the 
column, is changed to: 

Objective 12 

The objectives under "Lower Potrero Subarea" 
are changed to, respectively: 

- Objective 25 
Objective26 

The objective under "Islais Creek Subr%rea" is 
changed to: 

- Objective 22 
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011 p. VI.A.40, Objectives 2 arid 3 are changed to, 
respectively : 

. Objective 23 - Objective 24 

The Sollowirtg chariges are made to Table V1.A.2, 
p. VI.A.48. "Employment Policy 1 ," in tlie 
"Objective or Policy" column, is cllariged to: 

- Objective 3, Policy 1 and Policy 2 

purposes./85/ With Alternative A housing, 
S/LI/RD and open space east of Third Slreet 
would not he acceptable interim usw 
according to BCDC criteA./85/ 

A riew sentence is added to the beginning of the 
erilly for "Port of Sari Francisco" in Table VI.A.3 
on 11. VI.A.68: 

Reviews conformity of projects with port 
plans and policies. 

The Sollowir~g sentence is added to the end oS this The text of note /46/ on p. VI.A.75 is deleted arid 
item: replaced with the following: 

- Increase number of jobs held by San - Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 
Francisco residents. Repional Transportationon Plan for ..& 

~i~ie-Coun~y S m o B a - e a ,  
In the second item in this column, "Industry November 1985. 
Policy 3" is changed to: 

- Objective 4, Policy 3 and Policy 4 

The following sentence is added to the end of this 
item: 

- If displacement does occur, attempt to 
relocate desired firms within the City. 

In the "Alternative A" column, tlie last sentence 
of the paragraph  cross from Ibis item is changed 
to state: 

~nsioess transition, displacement and 
relocation arc discussed in V1.B. pp. VI.B.93 
and VI.B.124. 

"Industry Policy 5" is changed to: 

* Objective 4, Policy 5 

"Maritime Policy 4" is changed to: 

- Objective 5, Policy 4 

On p. VI.A.49, the next page of Table VI.A.2, 
"Neighborhood Commercial Policy 1" is changed 
to: 

- Objective 6. Policy 1 

The second and third sentences in the last 
paragraph on p. Vl.A.55 are revised to state: 

The following is added to precede tlie firs1 
sentence in note /SY/ on p. VI.A.76: 

Bii DeBoisbIanc, Manager, New Source 
Review, Bay Area Air Quality Management 
Dislrict, telephone conversation, March 19, 
1987. 

In note 1781 on p. VI.A.78, it typographical error 
is corrected, as follows: 

James B-y-h, Eavimnmental Coordinator, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, telephone 
conversation, November 26, 1986, and letter, 
December 5,1986. 

- k&ciipgtoBm, interim ws. ..sbsulA not 
be financially, physically a psychologically 
irreplaceable or s k d d  he readibIy moveable 
a replaceable should the Port desire to 
develop the propaly for maritime 
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B. LNVUUSE, BUSINESS ACTIVITY, 
ANQ~EMPL~oxMEM~~~~'' '~~'~~'~ 

ASSUMPTIONS AND APPROACH 

Comment 

[Or11 11. /'VI.lR.63 [the Elf< states:/ "For the 
prrrl~c~scs of the Missiorr Btry Ell<, it is cr,sstmied 
tlrat tlre Prol~ositiort M orrrr~ral liniit orr cityrvide 
o,J'j.ic.c dei~clo11nrerrr o/q~rcn'ols ~~!orrlcl rtor cor~str.airr 
tlrc trrrrclrrrrr  or puce of office de~~cloprtterrt iri tlte 
Prc~jcct Ar-co." 

7'11;s is per11ol)s tlrc rtrost faulty (rssurrrl)tiorr irt rlle 
crrrirc JZIJ<. [f Strrrro Fe  P,.rcjJic Reolr)~ e.v]~ects to 
(1c1,elop c~fiee s l ~ c r c ~  trr (111 rhejr shorrld be 
~ ~ r i , ~ ( r r . c d  rn errrcr rhc rtrurkcr plrrce ( I I I ~  conil)ete 
ll';//i <lr/li:/. ~/<'I ' /~/~J/J<?~~,~.  Ali  ~ ' ,~~ll l />~;O~l ,fiUt7? 

t o ~ r ~ t i f i o ~  secrrrs iriglrly rrrtlikely, crs does rlre 
(le~~rlo~~rrrerit of 4 rriillic~rt sqtrore feet of oflee 
s/?crc.r. (.lirrt Firtlr, M i ~ ~ i c ~ r i  Bu)] C.'leur.irrglt~u~e) 

Response 

Tltc ElR expl;~ins why, for atlnlytical purposes 
only, it was assumed thal the Proposition M 
nmtual lin~it on citywide office development 
apl)rovals would not constrain the anrolmt or pace 
of I'rojecl Area office developmetrt. This is the 
r i c  conservative :tssumption for 
ertvirorrtr~ental in~yact analysis in order to assess 
the potcr~tial tnaxitnutn impacts that could 
rc;~sonahly hc cxpcctetl within the shortest period 
oS tirne. It it1 rro way irrtplies 111;tt Mission Bay 
office cleveloptne~rl rrecessalily woold be exempt 
Sron~ the Proposition M arrnual limit. Such an 
oulco~nc woultl depend on S;tn Francisco voters. 
Givcl~ the otrccrtai~~ties surrounding that issue and 
Ihe EIK objective oC detlkuustr;rtit~g llre Cull 
i ~ : t s  of possible growth scenarios, it was 
tlelcrrninetl that the analysis should not be limited 
hy the ; I I I I~LI ; I~  linrit cotistrail~t. (See Volutne Two, 
1). lV.11 in CI1:tpto' IV. Study Aj)yro:~ch and 
Org;~t~ization, and p.VI.B.63; alttl Volutne Thee ,  
Appcritlix B, pp. XIV.B.37-XIV.B.41.) 

/Orrl O. /I/l./R.59 [tlre Elf< stores:] "Arrnl)~.sis of 
tlrc crrrrourrt qf cl~~clirrc art(/ rltc rjy~l,c..s of firetors 
irr1~011~c~cl irrcli~~(rt~~1 rIr(rr tlic lIo~~,rrtob~!rr I'l(~rr EM 
$~r.r(.cr,srs slrorrld 11e ir/rc/ofetl jbr //re Missiorr Bcry 
Ell< /o rc!Jle(:t r.ef:err/ office rrrurkef co11i1itiorr.s crnd 
011 rr/)tlate(l oritlooli,fi~r tlrefrifure." 

These forecusrs are based or! ecorlorrric crctil~ity. 
T11c crctii!ity is bused on the nllo+ved use. Less 
irrterrse trse creates less deniarrd for sl?ace. With 
rro plon ,for. Mission Bay, Sltowl~luce Syucrre, 
North Potr-ero Hill, South Certtral Watcr:fr.orrt, 
Soutlr of Market (yet), how thcr~ c1r.e tltej?)r~?casts 
ul,/-'lied? (Jini Firtll, Mission Buy Clear-irrgho~rse) 

The comlnenter correctly concludes thar the 
forecasts are based on economic activity. It is 
incorrect, however, to equate ecorlolnic zrctivity 
with allowed use and to state th;~t "less irrtense 
use creates less demand for space." lrtstead of 
creating detnand for space, land use plarrs and 
zorlitrg i~lfluerlce where space is developed to 
accom~uodate detnantl. Demand for space is a 
function of busiuess growth ant1 decline, ant1 
changing location and lhcility needs, ;IS well as 
larid use policy and zoning. While zoning can 
ilrfluerrce the type and amount of development in 
an area, it is not tlre only factor that affects how 
an area will chntrge. Business needs nntl the real 
estate market also are importar~t factors. Zonirtg 
and l;u~d use policy can limit what occurs, but 
thcse tools cannot guarantee certain types ant1 
atnounts of development. In general, tlre activity 
will riot occur unless there is dernand due lo 
business expansion or changing location and 
facility needs. 

The cotnmenter asks how the forecasts are 
applied in Mission Bay, Showplace Square, North 
Potrero Hill, South Central Waterfront, and South 
of Market. Generally, the forecasts assutne the 
policies of existi~tg area plans ttntl existing 
zoning. In other words, the detnand for space 
indicated by the forecasts of business activity and 
enrployment growth is allocated to areas of the 
City based on their zoning characteristics as well 
as on other location characteristics such as 
trnnsporlation access or proximity to markets or 
related uses. For the Mission Bay EIR, zoning in 
place at the time the analysis was done 
(1987-1988) was assumed for Showplace Square, 
North Potrero Hill and the South Central 
Waterfront. For the South of Market area, the 
forecasts reflect the plans and policies of the 
Px.~pos~!._.h~ ......... cit.i~en~_I?evjew. (June 1985). 
Notes 1571-1591 in the EIR (Volume Two, 
pp. VI.B.134-VI.B.135) indicate potential 
dilferetlces related to the gropgsal for Ad~pt ign 
(published after the EIR analysis was complete). 
For Mission Bay, the forecasts reflect the land 
use characteristics that define each Alternative. 
The ilttroduction to the future context cfiscussion 
sumtnarizes the forecast approach (see 
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Volume Two, pp. VI.B.50-VI.B.53 :lnd VI.B.57- 
VI.U.58). I'ages XIV.B.17- XIV.B.37 of Volume 
Threc. Appendix B, describc in more detail the 
ccortomic forccaslir~g approach and rnethodology 
11set1 lor the Mission Bay EIR. 

Comment - ~ -  -~ 

I tlrirrlc 011 Page /\/I./ B.59, titer-c are conrriterrts irt 
the EIR al)(irrt Ir(>tt'  tlte D ~ I I I ~ I ~ ~ ~ I I I V I  Plarr EII< rrray 
rrce(l to he i11irlated irr order. to adeqrrafely 
nd~lr~ess the irrr[iacts of tire ~ I I I [ I / o ) ~ I I ~ c I ~ ~  isslres ill 
Mic,ior I (.lirri Firth, Pntrvrn Hill Lcagrrc of 
Acti~.c Nci,qlrhor.s) 

Tlre section to which the cornlrienter refers says 
that the C-3 District forecasts it1 the Mission Bay 
EIR arc an updated version of those in the 
Dowritowrt Plan EIR. Tlie ED7 text goes on to 
co1np;lre (he two sets of forecasts. (See 
pp. VI.B.59-VI.B.60 of Voltune 'Swo.) 'Shere is a 
table and more detailed cotnparison in Volurne 
Tltree. Appendix B, pp. XIV.B.24- XIV.B.26. 

The statentents i r ~  l l~e  Mission Bay EIR do not 
say that tlte Downtown Ylarl EIR itself needs to 
bc updated. Insteatl, the Mission Bay EIR 
cxpl;~iris that the forec:~sts i ~ ~ c o ~ p o r s t e  an updilte 
ol  ccorloniic, etnployrr~crrt artd population 
contliliorls that results in analyses based on the 
tilost cturent data avaik~ble. 

Comment 

Tire cnr~lo)~ntertt forecast in tlre EIR is ltigher 
tlrcrrr tltcrt of ABAG's. It rerituirrs staff posiriorr 
tlrat r.egiorra1 arrd courrty,~)ide growtlr n~ill rrot 
e,~ceed these forecasts ,for reasorrs pre~~iously 
ouflirrcd irr & ~ j e c i i o j ~ ~ ~ L 7 .  Hon~ei~cr,  I I T  also 
r.ecogrrize Sarr Frarrcisco's lrrriqrre positiorr bisith 
r.e~/iect to tlte trarrsl~or.tatiorr rretniork. Sirice EIRs 
corrsidcr. "ii~orse-cose" sce~rarios, ABAG does riot 
ohj~sct, irr tlris sl~ecific case, to usirig higher 
rrrrrirber~s liecause of Sort Frartcisco's urrique 
gcogroiilric pr-ohl~rrts rt:hiclr affect the 
tr-crr~.~~firtutiarr rret~l*or.k corrrrecrirr!: tlre ci t )~ to 
1111ro- ports of the r c , r .  (Gar-y Birrgel-, 
As.ro(~iatiorr of Bay Ar.ro Go~'crrrrrierrts) 

'Rte Cornmerit is noted. The Mission Bny EIR 
ackrtowledges the differenccs bctweert the 
errrploymcnt forecasts used in the EIR 
art:~lyses and other crrlploy~netil fo~ecasts for 

Siln Francisco. Those other forecasts were 
reviewed as part of the background work to 
develop the scenarios for the Mission Bay EIR. 
There are text and tables i11 the EIR con~pi~ring 
the Sart Fraltcisco employment forecast used in 
the Mission Bay EIR to forecasts prepared by the 
Associatiorl of Bay Area Goverrurtelits, Wells 
Farpo B'mk, the Irlstitute for the Future, the U.S. 
Deparlrnent of Contmerce Bureau of Econornic 
Analysis, Pacific Gas & Electric Co., and the 
National Planning Association. See Volwne 
Two, pp. VI.B.67-VI.B.68; and Volwne Tkee ,  
Appendix B, pp. XIV.B.27-XIV.B.28, 

Comment - 

Tlle Firrol EIR should iderrtih tire irrcreased Ia~rd 
salrre of the Missiort Bay area due to its rczortin~ 
irr order. to assist decisiorr makers in nrakirrg 
ecortonric, social artd erti~irorinrerrtal tradeoffs. 

Tire largest profit in real estate dei~e1ol)ntent 
occurs ii~ltert land is  rczoric,d to o higher or n7or.e 
prqfitohle use. For- instance, l f  a re,~idcrrtial 
block irt tlie South of Mar-ker area )isere rezorred 
to a l l o ~ l  a I 0  story office high-rise, the market 
vnlrre uf tltat lot ~'orrld irtcrease imri~cdicrtely. I f  
the olvrrer sold tire lot to an ofJice dct~clo~licr tlrey 
woull realize a srrbstarrtial profit solely ,front tlre 
rezoriirig actiorr. A real estate assessor slzould 
easily he able to xii~e sonie rorrglt estiriiate o f  tire 
irrcr-rrrsed i~alrre evert if there is no actual 
trartsactiorr to sell tire prol)er.ty. 

Tire act o f  rezortirtg in tile Mission Bay Aren kt~ill 
l ~ r o ~ ~ i d e  substarrtial benefits to the Sarrta Fe 
[Pac(fic] Realty Corp. u17der- any crlterrratii~e 
TItese profits are like,y to be in the hurrdreds of 
nrillioris of dollars. This n~indfall profit is what 
pr.oi.ides the o1q)orturiity for a project bvhich can 
help solt~e ratlrer tliart ++lor-sen esistir~g l~ousirrg, 
trarrsporfation, and tr-aflc problems in the City 
ii'hile also proijidirtg substaritial profit to Sarrfa 
Fe. 

Tlie Missiorr Bay final EIR shortld estimate thc 
larrd t~alue of Mission Bay u!hiclr n'ould esist in 
1988 if all Missiori Bay prol)ert)J was irrrrnediately 
sold aftel. beirrg zorred for Alterriatii~e A ,  B,  or N. 

. . . [ A  tuhle] could be used to estiriiate the 
increased t~alrre [associafed wit11 the tyl~e trnd 
crrr~orrrrt of each of tire larid rrse arrd r~esiderrrial 
density categories ir~ each of the EIR 
altcrriatives] itzhich ~i!ill resrrlt ,front a rezonirig 
actiorr 11y the City. Tlris tahle slrorrld be able to 
lie ,filled out irr a ilery rorrgh ,farrrr irr a riratter qf 
clays. By nrakirig this roug11 estiriiate, decisiort 
makers arrd the prrblic ,t!ortld l ra~~e  sonre 
contextfor makirrg tradeoffs Oetn~eerr (liff(?rertt 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
B. Laad Use, Business Activity, and Employment 

Missiorr Bay lartd uses. TIte firtal EIR sltotcld 
c,(irrriiirt tlris t)y)e of  t ~ b l e  ,filled out. (Alan 
Xazrrick, Suri Frorrciscons for Recrsoncrble Gron~tlt) 

The land value analysis requested by the 
contlnenter wns trot provided in tlie EIR because 
it i s  a fi~raitcial issue arrtl therefore beyor~d the 
scope o f  n document that focuses primarily on 
physicnl environmental impacts. I t  is ill1 

appropriate s~lbject for planning purposes, 
however. Such an analysis, "Econonric 
Feasibility: Mission Bay, San Francisco," was 
published by the Department o f  City Planning as 
one o f  the special studies for Missio~r Bay.111 

711e special study used a financial model to 
evalnate 12 alternative plans for the Mission Bay 
Project Areit. Missiori Bay ELR Alterrratives A 
ntid B were covered in the nn:~lysis. Pages 27-32 
o f  tlre special study describe the results o f  the 
analysis. answering the question: "Mow much 
money do the Alterr~atives make?" Table 5 on 
1). 28 su~n~ir;lrizes tlie residual k~ntl v;llues in tolttl 
rind per square foot o f  land for each o f  the 
altertratives nnnlyzed. In 1986 dollars, the 
rcsitlual values range from $19.93 to $33.71 per 
square foot or $14.26 to $23.06 per square foot, 
dcl)c~idi~ig on [he discount rate nssurned. One o f  
the conclusions o f  the report reads as follows: 
"Among the 12 alternatives examined, the highest 
values for the develop~irent were recorded for the 
balaw& schenkes h;tvirrg st~bstar~tial nrixtures o f  
i;i-i!'sing, office and R & D (light industrial) 
spaces. The u&.alar~.c:d schemes, heavily 
housing or heavily off ice,  recorded the lowest 
vi1lucs."/2/ 

LAND USE 

[Orr/ 11. /VI.]B.22 [tlrc EIR stcrtas:] "Over the 
I . j - y c ~ c r r .  ~ic~riod 1972-lYK5, Ray Ar.eci etrtl>loynrent 
Xrell, bs ircc~rly 1 1 1 1 ~  ri~illi~tr jobs at on ~ I I I I I ~ ~ U I  rate 
of rtrore tltart 3% per year. During tlte suttte 
~~cr' iod,  Surf Frnlri.iscf~ enrl1lr1ynreirt irri.reosed hy 
trliorrt 100,000 ,jobs ot crrr iirriruol rcrte qf about 
1.6'h per yectr.. " 

Sari Fraricisco's joblentlilriyrrie~rt gro~t'tlt wcfs 
,gccrrcd to~?ar.il rlo~~~ntotvrr ~ J f l c e  dc~~elo~irrter~t, to 
tltc dctrirncrrt of other enrl>loyrrretrt cutegor-ies. 

/Or!] 11. [1/1.]8.23 [the EIR states:] "O~~crall ,  Sort 
Frcr~tci.rco licrd rr net loss of enrployt~te~rt betn'eerr 
1981 trr1d 198s." 

Tlte policy to rely or! office der~elo~>ntertt to 
171-ovide a stable and permorrertt employnterit 
growth had backfired. . . . 

[On] 1). [VI.]B.24 [the EIR states:] "Tlte Soutlt of 
Market also shows a decline, attributable to 
relocation of office actiidry arid decline cf 
entploymerit in ntanufacturing, clistribution and 
service busirtesses in part as a result o f  
de~~eI(~pntent pressures r conl>ersiort of 
irtdustrial space to office use." 

[On] IJ. [VI.]B.30 [the EIR states:] "Ern~~loyment 
irt the eastern Soutlt of Market lags beltittd 
ph~~sical chartges that ltal~e takett place tltere. 
Much poterrtial office space (particularly ttew 
constr?rction and s~rbstantial reno~~at io~i  projects 
torgcted towards qffice actillities) remains 
unoccul)ied or undet~elo1~ed." 

Office de~~elopntent Itas rrot been art effectii~e job 
inducer in the last decade, and might not be ,for- 
the rre-~t tn'o decades. 

[Orr] 1). [VI.]B.26 [tlte EIR states:] "lrtforrrtatiort 
or1 recent office brrilriirig construction, rvkcn 
viewed in the context of chariges in office 
entl~loyntent presented abo~fe ,  demonstrates tlte 
degree to which 'or~erbuilding' Itas cltaracterized 
Sun Frartcisco's office market irt the past ,fen> 
years. " 

[On/ p. [VI.]B.27 [the EIR states:] "Sitrce tltis 
antotcnt of spcrce [approifed brit not brtilt] (7.2 
million square feet) is required to apply totvards 
tlte anitual limit irt ini:renients of 475,000 square 
,feet per year, it would take almost 1-7 years for 
the additiotial office space allowed to be 
al~proi~ed at a rare of 475,000 square feet eaclt 
year." 

Tlte sl~eculati~~e office cle~~elopment gamble is rrot 
wort11 taking at Missiort Bay, and rto office use 
sltnuld be apl~rol,ed beyond u~ltat ltas already 
been ollon~ed Downtow~rt arrd in tlte South of 
Market. ( h i t  Fir.tlt, Missiort Bay Clearinghouse) 

Of f ice  space does not "itidnce" jobs, as itnplictl 
by the conrmenter. That is bcca~~se  office 
buildiogs per se do not create etnploymerrt 
growth. Business expansion results in demand for 
space to accommodate Inore busitresses and 
workers. Absorption or occt~patrcy o f  adtlition;~l 
space is the ~ s u l !  o f  business expansion and 
employmer~t growth. Office development occurs 
ill anticipation o f  that result. The tirrting o f  
tlevelopnrerrt and business cycles may mean that 
there 1s rrot a perfect rir;~tch in the short run. 
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Consequently, there rnay be relatively large 
amounts of vac;mt office space for a while, 
because the supply of space h;~s outpaced the 
demand for space. Real estate investment 
decisions are generally based on longer-run 
calculations, however. Nevertheless, if business 
activity and employment did not grow enough to 
eventually absorb the space, it is likely that, at 
some point, another use for the site would be 
considered. 

The net loss of ernployment in San Francisco 
between 1981 and 1985 is not evidence lhal there 
is no future in the office sector as a source of 
economic activity and jobs in S m  Francisco. The 
declinc in jobs in the office sector over that 
periotl reflecls ~rt~tiorral business cycle factors, 
hnsit~css relocation decisiorrs, tuld poor eco~iotnic 
perfot~nance on the part of sotne large locally 
based firms. As described on pp. VI.B.23- 
VI.B.27 of Volumc Two, the circumstances of the 
ezlrly 1980's are not typical of Itle longer-term 
outlook. The decline in office etnployment in 
Sarr Francisco has not persisted, and tnany sectors 
have shown strong rates of growth in the 
mid-1980's. 

The Mission Bay EIR does not support the 
comtnenter's conclusion that the office sector will 
not be a source of job growth in San Francisco 
over the next two decades. The text on 
p. VI.B.50 ol' Volume Two outlines the rationale 
for the office growth forecasts for Sat1 
Fraucisco's Downtown & Vicinity. Between 
1985 :,rid 2000, office employment is expected to 
irlwease by 90,000 accountir~g for a l t~~ost  90% of 
the net growtll in e~rrploytr~et~l in the Downlown 
& Vicinity. (See Table V1.B.17 on p. VI.B.54 of 
Volutne Two.) 

Moreover, the EIR does not support the 
coormenter's coriclusion that clown tow^^ office 
etnploymetrt growth occurs to the detriment of 
other sectors. On the contraly, growth in office 
busi~~ess  t~ctivity supports a variety of different 
types of jobs in II~II-office businesses. Exan~ples 
include manufacturing, distribution and repair 
busir~esses that serve office clients (e.g., printers, 
office furnitme and supply distributors, and 
equip~r~ent repair operatioi~s). Hotels and the 
many other busirresses involved in the convention 
trade depend on corporate business travel. Retail 
stores and auto repnir shops tleper~d in part on the 
spenditrg of downtowr~ office workers. It1 San 
Francisco, growth in all of these out,-office 
sectors is linked lo downtown office growth. 

/(I111 1). /I/l./l?.35/36 [tire EM stares:] "A4ucl1 

lartd in the industt-ial areas south of Arnry Street 
is covered with one-story wareltouselloadirtg 
sheds." "Private investment in new facilities has 
becrt lintited." 

Most significar~tly the Sun Francisco Publishirrg 
Conipany is under constructiotr now south of 
Ar-my St. Other new development has taken place 
south of Army St. closer to the I01 ,freeway. In 
fact a great deal of private irii~estntent actiljiry is 
taking place irt the area despite wltat this EIR 
states. . . . 

Econontic activity is in e,~cellent health or1 all 
sides of Sartta Fe's property, and busirtesse.~ arc 
expandirrg. Wholesale, design, ntartufacturirrg, 
oflce arrd retail activity are all seeing growth 
and iml,ro~~entent. Although son~e of these 
businesses are relocatirtg fr.ont other parts of the 
city, not all are. Busitiess start-ups irr the 
Show~place Square Area for exon?l)le are 
increasing dranrarically. Piers 48 artd 50 see 
lirnited use because of lirnited attentl7ts by the 
Port to ertcour.age new operator~sltet~a~ts usirrg 
the facility. Aft aggressive campigti by the Port 
to bring "specialized" cargo to Sar1 Frartcisco 
worrld create the demartd ,for those piers. The 
treed to l~rovide lartd througlr zorring charrgcs for 
ntor-e ent~)loynzertt (more interlsive office or 
research) is unnecessary. A program to better 
use what is available is really what's needed. . . . 

[Ort] 1). [VI.]B.45 [the EIR states:] "Crafts, 
' o e r a t e  and 'other laborer-' occul~ations are 
also relati~~ely rrrore itnporrurir to  rlre conrposition 
of jobs it? tlte rest of the City tlrurr irt t/re 
Uowrrton'rr & Vicinity." 

If portiorrs of the Missior~ Bay project a?-e zorted 
to accommodate "blue collar" enr~)Ioyritertt 
o1)portunities, tlten tltat's what will locate there. 
If the policy of Sarr Francisco is to corrtirtue to 
,force out those kirtds of jobs, that deternlirration 
will be rnade at Missiorr Bay. . . . 

The zoning of Missiorr Bay will detwntirie the 
character of enrl~loymertt there and of the 
srrrrorrtrdirrg areas. It is in tlte best irrreresrs of 
the City to encourage wages which will sr~pj~ort 
the ,fartiilies ~ ' I i o   ill be liidng in the Missinrt Bay 
Ilousirrg. . . . 

[Ort] p. [T/I.]B.lOO [the EIR states:] ". . . sonte 
disrribrttiort, +uarel~ousirtg and trnnsportatiori 
seri~ices operations that had a strong prefererrce 
,for a centralized Sarr Francisco location (rtear 
the Do~~rttou~rr & Vicinity and accessible to other 
c~reas) arrd a ~villirigness to pay higher costs 
associated tilit11 rtew corlstrlrctiort could he 
~x~ ter~ t ia l  long-tern1 occu~~ants  at Mission Boy 
lrrrder- Alter.rtati~~e N." 
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Clear.ly, SF rteedrt't turn its back on  ex-istLrg tyl~cs 
of e1r11~1oj~rrterrt ol~porturrities a t  Missiort Bay. 
Corttirtrrirrg sorue of the esistirtg zoning arid 
crdelirtg new zorlirrg classificcrtions vvill ertcourage 
a di~zcrse husirress clirtiute. Whate~vr is decided 
ul)o~r a s  art ollon~ahle use n'ill c~~errtually occupy 
the space. . . . 

The ol?porturtities (~Ienrunfl) fo r  entl?loyment v~~ill 
he clc~ter.r~tirred /7? ,~rhot zo~tirtg is allow~ed in 
Missiorr Bay. Norre of tlte Alter.rrati~~es are 
crcce1)tahle n'itltorrt sigrrificc~rtt cornbirtntion 
artfllor i~aricrtiori. Tlte t,yl)e(s) of cn~]?lovrtient that 
r~*ill 11c of greater hertefit to Sari Francisco 
rcsiderrts and a cli~jet-sity of fohs r?rrist he tlte 
re~111t of v18hot )lo11 cq)]?ror~e. Urrtil you iroi~e a 
plarr 111hich orrtlirres artd identifies tlrose esact 
tigures, it is i l l i l~o~~ih /e  to make arty 
reconrr~rerrcI~ttiorr. (Jirir F i t  Missior~ Bay 
CIearirrglrouse) 

At several points in his letter. the commenter 
conclrltles that zoning will tlelerrnine the lypes of 
businesses and jobs located in Missiotr Bay. "If 
portiol~s of the Mission Bay Project Area are 
zorrctl to accomnrodate 'blue collar' employment 
opporlu~~itics, tl1c11 that's what will locate. thcrc." 
"Wholever is tlecitletl upot~ $IS a11 allowable use 
will eveatually occupy the space." Those 
stalctnerrts are only partly correct. 

Zoning tlefines allowable. uses and tlre size and 
scale of buildings that could be developed. That 
places some limits 011 the types of business 
activity and ernploymei~t that might eventually 
locate in an area. The other important ptrts of the 
eqcratiotr are dcrnantl for space and ollrer loc:ttion 
optious. If "blue collar" etrrploy~rrenl is not 
growing or businesses that have "blue collar" jobs 
are rrot looking for new locations, then, no matter 
what the zonirrg, the space is rrot likely to be 
occrrpietl by busir~csses etnploying "blue collar" 
workers. Der~ra~rd for space due to business 
growth or relocatioir needs, in combination wilh 
zoning and land use policy, determines tlre types 
01' busirrcsscs and jobs that would be 
:~ccorr~~~~otl;~tetl  ilr Missior] Bay or in any other 
are:!. Moreover, a br~siuess's evalualiotr of 
locatiug in Mission Day would include 
colnp:~risott of space costs, types of facililies 
av:~il;thle, expansion o t e r t i a l  access, and 
colr~patibility will1 sur-ronr~tling uses. Fur mtmy 
busiircsses sucll as those in the service and 
tlistribotion industries, the cost of the new space 
ill Missioi~ Bay m;~y be too high when their 
oplions include s~rbst~~rrtially less expensive 
exisling space or new space i r k  less costly 
outlyilrg locations. 

The commenter asserts, with regard to Piers 48 
and 50, that "an aggressive campaign by the Port 
to bring 'specialized' cargo to San Francisco 
would create the demand for those piers." 
Staff Report and Preliminary R e c o n ~ m e ~ l i k u  - 
on Proposed Revisi~0.s to the San Francisco Bax 
& e a ~ x @ o ~ l L ~ l m ,  prepared by the staff of the 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC), presenls conclusions to the contrary. 
That report cites several reasons why Site 44A 
(adjacent lo the Mission Bay Project Area) is not 
likely to be developed for use as a non-container 
terminal. According to the background cargo 
forecasting reports prepared for the purpose of the 
Seaport Plan revision, there are currently enough 
designated sites to handle long-term demand for 
non-container cargoes. Moreover, Site 44A has 
disadvanlages that make an aggressive campaign 
for its development unlikely. There are road and 
rail access problems; development would be 
unusually costly, particuliuly when viewed in 
light of the relatively lower average revenues 
expected from non-container cargoes; ship repair 
and other exisling port-related uses as well as 
public access and recreation uses would be 
displaced; and there could be operational conflicts 
with other mz~rititne uses./3/ 

[Or,] 17. [VI.]B.IIS [the EIR states:] "SILIIRD 
space would be occupied by uses siniilar to tltosc 
already occul?yirrg rehabilitated industrial 
blrildirtgs arrd sortie new constructiorr irt 
Showylace Syttare arrd Nortlt Potrero I Potrero 
Hill. 

"111 particular, Alterrrati~~e A would proi~ide 
optiorrs for showroom and related de~elopment in 
SfLIIRD space at Townsend c?nd Sei~mrtli Streets 
in the Project Area." 

Tlre co~itirtltotiort of art e.~istirtg use +t.ill a l l o ~ ~  
esl~arrsion and growth opportunities for tltat 
irrdustry uhile itor creating norr-coriil~atible uses 
next cL)or or across tile street. 

The secorrd -- SLIRD -- secondary [scr~lice] ligltt 
irrdrtstr)l RD space. It's beerr rlefiiied in so ritarry 
differe~rt categories in the EIR that 1 tltink that in 
(11-der to do art aclequate job in ternrs qf the Iurrd 
use l~larr, that yorr rttay itced to identifi a little 
rttore specifically tire kinds of tl1o.c.e liglrr irrdztsrry 
or v~!hatoler uses you naalrt ctrtd wlltere c,,vactly you 
n?arrt thent. 

. . . [Flor esanil~le, a s  is nrentiorted, [tltough] rrot 
in rnuck cletail. . . irt the EIR, the corr~er of 
Se~~entlt artd Towrnsetid may be suitctble ,for the 
e,tparrsioiz and continuation of clesigrier 
Slto+~place activities. . . . 
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. . . ((llrie of tlri? tltirrgs tlrtrt rve or-e hoping rvill 
riot be ii~coted irr Missiorr Bay are tl~irrgs tltat 
Ir/ir~c t r~  il'ith hiotechirologj~ 01- the cortil7rcter 
i r 1 1 1 t 1 ,  r~>hich, os (I hy-l)rodrrct of those 
irrdrrstr.ics, ci.eates tosic rttoterials u'lticlt tl~cri 
1ro1.c to bc? reritor,ed ,fr.oitt tlrat site --  not fr.ortt tlie 
gi.olrrrd riecessorily, btrt 1-eirtoi~ed by trrrck through 
tire ~.csiiicrrtic?l areas orrd c r ~ ~ o y  crrrtl out to an 
a l~l~rol~r ia te  durril~ing site. (Jirii Firth, Mission 
Uoy Clecliirrghorrse) 

Service/iight industrial/researcl~ and develop~nent 
(S/LI/RD) space is defined once in the Mission 
Bay EIR, in Chapter V. Ttre E1R Alternatives 
anti Approval Process, ucrder the heading 
"General Description of Land Uses" (see Volulr~e 
Two. p p  V.2-V.3). As indicated irr that 
tfcscriptiorr, a primllry characteristic of S/I,I/RD 
spt~cc is its flcxibility; it woultl nccornmodatc a 
v;~ricly of uses. Three general types ol uses are 
identilied, along with more tletail on the types of 
busir~csscs atid activities that could occupy the 
S~ : ICC.  Thc tllree irrair~ types of uses would be: 
scrvice it~clustri;~l, light irldustrial / rese;~rch ;ind 
tlevelopment, i~nd wI~olesale/skrowroorrr. htnor~g 
the factors influencing the activities that would 
occupy S/LI/RD space iulder Alternatives A and 
B woultl be: location, type and cluality of 
structure, access, alrtl adjacent uses. As the use is 
currer~tly defined, businesses irr the biotechnology 
ar~tl computer industries as well as fnedical or 
edtrcationr~l i~~stitutional facilities could locate in 
S/LI/RD space. 

(0111 p. ( l~l . jB.50 (the EIR smtc,s:] 
"C'i~rrseqrrcrrtlj', irt tlris firtrrre c(>rttc,..vt sccTiori, 
diffirerrt sets rf rtrrrirl~ers are /~rescirteJ as tile 
sc'err[rrios ,for tlie ,frrtrrre rriider each Alterriatir~e, 
irt(~orpor.ntirr, tlre (Iflei-ent ef7ec.t~ of cuclt 
i i r  Birj, Altcirrcrtir~e orr ,fiiture c~orrditioris 
oirtsidc tire Pri;jec.t Area." 

If arty inrid rtse is rrot iricltrded ill the jirtrrre 
corrtert sec,tion tlte resrrltirrg irrrllclcts 011 tire elitire 
l)rc;jcc,t colrlrl Oc irirwlid. If rite Cal-Trairr statiorr 
is rrror.rt1 clo~~~rrtorc~ri (not c.ortsirki.ed iri detail irt 
this H I < ) ,  if art ArerrolStadiurir is hoilt in or rtear 
tlrc l~rvject, or slroitld o ivgiortal retail sltolq~ing 
trrecr eiv)lr,c~ crforrg 7th St, sorrtlr of To~'risertd, 
tlrfse clerrierrts ~+,orrlil clrarrge the entire 
c~orrrlitioris of Missiorr Bav. 

Tire l~oirrt is tlrrrt rlrcse issrrcs rriust be rc,soh:ed 
befu~c tlreir iritl~ucts curl be ~ i i ~ a ~ r r r e d  accrrr~?teIy 
irr tlicir. rclotiorr to the Missir~rr fitr,~~ 11r.oject. (.[in! 
Firth. Missiorr B a j ~  Clcnr~irrqliorisc) 

The specific land llse concerns of the commenter 
ale addressed in vmious comporrents ol' the 
Mission Bay EIR. Variant 9 (CalTrain Station 
Location), on pp. VII.51-VII.54 of Volume Two, 
Chapter VII. Variations on Alternatives, 
discusses extension of CalTmin service into 
downtown. The stadium/arena proposal is 
discussed in the Draft Supplement to the Mission 
Bay Draft EIR, issued March 17, 1989. Both 
Variant 11 (EIR Hearing Proposal) and 
Variant 12 (Development Agreement 
Application) incorporate substantially larger 
amounts of retail space in Mission Bay than any 
of the Alternatives: analysis of that level of retail 
activity is incinded in the analysis of those 
variants. (See XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26, and XV.P.27-XV.P.46, 
respectively, for an analysis of Variants I1  and 
12.) 

Tltere appears to he ito refer-ertce iri the Reltort 
[Draft EIR] to tile possible prescirce of the 
ntusertrrr arid its sltips adjacent to tlte Missiori Bay 
der~elol~n~etit, but Iprcsrrrrte that these fall irrto rite 
cateyor-)! of rtinritinte related p0r.t actir~itj~ 
referred to iri Alterriate N. Tlris alterrrate sshoull 
be retained in public ownership east of Third 
Street to Piers 48 and 50 ivhich inclt~des tltis 
cortiririttee's irtterest. (Rayritortd Aker, CItirra 
Basiri Maritiri~e Historical Pork Coniniittee) 

It is possible a small portion of land designated 
for port-related use east of Third Street, adjacent 
to Piers 48 and 50, could i~ccotnmotlate a museum 
in Alternative N. However, the main group of 
activities assumed to locate in this area would he 
maritime-orientcd businesses tirore than a 
rrkaritime institution. Solr~e examples of tnaritirne 
businesses are contailrer freight stations, maritime 
equipment manufacture and supply. chandlers ant1 
otller marine sales and service businesses, and 
ship/boat builtlirig and repair facilities. 

The City already enjoys the benefits of the 
Natiorlal Mariti~rle Museum in the Northern 
Waterfront. Given the presence of a protective 
bre'akwater and a number of conrpleme11t;try 
facilities there, the Nortl~ern Waterfront loci~tion 
is corrsitlered to be preferable to Mission Bay.141 

Sevelxl planrring errorts are now underway to 
revitalize tile maritime character of the Northern 
Wikterl'ront. The joint planning process headed by 
tile Satr Francisco Redevelopment Agency and 



Departroerrl of City Plurnring for Fislrerlnan's 
WII:I~T itrcludes considerzrtiotr of providing uew 
tnarilitne i~rslituliotr space in a rerrovatetl Haslett 
Warehouse, ;rnd cxterrsivc urbar~ design 
tre:rttnctrts that would better unify tlrc western 
half of the waterfront (including Aquatic Pnrk trntl 
the Maritime Mrlseutn) with the eastern half. In 
ntldition, the Port of San Francisco is 
itrtlcpendc~~tly pttrsuirrg tlrc cre:rtiotr of a proposed 
Sc:tfood Cctitcr oti Pier 45 :rnd otr rrcw fircililies 
lo l)c adtled lo the Flyde Strcel Pier. Tlre center 
wortltl ex))and fislrilrg itrdustry facilities at the 
Wharf. Furtlrermore, the National Park Setvice, 
wlricll has dcsigtratctl this area :I Mzrritime 
N;rliotr:~l tfisloric P:rrk, will be workiirg to 
inrprove ;tnd upgrade the I-tyde Street Pier. All 
tltese irrrprovemetrts woultl complen~ent and 
fttrtlrcr elrlrancc the nrarititrrc values in tlre area, 
trr:rking it llrc prcfcrretl loc:rtion over Mission Bay 
111 the atltlitiotr 01' zury otl~er ~ozu.ilinre trroscum 
Iztcilities. 

JOB OPPORTUNITIES 

I guess I rl>ill hegirt nty contnrertts 1))~ sayirry . . . 
it's oDi~ious that Cnlif~rrrin is going to grow. Tlte 
q~re.stiort is ,r~here. 111 orraljr;irrg ~1~1rer.e tlte 
cort.snrrc.tiorr is goirrg or! irr Ctrl;li,rrricr tod(ry, we 
,firr(l that statett~idc or2cr- the past ,four years, the 
urrrolrrrt af cortstrtrctiort tltat our rrtentOcr~,s do has 
renterirred e,vtrenrel)~ corrstartt, arotrrr(1 . . . [$I17 to 
$18 11iIlio11 a yeur. . . . 

Artother irtdicator is w'lrcre the con,str.rrctiort is 
hal~pcrtirrg. If yotr look at, so)), tlte Boy Area 
c,orrrlxrred to tlrr Los Artgeles crrecr, yotr ,firid that 
irr all af the cotirities strrrorrrtding Sun Francisco 
Bag, tlte c.orrstr~rc.tiort tknt our- nterrthers do is  
dorr'rt about 29 l~crccrrt oiler the past ,four- years. 
If yotr look at  LA., LA. Corrrrty alorre is up uborrt 
33 percent. The loss irt cortstructiort in Sarr 
Francisco is so sigrtjficartt that . . . the gairt of 
corlstructiorr irr the City cf L.A., . . . br the past 

,fi)trr. )rears is larger tlrart the total construction 
left irr Sari Frarrcisco irr 1988. . . . Tltat is the kind 
uf iriil~acr the clo,+~nrurrt in cortstrrrctiorr irt Sarr 
Frarrcisco has had on tlir ecorromy nrrd on t l ~ e  
corrsn.rrctiort if~rltrstry. 

Norl,, rltat directly doesrr't lrrrr-t orrr nrerribers 
hecorrsr the)' n!or.k crll oi~er tlte state. 
(.70rrstr.~rctic~rt is corrsistrrrt. . . . /Ho+t.er~er-,] it's 
Ittrrtirrg Sarr Frnrrc'isco. It 's 111rr.ti11~q tltc 11eo11le 
I +t$ork irr Strrr Frcrrrcisco. It's hurting 
~~urrstr.rrctiorr ujc~rker-s irr Sarr Frurrcisco, rvhic.h is 
still pretlonrirrorltlyririrrurttly rrrriorr irr tlte tvl,e of +t'ork tlrat 
I I V  c/o. (Tlrorrtos Tltorrt(>sorr, As,socinted Gerreral 
Corrtractors af Caljforrrict) 

XV. Summary OK Commenls and Responses 
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Mission Bay development would support a 
substantial number of consttuction jobs in San 
F~kncisco. As described in the EIR, the ;\mount 
of conslnrction employment vzrries acc~rditlg to 
the amount and type of development. Alternative 
A would generate the most construction jobs 
(about 12,700 person-years of construction labor 
over the course of the tieveiopinerrt period): 
Alternative B would generate about 9,900 person- 
years of construction labor and Alternative N, 
about 4,200 person years of labor. (See 
pp. VI.B.88-VI.B.90 of Volume Two.) 
Pages XIV.B.43-XIV.B.48 or Vol~rtrre Three, 
Appendix B, describe the procedure and assirtnp- 
lions for estimating Project Area construction 
cn~ployment. 

We haije reilie+~led tlte Mission Bay drafr 
Erridrortnfcntal Intpact Report artd ,find tltat it 
does rtot adequately address the itrtl)act of tlte 
project (III issues of emj~loyntent, yfirntotii~c 
actiorr, M.B.E's, W.B.E's and srtrrorrrrdirry 
neigltbarhoods. TI1er.e needs to be a rrzore 
coritpr-ehensii~e artalysis. 

Tlre CDC, in our polic~~lrregutiatirrg stcrtcntent tc~ 
the der~e/o~~er ,  Sartta Fe  [Pacific] Realty 
Corporation, outlined ge~tcral pol ic ie~ regardirrg 
tlte project, that if adol~ted worrld address sorite of 
tlte key co~iceuts (?f tlte Io~vlnro~lerate irrc~rite 
community. . . . Until tltese issues are addressed 
in the E.I.R., tlre E.I.R. is incontplete and rtot 
accel~table to tlre CDC. (Jinr Qrreerr, Conrnrurrity 
De~~elopntent Council) 

The corntnenter raises concerns about how the 
Mission Bay EIR deals with job and business 
opportunities as well as nearby neigltborlroods. 
TIre latter concern is addressed in the Response 
on pp. XV.B.13-XV.B.14. The Response below 
directs the cotntnenter to the ELR discussion and 
analysis of etnploylnent and job opporlnnities in 
the Project Area wrder each Alternative. 

The Mission Bay EIR describes the amount of 
employtnent arrd types of job opportunities in tlre 
Project Auea for Alternatives A, B arrd N. The 
land use characteristics of each Alternative are 
translated into estimates of the number of jobs 
aud tlie characteristics of jobs offered in Mission 
Bay wrtler each Alternative. Tables VI.B.29 anti 
VI.B.30, on p. VI.B.84 and p. VI.B.86, 
respectively, of Volume Two, show the estimates 
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of Mission Bay jobs by occupalion and by 
wagelsalary categoty for 1985 (existing 
cortditior~s), 2000, and Build-outJ2020. The EIR 
:ilso co~rip;~res the Alternatives wilh respect to 
henefils lo the I:tbor force, clescribing tlie nutrkber 
; ~ r r t l  type of job opportunities offered by each 
Alterrlative. (See Volume Two, pp. VI.B.83- 
VI.B.93.) 

11 is rtot possible to predict at a program level of 
analysis the implications of Mission Bay 
tlcvclop~ncnt for minority-owned or woman- 
owned businesses. Under each Mission Bay 
Alternative, conlrnercial developtilent in Mission 
Bay would offer location options for 
~ninority-owr~ed, woman-owned and other small 
and large businesses. Affirmative nction policies 
such :IS those outlined by the cotnmenter could be 
incorporatetl inlo the master plan and 
developn~ent agreement, and would be identified 
in the course of the planning (as opposed to 
environrr~enlal review) process for Mission Bay. 

Comment 

[or~] p. [1'1.]8.40 [the EIR states;] "O~~erall ,  
bI,(rges and scilories tcrid to cl~tstrr  iri the $15,000 
- .$JY,OOO rorrge, ivirh 72% of tlte jobs iri this 
~I'OLI/J.' '  

Tlresr stcrtistics sho+v thor ahorrt 50% of the 
~~,irr-kers ear.rr less tlrcirr $25,000. 1 b~!oulcl like to 
krioi~j ~ ~ ' h n t  j~crccrrtogc carri less tharl $35,000? 
(.liri~ Fir-t11. Missior~ Bay Clearirrglrousc) 

The commenter cites a statement from V1.B. 
Land Use, Business Activity, and Employment 
that refers to the table describing the occupation 
and w:ige/s:ilery characteristics of jobs in the 
Mission Bay Project Area in 1985. According to 
tlie survey of Prqiect Asea businesses, about 57% 
of tlie jobs pay under $25,000 per year. Another 
401% of t l~e  jobs pay from $25,000 to $49,999 per 
ycilr. The wegeJsalziry characteristics are based 
011 survey data collected according to the 
categories showti. Therefore. it is not possible to 
irltlic;lte cx;lclly what percentage of jobs falls in 
111c Icss-t11a11-$35,000 category. The percentage 
Llrlls son~ewliere belween 5 7 % ~  arid 97%. 
Assu~nirig the jobs were distriboted evenly along 
thc wage/sal;try spectrum, an cstinlatetl 73% 
woultl be i t ]  the untler $35,000 wagelsalary 
czitegory. 

Comment 

[Or?/ 1'. /l;l.]B.45: [tlrc EIR stcrtcs:l "Ill c~cklitiort, 

tkcrc are peol~lc not in the lnhor force 113ho ivant 
to ivork but do rtot look for n job bccatrse tltey 
thirtk they cartriot firid one. Slrcll people are 
t)y~icnlly referred to a s  'discouraged n!oi.kers'." 

How, many "discouraged c/,vorL-ers" arc  t/terc? 
W1rer.e do they l i s e  Wltat plarts are beirrg rirade 
to 131-o~~ide trainirrg and entl)lo)'rnent opportlcr~ities 
,for tlrcnt? 

[Ori] 1). [VI.]B.49 [the EIR stat~s:] "A declirte in 
rrrrcr~t~)lo~~r~tertt rates irrdicates, irr Dot11 art 
absolrrte arid re la t i~v sense, tllat nzore people are 
cm1)loyed." 

Sirrce rlze data to predict the urrent~~loyn~erit rates 
is irtcon~plete, (see aboife) hou~ cart ?lor1 really 
justify rhe stateniertt? (Jim Firth, Missiorr Bay 
Clrcrrirt,ghouse) 

Response 

It is difficult, even at the level of national 
statistics, to develop an estimate of how many 
discouraged workers there are or theis place of 
residence. It is likely that there itre relatively 
more discou1,aged workers in cities and regions 
with weak economies than there are in aseas with 
strong rates of eco~ioniic growth. The proportion 
o l  the labor force that could be considered 
discouraged is likely lo increase during periods of 
time or in locations in which there is a mismatch 
between the skills of the workers and the 
prevailing needs of the employers. The decline of 
employment opportnnities in lleavy industry and 
the growth opportunities in retail trade and 
business and co~nmercial services is one such 
stroctural shift that has contributed to the pool of 
discouraged workers. 

The Mayor's Office of Comtnunily Development 
and the San Francisco Private Industry Council 
administer or fund employment arid training 
programs for the City. Some of those programs 
are designed to help discouraged workers and 
other unelnpfoyed people. 

The statement about unemployment rates from 
p. VI.B.49 of Volu~rre Two is quoted out of 
conlext. It is the concluding sentence of a 
paragraph describing the relationship between the 
overall level of economic activity and 
unemploylnent sates. The preceding sentences 
describe how, in n period of econo~nic expansion, 
more people are employed and the labor force is 
likely to grow. To the extent this occurs, a 
decline in unemploymerit rates reflects both the 
absolute and relative increase in people employed. 
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Comment 

[On/  11, / l f I . / l l .Yl  /tltc EIR stcrtcs:] "Eni~iloynrcnt 
(~~i~~ortt trt i t ie .~ or- ol~ertirrgs it'ortld occur. as Prvject 
Areu bttsirtcsses greriJ or~d esl~or~ded ar~d us a 
r.estilt of orr-goirr,? job turnoi~er." 

Are ,joli (rid e.\;riitirsiorr o j~j~ort~f i i t ies  the sarrte 
~l'itlt e(tclt cllter.rtati~)e and i,nr.ictrtt? Will the lartd 
use plarr ac.corr~rrtoclate btrsirtesses' need for 
crilditiorrtrl slince? (.lini Fir.tlr, Missiort Bay 
C'letrr-ingltorrsc) 

Response 

As st;ited in I11e EIR, the nurnber OF ctn~)loynrenl 
oppiirttniities or job openings each year would 
tlcl)cnd on total employoient untler an Alternative. 
Gellet-ally. the larger the ankount o f  employnlent 
ill the Project Aren, the larger the number of  
cnrploytiicrit opportunities. Tile types o f  
oppcwlri~iitics wnr~lcl vary tlel)eriiling oli lllc types 
of bi~sinesses locating in the Project Aren. For 
tlrc Alternatives, the difkrences in job 
oppor!rrnilies nt-e described in  Volume T w o  on 
1'0. Vl.B.91-VI.B.92. Where relevant, 
Ch;~pter VII .  Variations on Alternatives, in 
Volume Two. itlenlifies wlrat a variant would 
nlean for Projcct Area job opportunities. 

At Illis lcvcl o f  plalu~ing :rnd analysis, it is  not 
])ossihle to predict the expansion needs o f  
businesses t l ~ a l  conltl be located in Mission Bay 
a t  sorljc litrre in the fnlure. Ln general. the tnore 
cotn~ncrcial space allowed in the plan for the 
1'ro.iect Area, the greater t l ~ e  ability of  Missiol~ 
Hi~y, ;\tit1 Sat, Frnncisco as a wliole, to 
accorr~n~odatc business needs for additional space. 

(On/  11, /I/l.]B.R9 [tlte Ell< s tu t~s:]  "Because 
rrtajr~r. irffr-crstrrr(~r~tr.c iteri~s to I J ~ ~ ~ I ( I I . C  tlte site for 
tlre ,fir.st 111rascs nf dei~elo~irtrerrt (r~erno~~al of tlte 
1-280 fieeil'rry sful) attd cortstructiort c!f rtew 
r-crrrtps, Cal7'rairt relocatiort, MUNI Metro 
e.vtotsion, cltarrrtel irtiproi~entertts, rtew chartnel 
11r.id~qe) are assunred to be cortt~~leted I?)' 1995. 
c.orrstrtcction c.nr~iIoynierrt crssyciated n~itlt tltnse 
[lctir~itics i~~oulcl be lunrl~cd in the early yycrs of 
tlrc rlc i~eloli~trntt l)rrio(l." 

It is cr rrtistoke to ctssrrnle tlte C(r1Trairr station u~ill 
relo~~ctte. Is 11r.c-first pltase erri01o)~niertt sttch as 
the cleorr-rr11 of tlte erttire 11r.ojec~t site irrclttded irt 
tltr J iL~ t t r ( '~?  (.Jirtt Fitflt, Missiort Bay 
Cleur.irr,ylto~rse) 

' r l ~ e  CalTrain reloc:~tion issue is ciiscusscd in 
XV.E. Tmnsportation in the ReSpollSe on 
p p .  XV.E.27-XV.E.20. 

Etnploy~ncnt related to investigation and clean-up 
o f  l~azatdous malerinls in the Mission Bay Project 
Area was not estimated for the EIR because the 
type and extent o f  the work that would be 
required ;Ire not known. Any clean-up-related 
employment would be tre~rtecl s i n ~ i l ~ ~ r  to 
construction ernployrnent ( i . .  not perrn;tnet~l 
employment). For example, it would not be 
counted as part o f  the Project Area jobs/l~ousing 
analysis. 

PROJECT AREA RETAIL ACTIVITY 

[On] 11. [l'I./B.I04 [the EIR stare.s:] "Under all 
Alternuti~~cs, the anlotcrtt o f  retail slJace in tlte 
Project Area would be [lal-ger] thart thnt 
srrl111orte(l only by Mission Bay irlorkers aird 
residents." 

[Ort] 1,. [VI.JB.105 [tltc EIR smtes:] "Tlie total 
amount of  rerail sjmcc in Alternntii~e A could 
accontmodate large stores (superntarket. 
dru~store)  tyl,ical of ( I  neighborhood center 
although the configuratiort of tlte sllace, as 
illrtstr-ated or1 the nrap ntay itot be ayyropriate." 

[Or11 1'. [VI.]B.106 [the EIR states:/ "C:ii'ert tlte 
strorrg residential cftaracrer of Alternative B, it 
rrright be apj>ro~iriote in thnt Alternati~~e to 
yroilide 31r  a neighborhood sltoppirtg center iri 
Mission Bay to serve residents of both the Project 
Area orrd Nearby Areas hy consolidating a larger 
anrourtt of retail sliucc on a large site where 
access would be easy." 

[On] p [VI.]B.118 [the EIR states:] "All of the 
Alterrtutir~es would increase retail sltolil~in,? crnd 
eatir~g arrd drinkirig o~)portunities in the Mission 
Baj ilicirtity. Tlius, futru-e dec~eloprtrerrt of  
Missiort Bay wottld expand retail options 
crr~itil~ible to residerrts arid workers irt nmrliy 
areas.'' 

Tlie retail en~ployntent coritj~orrent at Missioit Bay 
shorrld offer a i~nriety of choices. A 
"neighborhood sltol~pirig street or streets" and a 
"sholil~irtg center" sltould botlt be establislted ir~ 
Missiori Bay. A strortg entl~lta$is sltould be rrrade 
to serile the Nearby Areas. 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
B. Land Use, Business Activity, and Employment 

Tire retail its(? that hirs beer! sriggc,sted in tlte 
tlrrec nlterricrtiscs, crgcrin, t ~ ~ c  belioje is going to 
hr seriousl~~ irtodequatc. We arc arrticipatirtg tlrat 
this is goirrg to be a do~eloprrterrt, a rrew 
rteigltborhood tltat is goirtg to be seri~irtg people, 
crrrd people are goirrg to rteed to 1 t a 1 ~  a 
rrciglrborhood - -  retail, streets, services, sltoe 
slrirres, srrrull grocery stor.es, sr~rall restaurarrts. 

Ii7e [ire itor sriggestirtg tltar you bring irt large 
ficrrrcltise ol~crirtioris, although I thirik tltnt as  is 
rrterrti~~ri~!d irr tire EIR in orre c?f tlre alternatives, 
tlrot ii 1ar.g~ retail grocer.y store arid drrrgstore 
c(mrhiriorior~ irmy he ap11rol)r.iare at tire sourlt ertd 
of rlrot de~:elol~riterrr rreor- to wltere it was 
~ ~ c ~ / ~ c ~ , s e d  iit the Ell<. (./in1 Firth, Potrei.o Hill 
Lea,yttc ~ ? f A c t i ~ ! e  Ne i~hhors )  

The Cotnment is noted. The EIR describes the 
alnolnlt and type of retail space in Mission Bay 
under each Alternative. The EIR comtnerits on 
the configuration of retail space in each 
Alternnlive and wliat that might mean for the type 
and variety of retail development. The EIR also 
compares the a~r~oiint of retail space in each 
Allcn~i~tive to the ;tnrount of retail space that 
woultl be supported by the spending of Project 
Area residents arid workers. That comparison, 
along with [lie description of the likely types of 
ret;~il developtnen(, provides an indication of the 
cxlcrlt lo wlrich Mission Bay retail activity nlso 
woriltl serve Nearby Areas. (See pp. Vl.B.104- 
VI.B.106 ant1 pp. VI.B.117-VI.B.119 of Volume 
Two.) The EIR analysis of Project Area retail 
dcvelopme~~l is heing used in consider;ition of the 
Missiuti Bay Plan. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR EXISTING 
BUSINESSES IN THE PROJECT AREA 

N&H Sltil~ Service is a conrpaity which has 
11r.ovidcd service ,for tire Sarr Francisco shipl~irig 
itrdustry sirtce 19.50. Tlte conrlJctny began as o 
bilge trird tnrrk clearrirtg ser~,ice, irrrd co~~t i i r t re~  to 
11ro1:ide tlris itecessaryfitrtcti(~~r to rltis day. 

111 ilre IY6O's,  N&H e.~/~orr<led its scope to irrclrrdc 
rlre clecrrr-II~J of ha~ctrclous i~~rrstes ,fr.oi~t irrdttstriol 
SOlllCeS. 1I'USfe 1 1 1 1 S 0  ~ ~ e l 7 1 ~ ~ 1 1 ~  alld 
disr~rortrlirrg of rrrrdergr.otirui storage tariil-s, arid 
(?rrro:qi?rtcy (.lcart-rtl~ of lrtrzordous 171ntcricrl sl~ills 
tltro~rgltoitt tire Boy Arerr. . . . 

I-lceH is also tire orrly recogriized reccpriori 
fircilit)~ irt the Soil Frnrrcisco Bcry Ar.co rrtrthorizcd 

to recei~je tlte oil, ,outer and otlter vcbnstes that 
may no longer be discharged at  sea hy tartkers or 
otlrer sltil1.s. It carries orit tltis task pur.sriairr to 
rite Interrtational Cort~~erttion for tlte Preverrtiort 
of Pollutiort @ant Skips (MARPOL 73178) arid 
]Jnrsrturlt to  Vol. 33, U.S. Code of Federal 
Regulatioris $3156 and 157. 

TIte H&H facility is located a t  the South erttrance 
to Chirta Basiit, adjacent to Pier 48. Tile 
TreatnierrtlTrarrsfer area (tank farm) arid 
laboratory are situated just nortlt cf the pier. Tire 
rnairt office, tartk cleaning arid drum storage 
areas are located ort tile West side of Ckiria Basirt 
Street, acrossfr.ont Pier 48. 

H&H Sliip Service Cornparty is  r.eqoestirrg tlrat 
cortsiderariort be gi~~ert to nvo ,factors rrt tlte 
draulirig of project botrrrdaries of tlte laird use 
plan and in tile various stages irt tlte project 
intplcnrentation. 

I .  Project bouitdaries should be drow~ri to escludc 
tlte H&H facility, thereby per-mittirrg H&H to 
coritirtue operations irt its presertr location. 

H&H proi~ides a needed service to the mar-itinte 
irtdusny, and cart be most effectii~e in its present 
Iocariort. The Port of Snit Francisco has a h ~ i s e d  
t l~at  there is no alternatil~e site a~~ailable to 
H&H. If ships are to receise tire proniptest 
possible cleart-up service, the corttl)air)~ ntrrst be 
kept in the area, in a site licensed /)y the State 
Deparrnterit of Health Ser~jices. Considering the 
d~f lcu l t ies  in obtainirig permits for any new site, 
tlte course of action that best serves tlte 
comnrunit)~ is to permit H&H to ret~tain irt its 
present locatiort. 

Tlte serl~ices of H&H will also be rrecded to clearr 
up t l ~ e  esistirtg hazardous waste sites artd 
ui~dergrourrd tarrks iit tire project area. Since 
trartsl~ortatioit cart be a sigrtificartt elcrwer~t of 
clean-up cost, ecortontic factors nlso suggest tltat 
H&H be permitted to contirtue to o11erate at its 
present locatiort. 

I I .  I f  the decisiort is to u l t i n in t e~  brrild or 
othern,ise use n'hat is rtow tlze H&H site, tlterr 
N&H will need a ntirtinrrtnlfi~~e )'ear rrotice. 

Tit? hazardous waste clean-rtj) httsiriess inny /)e 
tile rllost heul'ily regtrkated industry irt tire lirritcd 
States. 111 additiort to site acqrrisiriorr cor~ipliarrce 
11>it11 all the land use regrtlatioris, EIR processes, 
design, boildirtg arid zorrirtg l~erntits requiredfor 
crrry riew sire , f o r -  a large scale btrsirress, there are 
sire-sl~ec(fic l~erniits required by tire Califurrria 
D e a r - t i e  of Healtlt Ser~Yces arid tlie 
Err1~irorrineritcr1 Proteoiorr Agency. Seporote 
11rrnrits are needed for trarisp(~r~ratior~, terit/~orirr-y 
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storage arrd waste tr.eatment activities. Some of 
tl~cse perrnits require tltr-ee to four ycclrs just for 
the rei~iew and appr.uva1 process. This is in 
additiori to the tinic required to locate arid 
acquire a site, perform all the design and 
crrgirreering work and to satisfj EIR requirements. 

Tlirs request appears particularly reasonable in 
siew cf the EIR's projection for Alterriative B 
(Vol. I, p. 11.12) show~rrtg tltat existing uses in the 
H&H area are to rernairt undisturbed iri the year 
2000 (over ten years into the project). 
Presumably, sinfilar phasing could be used for 
any alternative finally selected. 

Realistically, it is questionable whether H&H 
could relocate its facility and continuously 
remain ir~ business even with a ,five year notice. 
T11erefi)re we request assurance cf at least five 
years notice, should relocation become 
necessary. (Gary L. +Vidmari, Bronson, Bronson. 
& McKinnori) 

The relocatior~ problems faced by H & H Ship 
Se~vice are describetl in general terms in the 
EIR. The EIR acknowledges that some existing 
Project Area businesses have limited location 
options because of special access and facility 
requirements or beceuse they involve operations 
that necessitate special planning and review. The 
EIR iilso notes that finding acceptable substitute 
iocatioris o r  Project Asea maritime-related 
businesses may require public agency 
i~~volvernent ant1 planning (see 
pp. VI.B.93-VI.B.104 of Volutne Two). 

To add further information about H&H, the 
followir~g sentence is :tdded at the end of 
p. VI.B.94 of Volume Two: 

. HBrH Sbip Services is an example of a 
business which miiy haw diff~culty relocating 
beca~ise its pennil to receive, store and Ireat 
used and unused peholeum wastes is on 
record for the propnty it occupies near 
Pier48 and cannot be moved. The owner 
would have to apply for a new permit at a 
new locationI49al 

Ncw note 1494 is addcd following notc/49/ on 
p. VI.B.133 of Volumc Two: 

/49a/ H8rH Ship Services has a grandfathered 
Interim Status Document (ISD). The ISD 
permit allows llr~xn to store and rmnsport 
petroleum wastes to refmerics for chemical 
rep-sing. 'The permit cannot be 
Uansferred lo a new location. The owner 
would bave to apply for a new Treatment, 

Storage or Disposal W D )  permit (see 
p. VLN.14). The application would require 
full CEQA compliance for the siting of a 
Hazardous Waste Facfity, as well as permits 
from the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, state Department of Health Services, 
and local agencies. TSD pennits are 
expensive and difficult to obtain, and the 
process cwld take a number of years. 
(Salvatore Ciriello, Senior Waste 
Management Engineer, Department of Health 
Services, Region 2, telephone conversation, 
Apd 25,1990.) 

As noted by the commenter, the phasing of 
Mission Bay development could be structured to 
provide lead time to relocate H & H Ship Service. 
The phasing plan for Mission Bay is one of the 
subjects of the development agreement. The 
tenure of H & H Ship Service at this location also 
depends on the terms of agreements with the 
landlord, the Port of San Francisco. 

[On] p. [VI.]B.37 [the EIR states:] "The ship 
repair activity at Pier 50 is the only maritime 
activity on piers adjacent to Mission Bay that 
extends to land in the Project Area:" 

I'm not sure, but I'd like to know ujltcre the 
United Coffee warehouse on 3rd St. gets its bulk 
cases of coffee? (Jim Firth, Mission Bay 
Clearinghouse) 

The commenter cites one sentence from a 
paragraph describing the use of port property 
atljacerrt to the Project Area. There is a variety of 
both non-maritime and tnaritime-related uses on 
port property east of China Basin Street, outside 
the Project Area. The sentence cited indicates 
that only one of those uses actually exte~ids to 
port property within the Project Area on thc west 
side of China Basin Street. This is not to itrlply 
that there is only one maritime-related business in 
the Project Area. As describetl on 
pp.VI.B.9-VI.B.10 of Voltune Two, there are 
several (13) maritime-related establishmer~ts in 
the Project Area. One is the United Coffee 
Corporation, at 145 Third Street. According to 
ir~lcrviews with company management, United 
Cofl'ee handles coffee beans delivered from the 
port's contrtiner terminals at Piers 80 and 94-96. 
They receive shipments infrequently, about once 
every two to three monllis. There are other 
establishments in the Project Area that have a 
relationship via trt~ck transport with San 
Francisco container terminal facilities to the south. 
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[Orr] 1). [1/I.]B.39 [the EIR states:] "Murty 
e.visrirtg facilities corttirtue to be used by getterally 
srrtoll-scale rriaritirrie arid related actisiries, 
consisterit uitk Por.t priorities,for the area." 

What is tlie artrttral dollar benefit to tlie city irt 
rases, fees or perrttits? (Jim Firth, Missiori Bay 
Cleor.irtgltouse) 

Tile cornrnet~ter quotes :1 sentence from the 
Setring tlescriptior~ of land uses on port property 
adjacent to the Project Area. The public revenues 
collected from those or any other businesses in or 
near the Mission Bay Project Area were not 
estim:~tetl for ar~:tlysis in the EIR. Public revenue 
ant1 cost issues are economic issues that are being 
addressed in project planning and review. They 
are addressed by the City as part of the ongoing 
dcvclopmcnt agreement negotiations. 

The businesses on port property adjacent to 
Mission Bay do generate some annual revenue for 
the City. As port tenants, they pay rent to the 
Port of San Francisco. They pay property taxes 
in the form of possessory interest taxes. 
Depending on their size, they pay payroll taxes or 
business taxes 'and, depending on the activity, 
they may contribute to sales tax revenue. The 
busirresses also pay San Francisco's utility user 
tax. 

Comment 

[Or!] 17. [l/I.]B.96 [the EIR states:] "The 
Alterrtati~~e A de~~eluprttertt patterrt by 2000 n~ould 
rrreott rliot esisritrg b~tsirtesses rel>reserttir~g about 
1,300 workers ~!orrld r t c ~  longer be in the Project 
Area, a decline of about 75% irt ern]?loyniertt of 
the rylx ,fi)rnterI)~ cliaracterizirrg the Project Area 
irr I Y8S. "  

Relocating some qf these acti~~ities east of 3rd St. 
( ~ ~ ~ l r i c h  will r.er,inin as a ntujor trattsit corridor) 
n,ill softerr the negotii~e i a t l ~ o s ,  job loss for SF 
I-esiderrts, and rellertue loss to the City. (Jim 
Firth, Missiort Boy Clearirtgliouse) 

Relocatiorl east of Third Street in the Project Area 
would not be a permanent solution, if the 
tleveloplr~erlt plan for that part of the Project Area 
nntler Altert~ative A or a similar development 
plan wcrc approved. It is possible that a few 

existing Mission Bay businesses would relocate 
in the new S/L,I/RD development east of Third 
Street, but most would seek relatively lower-rent 
locations. There are locations to the west and 
south of Mission Bay where existing businesses 
could relocate and still remain within San 
Francisco. Both existing buildings and the 
warehouse-type new development occurring in 
the Imer Mission, Central Bayfront and South 
Bayshore areas offer a range of options. There 
also are sites in the City, particularly to the south, 
with outdoor storage and yard space. Some 
existing Mission Bay businesses have other 
facilities in San Francisco outside the Project 
Area where they could consolidate their 
operations. 

Not all existing Mission Bay businesses would be 
able to find a suitable substitute location in San 
Francisco outside the Project Area. Assistat~ce 
with relocation may make a difference for some. 
This is acknowledged as Mitigation Measure B.l 
on p. VI.B.124 of Volume Two. 

It is worth noting that, under all Alternatives, 
Mission Bay development would result in a net 
gain of employment in the City and an increase in 
job opportunities for San Francisco residents. 
Also, under all Alternatives, the Project Area 
would produce more revenue for the City than 
was contributed by activity in the Project Area in 
1985. 

[On] p. [VI.]B.93 [the EIR states:] "E~~entuolly, 
,for some businesses, peripheral locations become 
more desirable than central locations." 

Which businesses are  you assirming wolrld want 
to be jirrrher ,from the cerltral Iocatiorts and for 
what reasons? 

[On] p, [VI.]B.95 [tlie EIR states:] "It is dijjficrtlt 
to predict the relocation decisioris of specific 
busirtesses." 

Have these busirtesses been asked where they 
u'ould ujartr to move, or- even if they want to? 
(Jim Firth, Mission Bay Clearinghouse) 

The sentence in the EIR preceding the one first 
cited in the comment provides, in general terms, 
the answer to the commenter's questions. The 
third full paragraph on p. VI.B.93 of Volume 
Two states: 
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The expected trarrsitiorr [in business activity 
and enrployment in the Project Area] lollows 
a long-tertn pattern of decline in clistribution, 
warehousing and associated transportation 
irctivilies in the Downtowr~ & Vicitrity as 
:recess deteriorates with itrcre;rsing corrgestiorr 
and other locations becotrre ntore coavenierrt 
to tnarkets setved. Eventually, for some 
businesses, peripheral locatiorrs become more 
tlcsir;rble lll;~rr certtr:~l loc:rtio~~s. 

The description atrct analysis of existirrg husi~ress 
aclivity and employtnent irr the Mission Ray 
Project Area is based on a survey and ir~ver~tory 
of each business in the Project Area. The 
tintlings are not clcscrihetl in lcrlrrs of itrdivitlu:rl 
b~~sinesses, Itowever, but rather in lertns of the 
types of activities into which they c.ul be 
cetcgorized. 

(ietlerally, businesses irivolved in slot-age, 
lrarrsfer and distribution of goods have been 
moving out of downtowrr S : ~ I  Francisco (its they 
have in other central cities). This is because other 
loctrtiorls offer Inore up-to-date facilities, lower 
space ant1 I:r~rtl costs, tnore roolrr for exyarrsion, 
less congestiotl, better access to rail and 
Irighw;rys, :mtl, ns population growth has sl~ifted 
to st~bl~rbir~r irreirs, better access to tn;rrkels. For 
those re:rsos, n tlow~tlowt~ localiolr tloes not 
nrnke ecotromic sense for nrany such comparries. 
J'roject Area establishtnetlts in the Transportation 
trrrtl Relatetl Services, Wholesale / Distribution / 
W;rrelro&~se, ;nrtl Vehicle / Eqr~ipme~rt Storage 
hnsi~ress i~clivilies in'lke their localiotl tlecisions 
based on some cotnbination of ltrose ard other 
reasons. 

The Dep;rrl~netrl of City Plirnnirrg has trot 
discussed relocation with existing Project Area 
busir~esses. As described in Volume Two of the 
EIR on pp.VI.B.93-VI.B.96, trlost of the 
bnsirlesses in tile Project Area, whether ten:rats of 
Sanla Fc Pacific Re:rlty Corporation or the Port of 
S ~ I I  F~rncisco, holtl short-lertn leases. As 
explained in the EIR, trlarly are aware of the 
o t c r t i l  for future developtnent hut assunrcd, 
correctly, tirat llrc tlcvelo[~t~rc~lt process wotlld 
I:rkc n long linlc to cotnp!ete. 'Senants hloldilrg 
lotrp-ter111 leases. busit~esses t!tat own their land 
anci/ol. briilditlgs, arltl busit~csscs that 1l;rve 
sr~hst;r~rli;~l irrvcstmcnls in f~cililies or etluipnrcnt 
i l l  lltc Pro,jecl Area would tlcgoti:rle wit11 the 
tlcvelo1)er :uril/or the Port slrot~ltl the Mission Bay 
project proceetl. Since the cLevclo(>tr~cttt would be 
plrirscd OVCI. a lorkg titnc periotl. there shoi~ltl be 
;rnrplc rrolice onti ti~tle to plan for rclocaliot~. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR NEARBY 
AREAS 

Tltr llraft Ell< is urtcertifiahle on the Rnsis tltcrt it 
effecctir~ely ignores tlte enrrirotimcrital in~l~act  of 
Missiori Bay der~elopnicttr on areas irttniediatcly 
adjacent to the site. "Erir~ironrtrertral ir~il~acr" a s  
c.or?finecl to thcz oreo 1 1  to tlte physical street 
linrits of the sire? Kiditrulous! Prirnu ,fircie ,fi~lsc. 
(Leiglt Kierrker) 

An ai~plication [anil?lificntion] of the ~vritteri 
coriirtierits tltmt have bee11 srrhniitred alread)) 
regarling gro~vtll irtducirig inipncts clri acljnccnt 
rrei~l~borlioo~ls, the South (f Market, tlie issue of 
gerrtrificatior~, con~n~ercial gerrtrificatiort artd 
residential restcltittg fi.oi?t Mission Bay's 
erihancen~erit of pro]~erty i~nlues iri tlte crren is a 
criticrrl one. It receir~es orre seritcrice err!), in tlte 
er~tire Ell<. No data. No arralysis. No ecortor~rics 
heltir~d it. I t  rteerls a ,fit11 descril~riort. Ir rreecls a 
full analysis. (John Elberling) 

Response 

The EIR does not ignore the inlp:rct of 
cieveloprnent irr the Pro.jecl  are;^ ~ I I  ;Ireits trtljacerrl 
to Mission Bay. On the contrary, the EIR 
contains substantial analysis of surrounding 
residential neighborhoods and commcrcinl/ 
i~~dustrial arelrs. In Volume Two, V1.B. L:rntl 
Use, Business Activity, and Ernployrnelrt, ;uld 
V1.C. Housing and Populalior~ describe both 
existing conditions and the implications of each 
Alterrlative for land use pattenls, busirtess activity 
:tnd e~rrploytrrer~t growth, ant1 housirrg ant1 
population in areas adjacent to, and in some 
cases, relatively distant f ron~,  Mission Bay. The 
following areas snrrourrding the Project Area are 
discussed in the EIR: Soittit of Markct, 
Showplace Square, North Potrero, Potrcro Hill, 
Lower Polrero, Ce~rlral B:ryfrotlt, ant1 the piers 
and seawall lots east of the Project Area (see 
Figure IV.2 on p.IV.6 of Volutne Two, 
Cll;tpter IV. Study Approach arrti Orgtrrriz:t~ion). 
'She nlore distarrt Iruier Mission ant1 Sonlli 
Bayshore areas are discussed also, though in less 
(letail. 

I V . :  Selling, there are terl pages tlescribing 
existing l;rr~tl use paitert~s and development tre~rcls 
it1 Nearby Areas (see pp. VI.B.28-VI.B.38). In 
V1.B.: Futore Contexl, the longer-terrn scenarios 
for I;rtltl use ch;rrlge, busitless expansion arrcl 
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etl~ploytrte~lt growth itre described (see 
[ I [ ) .  Vl.B.65-VI.B.67 and pp. Vl.B.76-VI.B.78). 
Tllere are 13 pages in V1.B.: Impact describing 
bow Mission Bay development under each 
Allerrl:llivc woultl aI'I'ect tlre pace o f  growth and 
clr;~r~ge in Nearby Are;ls (see pp.  Vl.B.106- 
V1.B. 119). The land use itnplicatiotls are 
reiterated in V I . 0 .  Growth Inducement (see 
pp.  VI.0.8-VI.0.9). Ln V1.C.: Setting, there are 
tcti pages describing the characteristics o f  the 
populatiorr and liousitig stock in nearby 
residential areas (see pp .  VI.C.16-VI.C.26). This 
description is supplemented by f o w  background 
tables in Appendix C (see Volume Three, 
p p .  XIV.C.7-XIV.C.1 I).  The discussion o f  the 
I'uture scenario for citywitie housing development 
and population growth in V1.C.: Future Coritext 
describes the expected distribution o f  housing and 
population in the City with particnlar attention to 
the o11tluok for resideitiial ireighborhuotfs in the 
Downtown 9c Vicinity and elsewhere near 
Missiort Bay (see pp .  VI.C.42-VI.C.44). There 
arc ciglit pages in V1.C.: Impnct cornparing the 
i~l~l)lic;ltio~ls of  the Missior~ Bay Alterrletives for 
tile lutur'e ch:rracfer o f  nearby residential  are:^ 
(see pp.  VI.C.86-VI.C.92). This discussion 
appcars again under the heading "Spillover 
ETJccts in Nearby Areas" irr VI.0.Growth 
Irrducetr~errl (see pp. VI.O.8-VI.O.9). 

Existing conditions in Nearby Areas are 
described usirlg backgrourid data, to the extent it 
is available. Much o f  the discussion in the EIR is 
qualitative, however. Tlrnt does riot rneari tliat no 
economic analysis was do~ie. The conclusio~~s 
presentecl are based on econorilic analysis: on 
consideratiorr o f  dcrn:md (from businesses and 
Irouseholds) 21trd su[)ply (spnce for business 
e x p ~ ~ r s i n r ~ ,  Ilousi~rg trriits) ;~nd locstion hlctors 
sucl~ as relative space costs, access, alnenities, 
~leiglrborhood cllaracteristics, etc. 

111 atltlitiorr, the EIR analyzeci pl1ysic;tl impacts on 
Nearhy Areas i r ~  Volume Two,  
V1.E. Transportation and VI.1. Architectural 
Rcsourccs ant1 Urban Design. The Mission Bay 
EIR also i~icorpot.ates cu~nnl;ltive :~nalysis o f  
otller growllt itrttl c1r:lnge in acltlitiolr lo tJr:rl 
rel~resctitetl by the Alterr~ntives lor the Project 
f'ucn. 

The EIR shortld clnrifj its disctrssiorr of 
Alter-rtati~,e B to irtdic.crte thar this alterrtati~~c? will 
rrot r.csult iri cft7ce coristr.rtctiort in rrear1)y 
rcsiderrtiol rrcigItIrt)r-ItcrotIs. 

Tltc Missiorr Bay EIR stirtes thcrt tlte derttcrnd,for 
c r 1 1 1 o 1 e 1 1  irr L ~ I I O I I I  Svir Francisco will 

e.ssentialIy be tltr same under ariy Mission Boy 
Alterriatii~c. To tlze extent Missiort Bay has less 
con~rrrercial office deijelopn~erit, that dci~elol~ii~errt 
u~ill occrir irr otlter areas of Sort Frarrcisco srtclt 
as rlte C-3 and South of Market Districts where 
11errtiirted 11y existirig zoning. 

Hol~~ever., the EIR shottld stress that contiirercial 
de~~elopmerrr will occur in tltese other areas ortly 
to the esterrt that it is conipatible with existirig 
zoning arrd is alq~roi~ed by the City. 

The drafl EIR states tltar: 

"Alterriative B would probably catrse 
[sl~owrourn] artd related activity as well as 
sniall office brisirresses to e,~portd,firrther west 
irrto tlre Inner. Missiort" (1~.  11.30). and: 

"By giving prioriry to horrsing, Alternative B 
u)ould provide fewer. options ,fir Ousirress 
activity artd eniployrwerit gron'th in tlte 
Prvject Area. Corttpared to the utlter. 
Altrrncttii~es, Alter.rtati~,e B would ressolt in tlte 
ntost gron'th arrd dei'elopntent in other. parts 
of tlte Downtown & Vicirtiry artd irt other 
Nearby Areas" (1'. 11.31). 

Although tltese qrtotes ore acctirate, taker? 
together ~vith the other discussion in this scctiort 
a c.asrra1 reader rrtay inrproperly ir!fer. that 
brtildirrg frorrsirrg irr tlte Missiori Bay area ntay 
rasult irt irrcreased office de~~elop~iicrit in the 
Irrrrer Missiorr. Gillen the value laderr 
hack-grozrnd of tlte neighbodtood r)crsus o@ce 
dei~elopment debates of the last decade, orte could 
ntistakerily read this sectiori of tlte EIR arrd 
conclude thut Alter.nati~~e B mag cause offices to 
.sl)r'ead into residential neigItBorhoo(1s. These 
usere the fears raised by tlze 1979 "No 0 1 1  

Propositioir 0" canipaigrr that if the ofice 
huildirtgs did rrot go up in o cortceritroted area (in 
this case Missiorr Bay) they would go 1t1) irt )'orw 
rreiglrl~orhood. 

The Final EIR should clarify these smteiitertrs to 
nssrtre I-coders tltat, because of currerrt :ortirig 
cori.strainrs orrd the Priorit)) Policit,~ c$ 
Prol~osition M, ertcr.oacltnient of ofice space into 
residential rleighborkoods n~orild not result ,from 
irirl?lerrter~totior~ of Alterrtatii~e B,  (Alori Razrrick, 
Sorr Frart~iscarts for Reasor~able Grow'th) 

First, the commenter is referred to the full EIR 
text in Voltrme Two describing inlplications for 
Nearby Areas, pp.VI.B.106-Vl.B.119. Tliis 
disctosion, surrirrlarized in Volirrne Otie as cited 
by the commenter, deals with i!!dus1&!!~_mae~1 
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;Ireas adj:tcer~t to Mission Bay. The planning 
areas surrout~tling Mission Bay include areas 
zoned for industrial and co~nmercial uses and 
areas zoned for residential use. Nearby Areas are 
discussed in Volurrie Two it1 both V1.B. Land 
Use, Business Activity, and Employment, and 
V1.C. Housing and Population. The discussion in 
V1.B. focuses on the areas zoned for business use, 
while the discussiori in V1.C. focuses on 
residential neighborhoods. 

The it~dustrially zoried areas, and their existing 
land use characteristics, are described in detail on 
pp. VI.B.28-VI.B.38. The context for the itnpact 
t l isc~~ssio~l,  ;IS sel forth ill Volume Two on pp. 
VI.B.65-VI.B.66 ,urd VI.B.76-VI.B.78, is 
development trends and changes in business 
activity occurring in older industrial areas of the 
City. The EIR does not say nor is the discussion 
nlearrt lo in~ply that offices will spread into 
residential neighborhoods. The EIR explairis that 
tlie trend for office, showroom and related new 
business activity lo loc:~te in industrially zoned 
portions of Nearby Areas will continue, ;IS will 
the growth of some wholesale, distribution, 
manufacturing, and commercial service 
btlsinesses, and the decline of other, primarily 
older, lnrger-scale operalions. 

The types of offices described as expanding in the 
Iruier Mission, for example, under Alteniative B, 
are srn;tll office businesses and other 
rer~t-sensitive office operations looking for 
cor~verted space in existing buildil~gs or 
lower-rent new space in the mixed-use, flexible 
sp;se projects developed in these locations 
outside the Dow~~town Pr Vicinity. This type of 
devrtopment is allowed by current zorling. Many 
would be smaller projects, falling below the size 
sequireme~its triggering review under the 
Proposition M annual limit. 

The Mission Bay EIR simply points ortt that 
pressure for this type of change would be greater 
with Alternative B than with the other 
Alternatives. The determination of consistency 
with the Priority Policies of Propositior~ M is left 
to the future review and approval process. 'I'he 
EIR serves its purpose best by indicating, as it 
does, the different kinds of pressures for 
developn~ent Illat might be felt, tbereby pointing 
out ;~he;td of time the situation in which speci;rl 
scrutiny of development projects niay be needed. 

111 Volume One, the first sentence in the last 
parngst~pli on p. 11.29, right-11:tnd colt~tr~n, under 
"Vcvelopment in Nearby Areas," is clranged to 
the followi~~g: 

- Land use, business activity, and cmploymeut 

would change gradually in i s l . d w W ~ ~ i d  
areas near the Project Area, independent of 
Mission Bay development. 

The third sentence in this paragraph, which 
continues on p. 11.30, left-hand colunin, is revised 
to state: 

The effects on Nearby Areas would vary 
depending on whctha land uses in the 
Alternatives reinforced or contlicted with 
land use trends in adjacent indus tr ia l l~ed  
areas. 

Also on p. 11.30 of Volume One, the secotld 
serlterlce ill the last paragraph of the left-l~at~d 
colurnt~, which continues in the top of the 
right-hand column, is changed to the following: - With housing in adjacent parts of the Project 

Area, Alternative B w w l d  probably cause 
showroom and related activity, as well as 
small office businesses, to expand further 
west into indus&dly zoned psns c?f the Xnnn 
Mission. 

Comments 

[On] 17. [VI.]B.109 [the EIR states:] "The 
Mission Bay Alterrtati~~es n~ould ha11e different 
effects in the future on the amortrtt arid type of 
office activity in the areas between the Project 
Area and the downtown core and also on the ntix 
of otlter types of activities in those areas." 

[Ort] p. [VI.lB.IIO [the EIR states:] ' 2 s  rioted 
ahove, by providing large amounts of ofice sl?ace 
in the Project Area, Alternative A would result ir~ 
the contiri~ratior~ of relati~~ely low space costs in 
Soutlt of Market ofSice locations. 

"Oiler the longer term, ho~veiler, Mission Bay 
deveiol~ment under Alterrtative A could contribute 
to irtcrensed rertt l e ~ ~ e l s  itt the areas betn~eert the 
Project Area arid the Dowritown core. 

"Iri Alternatii~e A,  pressure to increase re~its and 
convert existirtg uses to capitalize on the 
iricreasingly 'don~riton~~i' character o f  the area 
~vould be a longer-rerni outconie, attributable to 
the nti-red-use character and relati~~ely iritensc 
le~jel of actii~ity rel~resertted by the larid use 
program for Alternati~~e A." 

f0111 1,. fVI.lB.121 [the EIR states:] ". . . the 
Project Area urider Alternative A would 
accor?intodate busiriess acti~lity and enil~1o)~riicrit 
tltcrt n~ould locate elsewhere it! the Citj (l~riniaril)~ 
irr the i,ar-ious Nearby Areas)." 





XV. Summary of Comments and Respooses 
B. Land Use, Business Aclivily, and Employment 

a of about seven million square feet of office 
space by 2000. That would represent an increase 
of about three million square feet from the total in 
1985, not eight million square feet. (See Table 2 
and associated text on pp. 73-74 in the South of 
Market Plan EIR [EE85.463E, August 5, 19881.) 
Under the hthoT~arket: P r o o ~ a U 3 1  
Adgptkn, there would be less office development 
potential in the South of Market ihan there would 
be urrder the plan analyzed in the nlairl EIR 
sections. The commenter has misinterpreted the 
forecasts presented in tlre South of Market Plan 
EIR. 

With regard to the question of the "treed for 
secondilry office space i n  Mission Bay, the 
cotntuenter is referred to V1.B.: Future Context. 
That section describes scenarios for office 
employment growth 'and increases in occupied 
office space for each Mission Bay Alternative. 
The scenarios are based on forecasts of likely 
demand due to business activity growttr. 

The forecasts indicate that, over the long term, 
there will be denland for office space in both the 
South of Market and Mission Bay. Absorption of 
that space will take a long time; under the 
Alternative with the most office space in Mission 
Bay (Alternative A), that space would not be 
absorbed uirtil about 2020. There are similarities 
in the segments of the office market that would be 
served by South of Market and Mission Bay 
office development. Thus, the type and amount 
of office space developed in Mission Bay would 
affect the timing of absorption in the South of 
Market as well as the type of office demand 
accommodated there. There also are differences 
between the two areas as office locations. 
Consequently, allowing office development in 
one area does not mean that you do not "need" 
office development in the other area. 

Comparison of the scenarios for each Alternative 
intlicates what difference office developn~ent in 
Mission Bay tilakes for office developtnent in the 
rest of tlre Downtown & Vicinity. (See Volume 
Two, pp. VI.B.53-VI.B.63; "Employment 
Differences Between the Scenarios for Each 
Alternative" on p. Vl.B.67; ard pp. VI.B.69- 
V1.B.75.) VI.0. Growth Inducement summarizes 
the implications of more or less development in 
Mission Bay in terms of spillover effects in 
Nearby Areas (see Volunre Two, pp. VI.0.8- 
V1.0.9). 

The Mission Bay EIR describes the implications 
of the Alternatives for developtnent patterns in 
tlie South of Market (see Volume Two, 
pp. VI.B.109-VI.B.112). At the time the Mission 

Bay EIR was being prepared, the&jIIth~ffMakef 
plan: Proposal for Adovtion was not yet 
published. Notes/57/-1591, on pp.VI.B.134- 
Vl.B.135 of Volume Two, anticipate some of the 
land use issues raised by the commenters. One of 
the important concerns in the planning process for 
South of Market is the relationship with potential 
Mission Bay development. Overall development 
patteras and business location dynamics are of 
concern, as are lard use co~ripatibility issues for 
blocks adjacent to Mission Bay. The land use 
questions are subject to actions of the City 
Plaruling Comlnissioll and Board of Supervisors. 

Tile notes on pp. VI.B.134-VJ.B.135 describe 
how each Mission Bay Allernative would relitte 
to tlie goals of tlie South 01 Markel Pka 
f l r ~ ? ~ a l  for ABaptiyu. They also indicate that 
land use change in the South of Market depends 
on more than a plan a rd  zoning. 

The intent of the South of Market Plan is to limit 
office development in that part of the downtown 
between the C-3 District and Mission Bay. South 
of Market areas, parlicularly along Second and 
Townsend Streets, near Yerba Buelra Gardens, 
and near South Van Ness and the Civic Center, 
could be attractive locations for new office 
development and for conversiolrs to office use. 
Olfice businesses desiring lower-cost spice and a 
relatively close-in location are the primary 
sources of dem'and for office space in those 
areas. Mission Bay office developmerlt would be 
an attractive substitute location for nmny of these 
types of office operations. 

Cotisequently, looking at office activity and 
development pressure in the Downtown & 
Vicinity as a whole, including Mission Bay, it 
would appear that office development pressure in 
tlie South of Market area depends to some extent 
on office developrnent in Mission Bay. Lf 
Mission Bay were to accommodate a large 
amount of new office activity, as wo~lld be the 
case under Altetnative A, there would be less 
pressure for office developtnent in substitute 
office locations such as those in the South of 
Market. In other words, Mission Bay office 
developtnent would absorb much of the demand 
for space that would otherwise (for example, with 
Alternatives B or N) result in either demolition 
for new office development or conversion for 
office use in Ltke Soullr of Market. 

The South of Market Plan and zoning would not 
absolutely insure against the types of impacts 
(e.g,, pressure for office developtrrellt auct 
associated changes in larrd use and the character 
of the area) of which the comrnenter warns. 
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Zoning can control the amount, scale and location 
of office development. In particular, it can 
dictate where large office buildings or large 
concentrations of office space are allowed. 
Relatively restrictive zoning, such as that 
proposed it1 the South of Market Plan: P r o d  
LorAdap l i~n ,  could result in more pressure to 
convcrt space to office use without permits, since 
areas for legitimate office development are 
litnited. It is not possible to predict the extent of 
this effect. It is reasonable to conclude, however, 
that such erlcroachtrlents of office activity into 
non-office areas would be greater the more 
limited the arcas for office development South of 
Market (and in Mission Bay). 

With Alternative A, the impact of pressure for 
office developnlent and conversion in the South 
of Market would be minimized; therefore the 
&pth of Mwket Plan is not justified as a 
mitigation measure. With Alternatives B and N, 
the South of Market Plan is not identified as a 
mitigation measure because, as described earlier 
in the Respotlse, the South of Market Pl;ul and 
zoning do not provide absolute protection agairlst 
office development pressure in the area. In fact, 
the PPr_o~osa1.&r_AdopLi~n, in conjunction with 
limited office development potential in Mission 
Bay (as ill Alternatives B and N) could result in 
more pressure to convert space to office use than 
otherwise would be the case. 

Comments 

[Orr] 1). [VI.]B.32 [the EIR states:] "A 275-room 
ltotel tvith rtleetirtg rooms and associated trade 
shot18 s11ace is planned to cal)italizc on t l ~ e  new 
tderttity for tltis corrter [8th arid Totvr~seitd] of the 
South of Market Area." 

T l ~ c  hotel proposal has beer1 replaced with a 
Fashiott Ceriter buildirrg which will add an entire 
rtew shon~room activity to the area. The 
espartsion lie.  spin-ofl dei~elopment from the 
irttrodrictio~t of tltis use Itas not yet beer7 
rtieasured. I would expect that it u~ill be 
considerable, gillen the rtature of the fashiort 
ir~dustr-y. The physical iderrtity of the 7th and 
Ton3rrsetid corrter of the Missiort Bay project 
(ap11ro.r. 11 acres) srrggests t l~a t  the 
t~~kolesaleldesigt~ are ( to]  be cortsidered ,for that 
clren. (.lint Firth, Missiori Bay Clearinghouse) 

Orte of the speakers rnerrtiorted the impact qf 
Slton~l~lace Sqrcore. Notv, I irsslirtte tltat some of 
tlzat Itas beeti briilt irito the Ettvironnrental Inipact 
R ~ ~ I I I I ' ~ ,  al t l~ougl~ we did r.ecerttly alqJroi)e a 
ratlter Iar.ge cort1l11e.x t1ter.e. I am  n~oriderirtg if 
the irrrpnct o f  tltat tvas irtcluded irr the 

eni!ironmental impact rei~iew. (Commissioner 
Morales) 

The expansion of showroom activity in the 
Showplace Square area such as that represented 
by the plamed San Francisco Fashion Center is 
anticipated and i~lcorporated in the cunlulative 
forecasts for the Mission Bay EIR. From 1985 
through 2000, the sales/showroom business 
activity is expected to have the highest 
employment growth rate of any sector in the 
Downtown & Vicinity (see Table VI.B.18 on 
p.VLB.55 of Volume Two). The expansion of 
new types of activity, such as apparel and 
accessories showrooms, is one of the factors 
behind that growth forccast. The discussion of 
Showplace Square in the EIR on pp. 
VI.B.112-VI.B.113 of Volume Two highlights 
the expansion of showroom activities in that area 
and points out that Alternative A would provide 
oplions for showroont and related development at 
the Townsend and Seventh Streets corrter of the 
Project Area. 

The change in the planned use for the Eighth and 
Tow~iserid Streets site does not affect the 
cumulative analysis in the Mission Bay Em. The 
cumulative analysis is not site-specific, and the 
precise use for the site at Eighth and Townsend 
Streets was not fiictored into the analysis 
directly. At the time the cumulative forecasts 
were prepared, the proposed hotel was an 
example of the type of intensification of 
showroom-related activity in the area and an 
indication of the strong development potential 
there over time. The fact that that proposed 
project has been replaced by another type of 
development does not affect the conclusion that, 
over the longer-tern1 forecast period covered by 
the cumulative scc~iario, a hotel project or other 
development designed to capitalize on Showplace 
Square activity is likely to occur. 

In Volume Two, the last sentence in the fonrth 
paragraph on p. VI.B.31, which cotrtinues on 
p. VI.B.32, is revised to state: 

%e area has established a smng identity, and 
the level of activity bas increased with 
expansion of the types of goods exhibited 
toftice furniture, jewelry, gifts, -1, in 
addition to home furnishings, fabrics, and 
fixtures) and the scheduling of trade marts 
and special events. 

The last sentence in the first full paragraph on 
p. VI.B.32 is deleted. 
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Tlre di,scussi~rrr o f '  North Potrero1Potrer.o 
l 3 2  VI.C.19, l/I.C.PO, et 01.) e~~iderices a 
detochr!tcrrt fr-or!! the Project, ~lltile the area ro 
tlre ivest qf the Project is ori the proverbial 
",i~r.~~rtg side of  the tracks." The effect of rltis 
~rlarrrred isolotiort ~i'ill he ar!rl)llfied by the irtii~ard 
rrorrrre qf tlre ~~hasirrg of the Project, wherein 
build-out ii!ill star.t irr rl~e oren or-ourid the 
Cltorrrrel arrd .slo~i~Iy ~~rocced  south. During the 
irrtcr.iv11 h(;fir,v Project coriilrletion tltere will be a 
no-r~ruris-land o f  e~istirrg or rtew ternlrorary 
irrdrt.strin1 rises separating, orrd isolatirtg rlte 
Pr.rrject ,fr.orri arty direct contact with 
rtciglthorhood,s ~ I I  the south and west. (Richard 
H .  Moss, Potrero Boosters cmd Merchants 
Associotir~rr) 

The E1R assumptions about phasing are examples 
of wlrnt cooltl occur. The actual phasing of 
Missiori Ray tlcvclop~nent is one of the issues to 
be oegotiatetl as part of the Mission Bay 
development agreetrrent. For analytical purposes 
in the E R ,  the Alternatives are not asstuned to 
develop accortling to the same phasing scheme. 
III Altern:~tive A, developtnerrt hegins in the 
easterr1 parts of tlie Project Area and moves west. 
In Alternative B, development begins in the west 
and niovcs east. Page V.29 of Volume Two, 
CI1:lpter V. Tlre EIR Alternatives and Approval 
Process, st:tles: 

Representing a range of types of development 
among n range of potential sites was also a 
fiictor in specifying the development patterns 
for 2000. . . . Although the specific 
development patterns bear some relationship 
to the logic of the land use program for each 
Alter~rictive, they are not meant to preclude 
c~tl~cr npproaches to developing the Project 
Area. 

The presentation of different phasing schemes in 
the EIR entlhles considcration of the types of 
implications inentioned by tlie commenter. The 
orie~rtation of tlie project during construction, 
 long with access, infrastructtu.e requirements, 
long-ler~n leases, and minimizing 
co~islruclion-rel:~(ed impacts on adjacetlt areas, 
are all factors in determining the eventual phasing 
plan for Mission Bay development. 

Comment 

I ~,ould like the report to also el~aluate irt greater 

detail the effect on the Missiort Districr, iri 
particular, the effect on job growrh, pirpirlation 
gronttlt, and the associated housing demand in 
the Mission District. 

I ha11e been coritacted by residertts and 
businesses, agencies in rlte Missiori, to have the 
re17or.r e.~plore tlie iml?act of Mission Bay on 
conmtcrcial rettts and on rents irt housirig 
gene~.ally. Are tltere any proposed ntitigation 
measures to alloid displacemrrrt cf residences or 
husirtesses in the Mission District? 

Some of rltis bforntation may be irt Volurne Tn'o. 
Arid I have ro admir, I haiw nor reviewed rhar. 
Nonerheless, the summary, what ive have before 
us today, does refer to Mission Bay afec'ting the 
number i f  neighborhoods in the eastern par-t cf 
the City. It refers to rhe Inner Mission artd does 
say rhar Mission Bay will affect the pace artd 
types of changes rhat would occur. And ro the 
extent that Volume Two does not sl~ecifically 
address the rltings rhat I mentioned, as wfell as 
ntitigation measures, I would like the report to do 
so. (Comntissioner Morales) 

Volunre Two of tlie Mission Bay EIR contains 
more detailed discussion of Nearby Areas than 
does Volume One. What is referred to in the EIR 
as the Inner Mission area encompasses the 
Missiott District, front the Janres Lick Freeway to 
Dolores Street on the east and west and from the 
Central Skyway to Army Street on the north and 
south. 

Existing industrial activity and develop~nent 
trends for the Inner Mission are described on 
p. VI.B.35. The area's characteristics as a 
iesidential neighborhood are described on 
DO. VI.C.24-VI.C.25. Pares V1.B.65-Vl.B.66 r , 
describe tlie expected futGe land use and 
development scenario for industrial areas near 
Mission Bay such as those northeastern parts of 
the Inner Mission. The effects of the Mission Bay 
Alternalives on land use and developnrent in the 
Irurer Mission are described on 
pp. VLB.112-VI.B.114, and implications for 
lio~rsing iurd population are described on 
p. VI.C.92. In addition, the general discussion of 
implications of Mission Bay development for 
housing market conditions ( p p  VI.C.81-VI.C.86) 
applies to the Inner Mission. The discussion of 
how Mission Bay retail activity would affect 
Nearby Areas (see pp. VI.B.117-VI.B.119) also 
deals with issues of interest in the Mission 
District. 
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In Iirief, the conclusions are that Mission Bay 
would 1 1 0 1  liilve a tnzljor impnct on the overall 
~i;~tler.r~ ol  cl):~r~ge expecled l'or the. oltler i~~dnstrial 
;,teas ol' the Ir~r~er Mission. though there would be 
sorile variation between Alternatives. Similarly, 
Mission Boy develop~nent would not be 
responsible for major changes in the residential 
;ireas o f  the Inner Mission. Consequently, no 
~niligalion measures regarding cotn~nercial or 
residential displacetnent in  the Inner Mission 
have been proposed. 

Otrr corrcer.rt is tlttrt we b~'ererr't corrtucted. Tlte 
rel)wt is o itice r i y ~ r t ,  bttt 11~e i~fere~i ' t  cotttu~ted. 
A I I ~  tlre soullteitst corridor heill$ r i ~ l t t  tre,\.t to the 
Missi(111 Bog corridor, arid tlte Tlrird Street task 
,for.ce riieetirrg goirtg on rlow 11'lter.e we are tryirrg 
to dec,ide . . . [ort a1 trartsl~ortatior~ systelit [to 
ser,,c tlre urea] . . . tile M i ~ ~ i o r t  Bay l~roject 
nsotrld uffect the rents 0 1 7  Tltird Street because the 

J J ~  I r e  1 1 1  g I .  Tlrere are goirtg to be 
sorrie liroblertis tltat we [ore] rtot goirig to be able 
to ilcnl ~oith. I think that neecls tu he crddressed if 
vou are going to do just Missiort Bay and tltcn 
&get abotit tlte rest o f  the park goirlg down that 
i~ar.t of Tliird Street. 

I just uvnrtt to know . . . u~liat ore yo~i going to do 
aDotrt tltat park. Irt otlter ~vords, you Ital~e conte 
tltrouglt Tltird Street to get there. Tltere's 
de~'elopirtg goirig on thew orr Tltird Street and in 
tltat sectiort or part uf the City, ortd h o ~ v  cart you 
do a re11or-t like tltat orrd ,just ovc?rlook tltat n'hole 
section o r  I r e .  (Mohantr~red A/-Kareem, 
Bog~~ielv Merchants Associatiorr) 

. . . [Therc is] cortcerrr . . . [ I J I ~ ~ I - ]  tlre lack o f  
crdd~,~,.rsin,q Missior~ Bc~.g'.r inrpucrs on tltr Sotrtli 
Baysltorc rteigltbor-hoods irr !/re Enlnir-ortnterital 
1rttl)nct Report. . . . (Part? Sirits. Horisirtg 
Cortrntittee of tlte Boyi~ielt~ Corttntitree) 

The South Bayshore area was rlot ignored in the 
Mission Bay EIR. Because the Bayview and 
llul~ters Poir~t commercial, industrial and 
residet~tial r~eigltborhoods are at least a mile 
tlislant fro111 the Mission Bay Project Area, these 
areas were 1101 discussed in ;IS much detail as 
were adjacerlt areas such as South of Market, 
Polrero Mill arid Lower Potrero / Central 
Bayfront. Existing cotlditions in the South 
Bayshore area ;we described in Volume T w o  on 

pp .  VI.B.35-VI.B.36 and p p .  Vt.C.25-VI.C.26. 
T h c  itnplicatioiis o f  Mission Bay for land use and 
developnrent patterrls it1 the South Bayshore aree 
are described on pp .  VI.B.113-VI.B.1 I S .  
Itnplicatiot~s for the character o f  residential 
neighborhoods and for residents o f  the 
southeastern part o f  the City are described on 
p.  VI.C.92. 

The conclusions described in the EIR are that 
Mission Bay would not have a major impact on 
the overall pattern o f  change expected for older 
i~idustrial areas such as those in the South 
Bayshore. The South Bayshore area could 
provide locafion options for businesses relocating 
from the Project Area or adjacent areas where 
new businesses are moving in. Similarly, 
Mission Bay development would not result in 
major impncts on South Bayshore residerltinl 
neighborhoods. 

lMPLICATIONS FOR ADJACENT 
M A R I T I M E  ACTIVITY 

Comments - 

It [the EIR] does rtot fortltrightly consider the 
irnpact of the Missiort Bay Project on present 
ntaritinte acti~liry. Missiort Bay, as crrrrerrtly 
proposed by the Planning Dcl)ortmertt, ,vill kill 
Piers 48 and 50, located just south of Chinil 
Basin. The EIR intintates as nlrrch, but it does not 
face the issue sqttarely, and the Departntent's 
p/(l?triers ha11e hitherto nnil~ely asserted that the 
Piers will rentain in maritime o[Jeration afler 
their backla-[artd is takeit an*ay, afrer they are 
cso~vded by park land artd playing jields abtrtting 
or1 Cltirzo Basin Street, artd ajier /tortsing is built 
close by. But when they are thus isolated arid 
choked ofjr, tlte two piers u'ill soon die or1 the 
I Tltey will perhaps sur~ji~le ,for a nuntber of 
years as limited-use warehouses. It is dolrbtful 
whether ship repair operations at Pier 50  ill 
Ioc~g c,ontiriue. And it is certain rltat i~ever again 
1r.il1 the Piers play a ~ t y  vital cargo-handling role 
irt tlte operation of tlte Port. Tltey will sitnply riot 
be nrtrrketable for that use. 

At ))age 11.29 tlte EIR states: "T l~e  housing, opeit 
sl~ar,e, and cornntercial de~~eloprnertt pr-oposed in 
Alternati~~es A arid B would not be contpatible 
tvith actil'e ntaritinte operations in the Project 
Area or on adjacent piers. Moreol~er, witlt a 
ntised-use or residerttial con~nrrrriity in Missiorr 
Ba)), the piers ~~rorrld become i~tcreasirrgl)~ 
~~altiable for contmercial and recreatio~~ul 
de~'eloyntent." 



One is lef, to infer tliot tlie Plartriing Deynrtriieirt 
a t  lorig lust acknowledges tkar Missiorr Bay, as 
prescrttl)1 proposed, n8ill sound tltc dearlt kriell of 
Piers 45 arrd 50. If tire pla~~rrers helielle tltat to be 
the case, n~hy do they rrot say so candidly crnd 
then try to estintatc the c,ortsequences to Sari 
Fraricisco of tltut lo.ss.7 (Juck Morrisiiri, Sun 
Frcrrtcisco Torrrorrow) 

. . . Tlrc Port 's c,r~ierience u~ithfittgerpicrs on tlie 
rrortherri rvurer:fi-orrt sintilarly isolared shorrld he 
irr tr~rcti ie If the hacklurrd is yielcicd up to 
Missiorr Bay, the piers u'ill rrever agairi play arty 
ilitul ccrr.g(~-hortdlirrg role in the ol~erarioris of tlie 
Port. 117 tlrnt ccrlicrcity tliey rvill not be 
rncrr~lietahle. Tlrey 11iil1 linger on fbr a fen, ycurs 
us ~t~urcltou.ses. Arid tlrert per l ru~~s afrer a rime 
Pier. 50 will droll) like a ripe yltrtrt irrto tlte nrau7 of 
the Missiori Buy de11e1ol)ers. It would ritalie a firie 
site ,fir a liotel. (Warerfiorrt Coniritirtee, Sun 
Francisco Tomorrow) 

On pnge N.29 arid e lse~~l iere  irr the re~)orr, it is 
clrinred tlrcrt housirrg, operi space, and 
conirtrcrcial delvlo/~nierit are  riot coniparible vvirli 
a c t i ~ v  nrcrritirtic c~l~erariorts. Horveser-, there are  a 
riurrrber of eesarnplcs nrourtd the courltry that 
irrdicnte tliot if tltere is sr<fficierit room for tlie 
nioritirrre uses to ollcrate and with al~lirol~riate 
rroisc ur~rl i!isual buffers, suclt uses are not 
rrecessc~rily irrcorrrl)atil~le. Jack L ~ r r d ~ r r  Squur-e is 
just orte ernrrtl)le qf udjacertt rirni-itinic arid 
cornnrercicrl rrses. (I17illinnr T r a ~ ~ i s ,  Son 
Fr.ancisco Bqy Corr~er~~utiori orid L)n?clol~nicrit 
Conrnri.ssion) 

[Orr] 11. (I~I.B.]115 [the EIR statest1 "Olmrations 
irr~'ol~~ing s~rhstanticrl trlrck traffic andlor noise 
arrd ,fucilitics that corrtirrued ii]~erating a t  nighr 
n'oull be ir~corrrpatible with adjacent rcsiderltial 
curd iillerr space do~elol~iiterrt." 

Pleose e,rfrloin Iiorv riight tiriie traffic. is 
irrc~orirliatihle with 11lierr sl~ncc? (,rini. Firth, 
Missior! Bny Cleurirtghouse) 

The Comments above all atldress the question of 
the compatibility of tnarititne activity with 
tlcvcloptr~c~~t of lire type 1)roposed I'or Mission 
Bay it1 Alterr~t~tives A :III(I B. The conmlerlters 
oSSer co~ll'liclir~g views. O t ~ e  group reiliSorces the 
coi~clusior~s of {he EIR that a rrew residential 
r~eiglrhorliootl, opcrr space, ant1 cotri~rrercial 
tleveloptr~er~l e:rst of Tlrirti Street in Missiori Bay 
would irot hc compatible with ztctive maritime 
opetxtiot~s otr adjacer~t piers. The other suggests 
that tlrc uses cooltl coexist. The EIR describes 
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how Mission Bay development could limit a.h 
o~aritinie operations on adjacent piers Q& 
Inn-.. 

In Alternatives A and B, the relatively low level 
of activity now taking place on tlie piers (ship 
repair and occasio~~al bulk cargo transfers) could 
continue, but probably would not increase. Over 
tlie long term, the level of maritime use might 
declilie as the piers became more valuable for 
commercial or recreatior~al development, 
although allernalive commercial uses would he 
subject to regulations limiting waterfront 
development. As noted by tlre commenters, that 
Ilas beerr the pattern along the waterisont to tlie 
north, as downtown commercial and new 
lesicle~~tial development, chai~ges in cargo 
harrdling technology, and transportation conflicts 
have conrbined to change the land use character 
along The Ernbarcadero, 

There are several reasons why the EIR conclutles 
that acths maritime operations are not likely to 
be compatible with adjacent resiciential, and 
commercial developtnei~t over the loag term. 
Frour tlre perspective of the maritime operations, 
more-intensive residential atid commercial 
tlevelopment brings more traffic congestion 
which impedes access und adds time irrrd costs. 
New residents and businesses with a stake ill 
maintaining an attractive environment would be 
likely to work against any increase in maritinre 
activity that might have negative consequences 
fe.g., lights, noise, truck traffic, haz;~rds). This 
could mean unwelcome lilrrits on types and/or 
hours of operation for lnarititne activities. 
Moreover, development such as that envisioned 
for Mission Bay under Alterriittives A arid B also 
woultl reduce the supply 01 underutilized end 
vacant land that now can be used as needed for 
equipment or goods storage, or parking. 

OIIC conlmenter cites the example of Jack London 
Square irr  Oaklantl and notes that wit11 adeqnate 
roolri to operate and with noise arrd visual buffers, 
maritime use is not necessarily iricotnpatible with 
rcsiderrtial and commercial development. While 
that may he true, tlre necessary coriditions that 
woultl provide adequate sepitrrttio~r 01' active 
maritinre from corrimercial and residential 
dcvclopme~rt are not expected at Mission Bay 
tmdcr Alternatives A and B. At Jack Lorrdori 
Square, active terminals or ship repair facilities 
are not directly across the street Sroni hotel, office 
ant1 tourist commercial development. Moreover, 
there is no housilrg at Jack London Square. Tlie 
close proximity of niaritinre to null-marilirne uses 
that would be the case with Missiorr Bay urider 
Alternatives A or B does not exist at Jack London 
Square. 
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The EIR states that relatively low-scale maritime 
uses si~r~ilar to those that currently exist on the 
piers ailj;~cenl to Mission Bay could continue for 
sotr~c lime (see Volume Two,  pp.  VI.B.115- 
VI.B.117). How long that period might be is 
difficult to detennine. Assuming appropriate 
acccss to the piers was maintained and the 
Mission Bay neighborhood accepted adjacent 
111;lritiine operations a s  part o f  the local 
etlviiolunent, then the two could coexist 
indefinitely. Ultimately, for market, access or 
technological reasons, other locations for the 
maritime operations might be preferable to the 
piers adjacer~t to Mission Bay. Moreover, in the 
long-term future, the potentially higher value of 
these watetfront properties for other uses (subject 
to local, regional and state agency approval) 
could precipitate their conversion from maritime 
use. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR LONG-RANGE PORT 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

It is, arid lorrg 110s beerr, the l~osition of the 
IITatcr:fr.ortt Conirrrittec crrrd San Francisco 
Torrror.r.ow that the Missiort Bay Project should be 
cor!firred to larids wesf of Third Street. Tire lorrd 
trrens east of Third that are preserrtly iricltrded in 
Missiori Bay plarrrrirrg should be reserved ,for 
rriaritirtie arrd maritinre-related uses and, 
trlrirrratel)~, ,for rtraritirrie e~l~ansiorr. . . . 

It [the EIR] ignores the rrgional maritime 
rcslrorrsihilities of San Fraricisco. The EIR 
atterrtlJts to corrsider the Port of Sat! Francisco in 
a i~ctrurrr. That is ~lrt~,arrarrted. The Povt is an 
elerrrcrtt irr a r'egiorral systenr. It is only afrer a 
corrrrttcrcinl shiltl~irtg lirte dccidcs to call u11ori tlte 
Bay Ar-ca tlrat it is put to the qtrcstiorr whether to 
patrorrize the Porv qf Sarr Frarrcisco, tlte Porr of 
Oaklarrd, or anotltcr por-t or1 the Bay. It is the 
Bay 1ror.t .~ystenr that cc1rril7eres il!itlt otlter ~rorts 
or1 rlre Pac!fi<. Coast. Tlrrrs it is,firolltardy to 
socr(ficc dcelr-,voter rer.rrrirra1 sites ar Chirra 
Basirr, as EIR Alterrrntii~es A arrd B corrtentplare, 
rl,irlrorrt a thoroogh irri:estigatiort of the regional 
issrrcs irr~~oli~ed as it~ell as the Sort Frarrcisco 
~ S S I I C S .  It is the /~ositiorr of Sarr Frarrcisco 
Torrror.ro~$! that the loss of those deep-u'atcr sites 
i l l  srr.ilre at the cortt1~etitii~erress o f  the Bay 
systerrt as a !l~lrole. 

It [the EIR] disregards tlte lortg-term irtterests of 
the Port. The EIR takes a se~~er-ely limited ljiov of 
Port rreeds. It assumes that the cargo harrdlirig 
ca[)ubility eri~,isiorred ,for San Francisco iri the 
Bay Area Sealrort Plart is all that Sarr Frarr~.isco 

Itas to be concerned ahaut. But it niust be 
remen~bered tltat the Seaport Plan sougltt to 
insure a capability adequate to the need up until 
the end of tlte century and perhaps a few years 
after that. It is true that the need in San 
Francisco in the short run could be met, tltough 
trot as eflciently, through further dei~elopment of 
terminal sites not at  China Basin hut farther to 
tire south. Perceivirig that to be so, the Planning 
Department has jumped to the entirely 
urtwarranted conclusion that tlte Port is tlterefore 
justified irt giving rrp the Missiort Rock site at 
China Basin. That concl~rsion rurrts a blind eye 
to tlte long-run needs of the Port and of the 
maritime irtdustry in the Bay Area. The Port 
ntust take irtto account the demands ott sltippirrg 
facilities rltat will occur well into the nest 
century. It would be irresponsible to preclude by 
actions taken today any possibility of ntecting the 
needs of 40 or 50 years @om itow. Yet the 
earrters of the EIR appear ready arrd willing to 
sacrifice tlte future to the pressures of the 
ntontertt. 

Tltere is artotlter ntatrer tltat ntttst be taken itzto 
accourtt ultder this head. The present nraster 
plan of the Port o f  San Francisco is  based on an 
olrjective of capturirrg 25 percent o f  the 
corrtairterized traffic irr the Bay. That ol~jectii'e 
rrray soorr be thought to be too modest. We have 
recently seert evidence of the growing difficrrlty o f  
mantaining deep-water chanrtels in the naturally 
sltallow waters of the East Bay. The q~testiorr 
how arid where to dispose of the spoil of dredgirrg 
is tlte ntairt source of the difficulty. But we car1 
also expect in years to come a shij? in the expense 
o f  dredging from the federal gol~ernment to the 
ports that are ser~~ed .  With shal/ob'-~,arer ports 
s~cfferirtg these disadilantages it niay shortly be 
desirable for the Porr of San Fraricisco to set out 
to capture a greater prolrortion of Bay 
corttairierized trafir ,  especially since the trerrd iri 
the irtdustry is toward larger ships drau~irig more 
water. Suppose Sart Fraricisco aspired to kartdle 
40 or -50 percerit of Bay traffic. Iri that 
erentuality the ntaritinte assuni~~tions ttnderlying 
rite EIR would be quite irrelevant. In fact, those 
assunrptiorts are corisisterit only wit/? a defeatist 
atritrrde ttoward the firture of the Port of Sarr 
Fraricisco. 

It [the EIR] deceptii~ely holds out the prospect of  
a land swap as a reasorrable solutiorr to Port 
rreeds. The proceedirrgs with respect to a 
proposed swap of Iarids between the POI-t arid 
Santa Fe Pacific Realty Corporzrtiori have u!itltout 
arty j~cstifcarior? heert corzducted irt secret, so tltat 
it is hard for menibers of the plrblic to judge 
them. Bcrt tlte main lirtcs of the riegotiatioris are 
clear. Urider a sckenie assiduously promoted by 



tlre Plnrrrrirrg L)epartrttertt, certairr Port lartds rtear 
C.'hirrtr Btrsirr worrl~l be tr-crded fur  land,^ ]squired 
hy .Conto Fc Pacific irr tlre W~rri i  Wuter Col'e 
area. Tire idea is to slr~ff Port ~rowtlr to tlre soutlr 
orrd , t e e  irl) warer:fr.orrt larrd at Clrirta Basirt ,for 
e.v[~loitatio~i by the Mission Bag deilelol~er. W e  
Ircn~c [x~irrtcd out a h o ~ ~ e  evlty it worrld be 
sltort-sighted nrtd ir-resl~orrsihie ,for tlte Port to 
rrade alvoy its Chirra Basirt larrd. Irr our o1,tiniorr 
it is N cor.dirrrr1 defect of tlte ElR thot it seeks to 
disnrnr criticisrtr of tire proposed raid on Port 
lrrrtd ~:itlr the 11lartd nssertiort tliot ti seval~ o f  lrrid 
11jil1 r.epoir- tlte cianm~e. 

Two years ago, soort after tlre Plartrrirrg 
1)ej)ar-trrrerir I-eietrsed its sttr(1.v errfitled C.@!ita.L!!er 
Tcrrr~irrul QtU, Strrr Fr.clrri.iscn Tomorrow 
~%~r.ote at sorrre lerrgtlr uborrt rhc pro1)osed stlJal) 
arrd tlre issue qf Por.t es~~nrrsiorr in Sari 
Frarrcisco. 1Vc find the orgrrnterin rhot +YE 
srrhr7iittcrl irr tr 11rrl1cr ertritled Cortrnirier- Terrttir7al 
Plur~rrirtg: Slturrt or ...C O I I I I I I ~ I I  Serise lo he as 
rele~vrrtt rrolt' irr cortsiderirrg tlre EIR as they were 
therr. , . . (Jack Morrisorr, Sarr Frartcisco 
Torrrorrou~) 

. . . Missiorr Bay rtrust r7take itselfcontpatil~le n'itlt 
tlre oprintrirrr rrtaritirtte de~~elo[~rtterrt of tlte Purr of 
Sarr Fr.urtcisco. . . . 

. . . I f  is clear. to us tliat tlte Vel)artntent has not 
so ,filr aslied tlre r.igl~t questiorts. Tlte Departrirerrr 
lros crsked, to put it briefly, ~drether tlte cargo 
lrtrrtdlir~g copcrbilin~ ( f a  container ter-ntirtal in the 
Iliar.nr 1Yoter Cola area could be ntctdc ro equal 
tlre cal)ahilip of terrnirrals tlrat migltt be built 
,far.tlrer rrortlr, o~jacerrt to Missiort Bay. Pro~~ided 
tlte r.cquisite Iarrel colcld be asserttbled at Wurm 
IVcrter Co~:e, . . . tlte CiLrrtairter Terr ! ! i !~aLQyf i~~s  
strrtl!~ corrre up with tlte oh~,iorts artswer. But rite 
Plorrrrirr,q Vc~/~crrtrrtertt rrow wishes to ,juntl~ ro the 
,fur.tlrcr corrcltrsiort thot tlte City is tlterefor-e 
jttsrified irr gi~drrg up the rtorrher-rr larrd. And t l~ i s  
,firrtlrer corrclusiorr errtirely disregards the 
lorrg-tern! rreeds uf tlre Port crrrd qf tire rtmritirrtc 
irtdlr.stry irr rlre Bay Area. Ir rnust be kept in rttirrd 
tlrat tlre Port's present rtiaster plart is a resl~ortse 
to a Bay Area Seaporr Plori whiclt sought to 
ln'oject shippirrg termirtul needs tltrough the year 
2000. Surely tlte Port and tlre City ought to piart 
for dertiarrds on their slril~pirrg ,faciliries that will 
occur. well irrto rlte 11e1.t certrrrry. It ~vould 
ccrtairrl~~ be irresl~orisihle to precltrcle by octiorrs 
takert tcrdu)' arty 11ossihility o f  rireerirrg tlte needs 
of 40 or 50 ye0r.s fr.ont rrow, asstrnting rltat rieeds 
will grou'. . . . Sarr Frarrcisco Toriiorron~ )c,ishes 
lo crssert the irrrliortarrce of looking orrt ,fur. the 
I g  i .  And )t8e 11!isl7 to c~ssert tltat the 
Plorrriirtg De/~trrtnierrt . . . would do eve11 to 
corrsider tlre,follo~~irr,q qlre~tiorrs: 
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I .  How ntltch of the contairrerized shipping 
tr,nflc in the Bay does the Port of Sort 
Frartcisco seek to capture 10 years,fi.oni now 
arrd 15 years front now? The prescrrt muster 
plan is based or! art objecti~w of capturing 25 
percent. Strppose the Port sets out to capture 
50 or 60 percent. Wlrat crre the consequences 
f i r  tltc Port's program of rren! nturine 
terntirtal cle~~clopmertt? 

2. What are the likely long-terttl derttorids on rltc 
Bay Area porr system, of n~hich the Port of 
Sun Francisco is a part? Lorig-ternt rrericls irt 
mar-itime traflc cart riever be deduced witlt 
perfect surety. But it is irtt1)ortarrr to gauge 
the probabilities as accurately (1s possible so 
thot plannirtg decisions ntuy hr11,e sonie 
r t i o r l  basis. Does the Plairrrir7g 
Department accept the cargo projectioris of 
rlte Arnty Corps of Erigirreers, as set forth in 
the Buy Areo Seaport Plan? 

3. Wltar are the trertds iri the maririnte industry 
u~itlt respect to the riecessir), for deep-water 
termirtal,facilities? If tlte nioiie toward Iuqer 
ships drawing more water coritinues Sun 
Francisco's port, with rraturally deep water, 
will gairi art adi~anrage over tlre others irr tltc 
Bay port system. 

4 .  At what point evil1 it be more eflcicnt ctr;d 
more ecortontical to build and operate 
deep-n'arer ternrinals in Sari Frarrcisco ratlter. 
tlrart in tlte East Bay? Tlte deeper chortrtels to 
the East Bay halje to be the more djfficult and 
the more el;l)ertsive tlte rrecessary dredgirtg 
becontes. At the same time tltere is a rtio~je at 
rlre federal leire1 ro transfer at least a part of 
the dredging cosr, lrirlterro borne entirely by 
tlte federal government, to the ports that (tre 
served. And ports rltat ituse to recover a 
large dredging cost n~ill be at a conrpetitii~e 
disad~~arttage with ports that do rrot. 

. . . Tlte Port of San Francisco is urr elemerrt irr 
the rcgiortal system, and it carrrrot be jttdged iri 
isolation, as the Plartriirtg Departrtierrt presumes 
to do. . . . 

. . . /A]ny action that brings dowrt the capability 
of Sart Frarrcisco strikes at tlte ntarketability cf 
rlre whole systenr. Tltis corrsideration u~ill 
become critical as reliimce on tlte deel~-water 
resources of Sari Francisco becomes more and 
more central to tlte S U ~ I J I I J O I  of the Bay systenr as 
o world port. Betweerr 1978 artd I985 the Son 
Frnricisco Bag's sliure of corrrairrer traffic orr rhe 
Wesr Coast fell from 31 percent to 21 percent. 
IVe beliel~e thar any plan to recwpturc a larger 
portiort for the Bay and gttarantee the reteritiort c?f 
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it 1111er the l o n ~  range will /roi!e to del~erid more 
otrd niore on Sari Fraiicisco as the years go by. 

. . . [Tlhe Port af Sari Francisco is oire of the febil 
places iri the rratiorr 11~1tere ir is relatii~ely easy to 
construct o niaririe terniinal with 50 feet of water 
crlr~rrgsidc? the 11'1rarlf. The Port's deep-water 
terrriirral sites are regiorral, and irideed riatiortal, 
r.esorrrces af great ~!al[re. Marly of rlrerii are rrow 
lost to ,funrr.e de~~ela~~rnerrr hccarrse of iriadequatc 
hmcXlar~d,for c'o~ttairrer- ol~eratiorr. To fiitrer away 
any af t110,se pr.inre sites for s1iilrl)irig dei~elrl~nrent 
sorrrlr qf Clrirra Basiir r~~orrld be a high cririie. . . . 

. . . [I/? i s  not at all ohi!io~rs tlior tlie necessary 
larrrl could he assenihled [to huild a corrtairier 
sltilr/,irrg ter-nli~ial iti the Warm Water Cole 
area]. Three sizable land areas are irii~oli~ed: 
tlie old Weste~.rr Pacific prOperhJ ,test to Pier 80, 
corisisring of 41 acres; the PG&E Potrero Plant 
yr.oi)er.t)l, corrsistirig of 42 acres; and another 
ar-ca Iyirig in bet~veeii those tivo, which coiisists of 
36 acres and is in a lialfdoierr or so o>vnemkips. 
Acqctisirion of the Wester11 Pacific yrrrl~erty 
slroul(1 he a st~~aiglr~farwarcI nratter of negotiation 
or corrdenrrrotiorr. The irr-betn~eeri parcels u~ould 
I>r'eserrr a lrar.der problem. Perlral~s tlrey corcld be 
ocqrtired 6)s one of the hvo processes, but the 
~)r~rrhleni has riot been in~~estigaretl, arid so rro one 
krro~tss 11,11at d(fj?fic.rrlrics i i g t  / ~ e  encorin~cred. 
Urider t11e six- and seileri-bertlr altcrriati~~es 
~vescrrted irr the study re1,or.t [Coiitai~ier 
Terrriirial Optiorrs] the electric generatirig plant 
i~~orrll he al1o11'cd to stand, arrd the Port would 
hrrild ar.ormd it: but tlre l~lori riei~ertltcless calls 
for the acquisitiori of aborrt half the PG&E 
pro(rerty, the "riorr-operatiord" part, arnountirrg 
to a/~l,ro.rimatcly 20 acres. Here the Planniiig 
Deparmiertt arid t11e Port u~ill almost certainly 
ruri into irisu[~erable obstacles. Tlre utility does 
rrot warit to give up ariy of its lartd. It e.lpeos to 
e.r11(111d its Potrero Plarit ol~eratioris, not iii land 
area, hut iri tlie outl~ut of tlre facility. Because cf 
tlrcit- hurtfir1 effect or! PG&E olreratioris we do 
not tlririk that arty of the si.r- or, sellen-herth 
alrerriari~~es ot Warrir Water Coile ulill elJer be 
I .  Tlir ki~rcf~st  tliing tliat one cart say about 
tlierii rron is that they or-(, ltiglrly slreculative. 

And o sl)ecrrltrti~~c 11r.oject  il ill riot be good eriorrgli 
to sntisf~i MTC: orid BCDC. These agencies h a w  
1"" thc Port arrd the Plarrrrirrg L)e~)artnient 011 
~ioticc tliut tlic>)l 118ill require irort-clad assurzrrrccs 
of the ,feasibility of arty 1Varrii Water- Cove 
~n 'o l~oso l  suDrriittcd as o srrbstitrrtc for 
de~:elrrlmir~rt at Piers 48 arid 50. Slrch assrtrarrces 
carirrot rrorv he ,qii~en. 111 I , ~ ~ I I '  of that, the soorier- 
the Plaririirrg Depar.triie~rt's graridiose scherrie is 
laid to rest tlie soorier Son Fraricisco car! get on 
i t  a reosorrable plorr for. coritairrer-ternririal 
e.vlro~rsio~r. 

Ellen if we were so creduloirs as to beliei'e tliat a 
six- or sellen-berth pra[~osal could he al~l)rai~ed, 
could we at the same time be assured of ecoriomic 
feasibility? Is it the Plarinirig Departnient's 
l~osirioit tlrar the railroad is ready to puiigle up 
the money to pay for t l ~ e  97 acres of required 
~.r*aterfiont lurid? If not, what kalq~ens to the 
irii~erttii~e idea of a latid swap? The question how 
shipping terniinal espansion crri the southerir 
nzaterfiont is to be firlanced is difficult and 
challenging. It merits lengthy discussion. Suffice 
it to say here that it is quite unlikely that the 
railroad will lead the Port orit of the fiscal 
n~ilderness. A land swap warrld not soli'e the 
problem, because the problenz is riot esseiitially 
one cf larid availability. 

At this point it niigltt be appropriate to see where 
conmton sense worrld lead us irr thirikirrg about 
container terminal options. I t  sliould be clear to 
all that tkc building of  new contairrer ,facilities 
either at Mission Rock or Warm Water Coije is 
not just now a ntatter of urgertt prioriry. Tlte 
firture o f  the Port between trow and tlie end of the 
century lies sorrth of Islais Creek. And the ,first 
phases of the Port's master plan call j%r 
corrq~letiort of the San Fi-ancisco Coi~tairrcr 
Terminal tlrere. What the Port nrust do as soori 
as possible is to carry out Phase I, the building of 
Piers 90 and 92, and tlterr to proceed u>ith 
Phase II, tlre building of Pier 88. These facilities, 
together with the iiiterinodal Container Transfer 
Facility, will giiw the Port its best short-run 
charicc far continued ijitality and gro~vtlt. Yet the 
Port Itas been dragging anchor on tltc 90-92 
psoject. And it now appears that eileii this 
Phase I worrld not be completed much before the 
middle of the 1990s, keeping in mind that we must 
allow for a six-year lead time between the 
applicatioir for a BCDC permit for a berth and 
tlre completing of its construction. At all ei~ents, 
after acconiplishing the San Fraiicisco Corrtairier 
Terminal it would only be common sense for tlie 
Port to turn to the exl?ansiorr of Pier 80. 
Acqrrisition of the Western Pacific property has 
been raider discussioir at the Port for sis or eight 
years. It is important that it be added to Pier 80 
as soori as the Port can do so. That accession, as 
is poirrted out in Chat* Terminal Q p t i m ,  
118ill eriable the Port to aclrie~je a 
high-j~erforniarlce, three-berth terniinal. Ajtcr- 
that, we beliei~e, conintori sense will direct that 
the Port undertake del~elopment of the Missinti 
Rock terniinal at Piers 48 and 50. It t~jould seem 
rvise at this stage to plari only for a three-berth 
facility, instead of the currently proposed jive, at 
this location, with 40 acres of back laridper. berth. 

We slrhmit that here is a reasonable, nchievahle 
program for corrtainer-terriii~ial del~elopnierrt: 
Bilild three new berths solrtlr of Islais Creek so as 
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u'ill depr-i~,e us of a !'it01 port I-esorrrce and riteoris 
a corisciolrs cornmitntertt to ntolle in anotlto' 
direction. Tlterc inust De a b~'ay to incorporate a 
strong contlititi~te~~t to a u~or/~iltg roater:fr.o~rt into 
tire Missiort Bay Plan alorrg u'itlz ~(ldressirtg tlie 
critical isslres c$ housing and eritl)loyniertt 
ol~l~cvtu~iit)' (Brian McWillianis, Ship Cler-ks' 
Associatiorr, Local 34)  

. . . It is coirq~letel)~ feasible to build Mission Bay 
as a rieigltborltood and at rite some tirite protect 
tlre Port. 

Tlte land cast o f  Tltird Street ntttst be rescr11edfi)r 
nrar.irinte related uses, port uses. Tlte policy of 
Sart Fr-ortcisco nrrrst De to niaiiitniri a viable port. 
Tltc Missiori Ba,y del'e1ol)nrenr does rrot dcpcrid on 
tlre land east of Tl~ircl Street. But the ecorionry of 
tlte City der~tarrds tltat port use corrtirrrce on the 
ccrrtr.al and sorttlrerrt ~iaterfiont.  

Tlic crrrrertt EIR alfernotives liill Pier:? 48 and 50, 
in~ntc!dic~tely surrtlt of the China Basin charirtel. 
Tlte EIR igi1oi.e~ the regiortal responsibiliries of 
Son Francisco. Tlte Port is a part of tile regional 
.rystefn. Tlic ElR disregards tlte long-tern? 
intcr.est of not only tlte Port, but tlte regiori. 

Deep water Irarbors ore the firtttre for port 
strategic planriirtg. Tltc EIR asserts tltat a larid 
sbvcr~ ~vi l l  s o l ~ ~ e  the problcrtt. Sari Francisco 
Torirorrow, antong otlrers, disagrees. It is 
,feasiOle, econontically justified, artd strategically 
rrccessc~ry to protect t11e Port arid at the sanie 
time hrtild Missiorr Bay. Tlte U.S. Naily arid 
I 1  s l t i i  lines are moving t o b ~ ~ ~ r d s  the 
strategic rrecessity of deep 11~1ter ports. Sari 
Francisco's rrcrtttral deep water harbor . . . will 
goirt air ad~~c~rttage over others in the Day port 
systcnr as tlris trend continues. Tlte Day port 
systerir cor?tl)etes ~vitlt ot1rer.s or1 tile Pacific Coast. 

Any action that brings down our port lutrts the 
region. Reliance ort tlie deep water port of Sail 
Francisco is critical to tire s u r l i ~ ~ a l  of our bay as 
a ii'orld 1for.t. (Gary Sltau,ley, Potrero League of 
Actil'e Neighbors) 

[On]  1). [VI.]B.67 [the EIR states:] "Growtlt arid 
c.~parrsion of do,r~rrtob~.'rr-ty[,e actii~ities artd 
associated r-ffcc'ts (clrnrrgirig cltar.acter cf 
~cwter:fr.orit areas. iricr.easing lnrtd ~lalrres along 
tlte i~.atcrfiorit, and cortgestion) ~c~ill  discourage 
i r a i t i i e  ol~crotions and rtraritirite-related 
/)trsirtesses,fr.orrr locatioris to the nor.tlt. 

" G i ~ ~ c n  tlrcrt orrtlooh-, n~oritiitte-I-eic~ted acti~-ir)> if? 
the P~.c!ject Area is assrrrried ,for this ElR to 
cleclirt~ slob1'1y o ~ ~ e r  tirite." 

[Olr] p. [VI.]B.IOI [the EIR states:] "In 
Alterrtatii~e A ,  a snicrll aniount of land (6.5 acres) 
is designated for port-related use eust of Tltird 
Street. Tlre size o f the  area, its cori,figrrration arrd 
its location adjacent to residential de~~eloyntent 
or! one side and major open space on the other 
nialie it unlikely tltat active ntaritinte use could 
,fu~tction eflciently tlterc." 

Again we are faced wit11 a policy question artd no 
plan. Tile City artd this Adntinistratiort will say 
bvhether the Port of San Francisco shotrld 
continue or die in the central bvater:fr.onr as a 
result of tlze zoning decisions for Mission Bay. 
We've seen n!hat's itapperied to the Nort11er.rr 
~vaterfiortt. Forecasts for cargo hondlirtg 
througlt tlte Bay Area and where fi~cilities will be 
located nrust be addressed in this EIR, if an 
intelligertt decision is  to be reached about tlte 
fittlrre of the SF central n3aterfiofit. Tlie 
dii~crsificatiun of S a ~ i  Francisco's econoniy 
dcl)erids upon an acti~le port. . . . 

[On] 1). /VI.]B.95 [the EIR smtes:] "For ntariy 
Project Area niaririnie-related operations, East 
Bay locations near the Ports of Oakland or 
Ricknrortd could be locatiori ol7tions tltat iriade 
sense fiont a bltsiness perspective." 

Deatlt to tlie Port of SF and u!itli the apparent 
blessing of this type of  stateritertt ill tlre ElR. 
Again, witat are the forecasts for container arrd 
break-brrlk cargo operations to the Bay Area 
tltrouglt tlte year 2020? 

[On] y. [l/I.]B.96 [the EIR states:] "Pro~~idirrg 
fir tlze continued ol)er.atiorz of ntaritintc-related 
activities in tlte City ntight reqrrire prtblic agency 
irii~ol~~entent and plartrring since tltose brtsiriesses 
have little ,flexibility in locutions and may reqrrire 
special ,facilities or infrastructure; the future for 
tlte City's o~~era l l  ntaritirite progrant nray del~ertd 
or! retairtirrg some of tltose operations or! Port of 
Sart Francisco property." 

[On] p. [VI.]B.99 [the EIR states.] "Under 
Altel-1iatA1e A, bt~siitesses tftot s u y y o ~ t  tire City's 
nraritinie industry ~ ~ o u l d  not be acconintodated irt 
the Project Area over tlte long tern?." 

Clearly, tlte City ntrrst decide if it i18arits to 
ntaintairi rttaritinie artd niaritime related actii~ities 
in SF. Plan A or B ~vitltout i~ariatiorr h~!ould hale 
a de~:astatirtg eff'ect on the ecoriority of SF. . . . 

[On] 1). [I'I.]B.103 [the EIR states:] ''Al&r;f~ti!~.e 
N. Tlte pol?-~~clared part of tlre clesignatiort 
reflects intent to reserve tltat part of the Project 
Area for poterttial corimirter termirral 
de~~elo~l'"eitt in tlte loitger-tern1 future (beyorrd 
tlre tirtte Itorizdn for bzrild-out in tlte EIR). 



" I  territs of new dr~~elol?mertt, sonte inter.int 
non-ntaritintc acti~~ities wortld be trllov~,ed but 
ortly tlrosc thot r~~ould not irrter:ferc i t  tlte 
lorrger-tcrnr plan f i r  corltairter ternrir~al 
cle~~eli>/~ntertt." 

Tltr csistirtg brrlk and sl~eciolized cargo haridlirtg 
at I'icr:~ 48 orrd SO u'ill c~orrtirttre arid e.v,arrd jf 
tltey are rtot irtter:fered +c>itk. Tltere is rton! and 
will corttirrrrc to be a rreed,for specialized cargo 
hartdlirtg ,facilities at  pier^ 48 & 50. Tlterr will 
also be ( I  rreed to c!,~~iarrd corttcrirrer ,facilities 
,furriter~ sorttlr Dy the yetrr 2020. San Francisco's 
cerrtral arrd soutltern ~1aterflorit must be reserved 
f i r  rtraritirttc artd ntaritirite-related errtployritent to 
Oalartce thc2 ccorronric di~!ersity of tlte City. . . . 

[Ort] 17. [VI.]B.116 [the EIR states:] "Tire sltip 
repair facilit)~ orrly oljerates dur-irtg tlle day and 
tltere are cloys when tltere is no actisif,y g~irtg 011 

t I .  A relatii~cl)~ low l e ~ ~ e l  of nmaritime activity 
suclr as tltat could corttirtue ,for sonle time 
adjacerrt to Missiorr Bay. As housirtg was 
occtri~ied arid cr r.esiderttia1 rteighbor-ltood 
established acr-ass Chirra Basin Street, it would 
hec,onte incrc~osirt,yly difficult ,for moritinie uses to 
co-exist ii'itll Mi~siort Bu)' de~~elo~)ntent 
[, howv l~er]. 

"ltt ccd~litiort, once Missiort Bay derelol~ed into a 
rrti.~cd-use coritmunity, pier.s east of tlte Project 
Area i.13ortld becorite nrore i~aluable for 
cortttrtercial artd recreational de~~elol~rnertt. 

"01'er the long term, the result could he pressure 
,fi)r de~~elol,rrtettt o f  the piers for non-maritinte 
uses. 

"If it turned out tltat the l e ~ ~ e l  of activity irt those 
ntc~ritinte olwrations was incontl,atible with 
rtearby Missiorr Bay d e ~ e o n e t  under 
Altet~rrath~e A ,  theit relocation of those actiijities 
witltirt Sail Francisco corrld be aproblent. 

"Witlr Missiorr Bay de~~elol~merit urider 
Alterrtath~e A and with e~'errtual corttairrer 
territirtal dei~elol~rnerrt artd espartsiort south of the 
Project Area, it rttight be djflc~rlt far specia/ized 
brrlk cargo o1)eratiorts to corttirrrre to operate irt 
tlre City. " 

Tlte l)olicy of Sarr Frartcisco r?rttst be tc? rtrairttairi 
1 1 i 1 1 e  P o t .  TItc Missiort Boy de~~elol~ritent does 
rtot rely ort the area east of 3rd Str-eet, but the 
ecortortty of the City dentands that ntaritinte use 
corttitrue irr tlre certtral and soutl~errt n~aterfiorlt. 
(Jirn Firth, Mission Bay Clearinghouse) 
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Tlte Missiort Bay l~roject site includes lartd noul 
designated ,for container terminal use in thc 
Seal7ort Plan. Tlte EIR should rtote that this lartd 
nray not be available for other tltart port-related 
uses. 

Tlie Port of  Sart Francisco has requested that a 
riru! riiarirre ternrittal site be desigrtated in tlte 
area between Piers 70 and 80 to replace the site 
in Missiort Bay (site 44A at Piers 52-64).  Tlte 
replacement site +vorrld accontntodate tlte sante 
rtrmrber of berths as tlre Mission Bay site and has 
some advantages over it. 

Howei~er, the Seaport Plarrrtirtg Adsisory 
Contntittee staff notes that unless tlle Port can 
obtain sufficient backland in the Pier 70 to 80 
area to make two additional container berths 
feasible there, then this Missiort Bay site should 
be retairted as a ntarine terntinal in the Seal~ort 
Plan. Tlte proj~osed terminals at Piers 70 to 80 
ntay prove infeasible either physically or 
firrartciall)~. Irt addition, future dertrartd for 
port-related purposes, such as the esistirtg ship 
repair- and contntercial jishirig ,facilities, may 
necessitate a port priority usc designation at the 
Mission Bay site. (Chris Brittle, Metrol~olitatt 
Trarrsl~ortatiort Contmissiort) 

While the Mission Bay EIR was being prepared, 
the BCDC 'and the Metropolitan Transport;uion 
Con~nrission (MTC) began their review and 
update of the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport 
Plan. Consultants were retained to update the 
regional cargo forecasts 'and the estimates of 
regional terminal capacity. Tlie Seaport Planning 
Advisory Committee was reestablished to make 
recommendations on proposed revisions to the 
Seaport Plan. The review process is now 
coniplete and the recommended revisions to the 
Seaport Plan were the subject of public Iiearitrgs 
before BC'DC on Fehruary 16, 1989. On 
March 16, 1989, BCDC approved amend~nents to 
the Seaport Plan, including provisions related to 
container terminal developnient in S;tn 
Fmncisco. (See XV.A. Public Plans, Policies arid 
Permits, pp. XV.A.l-XV.A.5.) The conclusions 
of the Seaport Planning Advisory Committee and 
the rationale for the Seaport Plan revisions in San 
Francisco are sunim~rized below. 

The commenters ask questions about the regional 
cargo forecasts, where facilities will be located, 
and San Francisco's role in the regional port 
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systetn. For answers, the commetklers are 
referred to the BCXX Janllary 13, 1989 Staff 
Report, artd the revisions to the Snrr F ~ ~ n c i s c o  
B:ly Area Seaport Plan, prepared for the MTC 
allti BCDC, 1988. both on file at the Department 
of City Pla~~rring, 450 McAllister Street. Both 
documents sturrtnarize the revised regional cargo 
forecasts through 2020 prepared by Mn~ralytics, 
Inc. and the WEFA Group, and present the 
projected demand for additional termittals in the 
Bay Area region. More detail is contained in two 
rcports prepared by Manalytics. Inc.: The 
C_ampeldb?e41Won af B;lv Area K 

. . 
1 A 

Report to,  the Metropolitan Tmnsportation 
Commission, July 1987, and Sa?l..Fran_cis~Eay 
Area Cargo. .. Eoreca_s?.lo_2420 and. .. tbc Future 
Pe111and fol-Marine Luge. Ter~ninals. A Report 
to: The Metropolitan Tt'a~~sportalion 
Cotntnission, the San Fratrcisco Bay 
Corrservation and Development Comrnissiotr and 
the Seaport Plarming Advisory Committee, 
October 5 .  1988. Both are or1 file at Ilte 
Depart~rrerrt of City Plitmrirrg. 

As part of the Seaport Plan u date process, the 
Port of S;tn Frar~cisco ;~lo~rg wit P I two other public 
i~gencies subtr~ittetl requests for clrturges to tlre 
Plan. The Port of Snn Francisco's request was 
that a two-berth, near-term marine terminal site 
be added at Warm Water Cove (Piers 70-80 
vicinity) and that the two-berth, ncar-tenn marine 
terminal site at China Basin (Piers 52-64) be 
deleted along with the associated Port-Priority 
Use Area. This request represents the land 
exchar~ge z~ncl assembly identified in the Mission 
Bay EIK that would substitute future container 
ternri~ral develop~~recrt in the area of Piers 70 and 
80 for f~tture container leiminal develop~rierrt at 
Missiori Bay. 

0 1 1  Jat~nary 1.1. 1989, BCWC suhmittcd its staff 
report :~nd prelit~rir~ary recorrrn~errdatio~rs or1 
proposed revisio~rs lo tlie Seaport Plan. That 
report presents conclusions directly relevant to 
the questions raised by tlie corrrrrlertters. The 
BCCIC Stnlf Report is supported by a 
Septerrlher 21, 1988 tnemorandum frorrr tlre Port 
of San Francisco to MTC providing information 
rclevant to the proposed transfer of the marine 
tctrllirrul designalio11./5/ 

For the Seaport Plan review, additional 
investigation relevant to the transfer was 
ur~dert~&eir by Manalytics, Ltlc., under the 
supervisio~r of a working group of represcrrlatives 
of BCDC, M'I'C, the Port of San Ftancisco, the 
Dcparttr~e~lt of City Planning, and the Mayor's 
Office. This investigtation (letermined that the 
proposed "'rcplacerlicrrt site' near Piers 70-80 
wor~ld acco~r~~rrodt~te the nt~~rihcr of berths and 
t~ackl;~r,tl of llre Pier 52-64 site."/(>,7/ 

The Seaport Planning Advisory Con~miltee and 
staff concluded that the replacement site would 
have significant advantages over the Pier 52-64 
site. Among those are the ability to he used in 
concert with other nearby corrtainer terminal 
facilities to provide for more flexible and efficient 
cargo handling. The replacement site col~ld take 
advantage of existirrg intermodal infrastructure at 
Piers 80 and 94-96. The Port would benefit from 
lower costs and greater cargo throughput. In 
addition, the replacement site would take better 
advantage of San Frrmcisco's naturally deep 
water. The equivalent facility could be developed 
at Warm Water Cove with less fill, and dredging 
requirements, both initially and ongoing, would 
be less at the replacement site coinpared to those 
at the site at Piers 52-64. 

Before deleting the designation of n two-berth, 
near-term marine terminal at Piers 52-64, the 
Advisoly Committee and staff considered 
whether the site should be relained as either 21 

corrtainer or iron-container lermitral lo Illeel 
regional demand. 'They concluded that it would 
be difficult and costly to acquire, develop and 
operate a container terminal at Piers 52-64, and 
tl~at by designating additional berths in the Pier 
70 to 80 area and obtaining sufficient hackland to 
make the terminals feasible, the existing number 
of designated marine terminals in San Frnncisco 
would be retained with no reduction of the 
regional inventory of terminal sites (more detail 
is contained in the BCDC Staff Report 181, and 
Wiederhorn memorandum 151). Further, it was 
concluded that the designated area at Piers 52-64 
is not needed for non-container terrnirrals (for dry 
hulk, liquid bulk, or neo bulk cargoes) in the 
future because there are presently sufficient 
identified sites to accommodate such demand and 
that, even if needed, a new non-container terminal 
at this site is not appropriate or feasible for a 
variety of reasons including: access problems; 
unusually high land assembly, terrnitral 
construction and dredging costs; displacement of 
exi8ting port-related uses and public access and 
recreational uses: operational conflicts with other 
maritime uses; and conflict with emerging 
residential, recreational and commercial land uses 
to the west./3,9/ 

In considering the transfer of the marine terminal 
designation, the Seaport Planning Advisory 
Cotn~nittee and staff expressed concern that the 
change not be made until there are assurances that 
;I terminal in the area of Piers 70 and 80 is 
realistic and feasible. Specifically, the BCDC 
Staff Report states that:/3/ 

The Advisory Committee and staff believe 
that sile 44A iPiers 52 to 641 can be deleted 
as a nrarirle ter~ni~ral and most o l  the 
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surrounding area can be deleted from port 
priority use tlesign;~tio~l without having to 
underl;~ke a f111I review 01' tlte Seaport Plan 
only. if the Port can obtain sufficient backland 
in the Piers 70 and 80 area an.d can prevent 
significant non-port developtnenl within the 
pvrl priority use area not ill its ownership 
such that these two container berths can 
feasibly he developed in the future. 

To ;~ccotnn~c>tlale conlinnetl port-rel:~tecl 
opet.otiot~s a1 Piers 48 and 50 :tdj;~cent to Mission 
Bay and along the rrorthert\ waterfrot~t, the 
Advisory Corrl~nittee and Staff recommended 
~ I I ; I ~ ,  under all circu~nstt~~lces, port-priority use 
desig!iation be retailled for no approximately 
6.5-acre area atljace~rt to the piers, as well as 
along tlie bayward shoreline and along China 
Basin Street for veliicolar ant1 rail access. 

o implement these recommetrdntions, specific 
changes lo the Seaport Pla~l have been adopted 
th;~t  identify the changes to be made in marine 
tcnr~irial designations in the areas of Piers 52-64 
;~ntl Piers 70-80 ;~nd the specific conditions to be 
met before those changes would become 
effective. (See XV.A. Public Plans, Policies, and 
Permits, pp. XV.A.1-XV.A.2.) 

T~I I IS ,  i s  described above, trtalry of Ihe isstres 
raised in the Cot~rtr~ents were addressed in the 
proccss of updatit~g the. Se:~port Plan and 
spccificnlly considcrirrg changes in the marine 
t e n t ~ i ~ ~ a l  tlesig~ratio~~s i ~ t  S8n Fr:~ncisco. This 
process ailti the at~alysis clone for it focused 01, 
both specific terlnirlal sites in San Francisco arltl 
the broadcr regional perspective. Further, 
co~~sitlet-ation w;~s given to boll1 the near-term and 
lv~iger- tern^ perspectives. Fro~ri a longer-ter~rt 
regional perspective, the conclusion of the 
consult:~nts' analysis for the Seaport Plan update 
was "th:~t the total inventory of available sites 
(oc:~r-term, lo~lg-tertn. ;md water-related it~dustry) 
will provide enough hertlts and backland lo 
acco~~tmotlate the demand for port terminals 
through 2015."/10/ As summarized above, the 
trt~nsfer of rnnrine terminal designations in Sari 
Francisco would t~ot retlr~ce the regional 
irive~llory of tertninal sites or affect this overall 
conclusion. 

111 Vvlu~r~e 'fwo, p. VI.R.102. the first full 
p:rl;~grnpli is rcviscd, as ~ollows. 711e secotitl 
selllelice o l  this paragraph is tleletctl. 

- Fntun: container terminal development 
a!Iiw.enr . cu Ibe Missh .. l 3 a y  E i  ..Area 
would r q ~ ~ i r e  I~acktand that would extend 
into the Project Area east or T M  SWeetJ5ll 
Altcmative configurations for the cm&q 
terminal would rcquin: substaatiauy mare of 

the east-of-'IhirdStreet m a  than is 
designated for port-related uses in 
Alternative A./52/ Consequently, Alternative 
A development of the Project Area easl of 
fl.lird Street would preclude future container 
terminal development there. 

In Volume Two, p. VI.B.102, the first serlterice of 
the second full paragraph is revised to state: 

It is possible that land exchange involving 
SIT, the Port of S m  Francisco and land in the 
vicinity of Piers70 and 80 could occur 
enabling designation of the area to the south 
of the Pruject Aw between Piers 70 and 80 
as a container terninat site to substitute for 
the loss of the site adjacent to M i s s r n a y .  

In tlie third sentence of this paragraph. the phrase 
"involving the Mission Rock / Pier 50 terntinal 
outlined in the Port's current Inaster plan" is 
deleted. This sentence, as revised, states: 

Consolidated container operations in the 
south could result in more efficient operations 
w e r d  tban would the more-dispersed 
development program. 

The next two sentences in this paragraph arc 
deleted, and tlie Kollowing new pt~ragfi~phs are 
added. The reference mark for note /53/ is rnoved 
from the end of the third sentence to the location 
shown below. 

- As of the San Francisco Bay Area 
Seapon Plan update process undertaken in 
1988-1989 by the Bay Comemation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) and the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(m), the Port of San Francisco submitted a 
request for changes to the Seaport Plan to 
implement the substitution described above. 
m e  Port's request was that a two-berth 
near-tern marine terminal site be added at 
Warm Water C w e  (Piers 70-80 vicinity) and 
that the two-berth near-term marine tenminal 
sitc at China Basin (Piers 5264) be deleted 
along wilb the associated Port-Priority Use 
Area. 

BCDC and MTC approved revisions to the 
San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan on 
March 16,1989. The revisions were adopted 
an the recommendation of the Seaport 
Planning Advisory Committee after the Bay 
Area cargo forecasts and estimates of 
regional marine terminal capacity had been 
analyzed and updated to reflect recent 
conditions and the current outlook for furwe 
wends. 
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The revised Seaport Plan adopted in March 
1989 incorporates the Port of San Francisco's 
requested changes conditional on catain 
guaraatees before tbe marine terminal 
designation can be deleted for the site at 
Piers 5264. See VIA. Public Plans, 
Policies, and Permits, p. VLA.19 (in this 
docu~uent, see pp. XV.A.1-XV.A.2). for more 
discussion of the changes to the San 
Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan relevant to 
Mission Bay and for full description of the 
conditions attached to the amendment./53/ 

IT those conditioas axe not met and the 
designation of Piers 52-64 as a near-tam 
marine tenzrjnal site remained in effect, then 
Mission Bay development under 
Allernative A would reduce overaLl capacity 
for future container cargo handling in San 
Francisco. See Chapter V. The EIR 
Alternatives and Appmvai Process, p. V.42 
(in this doco~nent, sce p.XV.A.S), for a 
discussion of regional and state approvals 
related to the land exchange and Seaport Plan 
revision. 

111 Volrlcl~e Two. p. VI.R.103, the phrase "at 
Mission Rock / Pier SO" is deleted from the end 
of the second sentence in the first cotnplete 
paragraph. This sentence, as revised, states: 

Since the alternative container terminal 
~ o ~ g u r a t i o n s  all would require some if not 
all of the area east of lOlird Sbeet for 
backland, AltemativeB, with none of that 
am designated for port-related use, would 
preclude fume conlainer terminal develop 
ment. 

The third sentence in this paragraph is revised to 
state: 

- With a land exchange and designation of the 
area between Piexs 70 and 80 as a container 
terminal site, there would be a substitute for 
the loss of the site a m n t  to Mission Bay. 

The fourth se~~tence in this paragraph is deleted 
and replaced with the following: 

- 7he revised Seaport Plan adopted in March 
1989 incorporates the Port of San Francisco's 
requested cbanges for designation of a mariae 
terminal site in the vichity of Piers 70-80 and 
deletion of the designation of the marine 
termiaaf site at Piers 5264 near Mission Bay, 
conditional on certain guaraatees. See VLA. 
Public Plans, Policies, and Permits, 
p. VLA.19 (in this doc~unent, see 
p p  XV.A.1-XV.A.2), for more discussion of 
the changes to the San P m i s c o  Bay Area 

SeaporI Plan relevant to Mission Bay and for 
full description of the conditions aIIached to 
the ameadment./53/ If those conditions are 
not met and the designalion of Piers 5264 as 
a near-Ierm marine terminal site remained in 
effect, then Mission Bay development under 
Alternative B would reduce overall capacity 
for future container cargo handling in the City. 

In the first paragraph after "Alternative N" on 
p. VI.B.103, the Uiird sentence is revised to state: 

- AU alternative configurations for a contains 
terminal &&xat to Mission Bax could be 
accommodated if the area east of Third Street 
were available for terminal development./52/ 

The last sentence in the last paragraph 011 
p. VI.B.116, which continues on p. VI.B.117, is 
revised to state: 

- It is possible that land excbange and land 
assembly could occur enabling containex 
terminal development between Piers 70 and 
80 that would substitute for Loss of the option 
adiacent to Mission Bay. 

In the second cotnplete sentence in the first 
partial paragraph on p.VI.B.117, the word 
"existing" is deleted. The reference mark for 
note/53/ is moved to a new location, shown 
below, and the last sentence is deleted. The 
following is added as a new paragraph: 

I k  revised Seaport Plan adopted in March 
1989 incolporales the P a  of San Francisco's 
requests for designation of a marioe terminal 
site in lhe vicinity of Piers 70-80 and deletion 
of the designation of the marine ( e r a  site 
ai Piers 52-64 near Mission Bay, conditional 
on c&n guarantees. See VIA. Public 
Plans, Policies, and Permits, p. VI.A.19 (in 
this document, see pp. XV.A.1-XV.A.2), for 
more discussion of the changes to the San 
Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan relevant to 
Mission Bay and for full description of the 
conditions attached to the amendment./53/ U 
those conditions are not met and the 
designation of Piers 52-64 as a near-term 
marine terminal site remained in effect, then 
Mission Bay development under 
Alternative A would reduce overall capacity 
for W e  container cargo handling in the City. 

In Volume Two, p. Vl.B.117, the last sentence in 
the paragraph after "Alternative B" is changed to 
state: 

The Alternative A discussion of longer-term 
container te& development adiacent to 
Mission Bay also applies for Alternative B. 
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111 Vol r~n~c  Two. p. VI.U.134, thc text of note 1531 
is tlcletctl ant1 repl;rcctl wit11 the Iollowing: 

- /53/ For more background on the revisions to 
t l~e San F m i s c o  Bay Area Seaporl Plan 
relcvan~ to Mission Bay planning, see the 
following documents, on file at the 
D e p m e n t  of City P b m h g ,  450 McAUister 
Street, 4th floor: mc.u.San..Emci.~ Bag! 
&ea-.-Se_aponJ!, p r e w  for the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
llre San F m i s c o  Bay Conservarion and 
Development Commission, 1982, revised, 
1988; St@..-Repa m a . r t h ~  
~ec_ommenda~ion on P@posed Revisions to 
i ! ! ~ . ~ F r a n c ~ c o . ~ _ ~ - S e a W l l ~  
Report to AM Commissioners and Allemates, 
h m  Alan R. Pendleton, fimutive Director, 
January 13.1989; Memvrandum from 
Rick Wiederhom, Ror( of S m  F m i s c o .  to 
Man: Roddirt, MK, 1282Seawri._P-h 
12m~e~dor!cflI.:.._SiI_e_~4qA, September 21, 1988; 
Manalytics, IN-, Maim TemW SiE 
Iz.nalys&._Rort_~f ~Sfao.._P~&coo A R W  to 
tl1e PoKt of S m  Prmcisco, San Francisco 
U e p m e n t  of City Flanniag, City of San 
Rancisco Mayor's Offxce, Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission, and 
Metropolitan T r a n v t i o n  Commission, 
August 1988; Maaalytics, Inc., SanFran_cisco 
B_ay&-~gpll:.m.~.at- .t(L2(lZQ-m&& 
F . u ~ m . . ~ m a a Q h . . ~ e . . C @ g o .  . T c m ,  
A rep or^ to the Melropolitan Transportation 
Commission, the Bay Conservation and 
Uevelopment Commission, and the Seaport 
Planniag Advisory Committee, Qctober5, 
1988; and Maaalytics, Inc., The C~zqMi i l ie  
~ 4 s i r i o n ~ u t - ~ _ a y ~ . . .  containex aoas A 
Report to (hc Metropolitan liaosporlation 
Commission, July 1987. 

In Volume One, p. 11.30. the second sentence of 
the boxed text hc:rtled "M~r ine  Cot~l;~iner 
Tertnit~al Developnlent" is revised, as follows: 

- Container terminal development at Mission 
Bay would not be possible. -- 

The third ant1 fottrth senlences of this boxed text 
are deleted and replaced wit11 the following: 

A 1989 amendment to the Seaporl Plan would 
dlow development of a new marine terminal 
a$acent to existing San Francisco container 
termjaals rather Lhan at Mission Bay, 
provided certain conditions were met. If 
those conditions were not met, Alternatives A 
and B would reduce future containe~hndlhg 
capacity in San Fraacisco. 

Urr 1?03e V.5 and e l so~ ' /~ere  (far csany?le, orr page 
VI.E.68), tlte DEIR assufnes rltur no ntajor 
ritaritinte or port-related de~~elopnterrt suclt os a 
container ter.miria/ +voulrl occur in the Mission 
Bay area by 2020. We he l i r~~e  that tltut 
assuntptiorr is iircorrect. Manalytics, Irtc., the 
Contrnission's consulta~tt irt the revision of  the 
Seaport Plan, has forecast signjficant gro+~!th in 
corttairrerizable cargoes by 2020, lVAile tltere is 
a surplus of container ternzirral ,fac'ilitics at tlle 
ltreserit, tlrc Bay Area w~iN likely need se~,eral f7en3 
contairter terntirials by 2010. W e  believe tltat a 
nror.e accurate assunil~tiort, ,fitr sonte o f  the 
reasorrs nored in tire DEIR, n~ould he t/icrr o nrqjor 
coiitaincr terntirral is urllikely to be rrecded at 
Piers 48-64 by tlte year 2000. (Williarn Travis, 
Sari Fmricisco Bay Conser~~ariort and 
De~!elo~pn?errt Conimissio~i) 

The build-out tirne horizon for Mission Bay 
extends to 2020, by which titne, according to the 
forecasts for the Seaport Plan, additional 
container terminals could be needed in San 
Frar~cisco. Analyzing the inlpacts of a container 
terminal requiring land in the Mission B;ly 
Project Area was determined to be oc~tsitie the 
scope of the Mission Bay EIR, however, since 
such a tenninal was not proposed for 
developtrrent in the forseeable future. While the 
EIR does not analyze a ter~ninal per se, it does 
address the question of how development in the 
Project Area would affect the prospects for 
developing a container terminal in the vicinity of 
Mission Bay at some time in the future. This is 
the appropriate perspective for the environrnenl;~l 
analysis of development in Mission Bay. The 
Mission Bay EIR indicates that Alternatives A 
and B would preclude con te i t~~r  tertninal 
developtnent adjacent to Mission Bay. 
Alternative N would not. The timing of potential 
container terminal development is a separate 
question to be pursned by the City if and when a 
formal proposal is developed. 

On p. V.5 of Volume Two, Chapter V. The EIR 
Alternatives and Approval Process, a new note 
reference mark, / la / ,  i s  added at the end of the 
last sentence in the partial paragraph at the top of 
the page: 

It is assumed that no major maritime or 
port-relaled development such as a container 
terninat would occur in that area during the 
time analyzed in ihe J 3 R . U  
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A new note, /la/, is added after note /I/ on 
p. v.43: 

/la/ Although Piers 5264 are designated as a 
potential container tennioal site in the Bay 
Area Seaport Pian (see pp. VIA.18-VLA.20 
for details on the Seaport Plan), the Mission 
Bay W analysis does not assume the 
construction of such a facility. The 
implications of such a facility would be 
included in a separate planning and 
environmental review analysis if and when a 
formal p ropa l  were forwarded by the Port 
of San Francisco. To date, no such project 
has been proposed 

However, the Mission Bay EIR does analyze 
the impact of development in the Project Area 
on the prospects for more intensive 
port-related development and specficdy, the 
prospects for eventual development of a 
container terminal facility adjacent to Mission 
Bay. 'I& EIR points out the differences 
between the Alternatives resulting from 
different land use designations and 
subsequent devclopment in the Project Area 
east of 'Zhitd Slmet. 

NOTES - Land Use, Business Activity, and 
Employment 

/I/ San Francisco Department of City Planning, 
"Economic Feasibility: Mission Bay, San 
Francisco," Special Study for Mission Bay, 
prepared by Dr. Chester C. McGuire, 
September 1986. 

/2/ "Economic Feasibility: Mission Bay, San 
Fr'ulcisco," p. 5. 

/3/ Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission, Staff Report, January 13, 1989, 
p. 18. A copy of this report is on file at the 
Department of City Planning, 450 McAllister 
Street. 

/4/ Tom McGrath, U.S. National Park 
Service / Golden Gate National Recreation 
Area, telephone conversation, February 23, 
1989. 

/5/ Rick Wiederhorn, Port of San Francisco, 
"1982 Seaport Plan Amendment: Site 44A," 
memo to Marc Roddin, MTC, September 21, 
1988. A copy of the memo is on file at the 
Department of City Planning. 

/6/ Manalytics, Inc., Marine Terminal Site 
Analysis: Port of San Francisco, A Report to 
the Port of San Francisco, San Francisco 
Department of City Planning, City of San 
Francisco Mayor's Office, Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission, and 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 
August 1988. A copy of the report is on file 
at the Department of City Planning. 

/7/ BCDC Staff Report, p. 16. 

/8/ BCDC Staff Report, p. 17. 

/9/ Wiederhorn memorandum, pp. 1-4. 

/10/BCDC Staff Report, p. 5. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES 
FOR LAND USE, BUSINESS 

ACTIVITY, AND EMPLOYMENT, 
AND FOR GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

The following staff-initiated revisions are made 
to the Mission Bay Draft EIR's Land Use, 
Business Activity, and Ernployrnent subchapters 
in Volurnes One and Two, arltl to the Growth 
Inducement subchapter in Volume One. 

One - C h a ~ . r _ B . - ~ . I ~ &  
Conclusions (Business Activity &Ab& 

On p. 1L29, the last sentence of the first complete 
paragraph in the left-hand column is revised to 
state: 

Ee_igation ass:&tance could- be required to 
m e  continued operalion of those 
maritime-related activities in the City. 

In the second paragraph under "Maritime 
Activity," in the right-hand column on p. 11.29, 
the first two sentences are revised to state: 

The housing. open space, and commercial 
development pmposed in Altematives A and 
B would make it dimcult to i n t w i  
maritime activities on adjacent piers. 
Moreover, with a mixed-use or residential 
community in Mission Bay, the piers would 
become irmmiigly valuabie for commercial 
and recmatiooal development over the la4g 
Em. 
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Vol.umeTwo-VI-BAand.Us&siness Yd~1.me3ne:..C.h.a~terU~f_I&!1!~hts 
Activith and Ern&- and Cvnclusivns (Growth I n d w a ~ e ~ t l  

The secorld sentence in the first paragraph On p. 11.107, the followirig sentence is added to 
following "Overview of Port Facilities and theparagraphunder"Spi1loverEffects": 
Waterfront Activity" on p. VI.B.36 is revised to 
state: - Mission Bay development would also aCfect 

the level of maritime activity on adjacent . Over time, much of the nathem waterfront piers. 
(from the Ferry Building north) has been 
converted to non-maritbe uses such as retail, 
restaurant and oflice, although maritime 
activities continue on Piers 9 - 3 5 4 ~ d  the 
commercial fmbing industry maintains an 
active presence at Fisherman's Wharf. 

Mitigation Measure B.2 on p. VI.B.124 is revised 
to state: 

Alternatives A$ - Alternatives A or B would 
preclude future development of a container 
terminal &Lent  to Miss.iapJ$g. To 
preserve future options for container terminal 
development in San Francisco, establish some 
means of achieving acceptable future 
container cargo handling capacity, such as a 
land exchange enabling substitution of a site 
in the vicinity of Piers 70 and 80 for the site 
adjaccntLto .Missim Bay, T.o_.ktte~. .~~ 
~~~e_.e_amoo~_nf_nf~.on~eem.-backlandd area 
are+psm-aneni!y-available to sup- 
c s ~ t ~ ~ r r ? e _ r _ . ~ ~ . - . a ~ r i 0 n s L L L r ~ e e & _ e  
repl~ement~site-m.Ls.-.~~rndIbr 
m&kne use, 

Note 1711, on p. VI.B.171, is revised to incitlde a 
reference to 1986-1987. "Annual Planning 
Infotmation" is underlined in the EIR; the 
i~nderline beneath this title in the following 
clr;~rlge tilerefore tloes not indicate a revisior~. 

- 1311 California Employment Development 
Department, A n n u a l P u m L o _ l !  
1986-1987, May 1986 (for each county). 

Note 1331, also on p. VI.B.131, is corrected to 
show the proper volume nimber. Month& Labor 
Rev& is underlined in the EIR: the underline 
bencnth this title in the following change 
therefore does not indicate a revision. 

- f331 U.S. Depaament of Labor, Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, M-wWy Labor Review, 
"The Employment Situation Lhming 1986: 
Job Gains Continue, Unemployment Dips," 
February 1987, Vol. 110, No. 2, pp- 610. 





C. H m N G  AND POPULATION 

CHARACTERISTICS OF PROJECT AREA 
HOUSING AND HOUSEHOLDS 

The issue of fanlily housing was not specifically 
addressed and its related issue of li~~eability. The 
issue of on,nership was rtever addressed. Is it 
assunted rltar aN housing will be rerztal? The 
net'ds of a community of renters, with its normal 
preponderance of singles, is different tltan a 
community nlhere there is home ownership. 
There is no mention made of sirtgle fantily 
dtvellings, or of fantily sized condominiums. It 
does mentiori community services and rhe filct 
that addirional a'lzools will be needed but it 
rttakes rto attentpt to irltegrate titis witlz tile types 
of housing arid otlter antettiries needed ro sustaiit 
a pol.'ulation of children. It does state that the 
crijeroge unit size tvill be 850 square feet, a size 
ob~'iously t~rtsuitable fi)r fantilies. We believe rhat 
Missiort Bay should not be subject to this kind of 
size liniitatiort or to rettral housing. We feel 
strongly rlmr you canrlot build a comntw7it)l n'irh 
rental itousir~g. (Gloria Van Winkle, Potrero 
Boosrers and Merchartts as so cia ti or^) 

The Mission Bay EIR describes a range of 
housing sizes and types. PngesV.5-V.6 of 
Volume Two, Chapter V. The EIR Alternittives 
and Approval Process, present the characteristics 
of the housing that would be developed in 
Alternatives A and B. All the liousirig would be 
molti-family; the complexes woold range from 
two-story townhouses to eight-story mid-rise 
structures. A variety of different housing sizes 
would be provided. While the average unit size 
wot~ltl be 850 gross square fect (gsl), thc largest 
~lnits would be 1,500 gsf, ;u~d the smallest would 
be 500 gsf. The units are not limited to 850 gsf in 
size as implied by the commenter. Larger units 
wor~ld have two, three, or four bedroorr~s and 
would be suit;tble for fiunily housing. 

Thc range of unit sizes and types was factored 
inlo thc population estimates (see Volume Three, 
Appendix A, pp. XIV.A.13-XIV.A.15). The 
tables in that appendix show that the household 
sizes that go along with the unit sizes and number 
of bedrooms ranged from 1.4 to 2.8 persons per 
household. The larger units arc assun~etl to 
include some families with children, and the 
tippendix shows the assumptions used to estimate 
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the number of children living in Mission Bay. 
The estimates of Project Area population by age 
were done primarily for the con~munity services 
analysis. There is a link between the type and 
size of housing built in. Mission Bay and the 
community services impact analysis. 

Finitlly, it is not assumed that all of the housing 
would be rental housing. There would be both 
owner-occupied and rental housing spanning a 
range of prices and rents. When building a 
community on the scale of Mission Bay, it makes 
sense from both a pl'ulning perspective and a 
marketing perspective to offer a range of housing 
options. 

Pages V.38-V.40 of Chapter V. The EIR 
Alternatives and Approval Process, present the 
estitnates of Mission Bay households and 
population associated with each Alternative. 
Pages VI.C.64-VI.C.67 of Volume Two describe 
the characteristics of the households and 
pvpulittion likely to live in Mission Bay, giver1 
the range of housing types in each Alternative. 

Tlte South East section of Sart Francisco has tlie 
best clintate in rhe City, therefore the area should 
be considered for housing. This would be a srart 
in correcting past mistakes of putting quality 
housing in the foggy, cold areas and offices and 
industry in the P ~ t e  weather areas. 

I11 reading the Mission Bay Alteri~ath~es. "A" or 
"B" cannot be supported completely. Alternative 
" N  should not even be considered. Housing 
planned for Mission Bay is much too dense. It 
should be more compatible with its adjacent 
neighbor Potrero Hill, where the density is about 
27 unirsper acre. . . . 

Tlte housing sltould provide a variety of sizes and 
r)pl'es. Tltere is a great need for sirtgle fanlily 
ltousirlg witli yards where families cart be raised. 
Tltis need was evidenced in. the Mayor's recerrt 
search for adequare housing ort Potrero Hill. 
Tlte r.eal estate agerlts located about 7 places rhat 
might haile been suitable ,for rite Mayor's style of 
life. But rhe owners were imn~illing to part with 
tlzeir treasures. This shows the crying need jbfi,,- 
largefitte ltousing in the South Eastportion of the 
City. 

Senior citizens in San Frartcisco do not itaije a 
first class housirtg complex with all the serilices 
and lnuuries. Missiorl Bay n~ould be ideal 
such housing because of tlie lei~el terrain arid fine 
n>eather. 
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Regardirrg affordable ltousirtg -- As renters or 
j~rrr~cltosers 111o1,e irito rlew housirtg irt Mission 
Rcry, their. former ltorrsirrg will be freed tip f i ~ r  
terrcrrlts a t  affordable prices. To purposely 
corrstruct clteal~ housirrg is a ntistake. 

For. the 1)iore anthitio~is n'lto H J O I ~ I ~  liie in 
Mission Bay arrd are  willing to put forth the 
effort, there is a "Su'eat Eqriity" program where 
the purc1taser.s rittrst put irl so rnarty work Itouts. 
[Tlie)~] [rleceil~e irrstructiort arld help towards 
btrildirig nitre11 cf their ouvt house. Wirlt rteighbor 
hcl/)iri(! ncighhor, a coopcratiix? commtmity is 
far.rtted before they niose iri. This prograni has 
1,rol~err s~rccessfirl irl Oaklarid. It sltottld be tried 
irt Sort F~nrtcisco. (Babette Drefl-e, Potrero 
Roosters R Mercharits Associatiori) 

The ltorrsirrg d e r t s i ~  should be considered 11ery 
carefirlly. Tlte derrsities described irt Alterriati~~es 
A and B crw 1Jer.y high, and may be too high to 
1wo1'ide o lii~ubility up to the c.ul~ectatiorts of Sort 
F'r-arrc~iscarrs. (Robert Marrltirtsen, Mission Creek 
Harbor. Associatioft, lire.) 

Mission Bay Alternatives A and B analyzed in 
tlie EIR are tountletl on the range of land use 
activities cousidered for the Mission Bay site in 
the planning process. With housing as a stated 
priority for Mission Bay, the number, type, size. 
arid density of housing units in [lie Alternatives 
reflect those levels conteinplated ill the v:uious 
studies prepared to date for the plan. 

Altern;~tives A and B are consistent with one 
cot~uiienter's desire to see more l~ousillg built in 
tlie soutlieast section of the City. Also, as 
indicated on p. Vl.C.64 of Volume Two, there 
would be housing suitable for both the elderly and 
the disabled. Some of tlie smaller i~riits in larger 
complexes well-served by elevators would make 
sense for elderly tenants. The convenient retail 
shopping and transit services provided at Mission 
Bay would make it an attractive housing option 
for senior citizens. 

The Mission Bay housing in Alternatives A and B 
would be provided in a variety of sizes and types 
(see tlie earlier Response on p. XV.C.1). While 
all the llousing would be constructed in 
multi-family cotl~plexes, the rnnge of types would 
include two- and three-be&ootn towrlliouses 
suitable for families. Private open space would 
be part of the residential complexes, in addition to 
puhlic open space ant1 recreation areas elsewhere 
in the Project Area. 

Single-family housing with yards is not Ule type 
of housing that best serves San Francisco's 
needs. The planning for Mission Bay residential 
development is exemplified in the range of 
multi-family housing densities incorporated in 
Alternatives A and B. As part of the work for 
The Mission Bay Plan. Pro~osal  for Citizen 
Rc&.w, housing densities for several San 
Francisco neighborhoods (i.e., Potrero Hill, the 
Marina, Russian Hill, North BeachlTelegraph 
Hill, and Nob Hill) were analyzed (see The 
Mission Bay Plan. Praposal for Citizen Review, 
pp. A-3-A-8). The text describing the Mission 
Bay housing program mix identifies the 
considerations behind the proposed housing 
component of the plan:/l/ 

The housing program mix is determined by 
several factors. The first is the desire to 
provide the maximum number of units while 
at the same time assuring diversity and a 
pleasant, livable environment. . . . About 
7,700 housing units can be provided on 79 
acres, and 7,960 units in 82 acres. This is 
high for a San Francisco neighborhood. . .and 
limits opportunity for lower density housing 
prototypes (such as townhouses). . . . 
Densities could be lowered but this would 
reduce the unit count. Alternatively, densities 
could be increased on some lots by building 
residential buildings over eight stories. . .but 
that would deviate fro111 the eight-story height 
limitation on the site. 

The text quoted from the Proposal for Citizen 
Review highlights the trade-offs involved in 
planning for Mission Bay. The ultimate 
determination of acceptable housing densities for 
Mission Bay will be made by decision-makers 
following the public hearing process for the Plan. 
During that process, the Planning Colnmission 
and Board of Supervisors will have to weigh the 
numerous planning, economic, social, and 
envirolunental concerns related to the project. 

Housing constructed at Mission Bay woi~ld not be 
"cheap housing." Some of the housing would be 
offered at affordable prices and rents through 
various subsidy mechanisms available to the 
project sponsor and the City. Other housing 
would be offered across a range of market-rate 
prices and rents. 

A "sweat equity" program where purchasers 
participate in building part of their units is a 
possibility for Mission Bay. The Alternatives 
analyzed in the EIR do not specifically include 
such a program for housing in the Project Area, 
although one could be implemented if approved 
for Mission Bay. 
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JOBS/HOUSING ISSUES 

Comments 

. . . [ I l f  yort review tire EIR arrd you compare that 
to more accurate [~rojections of housing needs 
such as those recently released by ABAG, you 
will find tltat your projectiorts in your EIR of 
hortsiirg rreeds to the Year 2020 arrd the 
yrojections of housirrg production to the Year 
2020 in the EIR are absolutelyfarttastic. In fact, 
agai~i, just takirrg the difference, riot even 
acceptirrg ABAG's figrrres, n~hich our group 
Italrpens to believe are the accur-ate figures for 
housing need versus production, you're looking 
at a deficit rfaround 15 to 20,000 units under the 
most optinristic situation by the Year 2020, arrd 
you're lookirrg at a deficit of nearly 25,000 
affordable units by the Year 2020. 

What we urge you to do is treat the problem in 
two different ways, the first being to reduce 
demand. And you reduce dentartd by cutting back 
on ofice cle~~elopment. We are not "110 growtlr." 
We helie~~e ther-e has to be balanced develo~)n~ent 
and a balartce[d] community in Missiorr Bay. But 
front a housirtg perspectii~e alone, and [we] are 
talkirig about a crisis tltat hopefully all of us are 
around not to see by 2020 or the Year 2000 even, 
you cut demand. You. need to cut that wor!$orce 
denrarid. Btrt you need to balance it with light 
irdustrial, blue collar senlice, and other blue 
collar types of Industries, those prollen viable in 
the City, like the printing trades that are being 
nto~vd out o f  town by a lack of affordable space 
artd which will eniploy resider~t San Franciscans, 
thrts not addirig to demand, and putting payroll irr 
some folks' l~ockets so they can get out q f  the 
subsidized housing they're in now, freeing that up 
for the others, including the homeless, who don't 
Ita~fe a cliance at this time. 

No. 2, you'lle got to treat the production side. In 
Missiori Bay we are not arguirtg for 10,000 urrits 
as you see irr Alterrratil~e B. Possibly 8,000 units. 
This is u~lrat we urrderstand is being discussed in 
the r~egotiations, although, again, it's not 
rqflcctcd irr the EIR. But we are saying 
50pcrcerit of those should be affordable, and 
affordable rrot to 52-grand-a-year Yuppies, but 
affordable to tlre people who really hove a need 
irr this City. l r r  other words, rrse tlre HUD iriconte 
lirtrits, $32,000 on(/ below ,for a ,family of  four. 
That rirust be targeted. That should be 50 percent 
of all horrsirtg built. And affordability should go 
os deep as possible. (Rerie Cazeriaile, Sari 
Francisco Council of Contmuriity Housirrg 
Orgarrizatiorrs) 

SFRG rejects the EIR's conclusion that suflcient 
underutilized land will exist within the City to 
accommodate 10,000 employees tltat would be 
located at Mission Bay under Alternative A. It is 
more credible that growth will occur elsewltere in 
the region. And given the growth projection for 
Sun Francisco, such should cause us no concern. 

Thus, SFRG [dislagrees tltat Alternative A will 
provide a housing surplus. At best, it will be 
housing neutral and will continue the trend of  
exportirtg Sun Frartcisco's urtntet housing 
denlarrd to other housing-scarce Bay Area 
communities. 

By comparison, Alternative B provides a very 
substantial net housing surplus for San Francisco 
and for the region, a surplus that can absorb at 
least a portion of the demand generated by the 
tremendous job growth projected in the City's 
eml.'loyment force. 

W e  do not quarrel that the developer is entitled to 
a f i t  But permitting the sigriijicant 
commercial development incorporated with 
Alternatise A should not be a City priority, given 
projected City and regional employment growth. 
Iniproitng the balartce between housirrg supply 
arid demand ntust be the City's policy, 
particularly for an administration ostensibly 
concerned with out-of-control increases in 
housing costs. (Alan Raznick, San Franciscans 
for Reasonable Growth) 

Even if we disregard the disparity between 
producing two-thirds low-paying employmerrt arrd 
two-thirds market rate housing, Mission Bay does 
not compute. 23,000 employees do not fit into 
7,500 housing units. Even working couples 
would have to take on an employed roommate for 
the project to compute. And I do not think it 
would be any great news to the commission that 
there is no pool of inexpensive housing in Sun 
Francisco or within easy commute of San 
Francisco waiting to be filled by a surplus of 
low-paid workers. And don't count on these jobs 
being filled by San Franciscans, unemployed Sun 
Franciscans. Where in San Francisco is there a 
pool of unemlrloyed but well trained and well 
housed people looking for lower-paying jobs in 
back office situations? (Ira Kurlander, Sari 
Francisco Tontorrow) 

My own reaction to the EIR and some of tlte 
alterrtatives is that they totally urrderestintate tlte 
ltousittg needs. I am not saying that they 
overestimate the economic growth, the type of 
ecortontic growth. I don't have enough 
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inforniatiotr to judge tltat. And yet i f  we talk 
about trying [to] proijide for bot l~ ,  we are going 
to inipirrge irl~ori a lot of the other. thirtgs that 
peol~le ltai~e been discrrssirig 11er-e in ternis of the 
trced ,for open [space], ri'etlarids, cultural 
,facilities irr the area. Tltere is ortly a certain 
aritourtt of dei~elol~ntertt tlzat tltat area will take 
rrriless we wattr to talk obortt tltat rieighborhood 
as a diffcrerit kind qf tteigltborhood thar~ arty 
utlter kind ofrreigltborltood ill Sarr Ft.aticisco. 

The way we ore ralkirig abolrt it rtor11, it is  going 
to be different, but I am talking abottr i f  we wartr 
to deilelol~ that area. not witlt 100-foot height 
Iitrrits, but 200-foot heigl~t liririts, and talk about 
derisiry of ho~csirtg nt two or' t l~ree hundred rtriits 
per acre r-ather tltan 80,100,150.  

And, agairi, that is  arr issrte tltat I think is inil~lied 
in tltese discrcssiorts, and it's one I k t t o ~ '  this 
Comntissiorr is going ro want to get irr~>ol~~ed 
with. (Coniniissiorier- Engrtinnn) 

. . . [W]ltat is  the trrre inipact of tlte distrihrttion 
between horrsing arid jobs? To  u~ltat e,rtetit ltai~e 
we reall)r aggrai~nted the probleni of tlte horrsirig 
crisis in the Ciry by tlie rvny rlie prc!ject 
Alterriarii~es at-c described? And to wl~nt  esrott 
lta~le r e  sonie deficiencies in tlte analysis arrd 
sorrte of the nttrltil>liers that ar-e applied --  u~lticli 
are ignored here btrt are addressed elsewhere irt 
otlter projects.? Brrt u*l~erl they're a11plied her.e, 
I I 'C  say that tlte housing crisis is far niore seriorrs 
tlrart tlte iriipacts, thari ii'hat is proposed here as 
tlte descriptiort qf tlrose inipacts in rltis EIR. 
(.lo1111 Bardis) 

This Response addresses a variety of questions 
raised by commenters about the Project Area 
jobs/housing analysis. First, the EIR approach is 
described and contrasted with approaches more 
appropriate for other planning purposes. Second. 
key assu~riptions incorporated in the EIR 
jobsfliousing calculations are explained. Third, a 
regional perspective for the jobsfhousing analysis 
is discussed. 

(In response to increased interest in the impacts 
of Variants 11 and 12, as described on 
pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.48, the discussion below 
incorporates information on the jobsfhousing 
relationship pe~tiner~t to Variants 11 and 12 in 
:~ddition to EIR Alte~natives A, B arrd N.) 

EIR Approach for Jobs/Housing Analysis 

'Ihe Purpose of the ELR M v s i s  Determines the 
p r o .  71ie focus of the jobs/I~ousirrg analysis 
in the E M  is, for each Alternative, to evaluate the 
housing supply in Mission Ray cornpared to 

housing demand in San Francisco associated with 
Project Area etnployment growth. That analysis 
indicates the extent to which Mission Bay would 
provide additional housing, over and above that 
accommodating Project Area employ~nerrt 
growth, to relieve housing market pressures in the 
City. The analysis provides the basis for 
co~lclusiorrs about how the Alternatives would 
affect tlousing market conditions in Sari Francisco. 

The EIR approach identifies expected futut'e 
conditions. how the mix of land uses in each 
Alternative would affect the City's housing 
market, and the different outcomes attributable to 
each Alternative. The estimate of additional 
housing associated with Project Area job growth 
is based on an assessment of trends and key 
factors largely independent of Mission Bay that 
influence where people live arid work arrd how 
they group into l~ouseholds -- including 
demographics, lifestyle choices, housing 
preferences, neighborhood characteristics, 
housing choices and pricesfrents, cornmute travel 
options, occupations, incomes, etc. The 
jobs/housing analysis for Mission Bay relies on a 
realistic future scenario for the City and the 
region, irtcosporitti~ig Mission Bay and otller 
cumulative growth and change. This is the future 
context for housing and population and tfre 
relationship between employment and employed 
population (on both citywide arid regiorial bases) 
developetl for the ELR to describe likely Lulure 
conditions (as presented in Volu~ne Two. 
pp. VI.C.36-VI.C.63). 

Using a reasonable scenario of what is expected s 

to occur under each Alternative, the E R  approach 
is technical, incorporating implementing 
programs for adopted policy and current and 
future trends. Then, it is the role of' 
decision-makers and the public to evikluate the 
results. The consequence of sucli evaluation 
could be the choice of one Alternative over 
another, or the decision to seek a more desirable 
outcome frorrl one or all of the Altemativcs 
through ctianges in public policy. It is important 
to understand the distinction between the 
technical analysis in the EIR and the subsequent 
evaluation of the outcomes and effects identified 
by the analysis with respect to policy objectives 
for a plan for Missioli Bay. 

Be. .FwmwLw _WWAnal&~4.aCicyw_iQ_e 
HousligBeeds Analvsis Are D'iereat. Tlie EIR 
scenarios of what is expected to occur under each 
Alternative are independent of a housing needs 
analysis. A housing needs analysis requires the 
identification of goals against which expected 
future conditions can be evaluated. Tile setting of 
goals or standards is a matter of public policy and 
is beyond the scope of impact assessrnerit in the 
EIR. However, the EIR scenarios may be. 
evaluated in terms of a housing needs analysis. 



X V .  Summary of Comments and Responses 
C. Housing and Population 

As mentioned by one commenter, the Association 
of Bay Area Govemtnents (ABAG) has done a 
housing r~eeds determination. That report 
proposes certain goals, such as the goal for 
improving the balance of jobs arid housing. For 
ABAG, tlie housing need associated with job 
growth is the rrumber of housing uuits to house up 
to 50% of the additional workers who otherwise 
would commute from the jurisdiction where they 
live to the jurisdiction where they work 
(according to a scenario of what is likely to occur 
given current arrd future trends and developmerrt 
policies). The ABAG publication ( f l o u ~  
Nss.d~D~&rnimtti~n,  J'muar-y 1989, p. 69) states 
that this 50% target figure is an arbitrary number 
set :IS a goal for jurisdictio~ls where job growth is 
forecast to exceed the growth of employed 
residents. In addition, the ABAG Needs 
Determination indicates housing supply should be 
increased to achieve a housing vacancy rate of 
5%. Other goals could be chosen. Once 
articulated, goals of these types are tire11 applied 
to forecasts of expected population and 
employn~ent growth (such 21s described by the 
future scenarios in the Missiorr Bay EIR or by the 
ABACi forecasts it1 P~adpctbm..ilC?) for purposes 
of determining the anlourlt of h o u s i ~ ~ g  production 
required to achieve such goals. Citywide housing 
production calculatetl in this way is in addition to 
the production anticipated by tlre forecasts of 
expected future liousi~rg arid populatioti growth 
under current programs arid policies. 

Sir~ce the publication of the Draf.t ElR, the 
Depart~nerrt of City Planning has prepared a 
citywide housing needs a~ralysis (see "San 
Fraticisco Housing Needs to 1995, A Draft for 
Citizen Review," May 1989). The analysis 
iucorporntes portions of the ABAG housing needs 
detertninatiori ilrcludi~rg that described above arid 
is the basis for certain citywide objectives, 
oolicies and imoletnentiria oroeranrs that have 

- A  - 
been proposecl i i  The San Francisco Reside~rce 
Ele1~~11,E~~pas;rU~1.Ar!apti.011, July 1 9 90. 

c 'X'lre Department's Needs Analysis, as well :IS that 
pt:ep;~red by ABAG, utilizes trend-based forecasts 
of expected f.uture conditiorrs as does the EIR 
arralysis. However, unlike the EIR analysis, the 
treeds analyses proceed fwther to apply certain 
proposed goals or standards to identify targets for 
additional housing production in San Francisco. 
As policy-setting documents, the needs analyses 
a[~))ropriately explore riew go;rls. Tlie EJR, 
however, is not a policy document. The EIR's 
purpose is to provide a reasonable future scenario 
tlmt e~iables arralysis of its associated impacts. 
Wlrile EIR i~xrp~ct irlfonnatiorr may be used to 
argue for cliarlges in policy, its putblicatior~ is irot 
for purposes of considering or establishing new 
policy. The cotntnenters who ir~tiicatc that tbc 
EIR underestimates housing rreeds or that the 
Irousing treetls itleritifietl by ABAG are urore 

accurate have not understood the diffcrenccs in 
purpose and approach between an EIR anelysis 
and a housing needs assessment. 

.Use of EIR Analvsis for Planning. The EIR 
analysis of the relatiorrship between Prqject Area 
jobs and housing can be useful in fortnulating 
policy arrd developing and refining a plan for 
Mission Bay. For example, to assess variations 
on the Alternatives (see Volurne Two, 
Cliapter Vl1. Variations 011 Alternatives), the EIR 
arlalysis tested different combinations of jobs arid 
housir~g in Mission Bay besides those represented 
by the Alternatives. (See Variant 1 [Housing 
Developtnent]. Variant 2 [Port-Priority 
Retentioil], end Variant 3 [Replacetnent of Some 
SILIIRD with Office] on pp. VI1.l-VII.24, 
Varia~rt 5 [Reduced Housirlg Density] oil 
pp. V1I.32-V11.37. and Variant 7 [Office es a 
Primary Use in S/LI/RD Developme~~t]  or^ 

pp.VIl.41-V11.47, all in Volutrre Two; alltl 
Variant 11 [ElR Hearirrg Proposal] and 
W~riiurt 12 [Development Agrectncnt 
Application] in XV.P. Alterrratives and Variarrts, 
11p XV.P.6-XV.P.26 and pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46, 
respectively, of this volume.) There also are 
variants discussing the implications of different 
assumptions about the affordable housing 
conlporlerlt for Missiorr Bay. (See Variarrt 8 
[Variations in the Percentage of Affordable 
Housirlg and the Size of Affordable Units] on 
pp. VII.47-V11.51 of Volume Two, arrd 
V:lriant 1 I [EIR Hearirrg Proposal] ;~rrd 
Variarrt 12 [Developtne~~t Agreement 
Application] in XV.P. Alterrratives and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26 ,u~d pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46, 
respectively, of this volume.) Analysis of the 
Alternatives tlrernselves ctur be the basis for 
gerreralizations as to the effects of differerrt laud 
use mixes. 

Tlie arrnlytic:~l fratnework for the ElR an:~lysis 
also c:~n be itsetl to test various policies antl/or 
objectives for achieving a different (;rnd 
prestunably more desirable) future outcome than 
what otherwise would be expected to occur. For 
example, the values of the variables in the 
calcul~rtions could be charrged to reflect certaitr 
goals or standards. A corntnenter takes this 
approach. (See the Response or1 pp. XV.C.16- 
XV.C.19.) 

While (be EJR framework can be useful for the 
purpose of determining the type arld exteut of 
local policy goals or standards that should be 
sought, the policy-i~eutral approach preser~tccl in 
the EIR itself is tlie rrrost relevant for evirluatil~g 
tlre most likely effects of a particular laud use 
program for Mission Bay (i.e.. the Alternatives or 
otlrcr choices). Tlre resultant corirt)arison of 
Alternntivcs is tbe pri~rr:rry purpo~c of the 
Missiori Bay EIR. 
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How Project Area Empioyment Growth Is 
Converted to Demand for Additional 

Housing in San Pmisco 

Justifcation for A- h. Commenters argue 
that the EIR jobs/housing analysis does not 
compute. They suggest that since 23,000 workers 
(actually 25,000 workers under Alternative A) do 
not fit into 7,500 housing units (actually 
7,700 housing units under Alternative A), the EIR 
has failed to account for total housing demand 
associated with Project Area employment growth 
and, consequently, housing market impacts are 
underestimated. 

This section of the Response explains at a 
conceptual level the riitionale for the calculations 
used in the EIR to estimate the number of San 
Fr,ulcisco householtls and housing units 
associated with Mission Bay employment. 
Background on technical aspects of the analysis 
is provided in Volume Two, V1.C. Housing and 
Population, and in Volume Three, Appendix C. 
Additional discussion considering Mission Bay 
and goals for increasing citywide housing 
production as articulated in the proposed 
revisions to the San Francisco Residence 
Element, is presented below on pp. XV.C.14- 
XV.C.14a under "Mission Bay and the Proposed 
Residence Element's Goals for Citywide Housing 
Production." 

a To answer questions related to impacts on the 
housing market in San Francisco and in the rest 
of the region, demands a scenario of where 
people are likely to live and work, recognizing 
that Mission Bay would he one part of a larger 
regional economic unit. Ln other words, the EIR 
has a built-in future context that reflects regional 
development patterns and commute patterns and 
the choices that Bay Area households make to 
accommodate to the demands of living and 
working in this region. Another justification for 
the calculations is the need to provide a 
reasonable, defensible, and policy-neutral 
background against which to evaluate the 
contributions of the Mission Bay Alternatives. 
("Policy-neutral" mearls the EIR analysis has not 
incorporated the effects of policies or 
implementing programs that have not already 
been adopted.) 

There are two key assumptions in the 
computation of San Francisco households 
associated with Project Area employment 
growth. First, not all additional people working 
in Mission Bay would live in San Francisco; 
consequently not all additional Project Area 
employment would be associated with demand 
for San Francisco housing. Second, not all 
additional workers would represent households 
competing for additional housing units: on 

average, households have more than one worker; 
and, in addition, housing for some workers would 
be accounted for by an increase over time in the 
average number of workers living in existing 
housing units. This means that the number of San 
Francisco housing units to accommodate Project 
Area workers would be less than the number of 
additional Project Area workers expected to live 
in San Francisco. 

The computations in the EIR analysis account for 
the following reality: where employment and 
population growth are likely to occur and how 
workers and others are likely to group into 
households are influenced by myriad factors, not 
simply by the mix of jobs and housing planned 
for the Mission Bay Project Area or even for San 
Francisco overall. The resultant scenario reflects 
the decisions people make in choosing where to 
live, how to commute to work, whether or not to 
work, as well as other determinants such as land 
use patterns and demographic trends. These 
determinants of where people live and how they 
group into households are largely independent of 
Mission Bay development. 

Review of Assumptions. The first assumption 
built into the EIR johs/housing analysis is that not 
all workers would live in San Francisco. 
Pages VI.C.51-VI.C.55 and VI.C.67-VI.C.69 of 
Volume Two introduce the purpose of the 
jobs/housing analysis and indicate how this 
assumption figures into the computation of 
housing demand associated with Project Area 
employment growth. Pages VLC.92-VI.C.97 of 
Volume Two describe the regional housing 
market implications of Mission Bay and 
cumulative employment growth, noting that such 
implications would occur because "not all San 
Francisco workers could be expected to or would 
choose to live in the City." Technical background 
on this assumptiin is provided on 
pp. XIV.C.20-XIV.C.32 of Volume Three, 
Appendix C. 

A few examples illustrate the reasonableness of 
this assumption and why it does not represent the 
"export of unmet housing demand." 
Figure XV.C.1 presents a graphic representation 
of the factors that influence decisions on place of 
residence. 

Not all people who work in San Francisco would 
choose to live in San Francisco. Many prefer the 
types of housing and the characteristics of 
neighborhoods in other parts of the region. Many 
prefer relatively larger houses and yards and the 
suburban character of other communities. Some 
might prefer to live in San Francisco hut, because 
of the relatively higher housing costs in the City, 
they cannot find a house and yard of the size they 
need there for a price they can afford and thus 
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they end up living on the Peninsula or in the East 
Bay; other households who could afford San 
Frar~cisco housing choose instead to live outside 
the City. Some people prefer a less densc and 
congested environment than that found in San 
Francisco, which is both a center city and a 
tourist attraction. Some prefer a more purely 
residential setting to raise a family. Some prefer 
the weather or the school systems in other 
coninrunities. Some people live with anotlrer 
worker who does not work in San Francisco; 
housing somewhere in-between equalizes the 
commute for both. Many people move to the Bay 
Area because of the region's pliysical appeal, 
quality of life, or educational institutions. While 
choosing to live outside San Francisco, they 
might look to the concentration of ecotiotnic 
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Because of preferences in lifestyle, climate or neighborhood and due to economic, 
transportation and other factors, San Francisco workers choose to live in the City and 
elsewhere in the region. It follows that not all Mission Bay workers would choose to 
live in the City, and thus not all Mission Bay employment growth would be associated 
with a demand for City housing. 

)Mission Bay FIGURE xv.c.1 
MANY FACTORS INFLUENCE 

SOURCE: Recht Hausrath &Associates and 
Environmental Science Associates. Inc. 

WHERE PEOPLE LIVE AND WORK 
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activity in the region's center city for job 
opportunities. 

The second assulnption is that not all additional 
workers living in San Francisco would represent 
households con~peting for additional housing. 
Pzkges XlV.C.32-XlV.C.34 of Volume Three, 
Appendix C, provitle background on this 
assumption, including discussion of the 
demographic, socio-economic, lifestyle, housing 
nlilrket, iind other factors influencing how 
workers group into households in light of current 
conditions and future trends. On average, 
l~ouseholds have more than one worker, so each 
worker does not result in demand for one housing 
unit. In the future, the average number of 
workers living in any one housebold (expressed 
as workers-per-liousel~old) is expected to 
increase, although at a slower rate than in the 
past. Some of the reasons are peculiar to San 
Francisco, others are more generally applicable. 

The baby-boom generation's behavior largely 
dctermines demographic patterns such as that 
measured hy workers-per-household. In a 
cootinuatior~ of recent trends, the baby boom will 
be in their prime working years, more households 
will have persons of this generation, 'and there 
will be more workers-per-household on average 
for some time into the future. Women will 
contir~ue to join the workforce although the rate 
of increase in women's labor force participation 
is expected to slow over time. More household 
members will work to cover housing and other 
expenses. More of the households altracted to 
San Francisco (young people, couples without 
children, immigrants) tend to have more workers 
than avcragc. Figure XV.C.2, on p. XV.C.9 of 
this volume, identifies the factors affecting the 
average number 01. workers-per-l~ousehold in San 
Francisco. 

Consequently, as the population of the City 
changes over time in any case, there are likely to 
be more workers living in San Francisco, 
regardless of the amount of new housing built. 
Existing residents will take jobs as job 
opportunities become available and as their 
cl~oices or needs dictate. Tile people living in 
existiug bousing units also will change over the 
course of the 3.5-year periotl covered by the 
Mission Bay EIR analysis, and the characteristics 
of the new households will be different from the 
characteristics of those they replace. (While 
sollle of this latter type of neighborhood change 
represents gentrification brought about by the 
lock of affordable new housing, some of it also 
reflects an ongoing process of urban development 
and change that is to some extent inevitable as the 
population and the economy of the City evolve 
over time.) 

Figure XV.C.3, on p. XV.C.10 of this volume, 
summarizes with numbers the Response to the 
Comment tbat the Mission Bay jobs/housing 
calculations do not compute. Using 
Alternative A for illustrative purposes, the 
diagram shows how the calculations move from a 
relatively large amount of etnploynlent growth to 
a comparatively small amount of additional 
housing in the City. As summarized below, there 
are four steps in the calculations. (See Volume 
Three, Appendix C, pp. XIV.C.29-XIV.C.37 for 
more background on the calculations.) 

- Step 1: The employment growth 
accommodated in Mission Bay is associated 
with an increase in workers living in San 
Francisco and an increase in workers living in 
the rest of the region. 

- Step 2: Some of the increase in workers 
living in San Francisco is assigned to existing 
housing since, in the future, existing housing 
is expected to accommodate more workers on 
average than in the past. The rest of the 
increase would represent workers 
accommodated by additional housing in San 
Francisco. 

- Step 3: The number of additional workers to 
be accommodated by housing growth is 
converted to an estimate of additional 
households using a factor for 
workers-per-household. 

- Step 4: The additional households are 
converted to additional housing units in San 
Francisco according to an average housing 
vacancy factor. 

Consideration of Jobs and Housing from a 
Regional Perspective 

Some of the concern about analysis of the Project 
Area jobshousing relationship may relate to the 
focus on San Francisco. The focus of the 
jobshousing calculations in the EIR is San 
Francisco (although the calculations account for a 
cumulative future regional scenario as well) so 
that the Project Area jobs/housing analysis can 
evaluate the housing supply in Mission Bay 
relative to housing demand in San Francisco 
associated with Project Area employment 
growth. That analysis provides the basis for 
conclusions about how the Alternatives would 
affect housing market conditions in San 
Francisco. San Francisco is the area for which 
decision-makers evaluating Mission Bay are 
responsible. It is where alternative plans for 
Mission Bay make the most difference. 



I San Francisco Is Home to Many 
Most Households Have Households Consisting Primarily of 
One or More Workers P o n n i n  \ A l h n  \ A I ~ V L  1 

The baby-boom makes a big difference: I 1 
1 most baby-boomers are in their prime 

working years. 

Most women work. Empty-nesters 

People work to cover housing and other I Singles sharing housing 
living expenses. 

Gays and lesbians 
Workers choose to live together for 
lifestyle, cultural, and economic rea- Immigrants 
sons: 

- singles live together; 
- young adults live with their parents; 1 
- extended families share housing; 
- several families share housing. 

Young couples without children 

San Francisco households average more than one worker. The average number of workers per household has been increasing 
over time. This trend means that existing and new housing will accommodate more workers than in the past. 

)~ i s s ion  Bay FIGURE xv.c.2 
FACTORS AFFECTING THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF 

SOURCE: Recht Hausrath B Associates and 
Environmental Science Associates, inc. 

WORKERS PER HOUSEHOLD IN SAN FRANCISCO 



- 
3,388 3,511 7,905 ~ccounrs for 35% vacancy 

22,980 
ADDITIONAL 

ADDITIONAL WORKERS HOUSEHOLDS 
ADDITIONAL 

ACCOMMODATED BY 
HOUSING UNITS 

(I@%) INCREASE IN 
WORKERS LIVING HOUSING GROWTH 

IN SAN FRANCISCO 6 Workers converted a-- Households converted 
to households to homzng units 
(4,743 - 1.4 workers 1 household) (3,388 - 96 5% occupancy) 

EMPLOYMENT 
GROWTH 

ADDITIONAL WORKERS 

ACCOMMODATED 
ACCOMMODATED IN 

IN MISSION BAY 
EXISTING HOUSING 

See Also F~gure XV C.1 

(65.6% of 2298Q) 

See Also Figure XV.C.2 

Mission Bay 
C 
0 

The estimate of additional housing associated with Mission Bay job growth is based on an assessment of 
demographic, lifestyle, economic, housing market, and transportation factors and trends largely independent of 
Mission Bay that influence where people live and work and how they group into households. A future scenario for 
the City and the region, incorporating Misson Bay and other cumuiative growth and change, was developed to 
describe likely future conditions. The steps above employ parameters from that cumulative analysis to identify the 
future contribution of Mission Bay from a jobs/housingperspective. 

The numbers shown are for EIR Alternative A. 

FIGURE XV.C.3 
FOUR STEPS TO CALCULATE ADDITIONAL 

HOUSING IN SAN FRANCISCO ASSOCIATED WITH 
SOURCE: RecM Hausrath 8 Associates and 

Environmental Sdence Associates, Inc. 
MISSION BAY EMPLOYMENT GROWTH - 
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It is important to note, however, that tlie regiolral 
scenario is not ignored. The housing market and 
transportation impact analyses in the EIR account 
for the Mission Bay workers that would be living 
in households throughout the region. In Volume 
Two, Table VI.C.15 on p. VI.C.58, TableVI.C.16 
on p. VI.C.61, and Table VI.C.22 on p. VI.C.95 
present the estimates of where workers in the 
Downtown & Vicinity including Mission Bay 
would live on a regional basis. Wtrat is not 
presented in the Draft EIR is, in the context of the 
jobs/housing analysis, a specific estimate of the 
nurnber of additional housing units throughoi~t the 
region associated with Project Area employment 
growtlr. This information is now provided in 
Table XV.C.l, on pp. XV.C.12-XV.C.13, along 
with background on the calculations. 

Totel atlditional housing associated with Project 
Are:\ employment growth (including honsing in 
Sari Francisco and housing in the rest of the 
region) is estimated at itbout 11.070 units for 
Alternative A, 2,020 units for Alternative B, and 
6,990 units for Alterrlative N. These estitoates 
are part of the long-term cumulative regional 
scenario of population, housing, and 
employment. For all Alternatives, the nmount of 
atltlitional housing associated with employment 
growth in Mission Bay would represerrt a 
relatively small share of the total additional 
housing expected to be provided throughout the 
region in the future. 

In the EIR (see Volume Two, 
pp. VI.C.67-VI.C.77) and earlier in this Response 
(see pp. XV.C.5-XV.C.8), only the additional 
housing in San Francisco associated with Mission 
Bay job growth is identified (about 3,500 units 
under Alternative A, for example). The 
additional housing in San Francisco is compared 
witli the amourit of housing to be built in Mission 
Bay (7,700 units in Alternative A) to eva1u:tte 
whether an Alternative would result in a housing 
shortfall 01 surplus in San Francisco (in the case 
of Altetiiative A, a suaplus of about 4,200 units). 

The region-wide estimates presented above 
inclutle both the housing to accotnrnodate the 
additional workers living in San fiancisco and 
the housing to accommodate the additional 
workers living in the rest of the region. That total 
atnount of housing (about 11,000 units onder 
Alternative A) was !lot compared to only the 
a~notuit of liousirig to be built in Mission Bay 
(7,700 units in Alternative A) for purposes of 
evaluating the adecfuacy of the jobs/liousing 
b;llance for Saa Fraicisco, since it is a preniise of 
the EIR analysis that not all of the additiorlal 
Project Area workiorce would be acconnnodated 
in San Fmncisco. It is ilriportant to lrriderstilrid 

that this does not mean that some of the workers 
would be without housing. Housing is expected 
to be provided in cotnmunities throughout the 
region in the future as it has in the past, according 
to existing l'md use policies and the roles :md 
functions that have develoned for the various 
communities that make u i  this region. (See 
Volutne Two, p. VI.C.36-VI.C.38, p p  VI.C.44- 
VI.C.46, pp. d . ~ . 4 9 - V I . C . 5 1 ,  and pp. VI.C.51- 
VI.C.63, arid Volume Three, pp. XIV.C.12- 
xrv.c.29.) 

An earlier part of this Response (see 
pp. XV.C.6-XV.C.7) reviews the factors 
influencing decisions on place of residence the! 
explain why not all those who work in San 
Frarlcisco choose to live in the City. The rest of 
this subsection explains why it is not expected 
that jobs arid housing will matcli in San Francisco. 

To evaluate Mission Bay in ternls of the amount * 
of housing added in the Project Area relative to 
tlie total additional housing throughout the region 
associated with Project Area e~nployrnenl growth 
inlplies that elnployrxlent growth in San Fra~cisco 
could or should be accompa~~ied by a 
corresporidir~g alnount of additional housitlg in 
Sari Francisco. While the addition of housing 
certainly is a desirable goal, the starid:~rd of 
"matching" jobs and housing in San Francisco 
does not recognize the City's llistoric role as a 
center city within a large metropolitan region. 

Within large metropolitan regions like the Bay e 
Area, there are areas that are centers of 
employment, areas that are primarily residential, 
and other areas that provide more of a mix of both 
functions. The distribution of functions depends 
on the overall land use pattern of the region -- is 
it focused around a major center city with high 
densities at the center and low densities at the 
periphery, or ate there several relatively lower 
density centers of activity distributed around the 
region witli a less coriceritric a i d  more dispersed 
overall land'use pattern? Since the develop~r~er~t 
pattern in the San Francisco Bay Area is more 
similar to the former model (the large Los 
Arigeies metropolitan region is more similar to 
the latter pattern), there tends to be lrtore 
specialization of functions anong cotnmunities. 
The high de~isity center has played a stronger rolc 
ill employing the region's residents than irl 
housing them. Other areas depend on the center 
city to employ some of their residents ant1 the 
center city depcrids on other areas for housing. 
Although Bay Area erriploytrier~t is more 
dispersed tlrougliout tlie region tllan was once the 
case, this basic land use pattern still exists. The 
Bay Area is similar to many other regions 
tluoughout the country, p;rrticularly those with 
older center cities. 



TABLE XV.C.l: BACKGROUND FOR ESTIMATING TOTAL ADDITIONAL HOUSING THROUGHOUT THE REGION ASSOCIATED WITH 
PROJECT AREA EMPLOYMENT GROWTH 

A l t e r n a t i v e  A A1 t e r n a t i v e  B A1 t e r n a t i v e  N 

A d d i t i o n a l  Employment Accommodated 22,980 4,230 15,250 
By P r o j e c t  Area Development, 
1986-Buildout/2020 

San Rest 
Francisco of Reqion 

Steps i n  t h e  C a l c u l a t i o n s :  

1. Percent r e p r e s e n t i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  34.4% 65.6% 
workers r e s i d i n g  i n  San Franc isco  
o r  i n  Rest o f  Region/a/ 

2. Percent of above r e p r e s e n t i n g  60% 85% 
a d d i t i o n a l  households/b/ 

3. Average number o f  workers i n  1.51 1.70 
households w i t h  workers 
employed i n  t h e  Downtown & 
V i c i n i t y / c /  

R e s u l t s  o f  Steps 1, 2 and 3: 

A d d i t i o n a l  Households Associated 3,141 7,537 
w i t h  Employment Growth 

4. Average hous ing  vacancy 3.5% 3.5% 
comparable t o  vacancy 
assumed f o r  M iss ion  Bay 

San Rest 
F ranc isco  of Reoion 

36.7% 63.3% 

San Rest 
F ranc isco  of Resion 

A d d i t i o n a l  Housing U n i t s  t o  3,255 7,811 661 1,363 1,917 5,069 
Acconnnodate A d d i t i o n a l  
Households w i t h  P r o j e c t  Area 
Workers/d/ 

T o t a l  Throughout t h e  Region 11,066 2,024 6,986 



TABLE XV.C.l: BACKGROUND FOR ESTIMATING TOTAL ADDITIONAL HOUSING THROUGHOUT THE REGION ASSOCIATED WITH 
PROJECT AREA EMPLOYMENT GROWTH (Continued) 

NOTE: The regional estimates of additional housing associated with Project Area employment growth were 
developed fo r  the Alternatives following an approach s imilar  to  that  used in  the EIR fo r  estimating 
additional housing in  San Francisco applying a citywide approach (see  Volume Three, 
pp. XIV.C.27-XIV.C.37). The regional calculations a re  done separately f o r  San Francisco and fo r  the 
r e s t  of the region, and the estimates totaled f o r  the  region overall .  

/a/  See p .  XIV.C.32 f o r  explanation of the percent representing additional workers residing in San 
Francisco. The percent representing the additional workers residing in the r e s t  of the region i s  the 
remainder (65.6% for  Alternative A )  a f t e r  subtracting the additional workers residing in San 
Francisco (34.4% f o r  Alternative A) from a l l  additional workers (100%). 

/b/ See pp .  XIV.C.32-XIV.C.33 f o r  explanation of the percent used to estimate the additional workers 
accomnodated in additional households in San Francisco. The percent f o r  the res t  of the region i s  
estimated s imilar ly  based on  the fu tu re  context scenarios fo r  employed population and households in  
the four counties surroundinq San Francisco where most of those comnutinq to  San Francisco jobs would 
reside (San Mateo, Alameda, Contra Costa, and Marin Counties) 

/c/ The workers-per-household factors  were derived using an approach similar to  tha t  fo r  the EIR 
analysis ,  described in the Appendix (see p. XIV.C.34), and the same data sources. However, f o r  the 
regional estimates,  the variable used fo r  both San Francisco and the res t  of the region (average 
number of in  San Francisco households with workers employed in the Downtown & Vicinity) 
d i f f e r s  from tha t  f o r  the EIR's San Francisco analysis  presented in Step 3 in Table XIV.C.15 (average 
number of San Francisco workers in  City households with workers employed in the Downtown & 
Vicinity) . The difference in  variables re f l ec t s  d i f fe ren t  purposes f o r  the analyses. 

F o r  the E I R  analysis  of the San Francisco jobs/housing balance, applying the "San Francisco workers 
per household" r a t i o  a l locates  households with San Francisco workers to  San Francisco employment 
growth only, whether o r  not there a re  people l iv ing  in  the households who work elsewhere in the 
region. Actual-ly, since households in San Francisco a l so  house some people working elsewhere in the 
region, part  of the need t o  a c c o m d a t e  additional households in the City could be a t t r ibu tab le  t o  
employment growth outside San Francisco. Consequently, the regional approach would be t o  use the 
r a t i o  describing " to ta l  workers per household" f o r  associating additional housing in San Francisco 
with employment growth both in San Francisco and elsewhere in the region. 

The Project Area calculations f o r  San Francisco following a regional approach indicate a smaller 
number of additional San Francisco households and housing units associated with Project Area 
employment growth ( f o r  example, 3,255 housing un i t s  f o r  Alternative A as shown in t h i s  table)  than 
indicated in the San Francisco analysis  in the EIR (3,511 housing units fo r  Alternative A as shown in  
Table XIV.C.15, p. XIV.C.31). The number of households i s  smaller since the r a t i o  used t o  a l l o c a t e  
workers t o  households i s  l a rge r  (W workers per household in San Francisco i s  a larger  number than 
onlv San FrancisEp workers per household). This i s  because, under the regional approach, the 
additional households a re  apportioned over a l a rge r  amount of employment growth. 

/d/ These estimates a re  derived from the following calculations: 

Additional Project % in % in ra t io  in 96.5% occupancy 
Area Employment x Step 1 x Step 2 divided by Step 3 divided by from Step 4 

SOURCE: Recht Hausrath & Associates 
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The extent to which all elnployment and housing 
functio~ls can be expected to be tnet within each 
colnmunity also depends on how jurisdictional 
boundaries are drawn. The center city is able to 
provide a better "match" of jobs and housing to 
the extent that its boundaries extend over a wider 
area tlian if they are limited to a smaller 
geographic area. For example, Houston, Phoenix, 
and Tucson :we likely to have a better match of 
jobs and housing than Sarr Francisco, Boston, or 
Washington, D.C. The former tend to include all 
or much of the regional area within their 
boundaries, whereas the latter are smaller parts of 
large metropolitan regions that include many 
jurisdictions. Within the Bay Area region, the 
land area of the City of Snn Francisco is 
relatively slrlall, making it difficult to 
accolnmodate a "match" of jobs and housing 
there. 

Cielierally, there is a close "matclr" between jobs 
and housing at the regional Level. However, in 
the Bay Area, for the historic reasons noted 
above, jobs , a d  housing do not "match" at the 
local level. While San Francisco recognizes that it 
must make strong efforts to provide additional 
housing, to some extent, the City will continue to 
depend on other jurisdictions in the region for 
housing just as those cities will depend on San 
Francisco for jobs. (Although the City will 
colitinue to depend on other' jurisdictions in the 
region for housing, Mission Bay, under 
Altelnatives A and B would provide a surplus" 
of housing in San Francisco that would 
accon~modatc other demnnd besides that 
associated with Project hrea ernployrnent 
growth. This would include dernand associated 
with elnployment growth elsewhere in the region 
as well as in other parts of San Francisco.) 

It is appropriate for the EIR jobs/housing analysis 
to take a citywide approach and focus on Project 
Area housing 'and the additional households in 
San Francisco associated with Pxoject Area job 
growth. It also is possible to provide more 
housing in Mission Bay th'ul that needed 
(according to the EIR analysis) to accommodate 
the demand in San Francisco associated with 
Project Area job growtli (as exerrlplifietl by 
Alternatives A and B). However, on a cwrrulative 
citywide basis, as opposed to a project basis, i t  
may not be possible or realistic to expect that San 
Francisco coultl ;~ccommodate all regioni~l 
housing denrands associated with the City's 
workforce. 

In addition to the conceptual problems described 
above, applying a region~l approach for 
jobs/housing balance as a standard for evaluatirlg 
new development projects in the City may not be 
feasible because of the large atrlowlt of new 
housing production for San Francisco that would 

be necesswy. Depending on the forecast of future 
San Francisco employment assumed, the total 
amount of housing associated with that 
employment growth (using the regional approach) 
could imply an amount of housing production 
larger than could be accommodated in the City. 

Because of its historic role as a center city, land * 
in Sari Francisco is already developed at 
relatively high densities and is valuable relative 
to land in other locations in the region. Thus, the 
housing that is built is generally in multiple-unit 
buildings, at relatively high densities for the 
region, and at relatively high prices and rents 
without substantial subsidies. To increase the 
:~rnount of housing built in San Francisco over 
that assulnetl in the ELR to meet goals sucll as 
those in the proposed Residence Element 
revisions per the ABAG Needs Determinations 
probably would require further rezoning of 
indtlstrially or colnrnercially zoned land to 
residential use (in addition to the rezoning under 
consideration for Mission Bay) and also could 
depend on increases in densities in existing 
residential areas. Such policy :md program 
changes should consider the effect on long-term 
job growth potential in the City and trade-offs 
between residential and industrial/commercial 
land uses. Higher densities in existing residential 
areas could continue to be unpopular with 
existing residents. In addition, questioris about the 
marketability of the large amount of higher 
density housing implied by a regional approach 
should be examined. The depth of the market for 
that type of housing in San Francisco has not 
been tested and may be limited. 

Mission Bay and the Proposed Residence B) 

Element's Goals fox Citywide Housing 
muction 

While the above discussion outlines reasons why * 
achieving a true balance between new jobs and 
housing in Sail Francisco is not expected to occur, 
it is possible aid appropriate for San Francisco to 
increase housing production. This is formally 
recognized in revisions proposed in the Residence 
Elemcnt which incorporate citywide goals in 
response to ABAG's objective to reduce 
co~nnruting by increasing the production of 
Ilorrsing. For analytical purposes, the text below 
considers Mission Bay in the context of those 
ABAG jobs/housing policies. Howcver, it shouttl 
be noted that those policies provide citywitle 
goals that are not intended to be achieved in any 
individual project. 

The new ABAG goals contained in the proposed m 
Residence Element are predicated on a strategy of 
reducing regional traffic congestion and air 
pollution by providing housing for en~ployees in 
close proximity to their workplaces. As a result, 
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a the ABAG goals c;~ll for providing new housing 
to reduce the iricrease in commuting by SO%, and 
to provide a 5% housing vacancy rate. The 
Mission Bay EIR jobshousing relationship 
ar~alysis addresses City housing demand 
associated with Mission Bay employment growth, 
without incorporating the ABAG 50% commuter 
housing goal. Also, the Mission Bay EIR 
includes a 3.5% vacancy rate rather than the 
ABAG goal of 5%. Compared to the EIR 
regional analysis in Tztble XV.C.l on p. XV.C.12, 
the effects of irrcludiiig the two ABAG goals are 
indicated below in Table XV.C.la.l2/ 

e As indicated in Tablo XV.C.la, the number of 
housing units necessary accordirig to the ABAG 
goals in all Altern;~tives and variants listed, 
except Alternative N, would reduce the housing 
surplus in Mission Bay, as presented elsewhere in 
the EIR. (Employment-related housing demand 
in Alten~ative N, which contains no new housing, 
would result in a further deficit of housing 
compred to that presented in the EIR analyses.) 
As a result, there would be less additional 
housing to meet the needs of other (non-worker) 
populatior~ groups in San Francisco. On the other 
hand, if it is judged t11;lt meeting housing needs of 
other such population groups is more important 
than rneeting liousirig need that car1 be linked to 
employment, it may not be possible to meet fully 
the ABAG corrrrnuter reductiori goill in Mission 
Bay. Still other decision options exist such as 
reducirig eniploynienl growth (aid therefore 
dealing with more constrained fiscal conditions 
itnd the iniplications For other beneficial aspects 
of Mission Bay development). 

@ As it stands, the EIK provides information for 
decision-rn'lkcrs to use in choosing a land use 
program for Mission Bay. It indicates how the 
Alternatives lrleasurc up under the approach, 
nssutnptior~s, and standards used in the analysis. 
This Response providf:~ additional information on 
proposed changes in citywide housing goals that 
also may be useful in reviewing the Alter~~atives 
depending on the goals and priorities of 
decision-m'lkers. 

Comment 

Tlte City is at a cross roads as concerns growt11. 
IN tlte past i11e Itad groustl~ at any cost. Now we 
haije growtlt linzited by priorities selected by tlte 
l ~ e o l ~ l e  to preserife tlteir quality of life. Ell< 
experts cannot proper.ly select ivltat we will do in 
the future. Tltis is ( I  matter of political choice. 
EIN predictions sltould cover our past directions 
(the current EIR) arid a possible future 



TABLE XV.C.la: APPLICATION OF ABAG HOUSING NEEDS GOAL FOR HISSIMl BAY EIR ALTERNATIVES AND VARIANTS* 

A1 t e r n a t i v e  A  A1 t e r n a t i v e  B  A1 t e r n a t i v e  N V a r i a n t  11 V a r i a n t  12 

San Rest San Rest San Rest San Rest San Rest 
F r a n c i r c p  o f  Reaion Franc is=  ~f Reaion F r a n c i r c p  ~f Reaion Franc isco  of R e a i m  Franc isco  of Reaion 

Steps i n  t h e  C a l c u l a t i o n s :  

1. A d d i t i o n a l  households 
assoc ia ted  w i t h  employ- 
ment growth ( r e s u l t  
o f  Steps I, 2  & 3  
i n  Table XV.C.l, 
p. XV.C.12) /a/ 3,141 7,537 638 1,317 1,850 4,891 760 1,326 3,253 7,748 

2. I n c l u d i n g  ABAG goal  
p r o v i d i n g  f o r  a  5% 
hous ing  vacancy r a t e  3,306 7,934 672 1,386 1,947 5,148 800 1,396 3,424 8,156 

3. ABAG goal r e l a t e d  t o  
50% of SF c o m u t e r  
r e d u c t i o n  3,967 N  A  693 N  A  2,574 N  A  698 N A  4,078 N A  

4. Housing t o  meet 
employment-related 
housina need o e r  ABAG 
goa ls  {sum of '  Steps 2  
and 3 )  7,273 N A  1,365 N A  4,521 N A 1,498 N  A  7,502 N A 

NA - Not  A p p l i c a b l e  

/a/ Household f i g u r e s  f o r  V a r i a n t s  11 and 12 were d e r i v e d  u s i n g  t h e  approach from Table XV.C.1. The f a c t o r s  used i n  t h e  
c a l c u l a t i o n s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  p u b l i c  rev iew a t  t h e  Of f i ce  of Environmental Review, 450 H c A l l i s t e r  S t r e e t .  San Francisco.  

SOURCE: Recht Hausrath & Associates 
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(inrl)lotreirtatir,rr of Prop M).  Tlterqfi>re the 
traffic coitgestioit chart artd cost qf horisirrg chart 
shorrld also irtcltde parallel predic,tiorts hosed on 
tlte inrlilenrerrtatioir of Pro{) "M" Priorities f i r  
"enhartced . . . opl>orrurritics ,for residertt 
enrployntent" artd "erthairced . . . supply o f  
affordable holtsing." If Prop M is soiiteu~ltat 
irirl~lentertted arrd niore jobs in Sari Frarrcisco are 
filled by Sun Fratrciscans therr commute tintes 
111ill ttot irtcrease so ntltclt. If P ~ O I J  M is 
somewhat irilplenrertted there  ill be less 
ent~~loymeitt gro~~t lr  curd eiiotrgh new hotrsirtg so 
that housiitg becontes sontewhat ntore qffordable 
for all and ive n~ill have a decrease in the nunther 
of )~~orkers per Itousehold, becartse as it is stated 
in the EIR Al~l1endi.1- [C. p.] XIV.C.33: "ul)u~nrd 
pressrrre 0 1 1  horrsiirg pricesirerrts heccrrrse qf 
enll~loynrent gr(l~ft / t  COUM c ~ ~ ~ t r i b u t e  to 
iirc~reusirig workcr-s -~)er -h~~u.~e l t~~Id~" 

The stej~s which rite ~'eople ortd Plortiiirrg cart do 
to iritl~lerr~ent these two Priorities of M are sintl~le 
and have a good prohahility. ( I )  Mission Bay 
cart be cor~tl)leted hosed on a dei~elopnrent 
agi.eernerit m~rclr closer to EIR Alterflare "B" than 
"A". ( 2 )  Zortirlg chartges near the Bay and 
surrotrnding 1)ownto~~n could coritinue to 
[coril~ert] irtdustr-ial arid oflice uses to housing 
uses. ( 3 )  The good intpacts of the start of the 
intl)lemeiitatioit of " M  could induce the people to 
ilotefi~r a "Son of M" h.'hic/t cotrtiriues the current 
low l e 1 ~ 1  rf oflce growth itidefinitely. If these 
~~ol i t ical  steps are taken, we could by 2020 lrai~e a 
City which: ( a )  corttiitues the current trend and 
h a ~ ~  crn ei~eit higher percerttage of jobs in Sun 
Francisco ,filled by residents, clitd ( b )  have a 
l i g l t l y  lower irrrruber of etrtl~loyed peol~le per 
houscl~old thair at preserrr. 

The table be/oh2 r-eproduces a part of [ I ) , ]  
XN.C.15 with additional colrintrts 1981 arid 1985 
to give some historical pcrsl)ecti~v uitd rhc 
coluntit u,iProl> M to prol~ide space,f(>r the results 
of culculariort based on intl~lententitr,q Prol~ M. 
The lettered lirtes are additional data, fr.ortz other 
EIR pages artd a futrtre with Pro/> M 
inzl)lentenred, which must be used to produce the 
results included within the Table. 

The . . . table olortg with the followirrg contittents 
shows more directly for the Missioil Ray Project 
how the use of rhe same IM'O ~~rior i t ies  cart 
produce ~)arallel calculatiorzs with widely 
differerzr cortclusions fr.ont those in the Ell<. 
Appendix page XN.C.31, Tahle XIV.C.15 
purl)orrs to show the ud~litioitul ltousirig required 
for those who will he employed in the Mission 
Boy Project in 2020. If we irrcrease the 
percentage of SF jobs held 1))s SF residents arrd 
we trse tile same arithntetic riterhods as the EIR, 
the percentage cf Mission Bay workers who t~.ill 
need ltousirtg in SF increases ,fronl 34.4% to 
64.8%. At the sanre tinre if we decrease the 
average rtunther of njorkers per horrseltold 
throughout the City even a little, tlteii the rtuniber 
cf Mission Bay workers wlto ccrri he 
accomntorlated by increasing tlre detrsity ill 
esistirtg horrsirtg is a itegatiije nunrber or tltc 
percentage of rtew workers requiring additional 
housing is grecrter tltnn 100%. 

Tltus the antoirnt by n~hich Missiori Bay housing 
supply for Alternath~e "A" exceeds Missiort Bay 
worker reqriiremertts goes front plus 4,190 units 
(per VI.C.72) to rtcgatii~e 8,731 units, or- a solere 
itrcrease in the shortage of housirrg. The EIR 
should also correct the coluntrts for Alternatives 
"B" and "N". 

a )  SF .Jobs Ifeld by SF Rcsiderrts 
b)  SF Workers per SF Household 
c )  bvorkersper Dou~rrto~~it Holisehold 
d )  Workers per Missiort Bay Household 

Adclitiorrcrl Entploynrent in Missiort Ray 

I .  Pcrccrtr .SF Rcsiclenr,r 
2. Percent Ncqttiring Adclirional 

SF Ho~rseholcls 
3. I ) o ~ ~ ' r t t o ~ ' ~ r  SF Workersper Household 
4. Vacancy Rate 

Aclcliriortol Horrsirr,? Xeqrtiredfoi. MB Workers 

Alt A 
1~81 ~ e a  ZYZQ 

50.2% 52.3 45.6% 
1.15 1.20 1.25 

.74 .78 
NA NA [I .40 - see 

lirze 3, belubr,] 

Alr A wl 
&or,M 
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Note or! Lirte 3,  tile EIR has a contpotrrtd error 
becarrse it states that rltc riltriiber of Don~rtton~rt 
u,or.kers 11er household is higlter than the City 
a~>er.age (rltis could be tr.ue because by dejinition 
this nuntDer escltrdes ntost retired arid 
ltrtertil~/oyed people, but tltis is  not typical SF 
horrsirrg). Tile EIR thert uses that number to 
calcrrl[rte tlte rrrrnihcr of Mission Bay units 
r.equir.ed irrstead of sorrrerkirrg between don~nton~n 
arid rlte resf D f  rite City, ~ ~ h i c h  is to be expected 
due to locariort artd urtit size o f  Missiort Bay 
Itorrsirrg. 

I f  tire C i p  of Sar~ Frartcisco, lead by expert EIR 
n:l-itcr.s, nccel)rs tlte predictiort rltat tlte rturiiber of 
bt!orkers per Irou~~holcl nfill irtcrease and 
tIt~~r[:fi~l-e I don't seek every f)ossiblc 
ol)/~orturiity to btrild horrsing, the predictiort n~ill  
corrre true artdfitnrre Sari Frartciscans nlill hale 
to sperrcl nrorc of rlieir- earriirigs for horrsirtg. If on 
rlre other hartd tlte eslJerts correct tlte EIR to 
slrobt~ a rartge of predictions ir~cludirig tltose with 
successfirl irril)lemerttatiott of tlte Priorities of 
Prop "M",  tlte people njill have rile opjrorrtrnity to 
riinke rhc cltoice to iriil~lente~it rite priorities and 
nrnirimin or irnl~rove tlteir quality of I@. 

. . . I '86 we passed Pro11 M,  arrd rltey very 
cot~olier~ly say: We are going to get esentpted 
ji.orti Pr.op M.  1 think tlicir u'holc plonrtirrg 
I > I ( X ' C $ $  sltotrld lia~!e iricltr~i<?d at  last [ l e u ~ t ]  as ari 
nltrr~rrcrtit'e the irttl~lenrortcrtiort o f  Pr-ol~ M .  . . . 

N ~ I I , ,  ortr o f  the rhirrgs that hapj>erts, this project 
tt,n.s sril)/)oscd to produce a sur1~lus of housing, 
rtrore rltarr . . . denrorrded by tile u)orkers who 
II,OIIM be it! . . . tlte Project Area. And so tvhen 
tltey start to ntake ass~n~il~tiorrs about the irtcrease 
nf ~ o ~ r k e r s  /Jer Itorrsehold ortd rite decr-ease in tlte 
percerrta,qe of jobs filled 6y Sari Franciscatrs, 
. . . that is tvhat allonss tltern to say that they 
prrnfide rite surl)lus. Irrdeed, they don't pr-ovide a 
strrl)ltrs. 

. . . [Tlhey hai~e ntctde a trentendous 
cc~rtr~o~rrrdirrg assurtrl~tiort about rlte nunrbers of 
n8or.kers per houseltold irt this particular project. 
Tltcy ore scryirrg it sltotrld be 1.40. Tlte rest of the 
City riglit r to~t~  Iras 1.20. Tlte do~c'nrobtvrl ryl~c, 
srtiall tiriirs -- a nuitiher of then1 are going to be irr 
this /rroject --  arc about .78 rigltt rton'. So rliey're 
sclyirr~ 1.4. I don't krtort~ n>lrer-e tlte)' get that 
rtrrnther. But it cermiril)~ Itell~s tlteni say titar t11ey 
11c11,e 11 srtrliltrs o f  horrsirrg. (Hobt.ard Strc~ssrter, 
C.'o(ilitiorr ,fi)r. Sarr Fra1rci.sc.o Ncig/thorhoo(ls) 

Calculations to Reflect Goals for 
Jobs and Housing 

affordable housing in San Francisco and 
enhancing opportunities for resident employment. 
the comlnenter changes the values of the 
variables used in the EIR analysis to calculate 
housing associated with Project Area employment 
growth. The result is more additional housing 
demand in San Francisco associated with Project 
Area etnploy~nerrt growth than indicated in the 
EIR. 

The commenter's calculations provide an 
alternative to that in the EIR. As explained in the 
previous Response (see p. XV.C.5), the analytical 
framework for the EIR jobs/housing analysis also 
c,m be used to test various policies and/or 
objectives for achieving a different future 
outcome than what otherwise would be expected 
to occur. However, identifying a relationship 
between jobs and housing based on desirable 
goals is not the same as evaluating how each 
Alternative would affect what is expected to 
occur assuming existing policies and a reasonable 
future context for demographic, lifestyle, 
economic, housing market, and transportation 
factors and trends. 

Thus, it is not appropriate to "correct" the EIR, as 
requested by the commenter, to show a range of 
calculations including those reflecting 
implementation of goltls to "maintain or improve 
tlie quality of life" in San Francisco. While the 
EIR framework for the jobs/tiowing analysis also 
can be useful in choosing a land use mix for 
Mission Bay as part of the plztnning and 
decision-making process 'md the values of the 
variables can be changed to test policy goals or 
standards, the EIR approach assuming existing 
policies and technical assessment of what is most 
likely to occur is the most relevant for evaluating 
the likely effects of a particular land use program 
for the Project Aaea (i.e., the Alternatives or any 
other choices). The resultant co~nparisori of 
Alternatives is tlie primary purpose of the 
Mission Bay EIR. 

Changing the values of variables in the 
calculations to reflect certain goals does not 
necessarily mean that the outcome illustrated by 
the changed values actually could be achieved. 
Review of the comtnenter's revised calculations 
indicates that while the direction of change may 
be reasonable, the values of the variables do not 
appear to reflect a realistic future outcome. Many 
of the factors influencing future conditions are 
beyond the control of local actions and policies. 
Further, the values for each of the variables must 
be internally consistent, reflecting a complete 
future scenario of jobs, housing, and population. 
Although the comtnenter does not present a full 
future scenario, review of the numbers presented 
raises questions about whether they reflect a 
realistic outcome. 

Based on goals of enhancing the supply of 
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First, the cotnrnenler's changes reflect 1) a higher 
percentage of workers residing in San Francisco 
thari otherwise expected, and 2) a lower ratio of 
workers-per-l~oi~schoI(l than ottlcrwisc expected. 
'l'u achieve ch;u~ges in these tlirectiot~s would 
require more f~vusing, lrouseliolds, ant1 popul;ttiotl 
in Sarr Fr;cncisco and/or less employmerll in the 
City than forecast for the ELR scennrios. The 
C o ~ r ~ r i r e ~ ~ l  does not itltiicate the fnlure citywitle 
tot;~ls behintl the values selected for the 
variables. However, some totals clut be derived 
from the percentages and ratios presented. 

If it is assumed that future citywide employment 
wit11 Alterr~;~tive A wotild still apply, the values 
of the variables presented imply a larger 
e~nployed population and Inore housing nnits in 
S:tn Fra~icisco. In fact, they imply the addition of 
135,770 housing ui~ils fronr 1986 throogll 2020, 
or an average increase of 3,880 units per year 
over that 35-year period. This amount of housing 
is larger than what could be accotnrnod;~ted under 
the crlrrent Resitlence Eletrrent and very large 
rel;~tive to past developtnent and absorption. 
'I'l~~ls, while that amount of housing ptoducliorl 
may be a desirable goal. there are questiorls about 
whether ;und how that nmotmt aright actually be 
achieved. (See tlte previous Respottse on 
p. XV.C.14 for tiisci~ssiotl of related ~narketing 
questiorts and land use policy issues.) 

Second, the comrnenter has tnisl:~heled the 
v:tri:~hles from the EIR analysis (lealing with 
workers-per-llousehold and has introduced an 
inconsistency between variables. The item 
labeled "b) S F  Workers per SF Household" in the 
contmeriler's tnbie shows the overall average 
number of total workers-per-household in San 
Francisco. Thus, the title should read: "b) 
Workers per Household in SF." The item labeled 
"3. Dowtrtowr~ SF Workers per Hoosehold" is 
ittcorrectly naroetl and should read, "3. S F  
Workers in City l-louseholds with Downtown 
Workers" as presented in Table XIV.C.15 
(p. XIV.C.31 in Volu~ne Three, Appendix C). If 
the correct variable labels are used, the values of 
these vari:~bles rts proposed by the conltnenter are 
inconsistetrt. As shown in the EIR analysis from 
Table XIV.C.15, the average nu~riber of San 
Francisco workers in City Irooseholds with 
downtown workers is larger thatr the average total 
r~u~nber  of workers across all of the City's 
households (including those wi tho~~t  workers). 
Thus, the commerrter's calculations must be 
revised to preserve consistency of approach (i.e., 
use of tlre same variables to reflect certain 
goals). (Responses to Cotntnents about the 
appropriateness of different variables describing 
workers-per-household are presented below in the 
next section of this Response.) 

The Co~ntnerit also expresses solrle confusiorl 
regarding the EIR's treatment of Proposition M. 
As explained in the EIR (see Volume Two, 
Chapter lV. Study Approach and Organizf~tiorr, 
p. IV. l l )  tlre analysis assumes corrtinu;~tioit of 
Propositiorl M throughout the build-out period. 
The assumption about exempting Mission Bay 
relates or~ly to the annual limit on the approval of 
ol'fice building projects. That assunrptiori does 
trot affect the jobs/housing calculntions except to 
the extent that it could affect the pace of office 
etnployment growth in Mission Bay and/or the 
rest of the Downtown & Viciriity. As discussed 
on p.VI.A.13 of Volume Two, V1.A. Public 
Plans, Policies and Permits, evaluation of 
Mission Bay development in light of the priority 
policies established by Propositiorl M is under the 
purview of decision-makers prior to approving a 
plan. In nddition to environment;~l concerns, they 
must consider social and economic aspects of the 
project that fall outside the scope of the EIR. 

Questions About Workers-Pa-Household 

~~bLU_s.ed~eB?e~~ulations~Ls....the 
Appn,@&-&. Several aspects of the 
Comment relate to the variitble used in the 
jobs/housing c;~lculalions lo convert workers into 
households. The commenler blurs the 
distinctions between different variables and 
overlooks the appropriateness of the variable used 
in the calci~lations for the purpose of the :~neLysis. 
Thus, he irrcorrectly concludes that the EIR is irr 
error. 

The discussion in Volume Three, Appendix C, 
explains that Step 3 of the jobs/housing 
calculations converts the niunber of atlditional 
Project Area workers associated with household 
growth in San Francisco into an estimate of 
huuseholds (see Volume Three, p. XIV.C.34 and 
Table XIV.C.15 on p. XIV.C.31). The variable 
used to make the conversion represcnls the 
"average number of San Francisco workers in 
City households with downtowrr workers." The 
value of that variitble is derived from survey data 
describing the ctlitracteristics of households will1 
downtown workers. The survey data were 
analyzed specifically for the purposes of the 
jobs/housing attalysis. 

Data itldicale that the average nu~nber of Sarl 
Francisco workers in City households with 
downtown workers is larger than the average 
number of total workers in a11 City households. 
This is true because the first ratio excludes 
households without downtown workers (such as 
those of retired individuals or unetnployed 
persons), while the second applies across all of 
the City's households. 
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Appel~dix C indicates for the calculatiorrs for 
Alternative A that the average number of San 
Fraucisco workers in City households with 
tlowntown workers is 1.40 (see Voluore Three, 
'Tu~tile XIV.C.15 on p. XIV.C.31). That Paclor is 
derived from the 1981 C-3 District and 1982 
South of Market/Folsom Employer and Employee 
Surveys and 1980 Cetisus data. It can be 
cotupred with the citywide average ~iutnber of 
workers-per-household from the 1980 Census of 
1.15 and the citywide average of 1.20 estimated 
for 1985 (see Volutne Two, Table VI.C.l on 
1'. VI.C.8). The variable used in the Jobs/housing 
calculations (1.40) reflects the specific 
characteristics of the households in San Francisco 
that include workers of tlie types to be employed 
in Mission Bay. The citywide average number of 
workers-per-hot~seholtl (1.15-1.20) reflects :in 
average l'or 34 l~ousel~olds. The ni~~rrbers are 
co~lsistenl; they dilfer because they reflect the 
characteristics of dillerent sets of households. 

The variable used in Step 3 (average numher of 
San Francisco workers in City households with 
downtown workers) is the appropriate one for the 
jobs/housing analysis in the EIR. Becutuse Step 3 
is done to convert additional workers into 
houselrolds, i t  uses the ratio that applies to 
l~ousellolds with workers rather than the overall 
citywide ratio for all households. Use of this 
v;triable does not imply that the analysis 
overlooks housing for other types of hotiseholds 
(such as those of retired and une~nployed 
persons). Tlle calculations identify the housing 
ncetlcd to accommodate attditional Project Area 
workers. That estilrlate is then cotnpared to the 
aiirouilt of l~ousi~ig to be built it1 tlre Project Area. 
The differe~~ce is tlie amount of housing available 
to satisfy other needs. This would inclutle the 
Iror~sitrg rreetls of houselioltls without workers as 
well as l~ousel~olds with persolrs e~uployed 
elsewhere in the City and regiou. 

In ctizillenging the EIR analysis, the cotnmenter 
itlcntifies tluee different variables: the average 
rt~in~bcr of Sar~ Francisco workers in City 
households with downtown workers (1.40), the 
overall citywide average of total 
workers-per-household (1.20), and an overall 
average workers-per-household for those livirlg in 
tlie Downtown & Vicinity (0.78). He suggests 
that the EIR's use of tire first variable above 
(1.40) in the jobs/housing calculations unfairly 
inlluences the conclusions because it results in 
the s~nallest number of additional hottsirig imits 
(since it divides the number of Project Area 
workers hy the largest ntinlber of 
workers-per-householdf. 

As tlescri1)etl above, the number used in the 
cnlcvlu~tior~s (1.40) was chosen because it 
represents the ilppropriate variable for purposes 

of the EIR analysis. That variable specifically 
reflects the characteristics of households in San 
Frumcisco with workers of the types to be 
employed in Mission Bay. 

The commenter suggests the use of the ratio for 
households living in the Downtown & Vicinity 
(0.78) because it is more typical of "downtown 
type, small units." There are two points to clarify 
in response. First, the analysis does not assume 
that all of the additional Project Area workers to 
reside in San Francisco would live in tlie 
Downtown & Vicinity. Some would live 
downtown but others would live in other parts of 
the City. Thus, the ratio used applies to 
downtown worker households throughout the 
City. Second, the EIR Setting describes the 
households residing in the Downtown & Vicinity 
and explains that many are not typical of 
households with downtown workers (see Volurne 
Two, pp. VI.C.ll-VI.C.15). It describes tlie 
special role of the downtown area as home to 
nrnrly single-person households, a large share of 
the City's elderly who are beyond their working 
years, and the unemployed, disabled, and others 
needing public assistance. Although there is 
some newer housing serving the downtown 
workforce, the area's older housing stock serves 
the needs of immigrants, the elderly, the 
unemployed, and others seeking low-cost housing 
and access to public services. These types of 
households are the types represented by the 
relatively low (0.78) workers-per-l~ouseliold 
factor. 

As a further point of clarification, line d) in the 
cotnnienter's table incorrectly identifies 1.40 as 
the EIR estimate of the average number of 
workers-per-household in Mission Bay. If the 
intent is to identify the average number of 
workers-per-household for the population to 
reside in Mission Bay, the EIR estimate is 1.17. 
That variable is not used in the jobs/ltonsing 
calculations primarily because it is not assumed 
that all of the additional Project Area workers to 
reside in San Francisco would live in Mission 
Bay. Further, that variable is an average for all 
households residing in Mission Bay. The value 
of the variable for only households with workers 
would be higher since some households of retired 
or other unemployed persons are expected in 
Mission Bay. 

Increases in Workers-Per-Household 
Reflect Many Factors 

The coxnlnenter discusses the ratio of 
workers-per-household as a measure of "quality 
of life," attributes increases in this ratio to 
elnploy~nent growth and the shortage of housing 
in the City, and regards incre;ises in 
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workers-per-household as undesirable and having 
a negative impact o t ~  the quality of life in the 
City. State~neols supporting this line of reasoning 
;ile nllribuled incorrectly to the EIR. 

Early in the Connnent, a quote from p. XIV.C.33 
of Volurne Tl~ree, Appentlix C, is presented: 
"Upwarcl pressure on housir~g priceslrerits 
hecause of e,nl)~loymel~t growth could corrlribute 
to illcreasing workers-pe~~-ltousel~oI~I." That 
statenlent is part of a lotrger discussior~ preserited 
in 1'1111 below for cIarific;~tion: 

Ii~creases i t1  workers-per-houset~old will 
occur for trlany reasons, resultiug in more 
workers living in the City without adding 
housing units. For example, increases in 
workers-per-l~ouscliold reflect higher labor 
force parlicipation (inore women work. a 
larger percentage of the population in their 
labor force years) and stronger preferences 
among working adults for living in 
Sar~ Francisco. Increases in workers-per- 
I~otrsehold also reflect liresfyle preferences 
(Inore uluelatetl indivitluals in tlieir labor 
force years living together), adaptations to 
housing costs (tuore workers living together 
lor Ilotising affordability reasons), and other 
fkclors (cultural or ethnic factors supporting 
extended families or multi-family 
households). Of.iO!-_of~ot~~se-..!yp~s..-~f 
C L I U I ~ C S ~  .JII~~~-..~IC.-.~~.AI~~L~!.C-~I.Q 
. m ~ . .  [Ei~~phasis ir~telltletl.] 
They reflect broad demographic, 
socio-economic, lifestyle, housing mztrket, 
;111tl other ftkctors. Sotnc of the changes, 
Iiowcvcr, cat1 be related to employment 
growlh. For example, upward pressure on 
housing priccs/rents because of clnployment 
growth could contribute to increasing 
workers-per-household. Tile e f f e c ! U  
$!@!QYII&LI!.. growtl~ c a ~ u ~ o t U p ~ r i ~ t e ! y  
ide~~t i f ied,  11~owe.ve1~ {Erl~phasis intended.] 
Further, chaugcs it1 behavior cannot always 
be rel;~ted to only one reitsou and may reflecl 
a coirrbil~zttion ol' fitctors. 

It is importai~t to understand that increases in 
workcrs-per-householct reflect broad demo- 
p h i  socio-economic, lifestyle, housing 
~irarket, ;urtl other fuclors. Most of the charlges in 
those lactors are not attributable to employtnent 
growth. Many of the ctlanges are not undesirable 
events. Fu~.ther. lniiny cannot be itffloencecl by 
loc:~l actions t~otl policies. For example, increases 
ill llre labor force p~rlicipetiorr of women reflect 
positive chariges for many of those newly 
errtployetl. Charrpes ill the age distribution of the 
pop~~lsliotr resulting ill a larger percenlage ill their 
Inhor force years (as a result of the aging of the 
baby boo111 generation) is not necessarily an 
ut~desirable evetit, and certainly not one that can 
be dil.ectly ii~luen~ced by local policies. 

The Comment implies that the EIR shows large 
itrcreases over time in (he workers-per-household 
ratio in San Francisco. I-Iowever, the EIR Setting 
iderrtifies the citywide average number of 
workers-per-household at 1 .I  5 in 1980 ar~d 1.20 
it1 1985. The futwe context assumes a higher 
ratio of 1.247 in 2000 (see Volume Two, 
pp. VI.C.41-VI.C.42) and a stable ratio thereafter, 
remaining at 1.247 in 2020 (see Volume Two, 
pp. VI.C.48-VI.C.49). Confusion about large 
changes in the future may have arise11 by 
comparing different variables (rather than the 
same variable at differer~t points in titne) and 
n~istakeoly assu~ning that the differences betweeu 
thenr reflected cl~ar~ges over lime. 

Comment 

And a t  some point, it seems reasonable to ask this 
Contntission, if you are  going to prrt j%ur ntillion 
square feet of qfSice space south of Ton~rtsend, 
arid bused upon actions taken by this Conmrission 
just lrrst week, .space at equir~ulcnt densities just 
rtorth of 7'ownserld of artotller eight ntilliorr 
square feet of commercial office space ;it the 
(~.ul,un(/ed SSO Uistric't of the South of Mark-et -- 
land twice the size of the land earmarked in this 
EIR for four nlilliort square feet you huve just 
generated just across the street a t  Townsend -- 
where is the workforce for that 12 n~illion, that 
c.onthined 123 n~illiori square feet of comniercicrl 
off~ce space, qoing to live iri Sari Francisco? 
What is the curnulati~je effect of this 
Contnzission's decisions to keep consrant four 
ntilliort square feet of con~n~ercial office space in 
Mission Bay, and now land area able to carry UIJ 
fo eight ttiillion square ,feet c!f comnrercial office 
space just across the street? 

If this project, a s  described in the various 
I-ealities of your EIR, canttot serse the workforce 
needs, the housing needs of the workforce, where 
is the workiforce with these new offices that you, 
have just generated in the South of Market going 
to 80.7 At n~ltntpoint do we 0.9 o City say that we 
nurst have transit cal~aciiy to  ntolle, by the basis 
of your EIR, 4,000 workers per rnillion square 
feet of comrrrerciul oflce s[~ace in round nurnDe;.s, 
fo~rr. niillio~~ squore feet in Mission Bay, . . . [anrl] 
eight nlillion square ,feet in South qf Market? 
Where [are1 we going to nzove? How are  we 
going to mole 42,000 o r  so people iri and out [of] 
this corridor? 

. . . [Alsk yourself and ask your department how 
a rc  tl~ey ro be housed, and where a re  they to be 
housed, a t  what rents able to be afforded /))I 

liforkers in this 12 nlillion square feet of 
commercial office space that you're fising to 
approve f i r  this part of San Francisco? (Cal~~in 
lYelch, Council of Commur~ity Housing 
Organizations) 
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The cotrtrnenter raises issues related to the 
cu~r~rtlative pe~spective of the EIR analysis. The 
cotntuerlter questions whether the impact analysis 
has accounted for all components of future 
growth in atldition to Mission Bay and whether 
the EIR underestimates the housing needs of the 
workforce as a result of underestimating total 
cunrulntive growth. 

First, for claril'ication as to the auborlnt of office 
development considered for the South of Market 
area, the coinmenter is referred to XV.B. Land 
Use, Business Activity, and Employment, 
pp. XV.B.16-XV.B.18. That Response explains 
that tile total aliiount of office space anrllyzed in 
the South of Market ELR represents an increase 
by t l~c  year 2000 of three million square feet of 
space over the amount of office space in the area 
111 1985. About four lnilliou squzbre feet of 
occupied office space existed in the South of 
Market area in 1985. The increment attributable 
to growth would be the workers in the additional 
tllree  nill lion squibre [eel, not the total worklorce 
ill  the seven to eight inillion square feet occupied 
in the year. 2000, as implied by the cornmenter. 

The Mission Bay EIR Ilousi~ig, transportation, 
and air quality analyses incorporate assessnlent of 
Mission Bay a.nd cwnulative growth through 
2000 and 2020. The amount of activity expected 
in the Project Area is analyzed rblong with the 
;btnount expected in the rest of the Downtown & 
Vicinity (including the South of Market area). 
These aspects of the EIR rutalysis are based on 
the supposition that the rest of the world also will 
be changing over time. Business activity and 
en~ploytilent will continue to grow and housing 
will continue to be built in the rest of the City and 
the rest of the region. This future growth and 
ch;mge is built into the future context scenarios 
that ;Ire described and ;cnalyzed in the EIR. The 
expected futb~re scenarios for cumulative growth 
in the Downtown & Vicinity and the background 
discussiorl of business activity, employment, 
housing, and population in San Francisco and the 
Brcy Area region are presented in the Future 
Context sections of the EIR (see Volunle Two, 
V1.B. Land Use, Business Activity, and 
Employn~ent, pp. VI.B.50-VI.B.79, and V1.C. 
Housing a ~ ~ d  Population, p p  VI.C.36-VI.C.63). 
The subsequent irt~pact assessment accounts for 
the fact that other future development besides 
Mission Bay will accommodate workers, thus 
putting denlands on the housing market and on 
Irr~t~sportation systems. The housing market 
irnprlcts are described in the EIR under the 
11e;tding "Implications of ~n~u_l.at iv.~G~o..w& for 
Future Housina Market Conditions" (ernohasis 
intended) (see Volume Two, p p : ~ 1 : ~ . 8 3 -  
VI.C.84). 

The EIR analysis answers the commenter's 
questions about where the workforce in Mission 
Bay and other San Francisco development woulti 
be housed. The EIR analysis reflects a 
comprehensive accounting of future housing 
supply, households, population, employed 
population, and employment in S ~ I I  Francisco and 
the rest of the region. The results describing 
where workers would live (considering 
cumulative total employment in the Downtown & 
Vicinity) are presented on pp. VI.C.55-Vl.C.63 of 
Volune Two. 

Those residence patterns describe a reasonable 
allocation of workers among places of residence 
in S m  Francisco and throughout the region. The 
residence patterns analysis considered all jobs, 
housing, and employed population in the region 
to assure that there would be a reasonable 
"match" at the m i a d  level. Pages VI.C.52- 
VI.C.55 of Volume Two present the basis for the 
conclusion that all cumulative growth in the 
region could be accotnmodated under the future 
scenario developed for the EIR. The citywide 
and regional scenarios and sources are presented 
on pp. Vl.C.38-VI.C.51 of Volume Two. 

Because the EIR accounts for cumulative totals, it 
does not underestimate the housing needs of the 
workforce as suggested by the commenter. 111 
atidition, regarding the question of housing needs, 
it is important to understand that the cumulative 
anitlysis in the Mission Bay EIR is not a housing 
"needs" analysis in which futuse housing market 
conditions are evaluated against standards for an 
acceptable or desirable outcome. Rather, as an 
impact analysis, the EIR describes the likely 
future outcome based on the relev'mt factors, 
trends, and adopted policies. The EIR identifies 
what is expected to occur and goes on to describe 
the resultant impacts in terms of changes over 
time and differences among Alternatives in 
hor~sing market contlitions, housing choices, 
cornrrlute pattetns, and travel conditions. 
Whether or not those conditions are acceptable or 
desirable is for decision-makers and the public to 
determine. (See also the Response dealing with 
tlifferences between an EIR analysis and a 
housing needs analysis in XV.C. Housing and 
Population, pp. XV.C.4-XV.C.5.) 

Tlre clocrmtent, a s  you all krroltj, is desigried to 
iri,forrn policy makers, suck a s  yoursehvs, abortt 
salierit issues. Obi~iously, that is difficult to do 
wller~ we really don't itave a project before us. 
We have the Depar.ttttoit of C i n  Plar~rcirig stqffs 
best guess, which is Alterrlc~tii~e A .  We ha11e 
basically a cartoon, tvhiclt is, I guess, your staffs 
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n~orst guess, ~r~lticl~ is a 10,000 housing unit -- as 
I say, a ltirrd af  carroon. And then we have the 
no-project alternati~~e. 

Nonetheless, givert the rather odd ethereal natrcre 
of tlre project discussed, certain salient issues are 
revealed, not tlte least of wltich is affordable 
hortsi~ig. Tlte EIR dentonstrates what many of us 
I ta~~e been concerned about for some years now. 
This n!ill not be a ltousing plus for the City. It 
n~ill be a rtet ltoitsirig drain irr ter-111s of housing 
able to be afforded by a n~orhforce. 

Missiort Bay, even irt any o f  [the] Alternatives 
described in your EIR, will not even be able to 
horrse the n~orkfijrce generated by the four ntilliort 
sqrt(rre feet of conimercial ofice building in 
Missiori Bay -- that is, tlte nuntber of affordable 
urtits, the rruntber of units able ro be afforded i7y 
tlte pr.ojected n~orkforce. Your EIR poirrts orrt 
aborrt 28 percent of the workforce will be able to 
afford any of tlte housitrg in Mission Bay. 
Therefore, it's crucially important that this 
Conrntission rlrake i jeq clear to staff and to the 
delleloper arrd to the City departrnenrs tltat are, 
as we speak, rtegotiatirig a firtal disposition 
ogreenterit on a real project tltat there must be; at 
a nti~rimurtt, sufficiertt housing to house the 
n'orhfor-ce gener.ated by Missiort Bay. The pal)er 
I hove subrititted to you goes into that in very real 
detail. 

. . . [T]he orrly tltitrg tltat has rentained constant 
irt all of the discitssiorts with staff and all of the 
discrrssiorrs we ltai~e had with the developer, is 
rrot . . . that tltis prctject must produce sufficient 
affordaDle housirtg to not only address the 
~~~orh f i~rce  rreeds generated in Mission Bay, but 
corrtrihirte to solving tlre City's affordable 
Iro~tsirrg. Tltat has iiot been the cortstant. Tlte 
constarit has been that this project will carry four 
rrzilliorr square feet of commercial office space. 
Tltut is the constant. (Calvirt Welch, Council of 
Conlnrurriry Housing Organizations) 

011 liousin,y and jobs, . . . if you take a look at the 
Elk,  you discover tltat two-thirds, at least, 
l7os.sil)ly as ritarry as three-quarters, of all the new 
eritployees in Missiorr Bay n~ill be ttriable to afford 
a sirrgle housirtg unit in Missiort Bay. Tbvo-thirds 
to rliree-quarters of tlre workforce, tlte lower end 
of  rlle enrploynierit irt iriconie scale there, will be 
c,y1)orted to the r.est o f  tlte City ro soli~e tlte need, 
arr alread~* oi~erstretched housing affordability 
nriirkct already irr crisis shai~e 

You i~~ i l l  discover tltot Missiort Bay n'ill gentrify 
Porr-cro Hill, loit~er Potrero Hill as nrell, 
]~o~~ticrrlarly Dog Pntch, tlte Soutlt of Market, orrd 
tlte Inrrer Missiort. Those ore the direct intpacts 
thrci~terrirrg areas tltat Itold sonte af  the ,few 

remaining unsubsidized but nevertheless 
affordable housing in Sun Francisco -- again, 
corrrriburing to the citywide affordability crisis. 

You willfind that i f  you consider cumulati~~ely the 
development of Mission Bay, Rincon Point, South 
Beach, Rirtcon Hill, the South of Market, 
particularly if you folks persist in adding office 
units into that area, constitutes a massive enclave 
in that part of tlte City set aside for employment 
opportunities that principally are targeted to 
professional white collar employment, hortsirtg 
that is particularly targeted to that income group, 
a variciy of open space, cultural, recreational, 
eritertairtment amenities targeted to that group, 
which the EIR adntits will greatly enhance the 
attracti~~eness of living in Sun Francisco, 
probably resulting in a greater percentage of new 
ntorkforce expected to reside in San Francisco 
than in tlte past -- again, further exacerbating a 
citywide housirtg affordability crisis. (Rene 
Cazenase, San Francisco Council of Community 
Housing Orgartizatiorts) 

Tlte current ltousing affordability crisis will 
beconte ntuch more severe due to the housing 
dentands that will be cumulatively generated by 
employees irt new commercial developmertt. 

Tlte EIR states that San Francisco is experiencing 
a ltousirrg affordability crisis and that it is likely 
to worsen. It shotvs tltat low and moderare 
income households nlill have less ability to 
compete for housing and that competirion will 
allow tltent fewer housing optiorts. 

Over the next thirty years, comi~etition for 
housing will remain fierce. The EIR presumes 
that much of Mission Bay's lower income 
n,or!$orce will be forced onto the City's 
overextended housing market elsewhere in the 
City. The EIR paints a future where affordable 
housing is not beirrg built to house tlte niorhforce 
mi.r which will be working ir~ downtown Sun 
Francisco, while existirtg affordable housing n~ill 
be gentrified as higher income groups compete 
for Itousing. 

Tlie EIR tlterefore indicates that the deficit in 
affordable hortsirig dentand over supply will 
continue to increase. The EIR leaves little Itope 
that tltis problem can be addressed, and it cjffers 
no real solutions. 

We liai~e a quarrel rltat the rhetoric of the 
E~ivironntcnral Impact Report suggests no 
sigrrificant long-term differences in 
environmental intpacts betweeri Alternati~~es A 
arid B. As you read it, tltat's the kind of feel tltat 
it keeps tlzrou~ing at you. We belio~e there are 
sigrtif7cant differences, that rltetoric is nzisleading. 
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Tlrere are two keys in assessing rlte Mission Bay 
Alterrratil~es. First, eserr rirrder Alterrrati~~e B, 
wlrich irtcorporates Prop M office space 
cortstructio~t lin~its, Sarr Francisco will be a vital 
er~tl'loymerit cerrter. Its entlrloyntent force is 
growirrg hy 13.5,000, alnrosr 2.5 percent, 1)y the 
year 2000. 

SPCOII~J,  the shortage ( f  Itousirtg and affor-clnhiliry 
cr-isis is at present ~irojected to get worse. ABAG 
firrds a region-wide kousirrg shortage of 285,000 
Oy 1995, a sltortage the Bay Area Cortrtcil feels is 
rtrrder-stated. Orrly I2  per.certt of Bay Area 
residents can afford the mur.tgage on an allerage 
house -- that is, assunring they have the $42,000 
do~vri paymertt. Even more rrouOli~tg is rhe 
sitrmtion facirrg ntoderate- and loiv-irtconte 
rcsidertts n'here older ltousiti~ is tricklirtg u l ~ ,  
Ocirtg occlcl)ied by people with higher irtcontes 
tharr previoirsly. 

ABAG projects that Sun Francisco's /rousing 
shortage by 1995 will e.~ceed 2.1,000 rtnits based 
rrporl a lrrojected entployrnertt gr-owtlt of 55,000. 
Yet, ellen rrrlder- Alterrtath~e B, the City is 
prc~jected to add orrly 37,.500 lrnits hy the year- 
2020. desl)itc art increase (:f200.000 erttployees. 

This scerrar.io srrgxests arr alrnost cntastr-ophic 
~l~orserrirrg of  the horrsing uffordobi/ity crisis ,for 
a11 irrcreasirtg range of /tou,selrold incomes. Tlrr,se 
joh gr~on~tlt arrd horrsirtg affordabiliry factors ntust 
be kept in nrirld irr e~~alimtirtg the EIR 
Alterncrti~~cs. The EIR obfuscates rltese issues in 
rrrirrintizirrg the differerlces of the Alterrrati~~es and 
rrct liousirrg srrlp1u.s at huild-out. (Alarr Iiazrrick, 
Sarr Frarrciscarlsfor Reasortable Grob~~tlt) 

. , . Tlrc myth is rlzat it 113ill help soh2e San 
Frarrcisco's housirig prohlem. Mission Bay as 
orttlirred in the Draft EIR Alterr~ative A will not 
help the San Francisco horisirrg problein. 
Missiorl Bay will aggravate the problerrt. 

Altrr.rrcrti~~e A will irtcrease tltc! cost of hurtsing to 
e13eryorle irr Salt Frarrc'isco escept the lucky 3500 
~virtrrer.~ i f  affordable holrsirlg urrits irr Missiort 
Boy. . . . 

Ilrriler Altcrrrati~~e A ,  1 1 c  is c.s,ser~tially rlte 
MOU sigrred iry Mayor Feir~steir~. Mission Bay 
will l?rocltcce 7,500 to 8,000 ltolrsir~g rtrrits, hut, at 
the sclrrte tirtie, it will protl~ice 4.1 nlilliort sqrtore 
,feet of ofice sl~crc,e, the sort of secondary ofice 
slrace that star~ds ertrl~ry tl~rooghout the Sotrtlr of 
Marker orco. 

The reason ,for this preference 011 the de1~elo1)er's 
part is clear. While horrsirig rerrts for 
a~r~~rosir~tatr l )~  a dollar a square foot, office 

space, even so-called secondary hack-office 
space, wltate~~er they want ro call it, rents for 
two-fifry to three dollars a square foot. The 
difference in income on four million square feet 
cf flfJice building is more than $6 ntillion a 
month, $72 million a year, and pretty soori that 
rnoirrlrs up. $72 million a year is what it's worrh 
to Sarlta Fe to ger rltis office space. 

But wltat is it going to cost SUN Francisco? Arrd 
furthermore, the production of lrousi~rg at 
Mission Bay is ried ro the productiorr of office 
space. Arty slowdown in the office market u~ill 
slow down the production qf housing. (Ira 
Kurlander, San Francisco Tomorrow) 

Response 

The Problem of Housing Aaordability Is Not 
Ignored; It Is Part of the Future Housing 

Market Context 

Housing affordability problems, or the lack of 
affordable housing and the high prices of housing 
relative to what liouseholds can afford to pay, are 
key featwes of current housing market conditions 
in San Frzuicisco and the rest of the Bay Area 
region. In V1.C. Housing n~itl Population, the 
Setting section describes these cortditioris iuid the 
iu~plicatio~is of lhe current "shortfall" in 
affordable new housing: housing prices and rents 
arnong the highest in the nation, limited housing 
choices, household adaptations. the need to spent1 
a higher share of income for housing, and demantl 
pressures on existing housing leading to 
neighborhood change and gentrification. (See 
Volume Two, pp. VI.C.l-VI.C.6, and Voltune 
Three, pp. XIV.C.l-XN.C.2.) 

The future housing market scenario underlying 
analysis of the housing market impacts of 
Mission Bay development is described in the EIR 
and reflects the expectation that conditions will 
not be much changed from tilose of the 
niid-1980s, particularly with respect to housing 
affordability. There will continue to be strong 
demand for housing, and it will continue to be 
difficult to produce affordable new housing. 
There will continue to be gentrification 
pressures. Some people will have to move out of 
the City or out of the region to find housing they 
can afford; others will live together to share 
liousing expenses or devote larger portions of 
their income to housing. The housing conditions 
and choices of moderate- and lower-income 
households, generally dependent on older housing 
and rental housing stock, will continue to be the 
niost limited. (See Volume Two, pp. VI.C.81- 
VI.C.84.) 
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The persistence of bousit~g affordability problems 
is attributable to their origin in a complex web of 
housing market factors. (See Volume Two, 
pp. VI.C.1-VI.C.6 and p. VI.C.38.) The problem 
of housing affordability is not peculiar to San 
Frarlcisco or to the Bay Area region. Sonre of the 
roots of the problem are beyond local cotltrol. 
Part of the housing affordability problem is 
rooted in national fz~ctors aflecting the availi~bility 
:~nd cost of mortgage finance and the extent of 
government support for housing production. 
Other aspects are attributable to high land and 
construction costs, impact fees, and zoning 
policies -- factors thslt affect the supply side of 
the housing market. While changes in local 
factors such as zoning and land use policy can 
contribute to improving the situation, those 
factors alor~e catmot be expected to solve the full 
extent of the problem. 

On the demand side, housing affordability 
problems are accentuated by a strong regional 
economy supporting job and income growth, the 
appeal of the Bay Area's quality of life, and its 
env~ron~nental aotl cultural amenities, as well as 
by underlying demographic factors. 

Given the current outlook for supply, cost, and 
f i n n ~ ~ c i ~ ~ g  factors, and assunling contir~ued 
demand for housing in the region, the most 
reasonable assessment for the future housing 
market context in the Mission Bay EIR analysis 
is that producir~g affordable housing will be 
difficult. 011ly significant changes in government 
support for housing production (e.g., subsidies, 
zoning changes), or in the cost of financing would 
justify a differet~t itssessment. Ln general, at this 
time, signilicztnt chi~r~ges of these types are not 
foreseen and thus are not justified as asslunptions 
for the EIR housing market context. 

The implications of ctm~ulz~tive growlh for hlture 
housing rnarket contlitiot~s are ir~corporated in the 
future housing market scenario described in 
Volume Two on pp. VI.C.83-VI.C.84. Mission 
Rt~y woultl contribute to the implications cited in 
proportion to its contribution on the d e m a ~ ~ d  side 
to cumulative employment growth and on the 
supply side to the amount of housing produced. 
The supply side is where the range of zoning 
changes a t~d subsidy levels represented by the 
Alternatives and variants would make the most 
difference it1 future housing market conditions. 
The differences are described for the Alternatives 
in Volume Two on pp. VI.C.84-VI.C.86. The 
implicatioas of variations in the percentage of 
aflortlable llousil~g are described on 
pp. VII.47-V11.51 of Vollune Two, Chapter VII. 
Variations on Alternatives. 

The EIR discussion points out that the benefits of 
Mission Bay housing would be most evident in 
the middle range of the market; in Mission Bay, 
depending on the Alternative, subsidized 
affordable units would be provided and there 
would be market-rate units at prices and rents at 
the lower end of the range for producing housing 
without subsidy. The EIR states that Mission 
Bay housir~g would not have direct benefits for 
the lower end of the affordable housing market 
since the large subsidies needed to provide new 
housing for low-income households are not 
proposed for the Mission Bay Alternatives. 

The problem of providing new housing for 
lower-income households demands a broader 
range of solutions than offered by the Mission 
Bay Alternatives. Given the magnitude of the 
difference between the costs of producing new 
housing ar~d the prices/rents that lower-income 
households can afford, a critical factor is the 
depth of the subsidy. 

What Do fhe Alternatives Mean for Housing 
Affordability in San Francisco 

The Mission Bay EIR does not say that the 
housing affordnbility crisis in San Francisco is 
likely to worsen or that Alter~~ative A will 
aggravate San Francisco's housing problems. 

The continued housing problems identified in the 
EIR and in the discussion above are not 
attributable to any particular Mission Bay 
Alternative. It also is true that Mission Bay 
development cannot be expected to solve the 
City's affordable housing problems. 
Nevertheless, the Alternatives analyzed in the 
EIR would affect housing supply and demand in 
the City and represent a fairly broad range of 
options. In comparing the Alternatives, the EIR 
identifies which sets of options would be better 
for the Citv's housing market 'and which would 
be worse.. (See ~ G l u m e  Two, pp. VI.C.84- 
VI.C.86.) 

The conclusion of that comparative analysis is 
that Alternative N (the No Project Alternative) 
would be the worst choice from the perspective of 
the City's housing market. Alternative N would 
add to demand without adding anything to 
housing supply. Contrary to the statements of the 
commenters, Alternative A would not aggravate 
the problem but would result in bxttsx housing 
market conditions than would be expected if no 
master-planned development occurred in Mission 
Bay (the situation with Alternative N). 
Alternative A would contribute to dem'and but 
also would contribute substantially to housing 
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supply. The EIR illustrates that changing the 
zoning in the Project Area to accommodate large 
amounts of housing results in n better future 
housing market than that expected if no change 
were madc. Thc results with Alternative B, 
adding less on the detnand side and more on the 
supply side, would be even better than with 
Alternative A. 

Planning Responses to the Housing Affordability 
Problem: The Role of Mission Bay 

4 The commenters argue that Mission Bay and the 
cumulative devclopmerrt scenario of which it 
would be a part would accomtnodate employment 
growth, including workers in lower-income 
households, without providing for the housing 
needs of lower-income households. Existing 
Master Plan policies in the Residence Element 
establistl citywide targets for generating new 
housing at various affordability levels (rrtngirrg 
from "very low," less that1 50% of median 
income. to "above moderate." above 120% of 
medirm income). The City lrss a number of 
prograrrrs in process to produce below-milrket 
rate llousing. 

e The office development component of cumulative 
growtl~ woultl contribute, through the Office 
Affordable Housing Production Progratrr 
(OAHPY) requirement, to housing development 
in the City. The OAHPP includes the 
recpirernent that 62% of the housing units created 
urider that progxatn must be affordable to 
households of lower or moderate income. The 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency also is 
active in the production of affordable housing. 
The Agency's most recent Mission Statement 
(adopted April 11, 1989) incorporates housing 
policy criteria that focus on the provision of Low- 
and moderate-income housing. That part of the 
cuitrnlative development scenario occuming in 
designated Redevelopment Areas could 
conlribute by means of the tax increment to 
achieving the Agency's goals for low- and 
moderate-i~kcomc housing assistance. 

Irr addition, the Mayor's oRice is leading a 
citywitlc ef'rort to provide more affordable 
housing in San Francisco. The Mayor's Housing 
Advisory Corrrniittee recently cxasnined San 
Frrmcisco's housing conditions and problenrs, 
particularly those of I~ooselloltls earning below 
nkediar~ ir~conrc. The Committee's draft report, 
"ATI Affordable Housing Action Plan for San 
Fsencisco" (May 1989) presents a number of 
~econrrr~er~tlatio~~s for initiatif~g anti financing the 
ncw developntcnt arid rehabilitation of affordable 
I~ousing. lmplernentation of these 
reco~n~ncndations would increase tlic supply arrtl 
v ~ i l r l i l i t y  of nffortlahle llor~sirrg in S ~ I I  
Frr~rrcisco. 

It is true that Mission Bay (as evaluated in the 
Alternatives analyzed in the EIR) would not 
provide housing at prices and rents affordable to 
all the lower-income households whose members 
might hold jobs in the Project Area. Several of 
the variants improve up011 tbe ability of the 
Alternatives to provide housing affordable to the 
Project Area workforce. (See Variant 8 
[Variations in the Percentage of Affordable 
Housing and tire Size of Affordable Units], in 
Vohune Two, ChapterVII. Variations on 
Alternatives, pp. VII.48-VII.50; and Variants 11 
[EIR Hearing Proposall and 12 [Development 
Agreement Application1 in XV.P. Alternatives 
and Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26 and 
pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46, respectively.) However, 
none provide housing affordable to all the 
lower-irrcome houselrolds with workers holding 
Project Area jobs. The housing needs of 
lower-incorne households are serious: they have 
and will continue to require broad-based solutions. 

The following revisions have been made to e 
Table VI.A.2. p. VI.A.49 of Volume Two, to 
state the relationship between the EIR 
Alternatives arrd the housing rtffordability Irisgels 
set forth in the San Francisco Residence Element. 

In the "Objective or Policy" column, "Housing o 
Affordability Policy 3," the second itern uritler 
"Residence Element," is revised to state: 

- Housing Affordabiity Objective 5: Provide e 
housing affordable to aU income p u p s ,  
pticularly low- and moderate-income 
households. 

In the "Alternative A" column across from this 8 

entry, the followirrg sentence is added before the 
last one: 

However, tbis would not fully meet the e 
demand for affordable housing to 
accommodate bauseholds with workcrs 
boldjug Pmject Area jobs. 

1st the "Alternative Nu columrr across from this s 
cntry, the "NA" is deleted. This cntty thus states: 

- No new housing would be provided. a 

While the Mission Bay Alternatives would not 
offer dircct solutions to the housing problems 
hced by snmy lower-income households, housing 
in Mission Bay such as that incorporatetl in 
Alternative A or J3 would have benefits for other 
segments of the housing market, as describeti in 
the EIR arid surnsnru.izetl above. Therefore, 
rejectirrg Mission Bay development because of 
the lack of solx~tions for the housing problems of 
lower-income households also would mean 
rejecting itnprovements to other segrrlerrts of the 
Irot~sing nrrlrket thi~t could be realizetl irl 
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San Francisco only with master-pl'ulned 
development of the scale envisioned for the 
Mission Bay Project Area, as exemplified in 
Alternatives A and B. 

Alternatively, the above-mentioned argument 
could be used to justify a development program 
for Mission Bay that accommodates little or no 
employment growth (thus contributing nothing on 
the demand side) but provides for substantial 
housing development. Such a conclusion should 
recognize the trade-offs involved; the EIR 
identifies most of the concerns. For example, a 
"no jobs" or "low jobs" development program 
would sacrifice long-term economic development 
opportunities offered by Mission Bay commercial 
development: the Project Area could provide 
sites for large-scale buildings to accommodate 
government and other back-office jobs that 
olherwise might locate outside San Francisco. 
Moreover, for some time into the future, much of 
the business activity and employ.ment that could 
be accommodated in Mission Bay would instead 
locate elsewhere in the Downtown & Vicinity or 
in other Nearby Areas if there were no location 
options in the Project Area. Consequently, much 
of the job growth would still occur, meaning 
much of the demand for housing would still be 
there and there would be more development 
pressure affecting existing businesses in other 
parts of the City. 
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Finf~lly, altl~ougl~ project financial issues ;ire riot 
pt~rt of the EIR tu~alysis, lliey have bee11 studied 
as part of the plaru~i~rg process ar~d are the subject 
of the develop~ne~~t  ogreenlent negotiations. As 
noted by the comnlellters, illere is a fi~~arlcial link 
betwee11 lhe tnix of commercial and ir~dustrial 
revenue-get~crati~~g uses in tile Project Area and 
the ability of both t l~e  City and the private 
developer to provide subsidies for affordable 
I~ousir~g. At one extrelne, i~ developtnetrt program 
for the Project Area th:~t sacrificed a n ~ i x  of 
revenue-generating uses for an "all housing" plan 
might limit the ~nagnitude of the housing subsidy 
benefits thi~t could be provided. 

The co~n~nenters state th:lt Illere trlust at a 
rni~rimwn be sufficient lrousillg to house the 
workforce associated with Mission Bay 
development. In the jobs/housing analysis the 
EIR clearly intlicates how far the Alternatives and 
variants go in this direction. (1x1 Vollune Two, 
see V1.C. Housing and Populatioo, pp. VI.C.68- 
VI.C.77, aitd ChapterVII. Variations on 
Allerni~tives. pp. V11.4, V11.13, VII.19-VII.21, 
VII.34. V11.43-V11.45, t~nd V11.49-V11.50; in tlris 
voluoie, see XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
p p  XV.P.15-XV.P.17 and XV.P.36-XV.P.38.) It 
is left to policy-tnakcrs, staff, interested citizens, 
ant1 lllc tlcvcloper, in l l ~ e  course of dev i s i~~g  a plan 
atlcl oegotiatit~g a developme~lt agreement for 
in~pletncntation of that plan, to decide on the 
tertlls for the Project Area jobs/housing balmce. 

Clarification Regarding Ihe Ability of 
Mission Bay Housing to Accommodate the 

Project Area Workforce 

In the process of pointing out that there will be 
workers in t l~e  Project Area who could not afford 
new housing in Mission Bay, two of the 
con~me~rters itlcorrectly sutnmarize idonnation 
froln the EIR. It is not correct tllat orlly "flbout 
28% of tile workl'orce will be able to afTord any 
ol' ttte housing in Missiot~ Bay." Sitnilarly, i t  is 
11ot accurate to state tl~at t l~e  EIR indicates that 
"two-thirds, at least, [ ~ ~ n t i ]  possibly as irlatly as 
three-cluarters of all the new etnployees in 
Missioci Bay will he unable to afford e single 
housing unit ill Mission Bay." 

Correct irrtcrprctation of the irrformation in the 
EIR wo~tld be that, under Altern;ttiveA, about 
40% of the housel~olds with Project Area workers 
expected to ~cs ide  in San Rancisco would have 
ir~coines high enough to pay the prices assumed 
for new I~ousing in Mission Bay. About 60% 
would  rot be able to afford the new housing. The 
percentages would be only slightly different for 
Alternative B: about 38% would he able to afford 
new housing in Mission Bay and about 62% 

wo~rld not. These estimates are based on housirlg 
price assu~npt io~~s  for the Alternatives (see 
Volume Two, p. VI.C.70) and generalized 
assomptions about household incomes and the 
ability to pay for housing based on that income 
(see pp. VI.C.69-VI.C.70 of Volume Two and 
pp. XIV.C.34-XIV.C.37 of Volume Tluee). 

Compared to the Alternatives, Vnrimt 12 
(Development Agreement Applici~tion) changes 
l l ~ e  nssutnptions about the prices and rents of 
affordable housing in Mission Bay, resulting in a 
broader range of prices and rents for new housing 
in the Project Area (see XV.P. Alternatives and 
Variants, pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46 of this volume). 
Under those assumptions, about 65% of the 
households with Project Area worke~s expected 
to reside in San Francisco would be able to afford 
new housing in Mission Bay. About 35% would 
not. 

The EIR points out on p. VI.C.69 of Volume Two 
that it is not expected that the housing prices that 
could be sopported by household incomes of 
Projccl Area workers would n ~ a t c l ~  the housing 
prices of new ur~its built in the Project Area. That 
is hecause it is not possible to provide new 
housing in Sztn Fr,ancisco for all income groups 
without large subsidies. T l ~ e  difficulties of 
producing new housitig at affordable priceslrents 
for a large segment of the population are not 
unique to S m  Francisco or Mission Bay; they 
exist tllroughvut the region .and natior~. 

Tlte Final EIR sltould exparid its discussiori o f  
housing affordability to indicate the shor-tfall in 
San Fr-artcisco and Bay Ar-ea courrries currerrtly 
arrd irt the gear 2000. 

Tlte Mission Bay EIR pairits a bleak picture of 
housing affor(lability, but the real picture is 
frobably ever? bleaker. The September 1988 Bay 
Area Council "Housing arid De~'elopriienr Rel~ort" 
iridicates s~ibsraritial e,~isting shortfalls irt 
affordable housing in Sari Francisco arid 
tliroughout the Bay Area. . . . [ I t ]  shon'[.s] an 
over 7,000 unit shortfall irr Sari Francisco arid 
120,000 urlit shortfall iri the Bay Area by 1990. 
Tlte report indicates that rio couriries are b~rildirrg 
affordable housirig to sufficiently ncconirrrndate 
new eniployees in the lower income ranges. 

The Mission Bay EIR presltnies that sorile c$ the 
afirdability prol~leni will be met 6y other 
jurisdictions. The Bay Area Co~rncil comes to the 
ol~i~osite conclusiorr. Sirice the Missiort Bay EIR 
ulas written before this Bay Area Co~cricil report, 
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tire firrul Ell? slrould commrerrt oil its accuracy arrcl 
irrclrrde a sectior! 1.1~1riclt e.v~~licitly addresses 
ii~lrerher Son Fraricisco or- any other- cities ,vill be 
crblc ro itclp nleer tlte sliorrfall iri yfordable 
Itorrsirrg. I f  rro cities or courrties can, the EIR 
slrorrld be trrodified to esl,luirt rlze social aftd 
ecorrofitic ilrtpacrs of irrsufficierit afforclable 
Iio~rsirig. (Alan Raznick, Sari Frariciscaris ,for 
Rec~so~iuhle Gro\i'tlr) 

T l ~ e  cornrnenter asks for further discussion and 
quantificatiort of the shortfall of affordable 
liousing in Sail Francisco and other Bay Area 
cou~tties. However, it is not necessary to quantify 
a shortfall to demonstrate that severe problems 
exist. Moreover, the shortfall calculations 
prepz~red by the Bzly Area Council (as well as the 
shortfalls identified as housing needs by ABAG) 
are determined according to goals for housing 
tnarket corrditior~s. For policy discussion, for 
Itigl~lighti~~g where public and private sector 
efforts are needed, and how policies could be 
changed, that approach makes sense. The EIR 
analysis, on the other hand, is not based on goals. 
The EIR col~sitleration of hous i~~g  tilarkel impacts 
begins with evaluation of conditions that actually 
exist under current policies and assumptions 
about the likely persistence of those contlilions 
(and their nssociated probletns). The EIR can 
then present conclusions about the difference the 
Alternatives might make for those future 
conditions. (See also the Response on 
pp. XV.C.4-XV.C.5 that ciiscrrsses differences 
between the EIR analysis arid ;I citywide housing 
neetls analysis.) 

The commenter asks about the accuracy of the 
Septernber 1988 Bay Area Council .H~sin&_ar?fl 
Qex&&r_l1eiit Report. The Council report is 
ziccurate attct consistent with the Mission Bay EIR 
analysis, tltough each evaluates and describes 
housing market conditions in its own manner, 
;tccording to its own purpose. By compiling data 
and reporting on public and private sector 
weaknesses and strengths with regard to 
residential development, the Bay Area Council 
does a good job of drawing attention to the 
severity of the region's housing affordability 
problem. (The commenter is referred to the 
Council's revised analysis of Bay Area Housing 
Protluction, 1980-1990, in the Housing- 
Dev_eloytr~e~it Report, March 1989, Volurne 2, 
Nu111ber 3.) 

Ttte corninenter has misinterpreted the Bay Area 
C:ourtcil table presented in tbe September 1988 
issuc or the Ho(l. sjr~g ~,m?... g D ~ v . e ~ o p ~ n e . o l . . R ~ t .  
Wllile t l~e  picture described by the Bay Area 
Cottt~cil and the Mission Bay EIR may be 

troubling, it is not as "bleak" as the commenter 
has implied from his reading of the table, 
particularly with regard to San Fr;tncisco's 
affordable housing production. The titble 
compares low-income housing produced to 
ABAG estimates of 1980-1990 low-income 
housing need for each Bay Area county. The 
middle column of the table shows the ABAG 
estimate of 7,100 units needed in Sari Francisco 
and 120,000 units needed in the entire 
nine-county region. The first column of the table 
shows the affordable units built through 1988: 
4,300 units in San Francisco ;and 19,000 units in 
the entire region. For San Francisco, the 
"shortfall" is the difference between 7,100 units 
needed and 4,300 units produced, or 2,800 units. 
The last column of the table shows, in percentage 
terms for colnpnrison among counties, how much 
of each county's need is unmet. According to 
this measure, San Francisco does substantially 
better in meeting its need than do m y  of the other 
Bay Area cotmties. In San Francisco, the 
shortfall is 40% of the estimated need, while the 
shortfall in the other counties is more, ranging 
from 66% to 98%. For the region overall, the 
shortfall is 81% of the estimated need. 

The future context for housing production and the 
future housing market scenario presented in the 
Mission Bay EIR describe the social and 
economic implications of a continued shortfall in 
affordable housing production. In the future, 
more of the labor force to support job growth in 
the region will come from communities where 
housing is relatively more affordable outside the 
nine Bay Area counties. Housing choices will 
remain limited. Some households will continue 
to need two or more workers to support housing 
costs. There will continue to be gentrification 
pressures on the older housing stock, and the 
housing needs of low-income households will 
cortti~iue to be the most difficult to satisfy. (See 
Vollurie Two, pp. VI.C.37-VI.C.38, VI.C.51- 
VI.C.53, and VI.C.81-VLC.84.) Altemntively, 
employment and economic activity wilI not grow 
at the rates expected since the labor force needed 
to support that growth cannot find affordable 
housing in the region. 

Recogriizirlg tltat we are a region of 
ifirercortrrected jur.isdictiu~ts, ir is irnporturit that 
s~rbsrcmtial projects such as Mission Bay be 
arralyzed in a larger context than Sun Francisco 
alorie. ABAG's latest analysis of labor force 
gron~th iri tlie region irrdicates that future supplies 
of labor bviN liar be as a~~ailable if7 cuniniurriries 
outside of Sart Francisco. Since San Francisco 
110s relied heai~ily on a non-residerit labor force 
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I ecorio~t~ic cxl,ansiorr, it is inrl)ortarit that 
Missiort Bay he corisider-cd in the conte,~t oj' 
[~rovidirrg substarttial iru~rrber.~ of lro~isirtg urrits to 
srtstcrirr eco17orttic gro~ l~ th  of So/? Frtrncisco. We 
reiw,yiiize the ],ri~~crre 1eeIc11ncr t  constrair~ts 
11~itl1 ws11ect to the r n i ~  of jobs and housing, hut 
helie~je a nm,~iirrrtrn lei~el of horrsirrg sl~ould be 
~riil~liasized ,fur' the projecr. We no lortger see 
housirtg pr.odriction as siniply a rteed c;f  an 
c.tl~crnclir~g ec~orrortiy. Rather we see it us e,sseritial 
to rritiirrtui~iirrg tire ecoriorriic 18itality o f  the Bay 
Arecr arrd ~~rviririzi~rg up~)o'niriities for its 
r.esi(lcitts. Holisirrg hriilt close to it70i;l- ~vill  rlot 
orrly ]roi:ide tire crirical lobor sul)ply for furtlter 
,qr(~tt,t/r, it !tzil/ /)artifi/lj~ ~nitigatc the wor-seriiri,y 
arrd rrririrarrageal~le deterior.atiorl nf tlre 1-egiorral 
I r i g l ~ , ~ q  rrerwork. . . . 

We tlririk, /!(Jbl!i'l~el', Pispry effcJI't s h o ~ l d  be t?lal/e to 
irro.eiise 111e qt~c~irtity qf 11011si1ig by cIiart,~i~ig the 
riris, riot derrsity, of jobs to housiirg irl the project. 
(Gar-JJ Bil~ger, Associatioii of Bay Area 
Go~~errrrnerlt~~) 

011 y. Vl.C.93 of Volume Two, the Mission Bay 
EIR states: "In the large Mission Bay Project 
Area, there is the potential for adding to the 
City's l~ousir~g supply so that S;III Fr;lr~cisco could 
house more of  ils ow11 enlployalent growth tllarl 
otl~crwise." Of the Alternatives atkalyzetl in the 
EIK, Alternalives A and B adtlress this objective: 
Allern:~tive N does not. 

Mission Bay was analyzed in the context of 
foture regional growth and developmet~t patterns. 
As stated in the Future Cotltext section of V1.C. 
Housing and Population, employment growth 
tl~roughout !he region and growth of' employed 
poplllatior~ occupyirrg the region's housing were 
considered it1 the EIR analyses in terms or: 
I )  how the forecasts of etnployment compare to 
the forec;lsts of e~nployetl popul;~tion, nntl 2) how 
eniploymel~t and employed population are 
distributed ti~souglront the region. (See Volun~e 
Two, p. VI.C.52.) 

' I ' e  EIR explai~ls t l ~ : ~ l  future econon~ic growtli 
will be ;~fTecled by growtli of' the labor force. The 
luture growth scetlarios reflect the expectation 
that the labor force will grow tnorc slowly in the 
lulure that1 in the p;~st, contributing to slower 
ecotiornic growlh at trational, regional, ;und local 
levels. (See Volutne Two, V1.B. Land Use, 
Business Activity, and Employment, p. VI.B.52 
and p. VI.B.78; and V1.C. Housing and 
Population, p. VI.C.46.) 

The EIR also describes Row the region is 
expected to expand over time as an economic 
unit. (See Volunie Two, pp. VI.C.51-VI.C.53.) 
Although Srtn Francisco is expected to retztin its 
position as n central city, employtnent centers in 
other parts of the Bay Asea will experience rapid 
growth. More people working in the Bay Area 
will choose lo live in the relatively tnore 
affordable housing built in outlying Bay Region 
comnrunities z~tld in communities beyond the 
geographic boundaries of the nine Bay Area 
counties. 

In terms of commute patterns, suburban 
e~nploylnent centers will altract most of their 
workforce from nearby suburbs and outlyirig 
residential communities. By contrast, San 
Francisco will draw more heavily on its own 
population :tnd those people living in closer-in 
suburbs served by BART ruld in the older 
communities ringing the Bay. Because of the 
relatively higher rate of employmer~t growth and 
job opportunities expected in Bay Area business 
centers outside Sari Francisco compared lo the 
growth rate expected for the City, the percentage 
of the region's employed residents working in 
San Francisco is expected to decline over time. 

W e  generally fai~or ntixed-use, irifill clei~elopment 
projei:ts, l ~ r o ~ ~ i d e d  they do  not lead to congestion, 
because such projects can reduce depertdence orr 
the auton~obile. W e  also failor de~~elo])ntertt at 
locatiorts arid derrsities that support trartsir use 
In these respects, the prolposed Mission Roy 
~troject  is consistent with l?olicics irr the Bay Area 
Air Quality Plart. As  rioted irr the DEIR, howei~er., 
Mission Ray is inconsistent with the Air Quality 
Plan in that developntent proposed for the project 
areel is much more iritensiile illan was assumed irr 
ABAG growth prc~jections. This is a problem 
r n a r i l y  ~ ~ i t h  respect t o  eniploymerrt 
projections. Resideritial gronjtlz irr excess of 
ABAG ~~rojec t ions  actually ntay be desirable iri 
this case, since it would result in additional units 
of rnrich-needed housirig in Sarr Fraricisco. 
ABAG's Pr:~&:tti.at_s..Z emphasizes the need for 
addiriorial housing - beyond projecterl growth - irt 
Sari Francisco to nieet projected denrartd. 

With r-espect to traffic and air qualit)>, we believe 
that Alternatii~e B is preferable to Alter/iatii~es A 
arid N. Alternati~le B would resrilr in the nrost 
rtew housing, the most affordable housing, and 
the least entpluyntent growth of arty uf the 
alteriiatii~es, and would thus have tlre rriosr 
favorable impact on the jobslhousing balattce. 
Maintairling a balance between jobs and housing 
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is ci.r~cial to miriirrrizing 11mg-rlistaiice 
coninrorirr,y. (Miltoit Fcldsteiri, Buy Area Air 
Qrrality Maiiageiiierrt District) 

The commerlter is referred to Volume Two, V1.C. 
Housing and Popolation, pp. VI.C.92-VI.C.94, 
;inti VI.0. Growth I~iducernent, pp. VI.0.5- 
V1.0.6, for comparison of the Alternatives with 
respect to the &ttribuf.im of employment and 
population in the region. While Alternative B 
would result in rekitively less S a ~ i  Fra~icisco 
eniployn~ent contribuling to housirig demarrd or 
population growth elsewhere in the region, the 
overall regional scenario with Alternative B 
would show relatively more employment growth 
with associated hoirsir~g demand and public 
service and infmstructure requirements dispersed 
to other locatior~s iti the region, compared to the 
regiorial scenarios for the other Alternatives. 

I f   pro/^ M ~ ~ ' o r k s ,  tlie job traiiting, and Son 
F~.ariciscaii reside~tts get jobs at Missioir Bay, 
tlrey ic'ill also watrr tr1 i i i o  their living 
corrditio~is. 

So, what nmill hal~l>eii? Mfhere t11ill tlie extra 
10,000 to 12,000 tvorkers ,firrd housing? First, 
t l~ey  will bid up every a1)artiiterrt rent in San 
Frarrcisco. Tlie EIR should tell 14s how rnuclz 
pressure on rents in Sari Francisco n)ill be 
~)rod~cced 11y Missioit Bay -- rents t l~u t  tvill have 
to be paid by people who iiever ellen go near 
Missioit Bay. 

The EIR shorrld tell 11s how ntocl? tlie cost o f  lionle 
ot~~iiei.ship t18ill be iiicrea.sed irr San Francisco. 
Wliat ~t,ill Missiori Bay's l?ousiiig deficit cost the 
1-cst of Sort Frarrcisco nioirtlr after rtronth, yeor 
after year? It niigltt be iirterestiiig if it eqimlled 
the $76 itiillioii that tlze de~~e lo l~e i -  is goirig to 
~ n i r ! .  Arid the EIR slrould tell us what i f ' s  goiirg 
to cost Suit F'rarrciscarts. 

Tlte lto~tsirig deiiiorid created by Alrernati~~e A ulill 
,follo~t] the trciditiurtul Sari Francisco pattcrii -- 
disl~lacenrertt. Like ail elaborate game of fullittg 
doiitirroes, fil.sr tlte 1)rcssur.e on tlre close-in 
iteigl~Dorl~oo~ls of the Missioit and Powero Hill, 
disploc~iirg l i e  incollie r.eriters arid elderly 
11oiireowiie1.s in a sort of bidding war. T l ~ e y  in 
t u~ i t   ill push out othe7-s ,further d o ~ v ~ i  the 
ecortoiiiic ladder rrritil pretty soon, and not too,far 
,froin Missiori B a y  e l  will be ltonieless 
hecause of decisiorts niade in rliis rooni. 

Tlre EIR should tell us how rtrony nioves to 
snrallcr. quarters nail1 be caused by Missior! Bay, 
/row muclt doublirig up of fantilies n'ill be caused, 
how nmn;y illegal ur~its nil1 be required, how 
nioriy 11eo11le will move froin iizdel~ertdeitt lii~ing to 
dc/~endiiig on social serl~ices and ultimately, at 
tlie end of this lortg Iirte ofdontiiioes, lzotv niaity 
people will be forced out of the l iousi~~g market 
iriro camp grounds in state parks or l i ~ ~ i n g  in 
automobile,s at Ocean Beach. 

It'.s not dontirroes. We are talking ahotrt peol~le, 
nitd tlte EIR sltould address rltese people arfd the 
subsidy they n~ill  pay to make Missiort Bay o 
highly profitable o f ice  developnzeirt. (Ira 
Kurlaitder, San Francisco Tontorrow) 

There are several answers to the commenter's 
request for iriformation quantifying how much 
housing prices and rents in the City will increase, 
how much more San Franciscans will have to 
pay, and how housing conditions will change for 
San Francisco residents, since not all of the 
workforce in Mission Bey would be 
accommodated in Project Area housing. 
Preceding Responses have addressed the question 
of the jobshousing balance for the Project Area 
and the determination of where workers are likely 
to live (see pp. XV.C.5-XV.C.8 and 
p. XV.C.20). Given San Francisco's role as the 
center city of the region, current zoning, the 
existing density of development, and the City's 
relatively limited land stipply, it is I I O ~  reasonable 
to expect that rill workers could or would clioose 
to live in the City. Nevertheless, because housing 
developn~ent in the City is limited relative to 
demand, there are housing market impacts of 
continued job growth. The types of itnpricts nre 
described in the EIR. It is not possible to provitle 
with any degree of accuracy the level of 
quantitative analysis requested by the commenter 
(e.g., increases in housing rents/prices). More 
i~nportantly, numbers are not the appropriate 
measure here, especially since many factors 
besides Mission Bay and cumulative employment 
growth (e.g., interest rates, tax policies, zoning 
policy, other denland factors) will hive more 
ir~fluence on the housing market indicators cited 
by the commenter. The appropriate and more 
meaningful perspective for intelpretirlg the EIR is 
the c ~ g m i s ~  of Mission Bay Alternatives. 
Using housing market criteria only, it is possible 
to choose one Alternative over anothe:. based on 
the EIR's qualitative assessment of whether 
conditions would be better or worse. 
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The conclosions from the comparison of the EIR 
Alternatives are in Volume Two on pp. VI.C.84- 
VI.C.86. Tlle assu~nplions underlying the 
a,ssessmetrt of effects on the housing market are 
identified or1 pp. VI.C.37-VI.C.38. The 
descriptiori of expected future housing market 
conditions is on pp. VI.C.81-VI.C.84. 

The same logic underlies the response to the 
cotnmenter's conclusio~i thul development of 
Mission Bay would be directly responsible for 
gentrification in nearby residential 
treighborhoods. On the contrary, the ELR states 
on p. VI.C.85 of Volume Two: "Housing in 
Mission Bay would relieve some of the demand 
pressures that lead to gentrification in existing 
neighborhoods and the associated implicatiorrs for 
long-time residents of those t~eighborhoods." 

Gentrification, to some extent attributable to 
preferences for older housing stock in established 
neighborhoods, is also partly a result of the 
limited new affordable housing supply relative to 
dematld. Land economics, construction costs, 
development costs, City policy regarding new 
residential development, demographic trends, and 
a healthy economy supporting demand for 
housing all bear sotrle of the responsibility for 
genlrification in San Francisco. 

The discussion of nearby residential 
neighborhoods in the EIR (see Volume Two, 
pp. VI.C.86-VI.C.92) points out the offsetting 
impacts that make definite predictions about the 
effects of Missior! Bay on nearby neighborhoods 
dilficult. For ex;ttnple, on the one hand, additions 
ol the City's l10118itlg s ~ p p l y  with Mission Bay 
Alternatives A and B could relieve demand 
pressures leading to gentrification in nearby 
residential areas. On the other hand, the 
upgrading of that sector of the City represetrted 
by new Mission Bay development and the 
neighborhood amenities provided in Mission Bay 
could increase the appeal of older neighborhoods 
nearby. 

Orie of the problenzs Itere is that they haile done a 
grear job dealing with the transpnrtatiort 
relatiorishil~. . . . [Bjut they have never really 
cortsidered what ivill ital~pen to housing prices if 
the EIR arrd if this plan goes through, and the 
future goes through, as they project it. I think 
they should hal~e dofie soriietlririg about that. It's 
h a d  to dc~, but they should have done it. . . . 

The Mission Bay Draft EIR ltas serious 
deficiertcies irr the way it predicts the future 
relationshilr betweer~ housing and jobs. . . . 

Cltart 11.36 in Vol. I ,  [p.]11.55 orr traffic 
congestion shows that even with greater use of 
transit and ride sharing, periods of delay will 
double or triple on each route in each direction. 
In other words more people can expect to spend 
ntore time per working day commuting. The EIR 
is deficient in that it does not make any predicrioit 
of the frrture cost of housing if their predictions 
come true. If an increase in hours spent 
commuting is  relevant to the development c$ a 
large project, and it is, then an increase in hours 
spent to pay the rent is just as releilant. Will the 
cost of housing (represented as  hours of work) 
increase from three hours per typical working 
day to six hours? The EIR should include a cost 
of ltousirig chart similar to the one on traflc 
congestiort, which should show the nuntber of 
ltours per day that low, middle, and upper income 
people work per work day to pay for housing at 
pr-esent, and how many hours of work are 
predicted for the year 2000 and 2020. The 
Technical Analysis and Appendix should irtclude 
sections to explain how the predictions were 
arrived at. (Howard Strassner, Coalitio~r for San 
Francisco Neighborlioods) 

The Mission Bay EIR is not deficient in 
describing and analyzing the future relationship 
between jobs and housing and resultant housing 
market conditions. The Setting, Future Context 
and Impact discussions in V1.C. Housing and 
Population, in Volume Two, set forth the 
underlying trends and describe the effects of 
Mission Bay and other cumulative growth on the 
expected future housing market scenario. The 
commenter is referred to the following pages in 
Volume Two: 

- Pages VI.C.l-VI.C.6, supplemented by 
pp. XIV.C.1-XIV.C.2 of Volume Three, 
discuss existing housing market conditions in 
San Francisco and the Bay Asea region, 
highlighting the regionwide problem of 
housing affordability. This description of the 
many factors influencing the housing market 
and housing costs is important background 
for the subsequent presentation of the 
expected future housing market scenario. 

- Page VLC.38 (top) identifies the underlying 
assumptions as to housing market variables 
beyorid local influence that will contribute to 
future housing market conditions in San 
Francisco and the rest of the region. The text 
also introduces the perspective of the 
subsequent impact analysis. 
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- Pages VLC.81-VI.C.86 describe the 
implications of cumulative growth for San 
Fraticisco's future housing market scenario. 
The Mission Bay Alternatives were analyzed 
within that context and their different effects 
are compared here. 

- Pages VI.C.92-VI.C.97 describe the 
implications for the regional housing market 
of Mission Bay development and the 
ciunulative growth of which it would be part. 

The pages noted above present: 1) current and 
expected future housing market conditions in San 
Francisco and the region, 2) the reasons for those 
conditions, 3) what those conditions mean for 
households, and 4) the role of Mission Bay 
developmerit and San Francisco job growth in the 
future housing market. 

The Mission Bay EIR does not quantify future 
housing costs. As described in the EIR, there are 
many other factors (interest rates, tax policies, the 
availability of government subsidies, etc.) besides 
the relationship between housing and job growth 
that will determine future housing costs. 
Developing a quantitative model that predicted all 
the relevant factors with a reasonable degree of 
accuracy is beyond the scope of an E R .  More 
importantly, those quantitative data are not 
needed to evaluate and compare the Alternatives 
or to analyze cumulative growth - the subjects of 
the Mission Bay EIR. The relevant quantitative 
analysis and forecasting have been done. The 
numbers that describe the expected future 
scenarios for housing, population, employed 
residents, jobs, and where people live and work 
are presented in extensive tables throughout V1.C. 
Housing and Population, in Volume Two, and 
Appendix C, in Volume Three. These numbers 
illustrate the jobshousing relationship that affects 
the housing market as described qualitatively in 
the text. 

Tliinkitig about producing a comparable exercise 
for transportation analysis to what the commenter 
requests for housing highlights the difficulty of 
providing that kind of illustration. To quantify 
increases in the GQ& of commuting associated 
with job growth and increased congestion 
(instead of quantifying the costs of housing) 
would require assumptions about future gasoline 
prices, future transit fares, future automobile 
prices and technology, future bridge tolls, and 
other possible exactions. The answer derived 
from such predictions would say more about 
lliose other factors than it would about the 
implications of job growth for commuting costs. 

NOTES - Housing and Popnlatioa 

/I/ The Mission Bav Plan. Proposal for Citizen 
Review, p. 5-15. 

121 Concerns have been raised about the specifics 4 

of the calculations, in particular the 
worker-per-household variable. The 
jobshousing analysis in Table XV.C. l a as 
well as that presented in the EIR has been 
carried out using a worker-per-household 
variable based on data from surveys of San 
Francisco employees, conducted specifically 
for use in these EIR analyses. That 
survey-based variable differs from the one 
used by ABAG, which is based on the 1980 
census. The use of the survey-based variable 
in the E R  analysis is considered to be inore 
appropriate than the census-based variable 
because it reflects specifically the pattern of 
San Francisco employees residing in Sen 
Francisco, which is directly applicable to 
analyzing the linkage between jobs and 
housing in San Francisco. The census-based 
variable is not as precise for purposes of a 
jobshousing analysis because it reflects the 
worker-per-household characteristic for all 
hoilsing in San Francisco, whether or not the 
housing is occupied by workers. The 
accuracy of analyzing housing needs of a 
particular population sub-group (in this case, 
new San Francisco employees) is influenced 
by the consistency of the factors used in the 
analysis. It is for this reason that the EIR 
analyses use the survey-based 
workers-per-household variable. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
HOUSING AND POPULATION 

The following revisions are made to the Housing 4 

and Population subchapters in Volumes One and 
Two and to Appendix C in Volume Three of the 
Mission Bay Draft EIR. 

Volume One - Chapter 11. Highlights & o 

.Coprlusions (Housing & Population) 

The first sentence of the second paragraph at the 0 

top of the left-hand column on p. 11.33 is revised 
and a new sentence is added after it, as follows: 

- Nternativas A and B include ;j substantially o 
greater number of housing than required 
by the current Office AffordabIe Housing 
Production Program (OAHPP). However. the 
affordable housine that would be devel- 
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in ihe Proiect w not satisfy the 

o r d m e  revisjgm&~ted in April. 1 m .  - - 

V l b ! m m - u L -  
opulation 

a On p. VI.C.70, the paragraph following 
"Alternative A," which continues on p. VI.C.74, 
is revised, as follows: 

0 - For office development in ALtenaative A, the 
City's OANPIP would require either payment 
of an in-lien fee of $BAmillion for 
prodtrcti~n 01 h ~ i n g  or con~mt ion  of 
1,583 housing uaits, 981 to be affordable to 
households of moderate or lower income. 
The nmnber of housing nnits to be built in the 
Project Area under ALtemativeA (7,700) 
would largar than the City's OAHFP 
housing consbruction r e e n t  
. w 8 3  units). However. VJ&Z the eeneral 
& E i ! X ~ . @ . s m ~ - f 5 & ~ . ~ & - m  
14.c&mU-?h_e afxordable housing ta 
be deveI@ in the Proiect Area would- 
.mti@ the revim-_QME'P a&xdabiJi?y 
~ ~ t s ~ M ~ h . . . . ~ U & - t b _ e  
1990 rq!GJxm~.~._1_2_2Z~eunits -- 
must be ownership units at Pmbase mices 
Ihat. on avemge,..w aEordab1e to howholds 
P.f..-mea~mauails at rent9 
that. on av- @ordab . . le to houaeblds 
;it 60% af medm lac& 

~ ~ u m D 0  
=- 

' o n ~  for the affordable mnts to 
he built inn Miss' ion Bay indicate that the 
!mmphase &es would be affordable to 
houwho1ds around 120% of med~an ' inc om e 
and, thus. would nor be low enou* to ma 
k b i : O O A H W ~ .  

In Table VI.C.17, on p. VLC.71, the numbers for 
"Payment Required (millions) /c/," under 
"Compliance Through Payment of In-Lieu Fee," 
are changed irr the columns "Alternative A," 
"Alterriative B" and Alternative N." 111 the 
Alternative A" column, this number is changed to: 

In the "Alternative B" column, it is changed to: 

The entry in this table under "Number of Uriits c 
Required Id/" is revised to state: 

Units to Be Affordable to Households of e 
Mod~ate  or Lows Income /el . 

The note on this tahle is revised to state: 

- NOTI? 'I& Office Atfordable Housing e 
Production Program (OAHPP) was 
established by oxdinaace of the City and 
County of San Francisco (Ordioance #358-85, 
effective July 19, 1985). m e  Pr~eram was 
amended in A p r i l l m  ( Ordimmce 
#_X_OS~&6/ As amen OAHPP 
z q b e n t s  apply to oflic?develcpnent 
pmjects in San Francisco proposing the net 
addition of 25JK@ or more gross square feet 
of office space. 

The second sentence of note /a/ on this table is 
arner~detl to state: 

- If some or alt of tbat space was demolished 0 

for an 6 c e  deve1op~nent project and/or was 
credited against new space develtoped, the net 
addition of of&e space in the Projecc Area 
would be less than shown and OAIWP 
r q b e n t s  would be less (a credit of 
32,000 y a r e  feet would reduce the 
requkments by 12 units or $=O). 

In the "Alternative N" coliunn, it is changed to: 
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* The second sentence of note /b/ on this table is 
revised to state: 

* - Office development of sguare feet or 
more would be subject to OAHPP 
requirements. 

Note /c/ on Table VI.C.17 is also changed, as 
follows: 

* - lcl The fee in lieu of developing housing was 
%A4 per net additional gross square fwt  of 
office space as 01 April 30.19PQ. 

The text of note /el on Table VI.C.17 is deleted 
and replaced with the following: 

/el According to the OAHPF' amendment of 
April 1990,6246 of the housing units required 
to be conshucted must be affordable to 
qualifying households continuously for 
50years. For owned units, "affordable to 
qualifying households" means that che 
purchase prices must, on average, be 
affordable to households of median income 
and cannot exceed prices affordable to 
households at 120% of median income. For 
rental units, "afFordable to qualifying 
households" means chat rents must, on 
average, be affordable to households at 60% 
of median income and canaot exceed rents 
a£Tordable to households at 80% of median 
income. For owned units, qualirying 
ho~ilseholds are W e  with incomes at or 
below 120% of median income (moderate or 
tower income households). For rental units, 
qualifying households are those with incomes 
at or below 80% of median income (Iowa 
income households). 

The last part of the sentence in note /f/ in this 
table is deleted. As revised, this sentence states: 

- Housing at these prices would be affadable 
to households with middle or moderate 
incomes. 

011 p. VI.C.75, the paragraph after 
"Alternative B" is revised to stitte: 

- For ofice development in Alternative B, the 
City's OAFWP would require either payment 
of an in-lieu fee of $&44million or 
conshuction of 386 housing units, 239 to be 
affordable to households of moderate or 
lower income. The number of housing units 
to be built in the Project Area unda 
Altemative B (10,000) would more than 
satisfy thc City's .OEP housing 
construction requirement (386 units). 
Iiowevfl,~ u l a d ~ e  ge.neral.......... mmic_e 

assumptiom for affmdabk units_.fiom the 
m e m a *  2S-k 
develapul in-the Pruiect Area w o u l d m  
satisfy the revised OAHPP affordabilily 
reuuirements adopted in 1990. Under the 
1990 mq&ments- 239 or 2.4% of .thea 
-&..be ownership units at p h a s e  mices 

on a v e w l e  to bwhol& 
of median income and/or rental units at rents 
that. on averagG are affmdable to households 
&@I% of medim incomeJ32/ Although the 
number of affordable units rapired unda 
OAHPP mresents a small share . . of the 
X Q ! . - m e  lmats as AkrmiyeB. the 
general mice asauqions for the new 
housing (the lower o& prices would be 
i&hrdable to households arouod 120% of 
median income) would not be low e m &  to 
m e e t  the 1990 OAHPP affmdability 
r2qBmYnents. 

The last sentence on p. VLC.76, which continues 
on p. VI.C.77, is  revised to state: 

For office development in Alternative N, the 
City's OAHPP would require either payment 
of an in-lieu fee of S ~ m i U i o n  for 
production of hcusing or construction of 579 
housing units, 359 to be affordable to 
households of moderate or low@ 
income.&2,33/ 

In Table VI.C.20, on p. VI.C.78, the numbers for 
"Payment Required (Millions) /e/," under 
"Compliance Through Payment of In-Lieu Fee," 
are changed in the columns "Alternative A," 
"Alternative B" and "Alternative N." In the 
"Altelnative A" column, this number is changed 
to: 

In the "Alternative B" column, it is changed to: 

In the "Alternative N" column, it is changed to: 

The entry in this table under "Number of Units 
Required / d r  is revised to state: 

- Units to Be Affordable to Households of 
Moderate or Lower Jncome /el 

The note on this table is revised to state: 

- NOTE: The Office Affordable Housing 
Production Program (OAZIPP) was 
established by ordinance of the City and 
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Couaty of San Francisco (Ordinance #358-85, 
effective July 19, 1985). IkA!x~g@u_waa 
mended iQ_ __ _AQril. 1990 
(Ordinance #105-9Ql.1261 As amended, the 
OAHPP requirements apply to office 
development projects in San Francisco 
proposing the net addition of 25900 or more 
gross squaw feet of office space. 

Note /c/ on this table is amended to state: 

- /c/ The fee in lieu of developing housing was 
per net additional gross square foot of 

o86ce space as of Bpail3Q. W. 

The text of note /e/ on Table Vl.C.20 is deleted 
and replaced with the following: 

- /e/ According to the OAHPP amendment of 
April 1990.62% of the housing units required 
to be constructed must be affordable to 
qualifying homeholds continuously for 
50 years. For owned units, "affordable to 
q u a l i n g  households" means that the 
p h a s e  prices must, on average, be 
affordable to households of median income 
and cannot exceed prices affordable to 
households at 120% of median income. For 
rental units, "affordable to w i g  
households" means that rents must, on 
average, be aff&le to households at 60% 
of median income and cannot exceed rents 
affordable to households at 80% of median 
income. For owned units, quaLifymg 
households are those with incomes at or 
below 120% of median income (moderate or 
lower income hoaseholds). For rental units, 
qualiiyiag households are Ihose with incomes 
at or below 80% of median income (Iowa 
income households). 

The last part of the last sentence in note /f/ in this 
table is deleted. As revised, this sentence states: 

Housing at those prices would be affordable 
to households with middle or moderate 
incomes. 

The second paragraph under "Alternative B" on 
p. VI.C.80 is revised to state: 

. The rate of housing c ~ b n r c t i o n  would more 
than keep pace with the number of units 
respired for Project Area office developmeat 
unda the OAHPP. The OAHPP requirement 
for affordable housing would remesent--1 
9-%9f. . . ~ 0 ~ . 4 ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ b u i l t _ b y 1 ~  
.diffm~a~.b.Lw.~k~s.~i)g,mrmp~.mfm 
newhors~~Miss.ii9p.Bav~dlheL990 

QAHPP .atfo&!%ity .requi~meu!g. .desc_ri.bd 
Cor..full. . d . w e l ~ n I  Csee above) also would 

The following is added to the end of note 1261 on 
p. VI.C.102: 

Section 313 was amended in April 1990 
(Ordinance #105-90) to, among other things, 
change the definition of affordable housing 
unit to constitute a unit fiordable to a 
hausehold of lower or moderate income; to 
moaify the affordability nquimnents for 
owned aad rental units; to reduce the size of 
the office development project to which the 
ordhmce applies from 50,000 square feet to 
25.000 square feet; and to extend the period 
of affordability of housing units built 
pursuant to the oniinance from 20 to 50 years. 

The text of note 1321 on p. VI.C.102 is deleted 
and replaced with the following: 

- /32/ The OAHPP affordab'ity requirements a 
adopted in 1990 (Ordinance#105-90) are the 
following. For owued units, purchase prices 
must, on average, be affordable to households 
of median income and cannot exceed prices 
affordable to households at 120% of median 
iocome. For rental units, rents must, on 
average, be affordable to households at 60% 
of median income and cannot exceed rents 
affordable ro households at 80% of median 
income. 

The second and third sentences of note 1331 on 
p. VI.C.103 are revised to state: 

- However, it is mcenain how much of the 
new M-2 Industrial space would be office and 
would be  square feet or more. 
(Pmjects under XtJMl s w e  feet are exempt 
from OAHPP requirements.) 

The first sentence in the second paragraph on 
p. XN.C.35 is revised in the following way. The 
word "all" in this sentence is underlined in the 
EIR for emphasis; the underline ber~eatli this 
word in the following change therefore docs not 
indicate a revision. 

- The household income dislributions are 
derived hm survey data for all households 
w& workers employed in the Downtown & 
Vicinity and living in the City, including 
those in new housing and those in older units. 
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Tlte disctissiort of 0l)crt Space, page VID.13. 
(orrd ,fi~llo~~ling pages], ontits absolutely critical 
irtforriicrtiori regar~ling the krlonw opert space 
clefiiertcies of surrouridirig areas, parricu1ar.l.y 
the Soutlr uf Market. The long-stondi~rg Upen 
Spa~.e Ad~gisory Contnzittee artalysis artd 
recorrrrtierrdcrtiorts of rltese needs i s  not 
de,scrihed. The South of Market is identified as 
, y ~ w r ~ r l l y  dqficicrrt, arid irr prrrtic.ular locks a 
l(1r.x(, O[I~?I I  ,sl~a~:e siiitu/~le ,for a />/ayirrg ,field, .s~rcll 
as soc,cer, baseball, etc., 1~er.y intl~ortarzt to irtrter 
city ;)'otith. Because Missiort Bay niay offer a 
(~nte~rtial site ~ ~ h i c l r  miplit rentecl)~ this need, the 
rtor~tlr~~~est cvrncr- at Se~~eritlt and Ton~rrsertd Sts., a 
thor-otrxlr disctissiort is pi~'itol for tliis DEIR. 
Tlrcre are also rrearby possible off-site locntiorts 
irt the Sotit11 of Market ,fur a playirig field n~hiclt 
couI(1 be lirtked to Missiorr Btry project 
de~~c l~~ j~r t t en t ,  arid [ser-se] its poloulatiort as M V ~ I  
as existirig rrcighhorltood ireeds, rrotably the large 
urtdei~eloped parcel ort AB 3751 at Nirttlt arid 
Brorrnarr Sts. The LIEIR shoultl assess srrch 
[~oteritial rteorby off-site locatiorrs, as their 
a~~ailability (or lack tl~ereof) ritight have a 
ntuterial inzl~act orr the firral lurid rise arid open 
s1)cic.e plan a l ~ l ~ r o ~ ~ e d f o r  Missiort Bay. . . . 

Tlte DEIl< briqfly discusses crirreitt idcnt(fied 
Soutlz of Marker o[mr space deficiencies irt this 
sectiorz, ratlrcr tltarr the Scttirtg sccrior~ 114er.e it 
sltotild be. It describes the general South of 
Market Plari rer~nntmend(itio~i ,for new ()/)en s l ~ t ~ c e  
facilities, huf  does riot rtote, as it rrtust to be 
acc~~ra te ,  that there a1.e rro current 
irrr~~lenretitatio,t plaris regardirtg de~~elopmerzt of 
such ol)en sl~crce, particularly a large playirtg 
,field. Hence the Mission Bay Ell< cannot 
presume such Soutl~ qf Market facilities nlill be 
de~~eloped.  The discussiorz suggests Missiorl 
Bay's o1)cri space t~~ou ld  be accessible arid tisefrtl 
,for South of Market needs. Hon~ever, no DEIR 
alternatii~e locates an "actise recreation" opeit 
sl~acc area of the mirtirnttrit 2 acre size ideritified 
irr the Al?l)eridi,~ as rrecessary f ~ r  baseballlsoccer 
tl.sc, rort l  uf Missiorr Creek n'itltirr rensorrcrble 
~l!trlkirtx distance of Soutli c~ Market residential 
ar.en.s, or e11ert ntore so, Teridcrloin rcsiflcr~tial 
crr-etrs. Nertce the DEIR's coriclusiorz of the utility 
of Missiort Bay o/.iert sl)crces for tltat rieed uf those 
crclj~rccrrt po~1~1atiort.s is tinvtfar-raitted. ,'?rcttially 
~~~r.ort,y, orrd nrisleoding, artd nitist be deleted. In 

,fact, r/lc opposite is true and should be stated 
clearly: riorie of the Mission Bay alternatii~es 
11rol1oses arty signjficartt relief to the krto~wt open 
sl~oce deficiencies ,firfor actil~e recreation needs of 
the South q f  MarketiTcnderloin population. This 
is a ntajor. failure of the Missiort Bay plan, arid a 
niajor ptiblic policy questiorl in the plart's 
approval process. . . . 

A ,fitrtlter rnirigatiort is needed for l~t.oject open 
space needs for active recreation (playirrg 
fields) . . . of at least 2 acres suitable for field 
sports could be acquired off-site by the City in tlte 
South cf Market area. . . . This coulrl Oe done 
~ ' ~ 1 1  before the year 2000. This n,ould betrefit the 
project fitrtlter by reducing the required open 
space land allocation sonte~vhut, permitting 
crllocation for other uses that reduces o~~ertrll 
project density. (John Elberling, SUII 
Frarlciscarts for Reasortable Gron'tlt) 

Response 

On p.VI.D.11 of Volume Two, the EIR 
acknowledges that the area within and 
surrou~iding the Mission Bay Project Area is 
poorly setved by open space and recreation 
facilities; on p. VI.D.70 of Volume Two, the EIK 
states that the Project Area as well as portions of 
the Nearby Areas, including the South of Market 
area cited by the commenter, we tlesignated 
"areas not served by public open space," and are 
recognized high-need areas. The types and 
locations of existing open sp;se within 1,500 feet 
of the Project Area are discussed in Volurne Two 
on p.VI.D.11 and pp.VI.D.13-VI.D.15, and 
shown in Figuse VI.D.3 on p. VI.D.12. 

The description of existing recreation and open 
spi~ce fircililies, and the identified deficiencies are 
not intended to be the basis for assessing open 
space requirements and needs outside of the 
Project Area: rather, they provide a context for 
the Mission Bay analysis. The EIR assessment is 
conservative and does not presume 
impletnentation of open space recommendations 
of the South of Market Pl'm or use of other sites 
outside the Project Area for new open space and 
recreational uses. 

The EIR states that Mission Bay open space 
could serve the South of Market and Showplace 
Square Nearby Areas and describes possible 
access between these open space areas arid the 
Nearby Areas (see Volume Two, pp. VI.D.70- 
VI.D.71, VI.D.73, VLD.75, VI.D.79, VI.D.81- 
VI.D.83, and VI.D.85). In Alten~;~tive A, this 
would include access to OS-1 and OS-3 (shown 
in Figitrc VI.D.6 on p. VI.D.62 of Volume Two), 
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which are designated active recreation areas. 
Ope11 space within Mission Bay would be wit11i11 
1,500 lee1 of aboitt 30% of the South of Market 
area. 

Alternative A identifies a one-acre area (0s-7) 
nor111 of the China Basin Cht~nnel (see 
Figure VI.D.6) and portions of a 10.8-acre area 
(OS-3) on the south side of the channel for active 
recreation. Much of OS-1 near China Basin 
Charu~el is also designated for active sports. 
Those areas are located in the northern portion of 
the Project Area and, consequently, are the open 
space arcas within Mission Bay that are the most 
:~cccssible to Sonth of Market. In Alternative B, 
the 7.3-acre open space (03-6) soutl~east of the 
China Basin Channel between Third and Fonrth 
Streets tl~at is itle~itified for active recreation 
would be accessible to the eastern portion of 
South of M:trkct (see Figure VI.D.7 on 
1). Vl.D.63 of Volume Two). 

Tlle EIR discossion of potential Project Area 
opcn space serving needs of Nearby Areas is 
b;lsctl only on the geographic proximity and 
;tccessibility of that open space lo residents or 
etrrptoyees in Nearby Areas. The EIR does not 
identify Mission Eay Project Area open space as 
potcr~tially serving residents of the Tenderloin 
area, as t l ~ z ~ t  North of Mnrket area is beyond the 
qitt~rter-mile radius for neighborlrood park service 
areas given in the Recreation and Open Space 
Element of the San Francisco Master Plan. On 
p. VI.D.70 of Volume Two, the EIR states that 
Mission Bay open space accessible to Nearby 
Areas "would help serve high need areas"; the 
analysis docs not conclude that these needs would 
be fl~lly mct by Project Area open space. 

The followi~tg text is added at the end of hoth the 
sccond full paragraph on p. VI.D.70 and first 
partial paragraph on p. VI.D.82 of Volume Two: 

Mission Bay Project Area open space would 
not, by itself, fully serve the identified open 
space needs of South of Market and 
Showplace Square Nearby Areas. 

Recreation artd parks mitigation measures for 
Miss io~~  Bay impacts are identified in Volume 
Two on pp. VI.D.118-VI.D.119. Those measures 
includc provisions for additional open space, 
active recreation and recreation centers in the 
Project Area. Those measures would also 
increase the amouuit of open space ilvnilable to 
Ncarby Arcns. 

issttes are principally how much of what quality 
ol~en space will be created: where and when. It 
is apparent that only Alternative B has anywhere 
near enough operz space, as well as yreser~~irig 
tlte wetland areas. Alteritative A and N are 
grossly deficient in high q~rality operz space. 
Moreoller the comparisons of ratios of open 
space area per person or. per acre of d e ~ ~ e l o ~ ~ e d  
Project or housing within the Project with city 
neighborhoods like the Ricltmond or Sunset is 
deceptive. These rieiglzborhoods contairt ntaity 
sirtgle family houses with rear yards and orlzcr 
private open space. The density of the housing is 
ntuck lower tlian that plarzned undel- arty 
alternarii~e for the Project. (Ricliarsl H .  Moss, 
Potr.ero Boosters and Merchants Association) 

Response 

On p. VI.D.79 of Volume Two, the EIR compares 
existing open space / population ratios in the 
Marina / Cow Hollow / Pacific Heights and 
Potrero Hill neighborhoods to ratios in Mission 
Bay Alternatives Those areas were selected for 
comparisoii because they include mixtures of 
multiple-family and single-family housing, or are 
near (in the case of Potrero Hill) Mission Bay. 
The Marina / Cow Hollow /Pacific Heights 
neighborhoods and Potrero Hill have about 
3.2 and 2.1 acres, respectively, per 1,000 
population. The Richmond / Sunset area, 
including Golden Gatepark, has a ratio of 9.6 
acres of open space per 1,000 population. This 
compares to about three acres for Mission Bay 
AlternativeA and about 4.4 acres for 
Alternative B. 

The Richmond / Sunset neighborhood ratio was 
not cited in the EIR, because the proximity of 
Golden Gate Park to those neighborhoods makes 
them atypical. As noted by the commenter, the 
Richmond and Sunset neighborhoods are 
predominately single-family areas; that factor 
also makes a comparison to Mission Bay 
inappropriate. As noted in the ER, Mission Bay 
open space ratios do not includc publicly 
accessible areas associated with other uses, which 
would to some extent serve the function of 
private open space in single-family 
rleighborhoods. 

Comments 

Tlie open space for h~rmans is totally iriadequate 
iri Dotlz Alternati~~es A ar~d B. According to the 
"Recr-eation and Open Sl~ace Elentent" of the La2 
E 1 : m c k W ~ P L a r r :  
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The i t ,  Stute and Federal property 
pertnarrctitl)~ dedicated to opeit space uses 
total al?~~rosiriiarely 4,090 acres, or 5.5 acres 
per 1,000 Sari Francisco residents. This is 
aborct half the standard of Natiorial Park arid 
Recreatiorr Association (NPRA), +vliich calls 
for 10 acres of open space per 1,000 
populatinr~ i~r cities. Given tlte City's existing 
d e ~ ~ ~ / O / ~ / f l e l t t  patterrls, high poprtlatiorr 
density, arrd sntall larid nicrss (28,918 acres), 
tlic NPRA stondar~l r~.,ill tior be possible to 
/ r i c e  i t 1 1  the i t  i n i r  Ne~~crtltele,ss, 
to the e ~ t e ~ r f  it rea.sortably can, the City 
sliorrld irrc,reasc the [per] capita slrppl)* of 
prrblic ope11 space 111ithi11 the City. 

T i e  is 110 rea.sorr not to apl11)) the NPRA 
,sturtdord to Missiorr Bny, sirlce the high density 
or~d esisrir~g do~cloprtient patterns do /tot al111ly 
her-c. EVEII if M i s ~ i o ~ i  Bay is 1)roi:ided n~irlr 10 
crcrc!s 11er rltouscrnd residerrts, the City as a wltole 
would still be a long way from achiesirtg this 
startdard. . . . 

kVliot is pnrricrtlar1.y nlarnring is  that Alternnti~~es 
A c ~ ~ i d  B are sirl)]~o.s~?d to l~racker tltc conditions to 
be fourrd in the 1)roject it~ltick is finally a1111roved. 
This ,~jorrld riteart that it has already bee11 decided 
that Missi(:~i Btry r~?ill be a ~ t e i ~ k b o r h ( ~ ( ~ d  gro~sly 
d~ficicrrt in o11je1i spc~ce. Who ntudc that decisiori? 

It is ridiculotts to propose rttitigatiori for 
inodeqrinte open space, since niitigariorr is 
srtl~lro,scd to be ,for. ~rna~~oidable iml~crcts. An open 
slx~cc dcfi'c~iertcy is xz uucn!oidal~le, since we 
Irc~l~c e ~ ~ e r y  ol)/)orturtity to  conre up with a wise 
I At least orre EIR alrerriati~~e should rneet 
rh~, NPRA srartdards, arid no olrernari~)e should 
~ io l t~re  tlte City's rtririimal goal of increasing the 
11er ca1)itu sul~lfly o f o l ~ e ~ i  sljace. 

Fr~rthermore, or! the , f o l l o ~ ~ i ~ i g  page [VI.D.](69) 
of the Report, a round of circular reasoning 
begins, .saying tltat the Ell< ana1)~sis assuntes that 
"lcrrge irrbort /lurk needs" would be met outside 
tlic Project Area. Where, ntay we ask? The 
report states t l~at  Missiori Bay Rcsiderrts worald 
also use district space outside the Project 
crrecr. . . . Is the EIR sayirrg tliat Missio~i Bay's 
irtiriull)~ inadequate open space is to serve the 
11l)e11 sl'ace needs of [Nearb)~ Ar-ea] iieiglihors 
crr.ourrd Missiori Bay whose space is elleri more 
irtcrdec~uote or c7re the ope11 space needs of 
Missio~r Bay ro be niet by tlte already 
uch-~~on~ledgetl iriadequote space of its rreighbors? 

Sirrce Missiorr Bay is ail area wit11 an alntost 
c~leo~t .s/rte, tlien it sl~ould be de~~eloped with 
,sufficiertt ol)e/t space to nieet the natiot!a/ 
sta~~dards and city staridards,for ope11 sl)ace. 

If, as in Vol. 2,  [p.]VI.D.85, the EIR is going to 
continue to state that the residents in the 
s ~ r r o u ~ d i n g  High Need area will use the open 
space provided irt Mission Bay, which we do 
be l i e~~e  will be the case, tlren tltis factor shotdd be 
factored in to the dentand,figures, resulring in the 
need for even ntore open space acreage in 
Missiori Bay. 

Vol. 2 [p.]VI.D.I18 provides that nritigatiori ,for 
the stingy open space is to provide for suflcient 
(>pert space in tlte filial plan arid not create 
another iristant high need neighborhood. If this 
is the case, then it is back to  the drafting boar-ds. 
III other words, the o~tly way to mitigate the ol~eri 
space deficiency in Alternative A is to conte u11 
with a whole new plan. . . . 

If the EIR is correct, and the surroitrtding Higlt 
Need neighborhoods avail thenrseh~es of Mission 
Bay ol)po'c"'tu"ities, then their needs will need to 
be factored irt into the demandfigure. . . . 

Ci2y~!idj-S]!steni, Policv 7. Acquiri~ig ad~liriorial 
open space while creating an even greater 
demand for open space is couritcrl~roductii~e to 
Master Plan intl>lententatiort. Instead of Policy 7, 
this table [Table VI.D.lP] should cortfpare the 
EIR olter~iatii~es to ~~ar ious  aspects of Policy I :  
"Provide an adequate total quantity and eqititcrble 
distribution of public open spaces throughout the 
City." 

(!!crease the per capita sup& . . . Both A and B 
reduce the City's per capita supply. 

Iniprove the d&i.buh of open space . . . Since 
the South of Market and the rest of the eastern 
side clf tlic city are irreparably deficient in open 
space, both A and B would exacerbate the 
lopsidedness of the city's open space system. 
(Toby Levi~te, Mission Creek Conserl~a~rcy) 

Tlie EIR is not quite so dear  when it conies to the 
relationship of these Alternatives to [ol)err space 
policies in] tlte City's own Master Plan. Tlie EIR 
does acknowledge that the Alternath~es fall short 
of the goals set in the Masrer Plan, and it does 
mentiorr, at least in one place in the EIR, that our 
Master Plan calls for a per capita increase in 
opert space, which the Alterr~atii~es fall far, far 
short of. 

Biit in ortc of [the] major tables, VI[.D.]I9, which 
is sulq~osed to present a comparison of all rhree 
Alrerrtatives to all of the Master Plan policies 
that are rele~~aitt,  there is no nlention there of the 
l~olicy callirtg for a per capita increase. Instead, 
tltere is a ntention only cf acquiring additional 
open space. And tllen as you look across the 
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table, it rirakes it sound as if, because the 
Alterrmtii~es do add soirte opert space acreage, 
tlrot tlre)~'re somelrobv itell~ir~,y the City in ternrs of 
its ope~i spaL,e needs. But this is very fur fi.ont the 
trlrtlt. 

The rmsoli we n7arrt ol7e1i space irr Missiorr Bay is 
to serve the rreeds of  people. S o  it 's only a 
nreasurentertt of open space per capita, such as 
the standar-d that is used by the National 
Recreatiorr and Park Associatiorr, of how many 
acres of open space per thousarrd people. That is 
the orrly nteariin,q%ul measurenzcrit of open space, 
not just sheer acreage. 

So, irr fact, Missiorr Bay does not add to the City's 
ability to meet tlte open space needs of its 
rcsideiits. 111 all three Alternatives, Mission Bay 
~%'oulrl actrially drag down the City's o~~era l l  open 
space ratio. It nlorrld reduce the City's ability to 
rnect the open space needs of our residetits arrd 
wor.kew. And Missiorr Bay would place ari 
ndditiortul l>urderr ori our esistirrg parks and ol~ert 
space and it it'orrld irrcrease the risk of fitrther 
deterioratiorr arid of more use coriflicts irt the 
existirig parks. 

Another Master Plan polic}~ that is not merttiorrcd 
irr Table lVI.D.1 I 9  is equitable distributiorr of 
operr space. Because the entire eastern side of 
[the/ City, especially Clrinatowrr, the Terrderloiir, 
and the South of Market, is already very ntrrclr 
park depri~led, to provide artytltirrg less than fise 
and a half acres per tlrousand people at Mission 
Boy  ill esacerbate the open space distribrrtiorr 
problent as well a s  the o~~era l l  s~tpply problenz. 

So, both Alterrrati~~es A and B ijiolate the City's 
Master Plart. The EIR should address the 
question qf how the Mission Boy project will 
irtrpact the City's ability to ever inrplenrent our 
Master Plarr, hoth with and without the passage 
ofPr-opositiorr E this N(n1errtber. 

And sirice Mission Bay presents orrc of the last 
opl~crt~~rit ie ,r  to pro~jidc any signjficarit operr 
space in that whole eastern part of towrr, niigltt 
I not be pr.ec1udirrg the possibiliry of ever 
inrplerrrentirr,~ the Open Space Elemerit if we go 
ahead and build a deficierrt open space systeni at 
Mission Bay? 

Of course, there is a l w a ) ~  the o[)tiorl qf waitirrg 
uritil we built Missiorr Bay, tltcri finding that it's a 
high rreed neighborhood, tltert using our power of 
errtinent dontairr to buy rip some buildings arid 
tear thcnt down to build sonte parks. 

But I n'orild tlririk we would learn from experience 
that this is not the ideal way to rtzeet oper! space 
needs. 

The EIR suggests that niaybe Missiorr Bay doesn't 
/mile to provide the full five atrd a half acres per 
thousarld that tlte City currently has because, 
quote, the residents' large urban park needs 
would be met outside the Project Area. 

Well, they don't say where. Are people srr1)posed 
to all get in tlteir cars and drive across ~ O M J I I  to 
Golden Gate Park, which is already 
oversrressed? Which parks are they talking 
about? What will be the intpact on tlte increased 
usage on those existing parks? 

There is kind of a funny circular argument tltat 
goes on in this docuntertt where it ackr~owledges 
how park deprived the Soutlt of Market is and 
suggests that maybe some of the needs of South of 
Market residents can be met in Missiori Bay. Bttt 
I haven't been able to ,firtd where that is factored 
into the estimates of demand in the Mission Bay 
project. 

And then we are also saying the Mission Bay 
residents car1 meet tlteir fleeds by goirrg oiitside of 
Missiort Bay to enjoy open space. I ntean, i t 's  
firre to haiw both pop~rlations erijoyirtg open space 
iri the different areas. But that doesn't mean that 
their o~~cra l l  needs are being adequately served 
by the fact thar they can go back and forth. 

. . . [Mlany of us are frcrstrated by the fact tltat 
we are analyzing a report that is sripposed to lay 
our the impacts of a project when we don't really 
have a plan or a project in front [of] us. And I 
tried to understand this business of the 
Alternatiites bracketing the conditiorts tliat might 
occur in the eventual plan. But i f  tliat is what we 
are talking about with open space, it sounds like 
we have already made up our mirids that our final 
plan is going to fall sontewkere ber~veeri 
inadequate and grossly inadequate. 

I don't know how that dccisiort was made, but 
that is the only conclusion I curl conze to if the 
two Alternati~ws that ale supposed to bracket the 
conditiorts in the firral plan are adnrittedly 
inadequate in tltemseh~es. 

I hope we haven't already rirode such a decisiori. 
I think we really ought to have art alternatiia tliat 
at least confornzs to the City's o w n  Master Plarr. 
And it should not be an a l ter~ta t i~~e that is one of 
those cartoons that is set up to make us tlrirtk that 
adequate open space is irtfeasible. It should be 
an alternati~~e that provides a balance of other 
uses so that we car1 see thar it really can work. 

W e  hear oiler arrd over talk about hovc3 we are all 
in ogreentent that we war7r Missiorr Bay to be a 
new neighborhood. It's very iniportarit that we 
wot make it a high need rtcighborhood. (Ruth 
Grasanis) 
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Tlrc Ell< ntust illrfrrtirratc the respects in wlrich tlre 
alts.rtati~~cs are irrconsistc~rt witit the sarious 
elertrerrrs of the Master Plan, so t l~at  rlecessary 
chorrges in the project or Master Plar~ 
art~er~dnret~ts car! be identified, and their ir?tpacts 
e~~.~lrrated. Orre irtcortsistency, rtoted aboile, is its 
jnilure to  pvoi~ide adequare oyert space. 
Ol~jective 2,  Policy 1 of the City's Kecr.earion artd 
01)eri Sl~ace Element calls jbr increasing the per 
capita anrour~t of opcrr space Deyortd 5.5 acr-es 
per tkousartd residents. Neither alterrtatii~e A rlor 
a l t e r~mt i~~e  B rtteets titis star~dnrd. Tirus eitlte~. tlre 
crlterriatil~es ntust he ntodified, or tlte Open Sl~ace 
Eli?mcrit rnrtst Dc. Either. solutior~ hus 
corrscquerrccs, Out tlte EIl< igrrored them. . . . For 
tllar rtrntter, al)l)r.oi~irtg n project irlcorlsistetrt with 
tlte Necrenriort and Open Sprrce EIen~ent has 
corr.seqrrerir~es, irrcrsrntrch as it r~~ould perl?crunte 
nrtd oggraijatc arl alrea(1y severe shortage o f  
operr sl~ace irt the Missiort Bay artd surrounding 
crr.ecrs. (Zach Co~lart, Mission Creek 
C O I I S P ~ I ~ O I I ~ ~ ,  Sierra Club, Sun Francisco 
Tortrorroil!) 

The EIR discussion of potential use of Mission 
Bay Project Area open space by residents and 
employees in Nearby Areas, as noted on 
111). Vl.I>.70, V1.1>.73, VI.D.75, VI.D.79-VI.D.81, 
V1.[).83, and VI.D.85 of Volume Two, is based 
on Missiorr Bay open space that would be within 
a 1,500-foot radius of South of Market or 
Showplace Square Nearby Areas and would thus 
tie cortsideretl will~in a neighborhood service area, 
as defined in tlre Recreation and Open Syace 
Element (p. 1.3.10 of the Element). 

111 the ElR, p.VI.T>.70 relates open space 
proposed in Mission Bay with each Altenrative to 
National Recreation and Park Association 
(NRPA) standards for neighborhood- and 
district-serving open space, and states, "The 
urlitlysis assutnes that large urban park rleeds 
would be met outside the Projecl Area. 111 
practice, Mission Bay residents would also use 
district open space outside the Project Area, and 
Project Area open space would serve needs of 
Nearby Areas. . . ." 

As cited on p.VI.D.68 of Volwrre Two, 
district-serving open space is defined by tlre 
NRPA as "serving e population of 10,000 to 
50.000, witliit~ a one-half to three-mile radius," 
ar~d large urban park is tlefimed ;IS large erroilgh 
"to serve a population of 50,000 witbirr n 
Iialf-hour drivi~rg time. . . ." Since Mission Ray's 
poprtl;\tior~ irl the three Alternatives would range 
ft.otrr 36 to 18,700, i t  is reesotrable to assatrre tlrrtt  
all or sonre of these dist~ict and citywide open 

space needs of Mission Bay residents would be 
met outside the Project Area (and South of 
Market), and would generally he separate from 
neighborhood-level open space demand. In 
San Francisco, large urban parks within half-hour 
driving time of Mission Bay include Golden Gate 
Park, the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, 
and McLaren Park. Outside San Francisco, San 
Bruno Mountain, the Golden Gate Natio~rnl 
Recreation Area in Marin County and Berkeley's 
Tilden Park are within that approximate driving 
time. In addition, the Presidio offers regional 
open space opportunities, although it is not 
penr~arlently dedicated to that use at this time. 

The EIR evaluates open space demand from 
Missiorr Bay residents and employees. It is not 
possible to quantify wit11 any degree of cerlaitrty 
the extent to which persons outside the Project 
Area would use Mission Bay open space, nor the 
extent to which Mission Bay residents would use 
open space outside tlre Project Area, such as 
Golden Gate Park. For purposes of comparison, 
trowever, if user-visits to Golden Gate Park were 
assumed to be directly proportional to population, 
the population under Alternative A or B would be 
about 2% of San Francisco's populatiorl in 2020, 
and thus would represent a potential 2% increase 
in use of Golden Gate Park. This is probably 
conservative, as patronage of Golden Gate Park 
also includes many regional and out-of-area 
visitors. Mission Bay usage would then be a 
lower fraction of total usage. Actual effects on 
Golden Gate Park in 2000 and 2020 would also 
depend on facilities available in the future in that 
park, and potential changes in uses of other open 
space it1 San Francisco, such as the Presidio or 
McLareu Park. 

It should be noted that Recreation and Open 
Space Eleme~~t  policies call for an "adequate total 
quantity and equitable distribution of public open 
space throughout the City" (Recreation and Open 
Space Element, p. L3.7). Quantitative adequacy 
is discussed in the Element in terms of NRPA 
open space / population ratios, as discussed in 
Volume Two on pp. VI.D.68-VLD.70, and earlier 
in this Response. Several commenters suggested 
that the EIR is inadequate because Alternatives A 
nird B would not effectively increase the per 
capita supply of open space in the City above 
5.5 acres per 1,000 populatio~r currently available, 
as described in the Element. The Comments state 
that the Alternatives most result in attainment of 
that objective in order to be consistent with the 
Master Plan. In fact, Objective 2, Policy 1 of the 
Element does not establish an absolute 
requiretnent. After acknowledging that due to 
existing development patterns, high population 
density, and small land area, the City will not be 
able to achieve the NRPA starrdard witllirl City 
limits, Policy 1 provides: "Nevertheless, to the 
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extent i t  reasonably can, the City should increase 
the per capita supply of public open space within 
the City." Thus, Alternatives A and B do not 
"violate" the City's Recreation and Open Space 
Element. 

Variant 3, on pp. VII.19-V11.24 of Volutne Two, 
ChapterVII. Variations on Alternatives, is a 
sccn;~rio that would provide about 4.8 acres of 
pg~rkland irnd wetland open space per 
1,000 population. If open space associated with 
other uses. and China Basin Channel (which 
would be bordered by open space, and thus could 
be considered part of "visual" open space.) were 
coul~tetl, Varii~tit 3 would have nboul six acres of 
opeti space per 1,000 population, thus increasing 
the citywide per capita supply. Variant 3 is the 
same as Alternative B in all respects except that it 
would provide :I reduction in housing densities. 

As a comparison, Alternative A (in 2020) would 
have 43.3 acres of parkland, a ratio of three acres 
per 1,000 population: counting open space 
associated with other uses, and the channel, total 
open space would be 71.3 acres, a ratio of 4.95 
acres per 1,000 population. Alternative B (in 
2020) would have 82.1 acres of parkland, a ratio 
of 4.4 acres per 1,000 population; counting open 
space associated with other uses, and the channel, 
total open space would be 102.4 acres, a tatio of 
5.5 acres per 1,000 population. 

In assessing llie relationsl~ip between the EIR 
Alternatives and the NRPA standards, the EIR 
presents a conservative analysis by not counting 
the 12 acres of open space represented by China 
Basin C11:1nncl (the portion between the Fourth 
Street Bridge and Seventh Street which would be 
surrounded by park in Alternatives A and B), or 
the publicly accessible open space that would be 
provided by other uses. In a comparison of the 
open space per capita ratios anlong the 
Alternetives and the citywide average, it is 
appropriate to count those areas, because similar 
types of open space are included in the citywide 
average (for exatnple, the water use of Lake 
Merced). If that additional open spacc (the 
cl~:~rinei and open space nssociated with other 
uses) were counted, the open space per capita 
ratios with Alternatives A and B would be closer 
to the existing citywide n~ t io  than shown in the 
DruTt EIR. 

Tlie followirip is added to the end of footnote /dl 
in Table VI.D.18, on p. VI.D.81 of Volun~e 'Two: 

- Were those other types of open space to be 
counted, Alternatives A and B would be 
closer to the existing citywide ratio of 
5.5 acres per thousand than shown on 
p. VI.D.79. 

Distribution in relation to neighborhood service 
areas is illustrated in Map 2, Public Open Space 
Senlice Area, p. 1.3.11 of the Element, and shows 
how areas of the South of Market, Mission Bay 
Project Area and Central Waterfront are not well 
served by open space (i.e., are more than a 
quarter- to half-mile from existing open space). 
In Mission Bay Alternatives A and B, new open 
space would improve the distribution of 
neighborhood-serving open space in the eastern 
part of the City. 

To clarify the discussion of open space needs that 
would be served within and outside of the Project 
Area, the following is added to the first fill1 
paragraph on p. VI.D.70 of Volume Two, after 
the third sentence: 

l%is assumption is reasonable because 
Mission Bay, with a population ranging from 
about 14,400 to 18,700 for Altematives A and 
B, would not contain a large enough 
population to provide district-wide and 
citywide open space fully within the Project 
Area. As noted above, district open space 
serves populatio~s of hum 10,000 to 50,000, 
and citywide space, 50.000 or more. 

To clarify the relationship of the Mission Bay 
Alternatives to Citywide System, Policy 1, 
regarding adequate quantity and distribution of 
open space, a new left-to-right row, 7a, is added 
to Volume Two, TableVI.D.19, alter "7. 
Neighborlioo~i Policy 7" on p. VI.D.89: 

7a. Cim&-SySm P o w  1 - Provide an 
adequate quantity and equitable distribution 
of open spaces thwughout the City. 

AltwtiveJ - By the year 2000, open 
space would exceed project demand based on 
NRPA standards by 4.8 acres. At build-out, 
an additional 29 acres (five acres/1,000 
popuhlion) would be needed to meet pruject 
demand based on NRPA standards. The 
Alternative, with about three acres/1,000 
popuIaIion, at build-out would not increase 
the per capita supply of open space in the 
City as a whole, currently a ratio of aboul 
5.5 acresf1.000 popuiation. Provision of open 
space (43 acres) in the Project Area would 
increase open space availability in eastern 
portions of the City. 

A l t m t i v e B  - By the year 2000. open 
space provided by the project would exceed 
demand by 3.6 acres, based on NRPA 
standanls. At buildout, about 11 more acres 
(live acres/1,000 popukuion) would be 
needed to meet project demand based on 
NRPA standards. Ihe Alternative, with 
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about 4.4 acres/1,000 population at build-out, 
would not increase the per capita supply of 
open space in the City as a whole, currently 
about a ratio of 5.5 acres/1,000 population. 
Provision of open space (82.1 acres) in Lhe 
Project Area would increase open space 
availability in eastern @om of the City. 

N - By the year 2000 and at 
bdd-oul, open space in the Project Area 
would exceed demand. The additional 5.2 
acres of open space at build-out would 
contribute minimally to provision of new 
open space in eastern portions of the City. 

See XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26, for a discussion of 
Variant l l (EIR Hearir~g Proposal), which would 
irkclude a tiigher open space / populatiot~ ratio 
than Alternative A or B would. 

Opeit space proposed urider all alternatii~es 
woirlel nieet the deniarid created by Mission Bay 
eniployees, but would ,fall short o f  the demand 
created hy residents in Alternatives A and B. . . . 
Based ori a Natiorial liecreation and Park 
starrrlard of five acres of opeii space per 1,000 
residerits, Alterriatii~e A u~)uld fall short of tlte 
72 acre stariclard by 29 acres (43 acres are 
proposed); arid Alterriative B would fall short of 
tlte standard ( f  93 acres by I1  acres (82 awes 
are prol~osed). . . . 

By tlie year 2020 when tlte project is ,fully 
coristrrtcted, the resident po~)ulatiori is e,~pected 
to be 14,000 under Alterriatii~e A and 19,000 
under Alteriiatii~e B. 

As the DEIIi 1)oitits out, exist in^ Sarz Francisco 
opeir sIJace, iircludirig city, state and federal 
]?arklarids, falls sltort of t11e riutiorial staiidard of 
I 0  crcres per 1,000 po1)ulatiuit. However, the 
Xecretrtiori arid Ol~ert Space Element of  the 
Master Pluir riotes the riatioriul standard and 
states that tlre per capita .sul~ply of 01)ert space 
sliurrld 6e irrcreased to the esterlt possible. Tltis 
ul~jecti~~e is particularl)~ relel~aiit to tlte soutlteast 
side c!f Sari Fraricisco wlrere olrert space is lintired 
arid growth isprojected. 

Cleorlj~, rrieetirrg a riuriiei-ical iiationcrl stanclarrl is  
riot tlze issrre, but ratlter, serves as ern indicator of 
tlre iniportance of nzaximiziiig the ol?portu~ities 
for open spare wherei~er l?ossible. Since all 
alrei~~iati~~es irr the Mission Bay Plait fall short of 
tlte standard, the city ritrrst strii~e to nia.uiniize tlte 
nscfulrirss, tltc p~tblic access to, and the divei.sity 
o f  rec~~catiorial opl~or-turrities for the limited 

resourres available in eaclr o f  the dei~elol~nteiit 
i~ariarits. As gerreral guidelines, open sl~ace, arid 
specifically parklands, should: 

Be t'learly vi.rihle to tlte puhlic arid sigrted as 
public par klaitds. Parks should be i~isible 
front a city street. Parklands ~ ~ h i c l t  abtrt 
private property are percehjed of as private 
space riot open to the l~ublic. 

Include open l a ~ ~ i t  areas and seating fur 
passive recreational experierzces (scenic 
vistas, sunbathing, reading) and ball 
dianzonds arid 11aved surfaces ,fir active 
sports as well as pathways for pedestrians 
and routes for cyclists. 

Proi>icle safety features strch as night liglrtirig 
and security fences. 

Be designed for ease of niairtteitaiice as well 
as for appearance. 

Maximize access to sunlight for all open 
space wit11 Proposition K as a miitimunr 
staridard. 

The EIR should address ol?eri space for Mission 
Buy in the context of the aboi~e points, including 
tlte relationship of recreational opporturtities 
offered by this waterpont area to surroundiizg 
land uses (Soutlt of Market area, Downtown, 
Yerba Bi~ena) and neigltborhoods. The EIR 
slrorrld also address the relationship of 
recreational opporturiities in the Mission Bay 
area to other Suit Fraiicisco and Bay Area 
waterfroiit recreation resources (Candlestick 
Point, Marina Green, Crissy Field) artd slzon~ 
how the alternath~es proposed conzplentertt 
existing resources. (Mary E. Burits, Sun 
Francisco Recreation arid Park Deyartnientj 

111 eilallrating the ability of the alternati~~es to 
nieet the public's open space needs, the EIR 
shortld corisider sonie of the results of the Stnte 
De1)ortmeiit of Parks and Recreatiori's 1987 
survey: 

Highly developed parks aizd recreatioii areas 
are i~lsited tlte most ofren. Howei~er, 
nature-oriented parks or reserve.r are tlze 
preferred type of outdoor recreation areas. 

Califoriiians strorigly aRree that protection of 
tlte natzo'al en~~ironntent is intportunt for 
outdoor recreation, closely fi)llow'ed by 
preser~~atioit of iiatural areas ,for use by 
future generations. 

Irr ligltt of  tigltt budgets, almost t11ree;forrrtlis 
of Californians Delielled spencliiig should be 
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increased,for t l ~ e  proteclioll and nlanagentent 
uf rrnrural and cultural resources. Increasing 
rlre ljrotection of scerrery and the natural 
e i r o ~ e t  was strongly suppor-ted by 
t11r.ee-furrrths of tlte respondents. 

Wlrert park and recreation issues are 
; l e d  Californians arc undeniably more 
sirttilar tltart different. Regardless of irrcon~e, 
e d l t ~ ~ t i ~ ~ l ~ ,  geographic location or. gender, 
Ctrlifbrrriar~s tend to be nluch more alike ifi 
t l~cir ol~inions and attitudes on otitdoor. 
actiijitics than different. (See: 
Qginiorrs artd Attitrides on Outdoor 
&cr-eation ;?I Cal<forrtia - 1987, State 
Rcso~rrccs Agency. AIJ Elentent cf rite 
CaliJgr~~ia Recreation Plan) 

How do rlte EIR a l rer~ fa t i~~es  reflect the opinions 
c~rrd dc.sires of rlre public with regard to preferred 
tylles o f  ol)en sl~acc? (Toby Levine, Mission 
C~.eek Cinrser~~a~rcy) 

I an1 speaking primarily on tlre issite of open 
s1)acc. I have reviewed tlte EIR, rite proposed 
Ell< statement. And I ant disnlayed to find neitl~er 
of rite seriotts alternarii~es. Alterrtatii'e A or 
Al ter t~ot i~~e B ,  seen? to pro~tide adequate open 
space, altl~ough Alternatii~e B does l~rovide 
substantially ntore than Alternathe A.  I t  also 
/$.o~~irles for .stt/~stantially ntore peol~le to occ~ i l~y  
that space. 

As a result, tltr an~ortnt of acreage of operr space 
per thousc~rtil rr~rits of l~eople  scents rleficient. . . . 
I'nr ac,utely aware of ho,v little open space we 
have. And it seents to rtte that Mission Bay is an 
idea, an ol)l~orturiiry to start recrfyir~g that 
intl~ala~ice. 

. . . [I]ntegr-atiort of Mission Bay witlt tlte rest of 
tlre City [is] . . . sonrerltirrg tltat rreeds to be done. 
It seems to ntc tltar one of the ways in which that 
inregrariorr call take place is by makirrg open 
sl'ace in Missiorl Bay a~lailable not only to people 
in Mission Bay . . . brit also to people in otlrer 
rreigltborhoods as u)ell. 

I n'ould ericouroge the Cor7intissiort to review the 
Alterrlati~~es. . . to espartd rlre anrotfrrt of ol~err 
space and r-eally ntake tlre Mission Bay a project 
~~jhiclt is of benefit to tlte entire connrtunir)1 artd 
not jrtst m the residents wlto m i ~ y  one day l i ~ ~ e  
there. (Dale Freenrnrr) 

The EIR recognizes that. at huild-out, there would 
be a shorlfall of open space to meet Project Area 
resident denland for neighborhood and district 

open space, based on NRPA st.mdards. As noted 
in the Comments, neither Alternative A or B nor 
other major variants, including Variant 11 (EIR 
Hearing Proposal), would meet the NRPA 
standard. Mitigation Measure D.13, in Volume 
Two on p.VI.D.118, identifies provision of 
additional open space to meet NRPA standards as 
a measure to mitigate the shortfall. That 
mitigation measure could be adopted as part of 
the project. (In Volume Two, Chapter VIII. 
Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot 
Be Avoided, the EtR identifies significant 
adverse effects for which no mitigation measures 
are available or available measures would not 
rniligale to a level of insignificance.) 

The EIR is conservative in its evaluation of the 
NRPA criteria, and compares estimated user 
demand to proposed parklands and wetlands open 
space only. The analysis does not include other 
types of open space in the Alternatives (China 
Basin Channel and open space associated with 
residential, office and S/LI/RD uses, which would 
be publicly accessible). At build-out, 
AlternativeA would include 43.3 acres of 
parkland and 28 acres associated with other uses 
and the channel; Alternative B would include 
82.1 acres of parkland and wetlands, and 
20.3 acres associated with other uses and the 
channel (see Volume Two, pp. VI.D.82-VI.D.83, 
and Table VI.D.15 on p. VI.D.77). It1 addition, 
two new variants are analyzed (see XV.P. 
Alternatives and Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26 
and pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46) which contain 61 and 
51 acres of parkland, respectively, in different 
configurations. 

As the Comment notes, and as is stated in the 
EIR, the Mission Bay Project Area and vicinity is 
now poorly served by open space and recreation 
facilities. Proposed open space within the 
Mission Bay Project Area would be accessible to 
residents of Nearby Areas, particularly portions 
of South of Market and Showplace Square 
Nearby Areas. The accessibility of Project Area 
open space at build-out to Project Area residents 
and employees is discussed in Volume Two on 
pp.VLD.83-VI.D.85, and in the Response on 
pp. XV.D.l-XV.D.2. 

The potential open space uses identified in the 
EIR are conceptual, and are intended to 
demonstrate the range of passive ;md active 
recreational activities that could be 
accommodated. Detailed plans and programs for 
open space facilities and uses would be developed 
as the Mission Bay planning process and 
itnplementation of the resulling plan proceeds. 
The planning process and later implementation 
would take into account elements identified by 
the Recreation and Park Department for open 
space and parkland development, including safety 



fe;ttures, lighting, maii~ten~mce, ar~d sunlight 
access. That Department would have a role in 
specific park designs as well. This has been 
ir~corporatctl into the followir~g ucw mitigation 
trleasiu.e, D.15a. wllich is added after Mitig;diorr 
Measulc D.15 on p. VI.D.l I9 of Volume Two: 

Alternatives A, B - In conducting planning 
and design of mereation and open spaces in 
Mission Bay, take into account such 
guidelines as may be provided by the 
Recreation and Park Department as Ihey may 
apply to such design aspects as safety 
:catures, lighting, maintenance, activity levels 
and sunlight access (among others). 

Sunlight access in Mission Bay Project Area open 
space is discussed generally in Volumc Two on 
p. V1.1.51 aud pp. V1.1.56-V1.1.69. That 
discussion identifies Proposition K (Sunlight 
Ordinance) restrictions on shading of open space 
iuldcr the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park 
Dcpartmcnt. It is not known whether Proposition 
K would apply, because ownerstlip of', or 
jurisdictior~ over, Mission Bay Project Area open 
space has not been determined. The ElR 
generally characterizes shadow effects of bi~ildit~g 
er~velopes up to the n~axinlom proposed height 
l i ~ ~ ~ i t s  (up to 1 I0 feet in Allernatives A and B), 
arttl of buildings at the 40-foot height criterion 
below wl~iclt the Soalight Ordinlance would no1 
"l'ply. 

Table VI.D.19, on pp.VI.D.87-VI.D.91 of 
Volume Two, identifies the relationship of the 
Mission Bay Alternatives to San Fr,ancisco 
Mastcr Plan Recreation and Open Space Element 
policies reganling public access trnd open splice 
along the Chiua Basin Charnel waterfront, and 
identifies open space links from the Project Area 
to the waterlror~t east of China Basin Street 
outside the Project Area. As noted in 
Table VI.D.19 on p. V1.D.89, in the Citywide 
System Policy 8 discussion about developing a 
citywide trail linking parks, the waterfront and 
neighborhoods, open space along the channel 
would link the Project Area and Nearby Arel~s to 
the wate~frorit. 

The survey citcd in the Comment provides a 
general overview of public preferences for open 
space uses, based 011 a statewide study. 111 
Volutne Two, p. VI.D.65 .and Table VI.D.12, on 
pp. VI.D.67-VI.D.68, identify the range of open 
space uses that could be provided in the Mission 
Bay Altertlatives by the year 2000; p. VI.D.76 
aad TableVI.D.16, on pp.VI.D.78-VI.D.79, 
illustrate that range for build-0~112020. Those 
uses would provide a variety of opportunities for 
active and passive recreational activities. 
Alternative B would ir~clude development of 
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wetland areas that would be part of a 
"nature-oriented" park as discussed in the 
Comment. Alternatives A and N would not have 
"nature-oriented parks or reserves. 

_Oen Suace. The DEIR fails to adequately 
explaiit the /imitations of the ol~en space standard 
utilized to calculate open space demand. The 
DEIR utilizes a standard of "fii~e acres of opert 
space per 1,000 residents" (See, e.g., Vol. 1,  
Chap. [I / ,  p.]II.39). The jive acres of open space 
per 1,000 residents standard is, in ,fact, a general 
guideline yrontulgated by the Natiorral 
Recreation and Park Association ("NRPA"). 
While the NRPA grtideliries are cited irt tlte 
Recreation and Open Space elentertt of tlte City's 
Master Plan, they are only intended as 
illustratii~e bencltmarks, rrot rtecessarily reflectii~e 
of what ol~en space startdards ntight satisfy 
dentarfd. 

For c,rantple, in Reweation, Planning and 
Design, by Seynlore M. Gold, Mr. Gold obserl~es 
"rto two contnturiities need hai~e the sarne 
standards. There is no planning requirentent that 
nundates similar star~dards for the di1uzcc.e 
conditions, pol~ulatioas artd i~alues of Urban 
America. . . . Standards which are agency-, 
instead of people-seri~irtg, are urtrcalistic arid will 
undermine public support of the recreation 
plan.. . . . Despite conspicuous warrzings against 
the u~iqrlalified use of startdards, ntost cities have 
adopted the NRPA stan(1ards without 
question. . . . Communities are ofterf ei~aluated 
by 'how much' rather than 'how good' their 
facilities are, despite a wide range of 
demographic variables." As Mr. Gold obseri~es, 
there are other methods of calculatirtg open space 
needs, including what he refers to as the 
"innovati~>e method", the "recreation e,q'ceriencc 
method", and the more esperimer~tal "qualitative 
index". The DEIR shortld recognize that the 
standard it utilizes is but ortc nteasure, not, 
necessarily, the ntost appropriate. . . . (James 
Augustino, Sarrta Fe Pacific Reulty Corporation) 

As cited on pp. VI.D.68-VI.D.70 in Volume Two 
of the ElR, the Recreation and Open Space 
Element of the City's Master Plan uses the NRPA 
open space ratios as general criteria for overall 
adequacy of open space in San Francisco. 
Policy 1 of Citywide System Objective 2 
indicates it will not be possible "to achieve the 
NRPA standard in City limits, but, to ihe extent it 
reesonably can, the per capita supply of open 
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space should be increased. . . ." (p. VI.D.70). 
Table VI.D.14. on p. VI.D.71 of Volume Two, 
a11tl Tirblc VI.D.18, on p.VI.D.81 of Volume 
Two, co~np;ire Project Area open space to 
demand based on NRPA standards for the years 
2000 and build-out12020. respectively. The tables 
qualify the use of the NRPA standards and state 
in note /b/ that "use of a standard to estimate open 
sp:tce deinai~d bas several shortcon~it~gs. 
Standards address quantity, but not type and 
quality of open space or how well it is designed, 
ineets community needs, or reflects current 
leisure needs :u~d preferences. Standards do not 
account for socioeconomic changes in a 
coinmunity over time and may or may not be 
realistic in light of a community's ability to 
implement thcin." 

The intent oS use of NRPA criteria in the EfR was 
to relate the quantity of Project Area open space 
to overall City goals for incre:lsing open space, 
;~ntl. as one criterion, measure the adequacy of 
open space plnni~etl with each Alternalive. Other 
issues, such as the distribution, size, accessibility, 
and potential uses of Mission Bay open space 
would be considered in adopting :I Mission Bay 
lnild use progranl. 

See also the Response on pp. XV.D.5-XV.D.7, 
which discusses Recreation and Open Space 
policies that atldress both quantity and 
distribution of ope11 space in S a i  Frai~cisco. 

Tlte olrrrt space artalysis is qrrite inadequate. It 
does not deal bt,ith tlie riecds of i~arious age 
pol~iilariorrs; tlte open space is rrot er~aluared irt 
rernrs l f  irrtegratiori ~~~ithirr  Mission Boy; arid the 
iri~l~oct of itsnge by sitrroundirig po[)ulatio~ts 
( t ~ ~ h i c h  are designated high rreed neighborltoods 
irr sorrre cases) is rrot corisidcredadequately. . . . 

1/01. 3 - X11'.1>.31 LF~ttrtre A!e Distribiitio!!).. . . . . .. . . 
Prohlenr i.l8it1t [tlre table on Future Ape 
D i i s t ~ ~ i l ~ u t i ~ ~ ~ ~  at  Mission Bay 2000 and 20201 is  
tlrat it 1ttrttl)s together ei~eryortefi.om 18-64 irr tlte 
strriic category, crricl tliis is, natrtrall)~, the largest 
category, 66%. Hotveivr, tlte recreatiortal arid 
c111eri s l~ace needs of  a po~~ulatiort n~itlt such an 
age s11ari ~!orrld Ilary errormorrsly. And u~hatever 
rccr.earioriallopc,t space faciliries needed by tlte 
porticrrlar ages are rrot spelled out in the oiiert 
space cor~ilrorierrt of rhe EIR. 

Tlre gr.oirl, qf 6.5 arid oi'er, the second largest, 
r.c[lreserit 15% of tlie j5rtur.e Missiori Bay 
Pal~~rltrtiort. This is ari ir?i{?ortarrt conrpnrierir, a 
larger rrlrrii1)cr tltorr all tlte clrildren ages 0-13, iri 
Missiori Bay. Does the ol~eri s11ace conil~orrertr irr 
A ser.~~c tlierrr baseil or! iderttified rieeds. . . . 

. . . [I]f we accept the population projections in 
Plan [Alterrtati~~e] A, there will be 935 
youngsters, ages 5-10, or urtder Plan 
[Alternative] B,  1208. But there is no effort macle 
to address their needs. . . . (Toby Lei~inc, Mission 
Creek Conseri~ancy) 

Response 

Demographic projections by age group were 
made for the EIR. They represent a best estimate 
based on available data projected to build-out of 
Mission Bay in 2020. The demographic 
projections provide adequate information for 
decision-makers and the public to make 
comparisons among alternative development 
proposals. It would not be appropriate, however, 
to use those estimates for specific park planning. 
U~~foreseeable factors affecting populations, such 
as changes in immigration patterns, will cause the 
comporlent populations in Mission Bay and Sari 
Francisco as a whole to change over time. The 
park plam~ing process for Mission Bay (and San 
Francisco) needs to retain the flexibility to 
address such changes. 

Mission Bay does have opportunities for many 
different kinds of recreational activities. The 
potential open space uses identified in the EIR are 
conceptual, and are intended to demonstrate the 
range of pnssive and active recreational activities 
that could be accommodated. Detailed plans and 
programs for open space facilities and uses would 
be developed as the Mission Bay planning 
process and implementation of the resulting plan 
proceetls. 

The r'mges of activities that could occur in active 
and passive open space are identified on p. V.6 of 
Volun~e Two, Chapter V. The EIR Alternatives 
and Approval Process, and in Table VI.D.12 on 
pp. VI.D.67-VI.D.68 of Volume Two. 
Descriplions of the designated open space areas 
for AlteniativesA and B, on pp. VI.D.72 and 
VI.D.74, respectively, further identify the ranges 
of possible activities. These include activities 
and equipment for various age groups. Passive 
recreation areas could include walking paths, 
picnic areas, benches, wooded and landscaped 
areas, and tot lots. Active recreation areas could 
include playing fields and cowls. 

Comment 

Vol.Z&21V?.D.D68_1.Pr:~iecfffD_emnd~. Project 
Area Demand does rlot show at  all tlte esistirin 
nor flie possible rreeds of the birds, ninrine 
ntamntals and fish that now Iii~e in the area of 
Mission Creek. (Toby Leiline, Mission Creek 
Corrservaricy) 
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The tiemantl for open space it1 the Project Area, 
discussed in Volume Two on pp.VI.D.68- 
VI.D.70, is in the context of Mission Bay 
ctr~ployccs and rcsidcnts. 

?he potential suitability of Project Area open 
space as wildlife habitat is discussed in Volume 
Two. V1.M. Vcgetatioti and Wildlife, pp. VLM.7- 
VL.M.14; thc aquatic c~ivironnlent is discussed on 
pp. Vl.M.14-Vl.M.20. Wildlife habitat and the 
aquatic ern~irorunent are discussed in 
XV.K. Vegctatiori and Wildlife, also. 

Comment 

111 regnrrls to the Mission 5o.y En~~irorinienral 
IIII /)UL.~ Nel~ort, the SF. League of Urburi 
Gui.dcriers ~voirld I i h  to erisure, not ortly that the 
coiirrrruiiiry gar.dcrc preseritl)~ irr esistertce aloi~g 
Chorrriel Sr. be preserl~ecl, bur that the gor.de,? be 
erl~trricled to crcconinto(krte a(klitioria1 gardeners. 
We feel that a conrnruiiity garden should be a 
logical contporcerrt of the operr space plaris. In 
gc~reral, there is a much greater. deniar~d for 
c,nn,~nrrnity gordcvi l1lor.s thurr there (!re plots 
n~~cfilohlc (:it))-wide. . . . 

Qf rhe three crlrer~mtil~es, we are suf?{?ot-rive of 
Altcrrintii~e 5 ,  il~irli the iricitrsiori of a contnt~rriity 
,q(!'c/en in rhc r>lim space conil,onent of the pla~i. 
(Kcirlr Nakararri, Salt F~oncisco League of Urban 
Carde~icrs) 

The Mission Bay Alternatives identify a number 
of activities that could occur within designatcd 
opeu space nrc:ts. Community garclens cor~ld be 
;ill zipproprinie activity witliiri those areas 
ide~itified for passive recreational areas, as noted 
on p. V.6 of Volume Two, Chapter V. The EIR 
A1terrl;itives ant1 Approval Process. 

The followir~g text is adtied at the end of the first 
partial paragraph on p. VI.D.13 of Volume Two: 

A community garden is located at Sixth and 
Channel Streets. Tbe garden is sponsored by 
the San Francisco League of Urban 
Gardeners, Mission C m k  As8ocialio~ 
Travelers insurance Co., Port of San 
Francisco, and Fmxnans Fund Insurance. 

&I. 3. XIVU.32 (Recreational Acreage Usedl. 
. . . [Llow key activities (or passiije as denoted by 
sonle planners), e.g. bike paths, utalking trails, 
picnic areas, i~iewing and sitting niounds, running 
paths, are not included in space [recreational 
acreage standal-ds] figures. (Toby Lel~irte, 
Mission Creek Conserllanc)~) 

The Comment refers to TableXIV.D.29 on 
p. XIV.D.32 of Volume Tlirce, Appendix D, 
which presents general areii requirements for 
sports activities, play areas and recreation 
buildings. That table is cited in Volume Two on 
p. VI.D.65 for the year 2000, and on p. VI.D.76 
for 2020, to indicate the range of areas required 
for active recrealiori areas proposed for 
Alternatives A and B. Alternatives A and B 
would provide both active and passive recreation 
arens. as noted on these Danes and shown. for 
exnnlb~e, in Figure VI .D .~ 'O~ '  p. VI.D.62; ~ k u r e  - 
VI.D.? on b. VI.D.63; Table VI.D.ll on 
p. VI.D.66; and Table VI.D.15 on p. VI.D.77, all 
in Volume Two. Uses cited bv the commenter. 
si~cll as paths, trails and sitting areas, could be 
included in both active arid passive open space 
areas identified in Alteroatives A and B. 

Comment 

[I'ol. Two, 1q). VI.D.62-VI.D.63.1 Also, note that 
roads through the ~farious open spaces are nor 
shown, but they will surely exist. Hai~e roads 
rhrough o11ci-1 sl~ace been subtracted from the 
total? Or are they considered a part of the open 
space? This sho~tld be clarified. (Toby Leiline, 
Missiort Creek Coriseri~ancy) 

Roadways shown in the Mission Bay Alternatives 
A arid B at build-out (Figures V.l and V.2 on 
p. V.12 and p. V.14, respectively, of Volume 
Two, ChapterV. The EIR Alternatives and 
Approval Process) are not included in the open 
space acreage discussed in the EIR. The open 
spaces proposed in each Alternative are 
collceytual aud would, as discussed in Volume 
Two on pp. VLD.61, Vl.D.72-VI.D.74 and 
VI.D.82- VI.D.85, accommodate uses in a variety 
of configurations. Service roads or other access 
roads could be necessary and would be inchtded 
within the open space area acreages at build-out. 
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USE O F  OPEN SPACE FOR PORT 
BACKLAND 

V0!,.LU~U,62:63:AIte~:!!.ati!'eA~n1Id.B. . .~~ellspace 
I . .  A lur-ge porriorr of OSI or US7 n'ill, 
accordirrg to tlte Mayor, halv to be elintirtared if 
the Port rieeds the laird for back up to piers 
45--50. If tltis is t l~e  case, tl~err tlze open space 
crcreoge is everi lou~er irr Dot11 plulns A arrd B.  . . . 

Vol. 2 V1.0.66~)erert S!)ace Man BJ. A portiorr of 
horh tlte active and pass i~~e open space will have 
to be elintirioted irt Alternatii'e A ,  accordirrg to rlre 
Mayor., fiirrlter reducing rlre opert space quotient. 
A1ternatii:e B is trot affected up to the year 2000 
by tltc Mayor's corrtentiori. But it could be 
drastically yffecrcd after tire year 2000. 

Y o U p t T & D - S I , .  Table sltowirig 
~ v o l ~ o s c d  ol'rri slrace uses ,for Alternatii~e A show 
active arid l~assil'e rises iri US I ,  ~~,ltich are rrouJ irr 
corlterrtiorl, arid shorild be eliriiirtntcd from the 
acr-enge corrrrt for tlte year 2000 as orte of rite 
1,ariorrts. (Tol~y Leilirre, Mission Creek 
Cori.rcr~~arrcy) 

A developtnent agreement application was 
submitted by the project sponsor in May 1989 
after the Draft BIR was published; it is c~urently 
under review by the Department of City 
Planning. Its open space program includes some 
port backland (about six acres) at the 
northeasterly corner of the Project Area, east of 
Third Street, south of China Basin Channel, and 
west of Piers 48-50. That revised plan, with 
about 63 acres of open space (including China 
Basin Channel), is evaluated as a variant to 
Alternative A (see Variant 12 [Development 
Agreement Application] in XV.P. Aller~~atives 
and Variants, pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46). 

Allet'nativeA would have 16.5 acres of open 
space (0s-1 ,  shown it1 FigureVl.D.6 011 
p. VI.D.62 of Volurne Two), and Alternative B 
coultl llz~ve 13.6 acres of wet1;111ds open space 
(0s-7,  shown in Figure VI.D.7 on 11. VI.D.63 of 
Volume Two) at that location. 

If six acres ol' t11;1t open space were eliti~inated in 
AlternaliveA to provide the same amount of 
backlarid spnce for Piers 48 and 50, at build-out 
Alternative A would have a total of 26.8 acres of 
parkland, rather than 43.3 acres, and would have 
an open space /population ratio of about 1.9 acres 
per 1,000 population, compared to the three acres 
per 1,000 pl.oposed. If the wetlntld at that 

location were reduced by a similar 'unotlnt in 
Aiternalive B, the Alternative would have a total 
of 68.5 acres of parkland, rather than 82.1 acres, a 
ratio of 3.6 acres per 1,000 population, colrlpared 
to about 4.4 acres per 1,000. It should be noted 
that such a six-acre reduction in Alternative B 
could result in an inadequate wetland design; the 
remaining acreage, however, could be used as a 
park. 

With a reduction there would be a greater 
shortfall in the goal of a neighborhood and 
district open space / population ratio of five acres 
per 1,000 residents than that described on 
p. VI.D.79 of Volume Two for Alternatives A 
and B. 

The development agreement application for 
Mission Bay, as currently proposed, would have a 
total of 51 acres of parkland (excluding China 
Basin Channel), and an open space ratio of 3.1 
acres per 1,000 population (see Variant 12 in 
XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46). 

Vol. 11, V.11-15, Figures V.1 and V.2. Tlte opert 
spaces or parklands proposed within the 
proposed 1-280 touchdown ramps project area 
may require the accommodation of tltc Highway 
Trartsportation Act Section 41f). Tlte City arid 
County of Sari Francisco should coordirtate wit11 
Caltrans before tlte parklands are designated or 
de~~eloped. Otherwise, tlw location of the 1-280 
touchdown rantps could riot be guaranteed, 
rirtless it could be demonstrated that the rantps 
could not be located e l s e ~ ~ h c r e  and tltat there was 
rto feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
parklartds. (Gary Adants, C a l t m s ,  District 4) 

The Comment is acknowledged. The proposed 
1-280 touchdown ramps at King Street we part of 
the Caltmns' 1-280 Transfer Concept Program 
(TCP). In Alternatives A and B, the ramps would 
cross proposed Project Area open space nl  the 
west end of China Basin Charulel, developed as 
part of the Mission Bay Alternatives; the ramps 
would not cross existing parkland. Section 4(f) 
of the Highway Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 
303 or 23 U.S.C. 138) specifies that parkland ntqy 
be useti for highway constructiorl only if there is 
no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
such land. Although it is an independent project, 
the 1-280 TCP Program is a ~najor consideration 
in the planning process for Mission Bay. 
Caltrans and the City of San Francisco have been 
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coordinating tlleir plar~s for the area. The 
scl~cdule for the 1-280 TCP is ahead of that for 
Mission Bay. It is expected that the planned 
1.280 tottcl~tlown rilnlps would be constructed 
well hefore the pnrklitnd proposed neat that area 
in Alternatives A and B (should parkland be 
approved for that area in the development 
i~greement). Therefore, no conflict with 
Section 4(f) of the Highway Tvansportation Act is 
ar~licipated. 

OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE AND 
PERSONNEL 

Tlrc DEIR states tlrrrt. "It has Itor heert determirted 
,~~lrcrt agency or. private errtity ti!ould mairrtaiit 
Missiorr Bay operr sl~aces, parks and recreatiorr 
faci1irie.s" (11. VI.Ll.65). Tlte Recreation and Park 
D r ~ r t r e r t  o i l 1  Itcr~le res~~onsibility for 
ntctirrfoirrirrg arty pul~lic parklarrd dcedeii to tlte 
(.it)$, irrcludi~rg tlre 33.4 acres identified for 
Alterrratii~e A orid the 16.3 acres identified for 
Altcrr~ati~!e B. Chirtc~ Basirt Channel, the 
~?erlands arrd olleri sl~occ associated with 
Irousi~rg, office spac'e arrd SILNRD space should 
rrot be the resl~orrsibility cf tltis Departntertt. 

The estirttated ~~ersorrrrel requirentertts presetrted 
in 7irble VI.D.13 (1'. VI.D.69 of the DEIR) are 
1o11~er /Iran 11'1rat w~ould be necessary for the 
irrterisely used (sellen days per week) facilities. 
Gorilerrirrg positiorrs should be irtn-eased by four, 
plrrs one park sectiort stilrer~~isor; custodian 
l)ositions,for. u sei'c~r day recreafiurt center !vou/il 
be a ntinirtrunt of,four. Tlaese estintatcs are based 
or! si~r~ilar facilities ntairttairred by this 
Ljel~artnierrt irr tlre city. Acrual personnel 
rcqrtir.enrcrtts i~!ould be spccjfied afrer ntore 
cletcrils are a~~uilaOle concerning actual landscal~e 
pla~rs arrd park ,facilities arrd progranrs. T l ~ e  
de~~elol~rrterrt crrrd rrmirrterrarrce r?fspe~.ial features, 
s~iclt as ,fotirrtcrirrs i t  basirts and +~~etlartds, 
,~'ould he tlrc re.sl~onsibility of the al~plicant 
(Sarrta Fe Pr.ol~er.ties). Tlris Dc~~a~mrerrt  ~sould 
be res~~orr,sible for atltletic ,fields, courts, 
pathlonys arid recr.eatiorttr1 ,facilities opcrt to the 
~niblic. 

A nrirri cor.por.ation yard f i~r  eqr~il>r~reitt storage 
(rno~.vers, tools, fertilizer, /roses, contpost, 
cherrticals), rel~crir. eyuipniertt and a sntall 
staff offi'ce ,vorild he rteeded to service this crrecr 
of /Ire cit)~. 

Considerntio~t 11,il1 need to be gii'e~r to costs 
ossoc.icrtcd witlr litter- corttrol ,for Missiort Icay 
Por.ks. As ( I  point of r.qfercrtce, litter. corrlrol 
~.osrs for tlre Marirra Greerr are a~~l~rosintately 

$90,000 per year. (Mary E. Burns, San 
Frarrcisco Recreatiort and Park Deparrntent) 

The Comments are acknowledged. The personnel 
estimates provided in the Comment are more 
current and refined than those presented in the 
EIR. In Volume Two, note /124/, on p. VI.D.133, 
and Table VI.D.17, on p. VI.D.80, identify the 
basis for estimates of personnel requirements. 
The personnel estimates in the EIR, as noted in 
Table VI.D.17, include staffing requirements for 
active and passive parkland, rather than intensely 
used parkland only, as stated in the Comment. 
Thus, the EIR estimetes, based on factors 
provided by Recreation and Park Department 
staff, appear reasonable for m a s  perso~~rlel 
needs for active and passive ctses. As the 
Comment indicates, more-detailed personnel 
requirements, as well as equipment needs itnd 
costs, and service area requiretnents would he 
formulated when actual landscape plans, park 
facilities and progr~uns are identified. (The 
agency or entity that would maintain Mission Bay 
open spice, as noted in the EIR, is still to be 
determined.) 

Comments 

Insufficient attention [is] given to the oj)~)ortunity 
to build a major waterfront park as a central 
feature of tlre Mission Bay project. The Booster:~' 
Warerfiont Committee has insisted rhroughout its 
presentations oi~er the past year that a Mission 
Bay project without a significant new u~aterfront 
park along this last piece of open Salt Francisco 
+varerfiont is trot acceptable. (Arden Smith, 
Potreru Boosters arid Merchants Association) 

Tltere is rto contment in the EIR as to ltow t l~e  
entire open space system will be integrated . . . in 
otlter words there appears to be no open space 
plan to conimertt upon. 

[Vol. 2, p. VI.D.15] ntentions the S.F. Master 
Plart in general and tlre Recreatiort and Ope11 
Sl~ace Elentent in ~~articular. artd tlte requir.enzerrt 
f i r  reserving a u'aterfront stril) for a continuous 
pedestrian and bicycle trail systent. But this 
co~~tirtuous systent is rrot obi~ious irr either Plait A 
or Plan B. Connection needs to be made 
t / t r~ug /~ou t  the dei~elolrnent arrd tltnr ~ ~ i t l t  other. 
bike and ~!a/k ing tr(1i1s in the sicinity. (Toby 
L c ~ ~ i n e ,  Mission Creek Conseri~ancy) 

It seenzs to us that tile ntost physically beautiful 
City irt the Urtitcd States ought to Imve a 
water-fiortt park to take advantage of tlte natural 
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beouties of tlte Bay. Neither tlte Marina Green 
nor the Hyde Street Pier area provide tlte surlriy 
n~eatlter arid norr-commercial setting n~here 
resicle~tts can stroll and erijoy the weather artd tlte 
setting. This is certairtly the City's last chance to 
Im11e such an anrertity. It seems to us as ntuclt a 
necessig as office arid ir~dustrial spaces and 
horrsirig. Afrer all, our City's ecortoniy is based 
on m. I f  we fail to contirrue to attract the 
tourist dollar, n3e ar.e indeed irt deep trouble. 
(Gloria \;art Uririkle, Potrero Boosters and 
Mer.cltarits Associatiort) 

The Mission Bay Project Area includes 
walerfront areas north and ~ o u t h  of China Basin 
Ch;~rurel, west of Tliird Street, and soutll of the 
clixlnel between Third Street and Pier 48. Other 
waterfront areas east of China Basin Street are 
outside the Project Area on property gerlerally 
corltrolled by t l~e  Port of S;un Francisco. 
Alteruatives A, B and N would irrclude waterfront 
open space north and soutl~ of China Basin 
Channel. Alternatives A and B would have open 
space east of Third Street or the channel, of 
16.5 acres nnd 13.2 acres 01 wetland, 
respectively. Alternative B wo~lld have a 
well:~ntls south of Pier 54. That open spaces's 
fror~t;ige on the Bay would be lirr~ited by existing 
o r  l'ncilities assulnetl to cor~tit~ue iri use (see 
Volurrte Two, Figures V.l xrd V.2 on p. V.12 
mtl p. V.14, respcctively, of Chapter V. The EIR 
Alterrlatives artd Approval Process: Figure 
VI.D.6 on p.VI.D.62; and FigureVI.D.7 on 
p. V1.0.63). 

011 pp. VI.D.87-VI.D.88 of Volume Two, Table 
VI.D.19 oi~lli~rcs the rclatiorlsl~ip between 
Missior~ Bay Altertiatives 'and operi space 
objectives and policies of the Recreation and 
Open Space Element of the Master Plan. As 
noted in the table, Alternative A would provide 
ope11 space along the China Basin Channel 
shorelirre that coultt accorumodate a shoreline 
trail. In Alternative B, cllaluiel shoreline open 
space coultl also accotntnodate a trail, but would 
~rcetl to be diverted around proposecl wetlrmd 
r e  Figures V.l and V.2 show these areas for 
e;lcli Alter~~:~tive at build-out. The iderttified open 
spice ttrer~s i r ~  tlie Mission Bay Alternatives 
provitle linkages with the sltorelinc, as well ns 
will1 the surroontling Nearby Areas. 

On p. VI.D.89, Table VI.D.19 tiescribes the 
linhnge of Mission Bay open space with other 
I : I I I ~  uses in tf~c Project Area and Nearby Areas, 
specifically ;IS it relates to City policies. As 
show~l in Figures V. 1 :tral V.2, paved walking and 
biking paths connect to active 'and passive 

recreation areas. As stated in Volume Two on 
p. VI.D.83 and p. VI.D.84, all Project Area 
residential and non-residential uses would be 
located within about 700feet of Project Area 
parkland. 

In Altetnative A, for example, paved walking and 
biking paths would connect the southern and 
eastern portions of the Project Area with active 
atld passive recreation areas alor~g China Basin 
and the channel. In Alternative B, the paved 
walking and biking open space strip from Third 
Street near Yuma would connect to the open 
space areas in the southeastern area to active nt~d 
passive recreation areas along China Basin and 
the channel. 

Other open space configurations are incorporated 
in two new vnriatiolls on tile Altetnittives, which 
are evaluated in XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
pp.XV.P.6-XV.P.26 and pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46. 
Variant 11 (EDR Hearing Proposal) includes a 
36-acre park with 20 acres of wetlands hz~bitat. 
Variant 12 (Developmenl Agreement 
Application) includes open space along much of 
the eastern border of the Project Area. 

WATER-RELATED OPEN SPACE AND 
RECREATION 

Comment 

Table [VI.D.I2 an p.VID.67] sltows that actil~e 
recreation will be developed on the edges o f  tlte 
Mission Creekfor Alternuti~~e A .  (OS 3). Totally 
i~ial~/)ropriate, for if any irrteiztian is to be made 
to utilize the Creek for ntore logical actiiities 
such as bird watching, sittiitg, walki~tg, bike 
riding, pedal boating, kite flying, picnicking, 
running etc., then actise sports, 'such as baseball, 
soccer, etc. arc totally inupj~ropriate oft the edge 
of tlte Creek. Tlte soutl~errt edge tnust be kept 
natural. 

Tahle [on 11. VI.D.671 shows tllat under 
alterrratii~e B, no active sl~orts ar-eus nlill be 
de~lelol>ed by 2000, though this seems illogical. 
Tltere needs to be a balance. It also a11pear.s 
pecrrliar tliat since Alter~tcrti~!e B is tire so-called 
open space arid housing alternati~~e, tltat 1 1 0  

1101'ed walking or bike paths are de~~eloped by the 
year 2000. (Toby Levirte, Mission Creek 
Coriseri~arrcy) 

The distribution of active and passive recreation 
areas ider~tilied in TableVI.D.12, on p. VI.D.67 
of Volutne Two, is a general proposal that 



illustrates the range of activities that coultl be 
accomtnodaled. Spccific open space plans, 
includitlg whether active recrerition areas shonltl 
be developed away from the south side of China 
Basin Cl~antrel in Alter~rativeA, would be 
determined as Mission Bay planning proceeds. 
Open space 0 s - 3  contni~~s  a total of 10.8 acres; it 
would be possiblc to havc active open space 
rernoved from the charrnel frontage but still locale 
it within thal area. 

Thc developmet~t in the Project Area by the year 
2000 was assi~med for purposes of an i ~ l t e r i ~ r ~  
yenr analysis; the open space areas were 
identified within the framework of other Project 
Area development, as discussed on p. V.29 of 
Volume Two. This interim phase analysis does 
nol preclude i~rcorporalior~ oS nctive open space 
by 2000 ontler Alternative B, as plmu~ing 
proceeded. Mitigation Measure D.14, described 
on p. VI.D.119 of Volume Two, inclutles 
provisions for active open space urltler 
Alternative B by 2000. Passive recreation areas 
could include walking and biking paths, as 
described on p. V.6 of Volu~ne Two, Chapter V. 
The EIR Altcr~ratives and Approval Process. The 
p . a ~ l ~ t ~ e s  .' ' ' itle~rtified to be (leveloped under 
Allernalive B by 2000 could i n c l ~ ~ d e  paved paths 
for hiking and biking. See also the preceding 
Response. 

Comment 

Tlte edrrcutiortal opl~ortunities of the rvetland cmd 
ol)e~i space systent (as described by MCC . . . in a 
separate document entitled MCC Desiprt 
Gui~lelitres) . . . ntust be included in tlre EIR. . . . 

. . . Tlre oinission of natural areas [fr.oni 
Table Vl.D.191 creates a linritcd range of 
recreatiorral ol)l~ortunities. 

(Irrder Alterrrati~~c B,  the secortd sertterrce [orr 
II.VI.L).HY] is pcrterttl)~false. A u~etlarzd cart serve 
a greater range of ages and p11ysi~:al obiliries 
tlrarr orry otlier ,facility (e.g. baseball diunrond, tot 
lot, basketball court, sn8irirnrirrg pool, etc.). Tlrere 
is no reasori not to rriake ~i~etlarrd i~iew~irig arecrs 
crrtd the irrterproi~v center r~~lteelcltcrir 
accessible. . . . 

De1et.e. tlre stnternerit [or! p.VI.D.891 "l.Vetlar~(ls 
ar.ecrs nrcry {rot ullorc~ as wide a range irr 011err 
s11ace and reci.eution ol~~~orturrities con?pared to 
Alteriiatii~e A," I f  tltis statement is made, tliert it 
slrowlrl be rrradc j%r. all site-specific a c t i ~  IrtreS ' ' . . . 
stick as baseball, wltich yrecludes tot lots in tlre 
sarite sl)crce: soccer, rvhiclr preclu~les 1)icrzickirrg, 
c ~ .  All recreatiorr sl~ecific sites slrortl(1 corrtaiii 
tlre scrme ])ro~dso. 111 ,filct, ~~etlarrds, bvit11 their 
opl1or7rrnities for rvnlkir~g, bilii,~g, bird ,c~crtc/iiirg 
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and picriicking l?ro~'ide at least as ntttch 
recreational value as other site specific 
recreational actii'ities. Take a look at Lake 
Merritt in Oakland, wltich iricludcs a tidal 
w~etlarrd; or Crab Cove in Sari Mateo County, to 
get arr idea of the ijariety of acthlities tlrat ntay 
take place. . . . 

Vol. 2 Ij.IVI.M.12 (iirter:uretii~e ceiiteri. No 
nrention [ i s  ntade] of MCC's prol~osed 
irrterpreti~je center u~hic11 would be an additional 
educational center to supplenterrt tlte school 
district's effort at Fort Funsron, on the Pacific, 
and tlte Josephine RarrrlaN .Ir. Museum in the 
center of the City to provide cnvirontrrental 
education to yourrg people as well as to adults. 
Tlrough on p. VI.M.19 the EIR does state thnt 
"Tlre wetland njould also prOl~ide an importarit 
edrccational experience for many ~)eople who 
would otherwise not have seert a wetlaird at close 
range." This benefit should receii'e niore 
attention. 

Wetland ifiterpretive centers tltrougliout the Bay 
Area (Crab Coile, Hayward Area Recreation 
District, Richurdsori Bay Audubon Ceirter, etc.) 
are riot able to keep up with demand. There arc 
long waiting lists for classroom ,field trips. The 
National Wildlife Refuge Wetla~tds iri Frenrorrt 
gets rltore than 250,000 visitors per year. Sun 
Francisco should be doing its share to hell? nieet 
tltc regional need for access to, information about 
and enjoyn~ent of the bay's natural edge. . . . 

. . . A sntall indoor center, possibly associated 
rvitlr a historical museum and on about tlre sante 
scale as the Crab Cove Visitor Center, . . . should 
be unobtrusii~e in its architecture, arrd wit11 
w3indows lookirzg out oitto tlte marsh. (Toby 
Levirte, Missiort Creek Coriservaricy) 

The EIR does not assume or specify the facilities 
to be includetl in open space areas; rattier, i t  
identifies a range of uses and structures that could 
be accorntnodated in active and passive recreation 
areas, including wetland areas. An interpretive 
center would not be precluded. Wetland areas 
would provide additional passive recrcatiot~ 
opporttu~ities, as noted on p. VI.M.12 in Volutne 
Two, V1.M. Vegetation and Wildlife, and 
etlucittional benefits, as stated on p. VI.M.19. 
Recognizing the values of wetlimd areas proposed 
in Alternative B, p.VI.M.23 suggests ways to 
enhance the educational and recreational value of 
the wetland areas. 

Tire st:rtcrnent on the range of appropriate uses, 
taken from TableVI.D.19 on p.VI.D.89 of 
Volutne Two, was intended to point out the 
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differences in character of these open space 
areas. Page Vl.D.85 of Volume Two identifies 
that the wetland areas would provide a visual, 
etiucntional and recreation resource in the Project 
Area. As noted on p. VI.D.85, wetlnnd areas 
rcprcscnt n trade-off between types of uses; 
wetlrnlds would provide for a range of activities 
but, because of their ecological sensitivity, they 
would require more passive, lower intensity uses. 

Tlie following sentence is added to the 
"Alternative A" colu~nn for "9. Citywide System, 
Policy 7" in Table VI.D.19 on p. VI.D.89: 

- AlternativeA would not include wetlands 
areas and related recreational or educational 
activities. 

The l;~st sentence in the second paragraph under 
the "Alternative B" column on [his page is 
revised aud a new setitence is added, as follows: 

Wetland areas w_o_ulddproIvjdccaaW., 
e d u c A o _ n a l ! r - d o n a l  resaurce ~ Q J  - all 
a g c $ r o ~ p s ~  ~ a a c a - ~ x o - d d ~ q u i x e  W 
m-or%.assive. l e s s i n t e n s e  uses and, 
fonsquentlyd~Kentatrad!fLb?e n 
W v e  and active mace. 

Untler "Recre;ttion & Parks" on p.11.38 of 
Volulne One, the following new sentence is 
;~ddcd aftcr the second complete sentence in the 
right-hand column, first paragraph: 

Wetlands in Alternative B would provide 
educational opportunities and represent a 
tradmff of active for passive open space. 

Tlre ruble (Tuble VI.D.191 shortld also irtclrtde tile 
"Nutural Areos" puru~ruph urrdcr Policy 2 (1). 
1.3.13 of rlre Oper~ Space Elemertt). Areas 
slcpl~ortirrg ir?digerrous flor-u urtd,fiittr~a shorrld be 
protected front chartge that ~vould alter tile 
Itubitat. Alternuti~~e A ~vould destroy existirtg 
Irabitat. Airy list c[f r.ele~~arrt Master Plurr lmlicies 
shorrld also irtclude tile Err~~irorrmerttol Protectiorl 
Elertler~r. (Toby Lei~irre, Missiort Creek 
Corrservarrcy) 

Policy 2 of the Recreation nntl Ope11 Space 
Eletuent atldresses preservatiou of existing public 
open space, iiloluding protection of natural areas 
tlrat "are rcl;~tivcly undisturbed end remain in a 
nearly uatrlral state" (Recre;ttion and Open Space 
Eletnent, p. 1.3.13). In Volulne Two of tbe EIR, 

pp. VI.M.l -VLM.2 of VLM. Vegetation and 
Wildlife describe the altered state of the Mission 
Bay Project Area, a former major embayment of 
San Francisco Bay. No rare or endangered 
terrestrial vegetation or wildlife are known to 
exist in the Project Area. Aquiitic plant and 
wildlife species are supported in the China Basin 
Channel, the altered remmant of Mission Bay. 
With Alternative A, as noted on pp. VLM.8- 
VI.M.9, the ch'mnel would continue to provide 
habitat for water birds, although increased human 
activity near the shoreline would preclude nesting 
by birds (which is not known to occur at 
present). Pages VI.M.14-VI.M.16 describe 
potential effects of proposed dredging of China 
Basin Charmel, under Alternative A. As stated on 
p. VI.M.14, turbidity (cloudiness) in the channel 
caused by the dredging "would likely cause 
short-term disruption of feeding and respiration 
of resident invertebrates mid of fisbes unable to 
avoid or remove themselves from the 
area. . . . While some fish would die because of 
dredging, it is not likely that significant fish kills 
would result." 

Page VI.M.14 also states that the fish 
assemblages near the ~nouth of the channel "most 
likely would not be affected by dredging." 
Dredging, however, if carried out during the 
December to Marc11 peak spawning season of 
Pacific herring could cause local distuption of the 
population of that fishery. The ELR concludes 
that, assuming water quality has not been 
significantly degraded in the channel at build-out, 
dredging would not cause any long-term effects 
on fish populations in the channel. 

T l ~ e  Environmenttli Protection Element of the 
Master Plan includes the Plan for Consetvation, 
adopted in 1973, 'and the Plan for Tritnsportation 
Noise Control, adopted in 1974. The Plan for 
Conservation contains objectives and policies for 
protcction of bay, ocean 'md shorelines; air, fresh 
water, land, 'and flora and fauna in San 
Francisco. The policies are general, and typically 
refer to other planning and regulatory activities of 
local, regional, state, and federal jurisdiction. 
Policies relevant to Mission Bay include Bay, 
Ocean, and Shorelines (Objective 3), Policy 1, to 
"cooperate with and otherwise support regulatory 
program of existing regional, state, and federal 
agencies dealing with the Bay. Ocean, and 
Shorelines" (Environmental Protection Element, 
p. 1.6.5). The relationship of Mission Bay 
Alternatives to regional, state and federal 
agencies is discussed on pp. VI.A.57-VI.A.65 of 
Volulne Two, V1.A. Public Plans, Policies and 
Permits, including waterftont developlrlent 
policies of tbe Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, U.S. Army Corps of 
Etrgitleers, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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Bay, Ocean, and Shorelines (Objective 3). 
Policy 2, is to "promote the use and development 
of shoreline areas consistent with the 
Cotnprehensive Plan i~nd the best interest of Sari 
Fraucisco" (Environmet~tal Protection Eletnent, 
1'. 1.6.5). lo VohuneTwo, p. VI.A.34, 
pp. VI.A.41-VI.A.43 and Table VI.A.1 on 
pp. VI.A.35-Vl.A.40 outline the relationship of 
the Missiou Bay Alternatives to objectives ar~d 
policies of the Central Waterfrolrt Pla11 of the Sax1 
Francisco Master ("Comprehensive") Plan. 
Tablc VI.A.2, on pp. VI.A.48-VI.A.51, cotnpilres 
the Alternatives to other Elements of the M ~ s l e r  
Plan. 

Land (O1)jective 7), Policy 1, is to "preserve and 
adtl to pl~hlic open space in accordance with the 
otijectives arrtl policies of the Recre i~ t io~~  iutd 
Ope11 Spnce Plan" (Environ~nental Protection 
Element, p. 1.6.9). The relationship of Mission 
Bay Alternatives to the Recreation and Open 
Space Pli111 is discussed in TableV1.1>.19 on 
pp. VI.D.87-VI.D.9 I of Voluale Two. 

Flora aod Fauna (Ohjective 8), Policy 2, is to 
"protect the habitats of ktlowrl plant and atritnal 
species that require ;I relatively n:ltttfi~l 
e~tvi ror~nte~~t"  (E~~vi ro~~~ne t r t a l  Proteclion 
Elcnlent, p. 1.6.1 1). In Voluvr~e Two, pp. VI.M.7- 
VI.M.20 discuss the effects of Mission Bay 
Allcrn:~tivcs on  quati tic aotl terrestriill vcgeti~tion 
aud wildlik. 

None of tlte tlrree alternati~~es deal with the need 
fiir prrblic crccess to the Bay irr arr adequate 
~~rnr~rter. As a matter uf fact, that reqriirentent is 
not really dealt wit11 at all. (Toby Leiline, 
Mission Creek Cor~.seri~anc.y) 

Policies relaling l o  public access to the Bay are 
identified and described on pp. VI.A.21-VI.A.22 
of Volume Two, V1.A. Public Plans, Policies and 
Pcr~nits. On pp. VI.A.36-VI.A.37 of Volurne 
Two, Table Vi.A.1 sun~tnarizes the consistetrcy 
of the Mission Bay Altert~atives with policies 
relating to public access. As shown in 
FiguresV.1 and V.2 (p.V.12 and p.V.14, 
respectively, of Volume Two, Chapter V. The 
EIR Alterrratives and Approval Process), there 
are identified publicly accessible open space 
areas where the Missiorr Bay Project Area 
borders the water. Other waterfront areas easl of 
China Basil] St~eet  ;Ire not part of the Mission 
Bay Project Area. That latter area, which 

includes Piers 48 to 64 and adjacent seawall lots, 
is owned and managed by the Port of San 
Francisco, as described in Volume Two, V1.B. 
Land Use, Business Activity, m d  Employment, 
pp. VLB.36-VI.B.38. 

COMMUNITY, C1JLTURAL AND 
RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 

Comment 

111 general, commiiriiry seri~ices arc gillen short 
shrift in the Drafi EIK. The main idecr is that 
e.x]~arlded city serijices, such as sclrools, police 
and fire protectior~, parks and recreation, 
libraries, and water-sewer service  ill be ntet 
siniply by increntcntal expartsiori, or ,fitrtl~er 
taxing existing services. There is riothirtg 
far-sighted, irzno~~atiix, or supportiisc qf 
proidding ciry-wide useful expanded contntunity 
services. . . . 

Sonzchow I feel that the EIR should consider new 
forms and means of pro~ddirrg contnzurtity 
seri~ices. Perliaps the police are riot disl~~tclted 
Font .fort-like central statioris like tlie Hall of 
Justice - Snutlter~! Station, but might liue in tltc 
Project and have sntall "offices" in several 
briildir~gs scattered tltrorighoict tlte Project. ' I  
would think tltat tlrese +vould ltai~? corisiderable 
benefit with mininial cost. A firehouse niigl~t be 
built into and be a par-t of a cotrununity center, or 
a satellite library. (Richard H. Moss, Potrero 
Boosters and Merchartts Association) 

Many possibilities exist for providing community 
facilities in Mission Bay. Allocatiori or  facilities 
would be done as past of the development 
agreement process, in concert with the agencies 
providing the services. It is not the purpose of 
the EIR to undertake innovative replanning of 
citywide provision of community services, but to 
assess impacts on those services, generated by 
new development, based on demand variables 
developed by the service providers. 

Comments -- 

The discrrssion omits fir11 evaluation of e.~isting 
"contn~rtnity center" resources of all kinds in 
surrounding areas, such as Canon Kip 
Community House in t/re Soutlt of Market. Tlze 
progrants and senlice poplrlatiort of each sltould 
be in~leiitoried to permit understaritling of tl~eir 
l~otential use by the future Mission Bay 
populatior~, or a lack of additional capacity. 
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Tlte disctrssiort corttl~letel)~ orttits ei~aluatiort of 
e i t i r g  r.eligiorrs iristittctioris -- chrrrcltes -- in 
~rccrr.Dy crreirs. Religiorrs instinrriorts in fact also 
firrrctio~t as contnrt~rtit)~ facilities irt a ~t'ide variety 
of I I ~ u ) ~ ,  a~ td  are art irttegral part of any real 
iteiglrbu1.1rood. . . . 

TIte DEIR ,fails to discrrss in gerleral Mission Bay 
rreeels ,fir l~ublic or prii~ate 'contntunity centers,' 
altlro~rglt srrclt a certter is proposed in t!te 
de~~eloprtterrt progrant. Suclr a multi-use facility 
carr take niarty forms and accontntodate malty 
t)y)es of progrants. Dtral purpose use of other 
,facilities, such as the proposed SFUSD school 
also is possible. . . . 

Gii~ert rite lack of a discussion of 'contnttr~?ity 
certters,' tlrere is no list of possible mitigation 
a11l~r.oaches to satisb such a general need. A 
sirigle corttnrurtir)) center is irtadequate, due to tlre 
knon111 o~~gortizutio~tal i~tability to satisb eilery 
co~nrttrrriity ,fitrtcriorr in one buildirtg and one 
lwogrant. A ntirigatiort a1)l)roach n~ould include, 
besicles the traditiortal "coritntunity center" 
pt.o[JO~ed i~r rite plnrt, reqrtirertrerrts for- srrpport 
ser~~ices  to be l~roi'ided on-site by dei'e1oper.s of 
sertior Aorrsing, requirentents ,for. space to be 
rnadc a~~ailable for childcare seridces by 
corttr~tercial arid rrtarker-rate ko~rsirtg dei~elopers 
as  al~propriate, and sonte gerteral requiremertt 
for sonre lurid to be ntade ai~ailable for purchase 
at a discounted ])rice by community service 
ogerrcies whiclt would build their ouvt facilities. 
Tlris specifically sltould irtclude religious 
irrstittrtions, i.e., a church site, if they will provide 
contntunity sen~ices as well. (John Elberling, Salt 
Franciscarts,fi)r Reasortable Grobvtlt) 

I11 rite EIR cultlira1 resources are addressed as 
Iiistoric artifacts. My definition of cultural 
resources is ntore in tlte line of lihraries, 
tlteoters, ol~en space arid comnrunity centers for 
tlre r.esiderrrs. I Irai'e beer1 rrnable to find any 
disc~rssiort of tlte srrbject in tlte EIR witlt tlte 
e,t-cel~riorr of a lil~rary, k~vlrich they won't get. 
(.Iolrrr 8. DeCtrstru, Potrero Boosters and 
Mer~clrartts Association) 

Wlrert we rlrirtk of Sari Fraricisco, we thirtk of 
rttcrr~y things. Ortr of the things we do tltink about 
is tire ~ ~ a r i o u s  cultural antetiities that bile have 
Irere irt tlte City, rzlrtgirtg front. i~isual artists, to 
tire rtewfilrrt irtdustry tltot's starting rq~, to street 
01-tists, to c'orttics, to thetrtre, to rlernce, rlte 
syntphorry, the ol~cru and ntusetmts. 

Tltese a~iel nrctny orlter r)y?es of ortists add a 
sl~ecinl 1:iralit)~ to orty city. Tire crecrtii~e energy 
trnd intrrginotion keeps rltis City alive as rtebv 
ic1crr.s trrtd i~isiorts are sharer1 and esperiertced by 
rcsi(1ot1s crrrtl ivisitors olike. 

Tltere is a need for a itealthy and actii~e artistic 
contmurtity in a major city, and that goes u~ithout 
saying. We need to make eilery effcjrt to asstrre 
tlte residents of San Francisco and sl?ecifically 
the future residents of Mission Bay develol~mertt 
that the csmmrrniy arid cultrrr-a1 facilities will be 
a significantpart of this new neighbor'ltood. . . . 

If we look at the history of this  project -- and as  I 
said, I a m  [a]  member of PLAN and the Mission 
Bay Clearirtghouse, and I ha11e been in~~o l i~ed  for 
o w r  five )!ears -- during preliminary discussiorts 
I discovered that many consultants arid planners 
were not quite sure [about] tlze distirtction 
between community and cultural facilities. And 
botlt of these components are i~ital to the ultintate 
success of the project. 

Commurtity facilities respond to the needs of the 
citizenry such as police, fire, schools, health, 
senior certters, child care, librzrries, 
neighborhood house, commrtniry cenrers, pcrrk 
and rec facilities, recycling centers, community 
gardens, and the list goes on. . . . 

In the area [of]  cultlcral faciliiies, there is a need 
for many diflerent things. One of those is a 
400-seat tltearre, also small, multi-purpose 
professional tlreatre, rehearsal space, 
rteighborhood art center wit11 classr.oont space, 
gallery space, office space, and small museum 
space as  i.vell. 

Tltere is also a need for other sntaller facilities 
and galleries throughout the project as well a s  an 
artist live-work contponent. 

As I ntentiorted earlier, throughout my years of 
ini~oli~emertt in this project, neitlter city planners 
nor tlte developer Itase ntade a real contmit~ttent 
to tlte arts at Mission Bay. AIl along, both sides 
in this debate have talked about a neighborhood, 
but this will be a sterile wasteland witltour 
nteartirtRful venues for artistic expression and 
community. 

The proposed plan as regards commurtity and 
crrltural facilities is contpletely inadequate. 111 
1957, the Missiort Bay plan, tlte contmurtity, 
cultural and recreational facilities accorrrtred for 
al~proximately ten acres land. Out of the 
al?l?rox.intate 300 acres on the site, this was about 
three percent of tlte total dei~elopnteitt. 

It's urtfortunate that the deijeloper proposed esen 
less tlran tlrree percent --  I think at last count it 
was even Iess than one percent the last time I 
talked to hint -- ellen tltough two years ago in this 
ilery roo~rt he p~.oposed and promised to eqrtal or 
su,pass tire ntintbers irt tlte best neighhorkoocls in 
Sarr Francisco. 
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In sniaying the rrciglrborlrood cnrifr?rrofity services 
and culturc~l ,fircilities report prepared by Carl 
Arttl~orry arm Associates ,fi)r. t Plarirririg 
Deyarm~errt irr 1956, his facts read a s  follow~s -- I 
slto~llrl also otld recreation, so it ~loukd he 
corirniunity, crrltrrral arrd recrccrtion gercerrtages 
irr sonte of lrlte] otltcr neighborhoods around 
t o ~ ~ r r .  Nor.th Beach is sis percent. Potrero Hill is 
eigl~t percerlt. Tile Ricltritottd District is eight 
perccrrt. Tlre Marina District is 15 percerrr. 
South of Market is rk11o perccrrt. 

I rirerrtiorr Sorrtl~ of Market because it is such an 
e.vrr-emcl)t IOU' fi.yrtr.e, arrd it's sigriifjca/rt, as it is 
c1ea1- that the ecrsrerri ~!!uterfront hardly has arr 
evccss of rirsnrirces ~11itl1 )+?hiclt to suj)]~lenie~~t tlte 
plarr irtndeqtmcy a t  Missiorr Bag. . . . 

This rreiv cori~rrtrtrtirv deserves its ow~rt facilities, 
rtot 011!)~ j'i)r tlrc J ) ~ O S I ) C C ~ ~ I ~ C  22,000 nlorkers artd 
its 15,000 rrsidcrrts, but also to enharic,c Sart 
Frorrcisco arid to rrot,firrther. tas tile o~~erstrctched 
ca~~abilities of (other rreighborltoods. (Torrt 
Murray, Potrero League of Acthle Neighbors arrd 
tlre Missiort Bay C'lear.inghouse) 

Co~r~lriuriity ceilters and other related comtnunity 
ilnd cultural facilities, including churches, could 
be includctl in Mission Bay. As n Program EIR, 
the Mission Bay EIR, as stated on p. lV.l of 
Volttt~ie Two, Chapter IV. Study Appro;lch ant1 
Org;urization, provides "an overall context in 
which to consider decisions made for future, 
more-tlclailetl lcvcls of project implcrnenlalion, 
as well :I,$ providirtg a brol~d area-wide. ;~nalysis 
lor pli~~lning j)u~poscs." 

Mission Bay Alternatives A and B, as discussed 
below, it~clutlc land uses designated for 
co~ntrlur~ity hcilitics, and could also 
i~c~oln~nodi~ te  co~xllnl~nity center structures 
housing a range of services as part of open space / 
recreation areas (see Mitigation Measure D.15 on 
p. VI.D.119 of Volume Two). Both 
Allerualives A a t~d  B include land designated for 
cornlnur~ity fitcilities 211 ~rruliiple localions; 
Alternative A, lotalirig 2.4 acres near 
Tl~irtl/Fourth/Mission Rock Streets, and at two 
loc:~tions ncur the Central Square (see Figure V.l 
otl p. V.12 of Volume Two, Chiipter V. The EIR 
Alternatives and Approval Process); ntrd 
AltcrnativeB, totaling 5.6 acres, also near 
Thirtl/Fourtl~/Missior, Rock Streets (see 
Figure V.2 on p. V. 14 of Volume Two). 

In addition. Alternative A open space areas OS-I, 
(IS-3 and OS-7, shown in Figure V1.D.6 on 
p. Vl.D.62, and Alternative B open space areas 

OS-5, OS-6 and OS-9, shown in Figure VI.D.7 on 
p. VI.D.63, would include active open space 
uses. As noted in note/a/ of Table VI.D.12 on 
p. VI.D.68, and in note/b/ of Table VI.D.16 on 

VI.D.79, those areas could accommodate 
'iecreation buildings with multipurpose rootns 
and assembly roonls and gyms that could be used 
for cultural activities." Residential and 
commercial uses in other areas of Mission Bay 
could also incorporate cultural facilities. 

A cornmlrnity services / cultural facilities special 
study plepared for the Mission B?y Plan 
discusses needs for such facilities, Including 
those for police, firefighters, child care, culkural 
activities, indoor recreation, health care, and 
social setvices, as well as schools, churches, 
libraries, and neighborhood meeting facilities./l/ 
That study looked at the provisior~ of these 
services in tlie surrounding area to identify and 
analyze potential needs generated by Mission Bay 
development. The recommendations in the study, 
along with subsequent planning analysis, would 
assist during the development agreement process 
in deter~nining the types of contmunity and 
cultural activities that would locate in Mission 
Bay. 

Two new variants (Variants11 and 12) are 
analyzed in this document (see XV.P. 
Alternatives and Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26 
and XV.P.27-XV.P.46). Both identify several 
con~munily and cultural facilities that would be 
located throughout the Project Area. In 
Variant 11 (EIR Heruing Proposal), those include 
theaters, senior centers, health center, community 
art gallery, cultural center, and librmy, as well as 
a school site and police/fire/emergency facilities. 
Livelwork areas are also identified in this variant 
that would be suited to artistlartisan space. In 
Variant 12 (Development Agreement 
Application), a senior center and undefined 
cultural uses are added to community facilities 
uses and a school site is designated. 

The following is added after the third sentence in 
the first paragraph under "Con~munity Facilities" 
on p. V.6 of Volume Two, Chapter V. The ELR 
Allernatives and Approval Process: 

Wbite not specifically called out in the 
analysis, other culNal and community 
services, such as community or senior 
centen, would also fall within [his use 
category. 

Comment 

There is a real need for integmtirrg tlte Project 
cortrritunity resources ~ ~ i t l t  tl~ose existirtg or 
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pla~ined for fiearb)> other rreighborhoods. Iri the 
prcblic hearings we proposed that a Fort 
M i - I  cultural resour-ce he dei~elo~ped in 
rrrrrrsecl ,firmer irtdustrial blril~liirgs at the riear1)y 
20tlr and llliriois ship)~ard. This is  not nrentiorted 
ariyll'lrere irr the Draft EIR, or is  the idea of using 
airy reso~trce outside of the Project other tllarl the 
Potrer-o Bi-crirch Lihrary arid a nearby ,fire 
stcrtiorr. It is  clear thcrt this area must be rei~isited 
11,it/1 a goal this tirne of seriously del~c/o11irig 
e.~trrrded conintrrniry arid cltltural resorirces, 
,1,11ile prortiotirig tlte iritegration fl f  the Project 
irrto the rieighborAood,fabric qf the c i ty  (Richard 
H.  Moss, Potrcro Boosters arrd Merchants 
Associatiorl) 

This EIR atlalyzes, at a program level of detail, 
in~p;~cts of tile Mission Bay developnlelit; the 
20111 and lllinois Streets shipyard is not part of the 
Project Area. No application for a cultural 
resource center is on file at the Deputment of 
City Planning, so it would be misleading for the 
EIR to assume such a center would be built. The 
EIR does idcntify existing iacilities in 
surrounding Nearby Areas to provide a context 
for the Mission Bay analysis. I-iowever, a 
dctaiied evaluation of community resources 
outside Mission Bay would be the hasis tor a 
separate plnlulillg and ellvirolurtetllal review 
eifort. 

CHILD CARE FACILITIES 

Comments 

The discussioii omits e~~aluation of child care 
resources arid service demand in srtrroltriding 
comriir~nities, esl>ecially nun-market-rate publicly 
srtbsidized progi-ams proi,ided ,for lower income 
faniilies. Tliese programs rteed to be inl~eritoried, 
arid coiitl~ared to estiriiated rieeds. . . . 

The DEIR ,fails to ei~aluate lirrblicly subsidized 
cliild care progranl irrtpacts. Sirttilarly based or1 
tlre I~ .o jec t ' s  ~~o~)~r la t io r r / i r tc~~r i te  pi-ojectiorrs, child 
care rieerls for Missiori Bay residerlts rieed to be 
estiriiatc~rl, esl)ecially 1011!cr-incortie fi~rnilies. If 
11rolided or!-site, brrildirtg area rer/uir.entertts 
rtced to be estiirtated. (Joltrt Elberlirig, Sari 
Fi.ar~ciscarts for Reasormble Gronlth) 

The Missiorr Bay l?roject preserits an uri11oralleled 
ol?lx)rturrity to resl)ortd to the critical rteed irt this 
city for. child car-e, particularly ctfforclab irtfi.~rit 
arrd scltool age child care. . . . [W]e  are i w y  
distressed tlrat it [tlle Departri~ertt of  City 

Plartrtirtg] has not seen fit to incorl?orate 
discussion of child care in the Contnutnity 
Services section of tlte Draft ElR. 1t is 
asto~rishing that despite tlte hiring of a corisultant 
to coriduct [the Mission Bay] comniunity seri~iccs 
sl~ecial study, multiple discussiorts with nunrerous 
itidii~iduals concerried wit11 child care, prei~ious 
discrrs$ioti of cltild rare in the Mission Buy Plari 
a i d  the inclusion of an entire sectior~ on 
contmunity s e i ~ ~ i c e s  iit the draft EIR, cltild care is 
riot trterttioried ortee in all of the draft EIR. 

For too long, Planning Staff hale  tried to say that 
child care is  not something tltat they need to deal 
with in an EIR. Yet,  child care is  being 
addressed iri EIRs [ilrr Berkeley. . . . [I]t r)iakes 
little sense to incorporate child care concerns in 
other planning documents and then ignore it in 
the EIR, a s  has been the case with Missiorl Bay. 

At the very least, siiice the EIR addresses the 
need for schools generated by the various 
alternatives arid how suck iieeds can be 
nritigated, artd the school distt-ict pr-oilides child 
care, tire EIR is obliged to ask the school district 
about the cltild care demarld that will be 
generated by tire Mission Bay Project and 
wkettrer the school district will be able to 
acconlmodate any increased demand f i r  its child 
care services. If the school district will riot be 
able to meet any increased dentn~id because of a 
lack of facilities or- resources, tltert niitigating 
alternatives must be discussed. (Abby Colten, 
Child Care Law Certter) 

The members of the Mayor's Office of Cltild Care 
Advisory Courtcil would like to address our 
concerns that the Missiorl Bay Draft EIR does not 
irrcorporate discussion of child care seri~ices in 
the Community Services section. 

. , . [In Noventber 1987,J we learned that the 
department's summary of proposed uses included 
some provision for child care ,facilities although 
we espressed our concern with the phase-in, 
affordability and dei~elopmerrt of these facilities 
within the overall project. . . . 

. . . Howei~er, we are e,~tremely coricerrted tltat 
the del~artriterit has /rot addressed a child care 
agerida irt tlre Draft EIR, Contntrtnity Ser~jices 
section. Also, it seenzs to us iriconsisterit to riot 
irtcorporate clrild care in the EIR ortce it has becri 
atldressed in other plartrtirrg doc~rrr~er~ts arid 
special studies prepared for Missiort Bay. 

Mission Bay represerits Sari Francisco's preniier 
ol)l~orturiity for dei~elol7irrg rtew chil l  care 
facilities in the nrost al)propi.iate of settirigs, e.g., 
a new residential dei~elopntent. Research s h o ~ ! s  
that most families prefer child care serijices 
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located near tlreir honte. Tltere are a number of 
new resideritin1 arid nti.ved trse dei~elopnients in 
Ca1;forriin w11cre cltild care facilities 1tai)e beeri 
successfitlly iricorporated into tlte pla~rning, 
desigrt arid coristruction of tlte projects, 
eriltaricirig the oi~erall ntar.ketability of the 
ltousir~g stock arid attractirig tenants to the 
commercial phase of tlte de~~elopment. . . . 

Tltere are at least two areas in the Draft EIR for 
Mission Bay i11here the need for child care 
facilities arid plans to respond to these needs 
must be addressed: school facilities and open 
space. Tlte Board of Educatiort heard a 
resolution iri 1986 to create a Unified Child Care 
Policy for. tlte school district that "chill care arid 
child developnimt progrants sltall be art ifitegral 
p a t  of the elcrfientary s~,hool program in the 
District artd tllat as space becomes ai>ailable, 
tltese programs sliall be offered at every school." 
Sirrce the EIR addresses the need for schools 
ge~icrcrted by i~nrious c~lternati~~es arid sirice the 
scltool district alr-eady provides clrild care 
services, it seerrts logical that the EIR slrottld also 
irii~estigote the child care denlarid gerierated by 
Missiort Bay nrfd u!ltether the District car? 
c~ccorf~nrodate this deniur~d without newfacilities. 

Wit11 regard to operr space issues addressed in 
the EIR, it is crucial to designate sufficieftt 
orrtdoor .q)ac.e odjace~it to rieeded child care 
facilities which are required by state regulation 
to lruile 75 sq. feet of outdoor space per child. 
The seoiori on recreation arid parks does not 
address this issue, nor rloes it discuss 
consideration ( ( f  liceiisahle indoor space in any 
corit~ituriity/recreatiort buildings constructed 
~~i t l r in  the Mission Bay dei~elopnlertt. 

. . 
1Ye irrge you to address the planning for child 
care issues rioted above In your Draft EIR for 
Missiorr Bay. . . 

Child ccir-e needs ntlrst be cortsidered and 
realistically plartr~ecl for at this point in the 
plaririirig and de11elol)ment stage of Mission Bay, 
prefer.abl)j at tlze corrceptual stage wltert 
"pencilliiig out" of rite oi~erall project occtrrs. 
Early, tltororrgh consideration of the dei~elopnzent 
strategy, site selection, faciliry design and 
corrstructiori will result in nzasinrurn betiefit to all 
parties in~~ol i~ed  - city goi~errtrnertt, dei~eloper, 
tenants, residents, child care operatovs and 
cOr1SulflerS. 

Alr.ead~ iri Sart Fmricisco there are licerised clrild 
care spaces for only about half of the workiiig 
fnniilies tlrat need care for their childrert irt the 
conrr~iunity Given this e,~isting situation, it 
seerrfs urrlikcly tlrat the need ,for. lice/?sed, quality 

child care generated by both the residential and 
officelconiniercial dei~elopnzent in Mission Bay 
could be met within the city's existing arena of 
sef-ilices. At the iaery least, these issues need to 
be inilestigated and discussed in the Draft EIR for 
Missiofr Bay both to ensure adequate, licensable 
space for child care facilities and to ensure that 
the child care needs of families that live and work 
in the dci~elopment are met. (Merle Lawrence, 
Mayor's Oflce of Child Care Advisory Council) 

Has ariyorte found a discussiort of child cave 
services and facilities to be developed in the 
Project? 

. . . [Tlhere is no discussiort anywhere here of 
child care, certainly a pretty key issue in nzy 
mirtd. . . . (Richard Moss, Potrer-o Boosters and 
Merclrants Association) 

rile demand for child care in San Rancisco has 
emerged within the last few years as ii planning 
issue. Further research and analysis will be 
required in order to identify new approaches for 
producing affordable programs to meet the 
growing demand for child care services. Because 
provision of child care services involves 
corlsideration of a broad scope of variables (e.g., 
social, economic atid cultusal aspects within a 
community), it is regarded as a planning issue, 
not an environmental impact issue subject to the 
provision of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). This iriterpretation was upheld in a 
recent State Court of Appeal decision, S a  
F ~ m i s c a n s ~ f a ~ ~ l e G r a _ w t h  e t  a1 v. City 
& County of San Francisco [209 Cal. App. 1502, 
1516 (1989)l. 

The j~nportance of this issue has been recognized, 
however. As part of adopting the Downtown 
Plan in 1985, the City Planning Code was 
amended lo incorporate Section 314, "Child Care 
Requirements for Office and Hotel Development 
Projects.'' 

Section 314 requires developer and employers to 
provide space for child care facilities in 
development of new office and hotel projects 
containing 50,000 square feet or more, or pay an 
in-lieu fee to the City's Affordable Child Care 
Fund. Those provisions would thus apply to 
office and hotel development in Mission Bay. 
The space provided must be in a ratio of 
0.01 square foot of child care space per square 
foot of hotel or office space, or a minimum of 
2,000 square feet, whichever is greater. The 
space may be within the project, or developers 
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may (in conjnnction with developers of other 
projects subject to Section 314 within one-half 
~n i le  of another) provide a single child care 
facility on the site of one of the projects. The site 
may be within one mile of the projects, if the 
child care site is reasonably accessible by public 
transportation or transportation is provided by the 
sponsor. The space, in all cases above, must be 
provided rent-free to a non-profit child care 
provider. The code also requires designated 
space be licensable; consequently, provisions of 
California state law relating to licensing of child 
care facilities would also be applicable. These 
stale requirements include provision of indoor 
space on the ground floor (35 square feet per 
child), along with suitable, adjacent outdoor 
space (75 square feet per child). Section 314 
would apply to office and hotel development in 
Mission Bay. Alternatively, the developer may 
contribute $1.00 per square foot of oliice and 
hotel floor area. 

While Section 314 itself is an innovative program 
for responding to child care needs, other planning 
efforts are under way. The Mayor's Office, in 
conjunction with the Department of City 
Plataling; the Child Care Law Center (a 
non-profit organization) and a multitude of City 
and cotnm~urity groups have joined forces with 
the objective of developing a conlprehensive plan 
containing a full pro$ram of implementing 
strategies to increase chlld care servlces in the 
City. It is anticipated, ultimately, that such a plan 
would be adopted as an Element of the City's 
Master Plan. If funding for this effort can be 
secured, this work would completnent a project 
currently under way with State De artment of 
Education grant funds to gather and c!' evelop data 
that document the type and extent of child care 
needs in San Francisco. 

The San Francisco Unified School District 
(SFUSD) runs a subsidized child care program, 
funded by grants from the State Department of 
Education, for low-income working parents. The 
SFUSD operates about 30 centers, mainly in 
school buildings, that accotnmodate about 4,000 
children; about half of the children are school age 
(K-5 grades) and half are nursery-school age (two 
years and nine ~nonlhs lo four years). Another 
2,000 children are on the waiting list for space in 
the centers. Although the budget has not grown, 
enrollment has risen through the addition to the 
system of several tuition-based centers for 
higher-income parents. The SFUSD also rents 
space in school buildings to other organizations 
that run child care programs. 

Although not required under CEQA, the Mission 
Bay EIR is revised for purposes of 

information to acknowledge the implications for 
child care generated by developmef~t in Mission 
Bay. The following is added after the last 
paragraph on p. VI.D.51 in Volume Two, 
beginning with a new heading: 

- Child Care 

(The following discloMion is presented for 
informaliooal purposes only. as it does not 
pertain to physical environment impacts 
subject to the provisions of CEQA./l2Oa/) 

Ihe pjected inrreases in student and 
p-school poprlation combined wirh the 
g ~ ~ w i n g  number of waking pamta 
(includhg wortring single parents) would 
imrease the n d  for child care services. 
Surveys and clarenr reqws& for refenal 
indicate lhere is a shortage of child cam 
programs. The need for child care can be 
broken into thrre gmgal categories: near 
residential areas, near worL sites, and on 
commute raates between home and work. 

San Francisco currently requires the p i s i o n  
of child care facilities or payment of an 
in-lieu fee for office and hotel development 
projects. This requirement, embodied in 
Section 314 of tbe City Planning Code, was 
legislated as part of (be adoption of the 
Dountown Plan. Since Section 314 applies 
citywide, any ofJice and hotel development 
eventually appmved for Mission Bay would 
be subject to tbe same p i s i o n ,  whkh 
requires 1% of o&ce and hotel floor area 
(assuming the total floor area in each 
development exceedd 50,000 square feet) to 
be devoted to child care facilities that meet all 
applicable state licensing requiremen&. 
Alternatively, the code allows an in-lieu fee 
of$1.00perquarefootoffloorarea 

Since development in Mission Bay involves a 
variety of uses olher than f l i  and hotel, it 
is not possible to quantify the potential 
demand generated for child care services at 
this time. Different consumers have different 
needs. Determining child care needs for 
infants vamur toddlers or older children, for 
full-time, part-time or after-school care is 
affected by social, economic and cultural 
cifnmstances that cannot be reliably 
identitied at tbis time. These issues are W i g  
addressed in a separate planning effort 
c-tly under way to doaxmeat ihe type and 
extent of child care needs in San Francisco, 
wirh the ultimate goal of pDducing a 
comprehwive child care plan, complete with 
a program of implemcatabion strategies. 
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A rrew note, /120a/, is added to p. VI.D.132 to 
follow note /120/: 

- /120d The State Court of Appeal decision 
published for San Franciscans for R ~ o ~ n a b l e  
Gmaht ,  v. Cl!yClLv.md..C~r!-oLSan 
r;mcism [ZOS Cd. App- 1502, 1516 (198911 
upheld the City in determining that child cam 
issues am not a physical environmental 
impact that require analysis in CEQA 
documents. 

The following new paragraph is added to p. 11.38 
of Volume One, after the first full paragraph in 
the left-haid column: 

- The Mission Bay population, combined with 
the growing number of working parents, 
would increase the need for child care 
services. San Francisco currently requires 
that ofltice and hotel projects pmvide child 
care facilities or pay in-lieu fees. %t 
requirement would apply to Mission Bay. 
Child care issues also are Wing considered ia 
a separate planning effort to address child 
care needs in San Francisco. 

Planning lor chiltl care facilities is iucloded in the 
array of social itrld econornic programs being 
negotiated for Mission Bay. It is in that forum 
that program details (e.g., location of facilities, 
lurltli~~g) ere b e i ~ ~ g  :~dtlressetl. 

INFRASTRUCTURE CAPACITY AND 
REQUIREMENTS 

Comment 

L r i g  these tintes of +vater rationing, care 
slroirld be takeri riot to oser build. There nttrst be 
stifficierit cvater for elleryorre. There should also 
be adeqrrate sewage ca l~ac i t~~ .  (Babette Drejke, 
Potrer.o Boostc,rs and Merchants Associatiort) 

As statctl on p.Vl.D.lOO 11nd p.VI.D.105 oC 
Volun~e Two, existing autl planr~cd water and 
sewage systetrl capacities would meet the 
incl.eased t leata~~d generated in the Project Area. 
This would include a projected 5% increase irl 
average daily water demand over current clerna~~tl 
levels citywide. As rloted 011 p. VI.D.101, the 
City's water conservation program goal is to 
rctluce consutnption by 7.5% by 1997. 
Pages VI.D.119-VI.D.220 of Volume Two 
iuclude rr~itigation measures identif'ietf to 
io~pletnerrt water conserv;~tion leatires in Mission 
Bay, sucli as use of low-water-use landscape 
materials aud water-conscrvit~g appliances. 

As'noted on p. VI.D.107 of Volume Two, sewer 
and sewage treatment capacity are expected to be 
adequate to sclve Mission Bay at build-out under 
all Alternatives. 

Comment 

. . . In case off ire,  ladders can only reach to the 
se~jent/t floor. . . . (Babette Drefie, Potrero 
Boosters and Merclzants Associatiort) 

Response 

The EJR acknowledges that it is more difficult for 
firefighters to reach upper floors in mid-rise 
buildings. Fire (tuck-cotnpany latlders are about 
100 feet long and cannot effectively reach upper 
floors. However, as noted on p. VI.D.34 of 
Volume Two, new stmctures in Mission Bay 
would comply with Life Safety Provisior~s of the 
Sari Francisco Building Code, 1979, as amended; 
any future amendments would apply as new 
development proceeds in Mission Bay. The 
Cotle's requirements for structures over 75 fect in 
heigbt inclutle provisions for auton~etic 
sprinklers, smoke detection, alarm and 
communications systems, and emergency elevator 
operations, as well as other design and 
construction requirements for life safety relntcd to 
fire safety in mid-rise and high-rise buildings. 

As noted on p. VLD.123 of Volume Two, 
building plans would be reviewed and inspections 
made to ensure conipliance with these 
requirements. 

SCHOOL FACILITIES AND 
REQUrriEMENTS 

comments 

Discussion of existing SFUSD resources, pa,?e 
VI.D.9. [arid follon~ing pages], iit tlte general 
area does riot proilide enough iriforniatioii oil 
current plans for the future of [these] schools. 
Particularly, Bessie Carniichael Scltool in the 
South of Market u~ould al~pear to require 
reconstruction to rentairt in service nirtch longer, 
since it was built as a wood frante 'tenil~orary' 
facility duri~rg World War II. If  not rebuilt, tltere 
hc~orrld be ,furtlter dentand for n e n ~  school facilities 
in additiorl to the new Missiori Bay population. 
Tlte iriterttioris of SFUSD regarding 
impro~~eniertt I expansion I replaceniriit of all the 
schools iric~erttoried should be stated irt the 
DEIR. (Joltr~ Elberlirig, Sari Franciscarts for 
Ileasonable G r o ~ ~ t l i )  

XV.D.23 
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Withirt the Project the "tail" of tlte rail 
riglrt-of-k~~a)~ wags the dog of contntunity sersice 
o11d irrfiastructrire decisioris. Nowhere is this 
1110re L ' I ~ I ' ( I C I I ~  tliari in the discussion q f  a needed 
elcnierttary school site near 16th and Oli'e~rs 
streets (VI.D.61). The Draft EIR cortcludes that 
this u~orild be a good site birr for the urrdesirable 
rtced to hal~e strrdenrs cross the tracks or1 16th 
street. There is 1 1 0  nterttiort q f  the alternatise of 
rising the school site and urtdergrounding tlie 
tracks. (Richard H.  Moss, Potrero Boosters and 
Merchorirs Associatiorr) 

Tlie EIR itself says: Ellen ~vitliortt Missiort Bay, 
scliool e~rrollr~ierrt ciqwide arrd in nearby areas is 
~~ro jec ted  to rrceed cal~acit),. I find it myself, irl 
firct, rather startling that the scltool district itself 
Iras rrot r.errlly porti~~il~ated nmre firlly irr terms of 
er~strr,ing that tlie need j%r schools is met thr-ough 
rliis EIR. (Abby Coherr, Child Core Law Center) 

The SFIJSD does not have pl:ms to close Bessie 
Car111ich:tel Elementary School, which ctu.rently 
operates with excess capacity (see Table 
XN.D.24 on p.XN.D.27 of Volume Three, 
Appcntlix D). The district recognizes the need 
f(!tr i~nprovements to this school, and 
rch:~bilitation will be undertaken with state and 
local (Proposition A) funding./2/ 

The SFUSD was consi~lted in the vre~aration of 
the EIR (see Volume Two, notes I&/-1441 on 
pp. V1.D. 124-VI.D.125, ant1 notes /I 121-/114/, 
11181. anti 11201 on on. Vl.D.131-VI.D.132) and , ~ , ,  . L 

has p a r t i c i ~ a t e ~  in preliminary platu~ing ekforts 
for Mission Bay with the project sponsor and the 
Dclxirline~~t of City Plt~nning. SFUSD staff 
intlicate a need to provide safe crossing for school 
access./2/ 

Variant 9 (CalTrain Station Location), on 
PI). VlI1.51-V111.54 of Voltttrre Two, Chapter VII. 
Variations on Alternatives, discusses a variant 
that woultl untlerground CalTrain tracks between 
abol~t 16th Street and a station at Fourth and King 
Streets, and would provide a safer crossing for 
pedestrians between Missior~ Bay arid areas west 
of Seventh Street. 

In :~cltlition, two new variants have been analyzed 
(see Variants 11 and 12 in XV.P. Alternatives and 
Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26 and XV.P.27- 
XV.P.46, respectively) that identify a school site 
at Owens and Hooper Streets, south of China 
Basin Channel. Variant 11 (EIR Hearing 
Proposal) would include undergrounding tlie 
existing CaITmin tracks fro111 16th Street to the 
Fou~th ant1 Townsend Street CnlTri~in station. 

Variant 12 (Development Agreement 
Application) would reserve an underground 
right-of-way from a station at Seventh and 
Channel for a future extension of CalTrain 
service to downtown, if a downtown extension is 
decided by the Peninsula Commute Service Joint 
Powers Board. The EIR analysis does not 
assume it is constructed directly as part of the 
Variant 12 land use program. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICES AND 
REQUIREMENTS 

Comment 

In general, tlte DEIR disc~ission of l>ublic health 
needs of the Mission Bay population is grossly 
irtadequate for plarrrting purposes because it is 
not based on critical project demographic 
parameters that will determine the actual need 
for City-funded health services. 

First, tlte variation in projected household 
incomes i f  the resident pol~rrlations, depending 
art the mix of housing affordability ,finally 
appro~~ed for the project, will affect Itow ntany 
residents will utilize public health facilities 
oriented to lower-inconte individuals rather thart 
'market-rate' proprietary health services. A 
substantial contl~onent of affordable housirtg will 
lead to an increased demand for City public 
health ser~lices of all kinds due to Mission Bay -- 
outl~atient services, such as those provided by rhe 
South of Market Health Clinic, nierttal health 
ser~~ices ,  also sited now irr the South of Market, 
arid hospital ser-l~ices a t  SF General Hospital. 

Second, the variation in projected age groups will 
also affect the profile of health service needs, 
~sitlt elderly and disabled residents of Mission 
Bay certainly requiring a leilel of seri~ice ntuch 
greater than tlte gerreral population. Tlte 
Appc.ndix projects a pol~ulation of 64+ in the year 
2020 of more than 2,000, but does not discuss the 
senlice rteeds of this large cohort, especially 
lower irtconte irtdi~~iduals that will conll~rise a 
Itiglter percentage of this grorrp than the general 
~.'opulation. 

The DEIR rteeds to provide a full assessment of 
suclt matters. Tlte projected age breakdow~i dato 
needs to be presented in the mairt body of the 
EIR, not just the appendis; actually it should be 
irt the Srintniary Vol. 1 -- this is intl~oi~tant 
contr?trrnity plairnirtg information. 

Tlterertl~on, in pa! ticular tile DEIR rleeds to 
assess ir?tl)acts of the demand j%r City-furtded 
Irealth ser vices on the eststirrg nearby focilities, 
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inclrrdirig the Sortrh of Marker Hecrltli Clinic. 
Sirrce tlre UEIR rrotes irr the Scttirrg discussiort 
rliat [the] Cliriic now ol~erates irt cscess of its 
ca l~aciv ,  rlre DEIX sltould iderttih a seriorrs 
~vobleiii tt'liich n~ortld result if lon~er incorite 
Missiorr Buy residerits are aclded to its ser~,ice 
load, botlr ,firrtily arid elderly. For  the elder-ly iri 
particttl~rr-, u~lto are largely trortsit-del~errder~r, the 
pro6lem of trc'cess to both rltr South of Market 
Clirric and SF General Hosl~ital needs cliscussiorr, 
sirire noric of tlte transit routes proposed for 
Missiorl [Bay] ~~!o[ild provide direct access to 
tlrese inrl7ormrrr off-site contniuriity scrl~ices. 
C.'ir.v:frrrrded paratrarisit seri!ices are  crh.eaily 
irr,sr!fficierrt t i ~ r  strch /rurl)oses, t1'11iclr tlre IIEIR 
slrorrll rtotc,, rrrrd hence arry Mission Bay 
polxtlutiorr rreeds will inil>act sticY~ ser~lices 
fUrtl1er. . . . 

Tlre nritigatiori niecisure prol~osirrg c,,rl~ansiorr of 
tlre Sotit11 rf Market Clirric is M~~ICOIIIC, but tlre 
sl~ecifed site riia)] riot 6e ai~ailable, nor rlie best 
loccrtiort. Rntlier, the niitigntion should siniply 
1wol)ose e*;~?arisiorr of tlie Cliriic to cr rirtv ,facility 
irr the Sotcth of Market readily accessible to 
Missiori Buy uia ptrblic trarisit. 

TIte lock qf arry /?reposed direct MllNI route 
O?t118ecn Missiori Bay crrtd SF GeneruI Hos[)ital is 
o riia,jor Ireolth s e r ~ ~ i c e  intpact problem. A 
rirtigatioir rireasure to r e e c l  rlris is rreeded, 
eitlirr rr~:isirig a MUNI rotrte to proifide strclt 
serl~ice, or to ]7r.or>ide ()tiran~arisit services 
sl7ecjficall)~ ,for. Missiori Bay residents tlrrorrgh a 
s/)u:jfied ,frirrdirrg rrrecliariisni.. Otlzer~t~ise, a 
u'hole rrelv isolated pol~ulatiorr u~ill be created irt 
Missiori Bay +t'itlz regard to access to ptrblic 
Ireulth ser~jiccs for tllc low~er income, es~~ecinlly 
tlre trzlrrsit-del,crrdeirt elderly arrd disabled. (.lohri 
El[~erlirrg, Sarr Frartcis~.ans ,for Reasonable 
Grott'rlr) 

The estimated public health service requirements 
(priinrrrily paramedic needs and mental health 
services) I Mission Bay were basecl on 
population scenarios, iricluding age ant1 
household size, identified in Volume Two, V1.C. 
I-lousing anti Population, and applied to the land 
wse progr:lcn lor each Alterrrirtive. T11e S;ln 
Francisco d e ~ n a ~ ~ d  fzlctors used to project tlrese 
public health service treeds consider Ibe overall 
l)opulation scertarios (e.g., for each Alternative). 

The populetior~ scenarios primarily reflect overall 
population antl age cofiorl data, based on Sr:~te 
1)eparttnerit of Finance projections. Those 
projectiotis do not include breakdowns of sex or 

income, for example, or other chlrracteristics that 
would allow the detailed projection of public 
health service requirements requested by the 
cornmenter. Similarly, the household size 
scenarios in the EIR were based on data available 
lor San Fraticisco and do not project future 
relationships between household size, family 
composition and income. 

Tlte popul:~tion, age and hooseholci size 
assumptions used in the EIR scenarios are 
consistent for all Alternatives, to allow a 
comparison of the major population-related 
effects of each Alternative. Assuiriptions that 
trlay chat~ge over time, suclt as family size, 
income and medical needs (disabled, cku'onically 
ill, etc.) cannot be projected over a 30-year 
period. Such fine-grained infotmntion would be 
ncccssary to provide the inSortnatiori recluested by 
tlle comi~~enter. 

Note 11341 on p. VI.D.134 of Volume Two cites 
information provided by the Department of Public 
Health that tkre Mission Bay Alternirtives woultl 
increase deirrnllds on public bealth services, but 
that the demand is difficult to estimate: 

It is diSficnlt to estimate the number of 
Mission Bay residents who would seek 1ie;llth 
care frotrl private physicims rather thnli using 
DPH services. However, to illustrate the 
poteritial for further overcrowding of the 
SMHC, DPH has provided the following 
figures: If one-half of the 18,667 residents 
under Alternative B at 2020 sought care at the 
SMHC, at least 20 additional full-time 
physicians would be needed, with a 
commerisurate addilion of nursing, phivmacy 
and other support staff. An additional 10 to 
15 dentists would be needed. 

Finally, detailed projections of Mission Bay 
public ltealth needs would have to be related to 
overall citywide needs and seivices which also 
cannot be estimated over a 30-year period. 

Mitigation Measure D.17 on p. VS.D.119 of 
Voluine Two, which calls for exp;ltrtling the 
South of Market Health Center, iderltified the 
Seventh and Brannan Streets site beciluse it is 
under consideration for acquisition by the 
Department of Public Healtll. Tlie niensure wirs 
not intended to exclude consideration of otller 
potential sites if that site is not acquired. 
Mitigation Measure D.17 is thus revised to state: 

Expand the South of Market Health Center to 
a new facility at the Seventh and Braanan 
Streets site, now under consideration for 
acquisition by DPH, or to another traosit- 



XV. Summary of Comments and Kesponses 
D. Community Services and hfiastruL'ture 

accessiblesiktbatceUl4sw-crdatete..~ 
expanded services, lo serve health care needs - 
of Project Area and Nearby Area residents. 

Or, p. 11.40 of Volume One, the second sentence 
untier "Public Health," at the bottom of the 
le1.t-hantl column, is revised to state: 

Population and employment growth in the 
Project Area would also increase the need for 
other Jleparlment of Public Health centers 
and programs. 

The EIR identifies several MUNI potential 
service exter~sioris arid re-routings to serve the 
Mission Bay Project Area. While those service 
changes would not provide a tlirect MUNI route 
between Mission Bay and San Francisco General 
EIospital, the EIR states, on p. VI.E.66 of Volume 
Two, V1.E. Transportation, that these routes are 
not intended to be MUNI's final rontings. 
Additional assessment would be conducted by 
MUNI: MUNI routes and schedules must be 
;~pproved by thc S;m Francisco Public Utilities 
Cotnrrlission and Bo;irtl of Supervisors. 
Currently, the 48-QUINTARA line, which 
provides service lo San Francisco General 
I-lospiral, terminates south of the Mission Bay 
Project Area ;ti Third Street near 20th Street. 
MtJNI patrons could reach that line with one 
transfer from the 15-THIRD line. Mission Bay 
Project Area population could also increase the 
dcmand Sor par;ltr;msit services, but the exterit of 
this dem:uid caritrot be projected with certainty. 

COMMUNITY SERVICE PLANNING 

Comments 

Tlte best nriti~c~tiort aj)~~roaclt to encom~ass  all of 
the n b o ~ ~ c  ~votild Dc to require the furrnulatiori of 
a "Missior~ Bay Corrrrrtur~ity Plart" which would 
l~lart irt detail for the prol!isior~ of the full 
slwctrrini qf poblicly~fiirtded neighborhood 
cortrrnrtrtit)~ ser.11ices (rtot irfrastructur-e) rtzeded 
by Missiort Bay resider~ts, especially 
l o r - c o r e  residerits, tlrat would irrclude a 
icrrid 1 b~rildirtg rise l~rogrant, a facilities 
~ / ? 1  IJ?'(JgI'flnl, U ~tl2lI-[ly-~tep 
irtrl~lerirerrtatiorr 11lar1, rcgulatiorrs al?plicable to 
de~~clol)crs ,  a cal~ital ficrrdirig program, crrlrl art 
ori-goirig dedicated firrtdirrg streurir to at least 
partially sup1)ort the progrants. 

At t i  i t  as evidenced by its DEIR, the 
Missiorr Bay pr.oject is folloivirtg tlte same ,farilty 
course of otlter- lar.ge scale projects' plarirring 
which tr.eots contl~rchertsilv, irtsighrful 
o~ortrrrrrirrity serijicc plarrrting as art ajierthorrght 

whiclt is  not to be considered one of tlte nrajor 
furni-giving considerations ,for the project. This 
is very wrong, w r y  bad planrring, artd accounts 
for. the crltirnate deficiencies of ntany rtrbari 
de t~elopme~~ts .  Pursuing the last proposed 
mitigation, development of a comprehensil~e 
Commurlity Plan, will be the key to the future 
s ~ ~ c c e s s  of a Mission Bay Neigltborlzood. Without 
it, the Department of City Plarrnirtg will fail 
disgracefully irt meeting its responsibilities. 
(John Elbcrling, Sun Franciscans for. Reasonable 
Growth) 

Finally, just one last point. I tltirtk that it 's 
important that we not get ourselves into a 
situation where all community services are 
lumped togetl~er. The development agreentertt 
sinrply I-eads " X  antourtt of space for commurlity 
serl~ices to be fought out between all the different 
conrntunity service groups and let them worry 
about it later down the line. I think we need to 
address it in a public forum and rttarl-e sure that 
there is adequate contntunity services for all the 
differertt types of services and not leai~e it to the 
i~arious groups to /ta~%? to fight it orrt with 
irrsufficient resources or space. (Abby Colrert, 
Child Care Law Center) 

The Comments are acknowledged. The 
Comments are not directed to the content and 
analysis of the EIR; rather, they address the 
Mission Bay planning process. 

The community services / cultural facilities 
special study was prepared to assist the 
Department of City Planning establish initial 
recomniendations and priorities for community 
services for Mission Bay./l/ (See also the 
Response on p. XV.D.19 for further discussion.) 
Together with projected dem'uld for services 
presented in tlie ELR, tlie information establishes 
a basis from which a community facilities plan 
may emerge, or detailed negotiations on 
community service programs may be conducted 
betweeri the City and project sponsor. 

Variant 11 (EIR Hearing Proposal) and 
Variant 12 (Development Agreement 
Application), described in XV.P. Alternatives and 
Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26 and XV.P.27- 
XV.P.46, respectively, also include additional 
information on cotrimunity facilities plans. 
Additional Corntnerits on the Mission Bay 
planning process are surnrnarized in XV.S. 
Summary of Testiniony Related to the Mission 
Bay Plan. 
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NOTES - Commnnity Services and Infrastruchm 

/I/ San Francisco Dcpnrtment of City Plnnning, 
Con~munity ServicesjCUwal Facilities: A 
S p ~ ~ ~ L S ~ ~ ~ . . f o ~ t h ~ s ~ s i . m ~ B ~ a ~ P ! a ~ ! ,  .~. 
prepared by Carl Anthony and Associates, 
Scptembcr 1986. 

/2/ Lawrence Jacobson, San Francisco Public 
Scl~ool District, Facilities Planning, telephone 
conversatiotl. April 27, 1989. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
COMMUNITY SERVICES A N D  

INFRASTRUCTURE 

The I'ollowing st:~l'f-it~itiatetl revisions :Ire m:~tle 
to V1.D. Co~nn~unity Services and inirnstructure, 
in Volutne Two of the Mission Bay Draft EIR. 

A notc refcrcncc mark is atlded to the cnd of the 
Ill-sl scntence ill the l'irst paragraph on p. Vl.D.32 
undcr "Service Deniand Issues," as follows: 

The projected demands for Fire Department 
service mquired to maintain the current level 
of fire protection in the M i i o n  Bay Project 
Area for each of Lhe Alternatives for both 
aualysis years would result in increases in fm 
suppression slfimg, equipment and station 
space needs.19P1 

The reference mark for note/94/ is deleted from 
t l~c  end of tile first sentence, second par.agrap11 
untlcr "Service Dcrnand Issucs" on p. Vl.D.32. 

A p q e  enornher is added to the first sentence of 
note /a/ in Tablc VI.D.7 on p. VI.D.52, as follows: 

la/ Estimates of Project Area public school 
students are based on estimates of total 
school-aged children in the Project Area in 
the year 2000 (see AppendixD., Table 
XIVD.27, p. XIV.D.31). 

On p. VI.D.83, the first sentence under 
"Alternative B" is revised to state: 

- As sumnmkxd in Table VI.D.15, p. VI.D.77, 
at build-out/2020, open space would total 
102.4 acms (82.1 acres of parkland and 
wetlands; a3 acres associated with other 
uses and China Basin Channel), an addition 
of 58.8 acres to the open space that would be 
provided by the year 2000. 

A page number is added to the first sentencc of 
nole /b/ in Table VI.D.20 on p. VI.D.96, as 
l'ollows: 

/ti/ Total ambulance calls include Code 1, 2 
and 3 calls (see p. VI.D.1.8 far defdtions of 
code calls). 

On p. VI.D.108, the reference mask for note 11481 
is dcleted after the hencting "Solid Waste 
Disposal" and replaced with a reference mark for 
note 11491. Sitnilarly, the reference to note 11481 
at the end of the first paragraph, last sentence, 
under "2000" is changed to 11491. 

On p. VI.D.112, two page numbers are added to 
tlle first paragraph, sixth sentence, t~ntler "Project 
Area Roadway Network and Sidewalks stld 
Pedestrian Areas," as follows: 

Tbe circulation network would also include 
sidewalks and pedestrian routes in open space 
amas (sec Recmtion and Parks, Q. VLD.65 a>.. VID.76). 

Mitigation Measure D.2, on p.VI.D.115, is 
revised to state: 

Alternative A - Rehabilitate closed Station 30 
or construct a new station adjacent to it to 
house both an engine and a Lnrck company. 
That would reduce response time to the 
Project Area, Potrero Hill and Showplace 
Square. An estimated 9,150 square feet of 

feel of existing building space CICI05- 
buildini!!oace olus about 2.1W q u  -- are feeaf 
-.el would be required to house both 
companies ./IS31 

The text of note/153/, on p. VI.D.136, is deleted 
ant1 replaced with the following: 

/153/ Assistant Cbief James Lyoch, San 
Francisco Fire Depaament, telephone 
conversation, March 6,1990. 

On p.VI.D.116, the second sentence of 
Mitigation Measure D.5 is revised to state: 

The location md number of the cisterns and 
whether the water wwld be potable would be 
determined by the San Francisco Fire 
Department and Deparmoent of Public Works. 

The first sentence of Mitigation Measure D.6, 
also on p. VI.D.116, is revised to state: 

To compensate far building in an " i n f i "  
landfill area where the ground is susceptible 
to possible liquefaction and ~ptured  wata 
mains during an a r l b p k e ,  provide a &on 
hy&a&~s.&m in the Project Area consisting 
of nylon-nmprene hoses and portable bronze 
fm hydrants lbat can be deployed into 
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interlocking grids linking water sources (e.g., 
working water mains, cistans, or suction 
connectors leading to China Basin Chamel or 
the Bay)./154/ 

Mitigation Measure D.9, on p.VLD.117, is 
rcvisetl to state: 

- Alternatives AJ3 - Provide approximately 
12,000 square feet of police facilities in the 
Project Area to accommodate increased 
police staffimg needs, and an additional 
1,000 square feet of space for a 
police/community conference room. Provide 
approximately 13,W square feet for &uI 40 
parking spaces for staff and visitors. If a new 
facility is built to support an imnr?ased police 
force, the addition of commissioned &cers 
(i.e., captain, lieutenant), janitorial and other 
station operations personnel wonld be 
required.lW 

The following new note, /155a/, is added after 
note 11551 on p. Vl.D.136: 

- /155a/ Lieutenant Thomas Suttmeier, San 
Francisco Police Department, telephone 
conversation, April 4,1990. 

In thc pa~.linl pnragraph at the top of p. VI.D.118, 
the first complete sentence is revised lo slate: 

- lltpemedi;ilo size-for an elementary school site 
in San Francisco is 1 to 1.2arres. a middle 
school thee to four acres, a high school 10 to 
20 acres, and a smaller alternative high 
school four acres. 

Mitigation Measure D.21 on p. VI.D.120 is 
revised to state: - To redwe d i s ~ p t i ~  of streets for multiple 

excavation, install all sewer, water and other 
utility h e s  during or before street 
conslruction of each phase of the pmject./158/ 

The following is added to the end of note131 on 
p. VI.D.121: 

- Deputy Chief Gemld Cullen, interview, 
August 21, 1986, and .Saa~E~&%x!JEire 
DegarbmAsarbmh~.RL. 1985-1986. 

The following is added to the end of note141 on 
p. VI.D.121 and note 1141 on p. VI.D.122: 

The following is added to the end of note /7/ on 
p. VI.D.121: 

Address list pmvided by San Francisco F ie  
Department, Management Services. 

The following is added to the end of note 1161 on 
p. V1.D.22 and note 12.51 on p. VI.D.23: 

San Francisco Fire Department Annd -- ~ m, 1985-1986. 

Note 1271, on p. VI.D.123, is revised, as follows. 
Are We Prepared?: A Study of San Francisco 
P ~ l i c e  Devartment Facilities is underlined in the 
EIR. The underline beneath this title in the 
following change therefore does not indicate a 
revision. 

f27/ Senrice at the Southern and Polrero 
Dihict Stations is considered impaired due 
to thei poor physical condition. Are We 
w e d  A Study of S a n m . ~ o l i c e  
& p e n t  Facilitie_s, San Francisco Police 
Department, 1987 and San Francisco Police 
D e m e n t ,  Planning Division, Sari 
Franciscl, Police Facilities Plan: A Proposal 
for Bond Ism, April 24,1987. 

The following is added to the end of note 1311 on 
p. VI.D.124: 

Lieutenant Thomas W. Suttmeier, 
Commanding Officer, Planning Division, San 
Francisco Police Department, interview, 
August 29,1986. 

The following is added to the end of note 1321 on 
p. VI.D.124: 

Off~ce of the Police Commission, Stars in 
AcSien~S-g--olrr~Ci~y, San Francisco 
Police Department Annual Report, 1984-1985. 

The date is changed in note 11201 on p. VI.D.132, 
as follows: 

11201 Lawrence Jacobson, Property Manager, 
San Francisco Unified School Disuict, 
interview, May 26,1987. 

- Deputy Chief Gemld CuLlen, interview, 
August 21,1986. 
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TRANSPORTATION SERVICE AND 
CAPACITY ASSUMFTIONS 

So ,far, it appears to me, I get the impression that 
they are makirtg the same sort of basic 
assumptions, tlte same projections, the same old 
philosophy that's gotten us irtto this awful 
tr-ansportation mess we are in in the entire Bay 
Area. And I am afraid that unless there is some 
redirecrion given to this, that that is the way it's 
going to wind up with Mission Bay. (Norman 
Rolfe, San Francisco Tomorrow) 

T r g ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f i ~ f l - ~ e ~ l g n d ~ p ~ ~ i t y - ~ r _ 0 ~ ~ i ~ L L S . .  
~ l t e  DEIR uses an extremely conservative 
analytical technique in projecting the available 
trar1sl7ortation capacity, but at the same time 
assumes a steadily increasing demand. The 
transportation supply was held steady for years 
2000 to 2020, except for what is currently 
[rt-ojected as "reasonable assured capacity" 
increases for the year 2000. However, 
trartsportatio~ demand [growth in] years 1985 to 
2020 [is] based upon population growth, regional 
gruwth, greater usage and the like. This analysis 
-- flat supl7ly and increasing demand -- leads to 
excess stress on the infrastructure and negative 
inlpacts on the transportarion system especially 
by the year 2020 (see DEIR, Vol. 1,  Chap. I1 at 
[p.lI.J 42 & [p.11.1 49; Vol. 2, Chap. [VI'E, pp.] 
VI.E. 51, 58-59; Vol. 3 ,  Chap. [XN.E,  pp.] 
XfV.E.21,28). 

While that analysis cerminly preserits the most 
adverse result, the DEIR should also reflect the 
r ~ c e n t  regiorial consensus on rail and BART 
estensioris: the one-half cent sales tas approvals 
iri Alanieda, San Mateo, Sari.ta Clara and Contra 
Costa Couiities; and the recently approved 
increase in Bay Area bridge tolls. In the words of 
Williant Heirt, Deputy Esecutive Director of the 
Metropolitan Transportatiori Commission, these 
recent actions corrstitute a "major local 
commitntent to tr-ansportatiori." Among other 
projected dei~elopments is the addition of 30 
miles arid 10 statioris to BART, highway 
inrprovenients, coitstruction of two new bridges, 
and the irtiyroi~einent of three existing bridges. 
(See SaFmcLj:_ca. Chronicle, November 10, 
1985 at page A-12, copy enclosed.) 

111 addition, the DEIR should take into account 
that inno~~ations arid neiv technologies in 
trar~sl)ortation and transit will occur irr the ne,rt 
30 years, just as they have in the last 30 years. In 
the last 30 years, rttcrjor trafrsportatior~ systems 

have been developed in the Bay Area, 
specifically: BART, Muni Metro, Golden Gate 
Transit, A/C Transit, Samtrans, CalTrain, Sar~ta 
Clara arid other outlying counties' transit 
districts, 1-280, 1-80, 1-380, 1-480, 1-580, 1-680, 
1-780, 1-880, 1-980, Highway 24, and the San 
Mateo, Dumbarton, Benicia, and Carquinez 
bridges. It is not over-optimistic to assume that 
similar dramatic improvements will occur in the 
nest 30 years. (James W.  Augustino, Santa Fe 
Pacific Realty Co.) 

While the Comments are well taken, there are 
specific reasons for the transportation capacity 
assumptions used in the EIR analyses. 

EIRs prepared in San Francisco customarily 
present a conservative scenario of projected 
impacts. That is, San Francisco EIRs are more 
likely to overestimate rather than underestimate 
impacts, in order to ensure the full array of 
inipacts associated with a project are disclosed. 
Much of this is due to the fact that assumptions 
must be tested for their reasonableness before 
they can be incorporated into the analyses. 

Although it is true the Bay Area (as well as the 
entire state) has seen dramatic changes in its 
transportation network in the past 30 years, that 
fact by itself does not provide a sufficient basis 
for assuming that magnitude of change would 
necessarily be replicated. Assumptions in EIR 
analyses must be based on a reasonable body of 
evidence that they would occur. As a result, the 
assumptions in the transportation analyses 
required much thought and consultation 'unong 
experts. 

Deriving assumptions about long-range 
transportation improvements is inherently 
difficult because the political and funding process 
for approving them operates in a short-term 
cycle. This process is discussed in some detail in 
the Technical Appendix for the transportation 
analyses (Volume Three, Appendix E). Annunl 
funding decisions rely mostly on five-year plans 
prepared by each transportation agency; 
longer-term policy documents are not customarily 
prepared. As a result, it is not possible to know 
with certainty what kinds of improvements would 
be completed or under way in year 2000, let alone 
2020. Thus, in order to identify what kinds of 
improvements were most likely if not certain, it 
was necessary to consult each transportation 
agency. The "reasonably assured capacity 
increases identified for year 2000 EIR analyses 
are based on their intimate knowledge of adopted 
policies, priorities and funding forecasts. 
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With accelerating technological, social and 
economic change, the uncertainty associated with 
any long-range forecast of supply is probably 
higher than it was, say, in 1953 -- 35 years ago. 
A 1953 forecast of 1988 transportation supply 
conditions would have assumed freeways 
criss-crossing San Francisco; a double-decked 
Golden Gate Bridge; high-rise buildings wilh 
their own parking supplies; and a BART system 
encircling the Bay. Had the Mission Bay EIR 
attempted its own 32-year forecast of 
transportation supply, the impact analysis would 
have been equally as speculative and of limited 
utility in identifying impacts. 

For these reasons, V1.E. Transportation, in 
Volume Two of the EIR, made no attempt to 
forecast transportation supply 35 years into the 
future (between I985 and 2020). While 
transportation supply will certainly change 
between years 2000 and 2020,2020 impacts were 
assessed using the same "reasonably assured 
capacity" of the year 2000 impact annlysis. (See 
p. VI.E.56 of Volutne Two for the year2000 
supply criteria.) The EIR itnpact aualysis for the 
year 2020 thus identifies the capacity needed to 
accommodate projected cumulative a id  Mission 
Bay demand, above the supply expected in the 
year 2000. 

Since the time when the transportation 
improvement assumptions were identified, there 
have been new developmetlts that inclicate 
increased local support for transportation 
improvements, such as San Mate0 County's 
half-cent sales tax increase and the passage of 
bridge toll increases. Though such responses are 
encouraging, as they reflect a growing local 
commitment to regional transportation issues, that 
in itself is not a sufficient basis for expecting 
greater trar~sportatio~~ improvenierits than 
assumed in the analyses. If recent trends in the 
decline of federal 'and state funding for 
transportation projects continue in the future, 
such new funding sources will be needed in order 
to carry out improvements that have been in 
planning stages. 

Comment -- 

f i t  Volunte 11, page VI.E.41, first paragraph, it 
sltorrld be rioted that the Bay Bridge approaches 
are operating at a VIC ratio of 1.0 most of the 
day. This l~aragraph appears to imply that there 
is ai~ailable capacity in the system; wltert, iri fact, 
there isn't. E,ristirig h e a ~ ~ y  cortgestiorz arid long 
i~elticle back~cps point out this fact. We srtggest 
that liites two and three be reilised to read, 
". . . approaches w e  basically oj~eratirig at 
capacity during the . . . ." 

Tl~ere appears to be a corlflict in the lei~el of 
serilice defiriitions between pane VI.E.41, 
paragraph four, Vol. 11, "LOS E ( ~ 1 ~ = 0 . 9 3 ) "  arid 
I.'age-Vl:E.40, Vol. II, next to last Iirie ". . . of0.9 
to 0.95 (LOS D)." The page VI.E.40 data should 
be clarified. It does not apree with Volume Ill. 
page x ~ v . E . I ~ ,  Table xG.E.4 .  (Gary ~ d a n t s ;  
Caltratis, District 4 )  

The text on pp. VI.E.40-VI.E.41 of Volume Two, 
beginning with the next-to-last sentence on 
p. VI.E.40, is revised to state: 

During the two-hour p.m. peak period, the 
eastbamd lanes on the Bridge an: operating 
at a volume-twapacity ratio of 0.91 lo 0.95 
(Los El- ~ ~ E & & & ~ S S ? ~ X ! ? S & ~ Q  
~:.onditim.-at. ~ . v ~ . . ~ ~ - ~ i t y Y b e c b e c e ~  
. ~ . . m v . & & = l l d a b k ~ i n . . & . ~ .  
sUm~!. During che p.m. peak peniod, che 
average speed on the Bridge eastbouad is 
about 35 mpb, representing che con&tim of 
greatest tbmughput./39/ B&cc!~~@&r?_& 
a c ~ e v e d ~ ~ w A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ A s  
B r i ~ e ~ m ~ n i n - 8 : I b e I b e ~ t J o w o 4 L o &  
B&idge. appmches are basically 
Opxating at @&?&@ during the pm. peak 
period 

Page 139; Possible Trarisit Capacity Constrair~ts, 
1st paragraph, last sentence --  We ~ ' o u l d  like to 
note tltat a reductiori in the nttniber of cars pet. 
train does itot coristitlrte a degradation of serifice 
if the demand does not nlarrant full length trairrs. 
Headways are tlte key to level of service irl rl~is 
case and will be nzaintained at  the curr.ettt IS  
minute headway per route d~rring the off-peak 
period. (Ward Belding, Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District) 

Under "Possible Transit Capacity Constraints," 
p. VI.E.139, first paragraph, the last sentence is 
revised to state: - Othcr transit systems. such as BART, may 

also carry a large number of commuters 
d w & p & ~ ~ & ,  awl reduce the amount 
of service tbat they provide in off-peak hours 
lo .~-mt.~lo_w.er .er&md by reducing Lhe 
number of cam per train, and operating fewer 
~ ~ J I S  (thuhiw the -Deahpericrd). 
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Iiegardiiig Volurlte I f ,  page VI.E.37, second 
])aragral)lr, CalTrairr j~rovides, as a matter of 
cur7.ent policy, a seat for etfery passenger. That 
ritearts that cars are added as dentand-to-capacity 
ratio approaches I .O. Tlte word "capacity" 
tlrerefi)re, is ntisal)plied to CalTrain in this 
corrtest. (Gary Adams, Caltrans, District 4 )  

At the time the transportation analysis for the EIR 
was being prepared, it was understood that the 
number of railcars/seats available for CalTrain 
did not represent an absolute ceiling of carrying 
capacity; Caltrans has the capability to add or 
reduce the number of cars or trains in response to 
ridership demand. However, for the purposes of 
stand~rdizirig terrrls and definitions to enumerate 
clearly the assumptions under which the analyses 
for all regional tr'ulsit cxriers were conducted, 
the term "capacity" was used. For most other 
public transit providers, there was an identifiable 
capacity that represented the rnaximun~ service 
tllat could be provided. The nmnher of seats on 
CalTrain assomed to be available during the p.m. 
peak period in the ELR analysis is based on 
information provided by Caltrans staff. Whether 
Caltrans adds or subtracts cars to meet chluiging 
demand on CalTrain, the "capacity" applied in t l~e  
anitlysis to define current service levels on 
p. VI.E.37 is consistent with the information that 
was provided. In addition, Caltrans' policy of 
providing ;t seal for every passenger has been 
used in the EIR as the basis for having the 
number of seats in service define capacity. 

To provide clarification regarding the level of 
service assiuned for future CalTrain service, the 
second full paragraph on p. VI.E.62 of Volume 
Two is revised, as follows: 

- As a direct result of this assnmption on the 
location of the San Francisco Lerminal, no 
increase in the-rurmber-~f~~providing 
peak-period, peak-diitiou CalTdn service 
is assumed for the impact analysis sxcn 
~tbougbbit..& ... c x ~ . w !  LhLw.-.w.!!ulQhave 
u n u ~ ~ d - ~ c r n ~ & ~ . f m . . . w i ~ ~ 2 ~  
lBekkve1oMcefor-C~T&-as~ed.~ 
Ibe..~mt...analy~scs~follow..Ls~ble 
VIE1 3,...&.VLE. PSLlhusususr_s .r_s.... n_ottaaatrue 
mndca&rn e f e f a c a p c ~ I y .  This 
assnmption is based on planning documents 
prepared for CalTrain le_dlca.ling.!ihat the noed 
for additional peak-period, peakdirection 
trains to be in service .would no-cu~unl!s 
CalTraia service extended to downtown 
San Fmisco./50/ 

Page 212; Regional Transit - East Bay, 1st 
paragraph - I~tcreasing BART'S peak period 
capacity by 65% over 1985 l e ~ ~ e l s  w~o~rld require 
runnirzg trains at 2.25-minute headways longer 
than tlte 60 minutes ccrrreittly planned. To  
1)rovide this capacity increase would also re9uir.e 
the purchase of fifty more cars tharl are already 
ort order. Under cicrrertt BART plans, peak 
period serilice capacity (in ternts of cars or seats) 
is projected to grow 55% oiler the 1985 level. 
(Ward Belding, Bay Area Rapid Transit District) 

Response 

In the second-to-last listed item on p. VI.E.212 of 
Volume Two, under "Regional Transit - East 
Bay," the following statement is added after the 
first sentence: 

- This level of service would require the 
purchase of 50 more railcars than are already 
on order. 

In order to ensure consistent understanding of 
futnre BART Tr'ulsbay service increases in other 
sections of the analyses that address future 
tra~sportation capacity in 2000, two other text 
revisions are proposed. The first involves text at 
the bottom of p. VI.E.57 and top of p. VI.E.58 of 
Voliune Two. The indented statement at the 
bottom of p. VLE.57 is revised to add the 
following sentence: 

This lwel of service would re+e the 
p h a s e  of 50 more railcars tban the 150 that 
am already on order. 

The indented item at the top of p. VI.E.58 is 
revised to state: 

- m e  addition of 150 new B A R I T "  cars 
which have alreadv been ordered. 

With these two clarifying revisions, i t  is 
necessary to reverse the order of the two indented 
slitternentr, such that the 150 BART car addition 
appears as the first item at the botto~n of 
p.VI.E.57, followed by the statement on increased 
transbay BART frequencies and requirement for 
50 additior~al BART cars. 

The last text change necessary to clarify future 
transbay BART capacity is proposed for the 
second listed item on p. XIV.E.26 of Voltlrne 
Three. The second sentence is revised to state: 

Those increases in Transbay capacity would 
occur because of deployment of 150 "C" cars 
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~_w.tly-mx&xarda:thenofQ_mn&i? 
BART cars: conshuclion of the Daly Cily 
Tumback / Yanl; and technological improve- 
ments in automatic train control, wayside 
train control and upgraded elecm?ication 
included in BART's 5-Year Plae 

The above revisions are clarifying statements that 
do not change the transportation impacts analysis 
or any of its conclusions. The requirement for 
additional railcars is implicit in the projected 
transbay service levels assumptions for 2000 that 
were confirmed by BART for use in the Mission 
Bay EIR analyses. 

Page 131: last serrterrce - BART's current load 
firctor oDjec,tive is 1.0 rrot 1.5. We think 1.5 is the 
liriiit heyond tvhich pec111le u.,ill trot ride BAh'T. 
BART'S currerrt a11o-age peak period load factor 
is opl)ro.~i~irately 1.25: dowri front 1.4 tltree year-s 
0 , T O . .  . . 

Page 21.5: Regiorial Transit, East Bay - As noted 
irr Coiitrttent #4, BART's current load factor 
ohjectii~e is 1.0, not 1.5. (Ward Belding, Bay 
Arecr Rapid Transit District) 

The cornrnenter is correct in stilting that BART's 
shott-range objective was changed in July 1988 to 
achieve a load factor of 1.0. That objective was 
established in anticipation of placing into service 
a st~fficicnt number of new "C" cars to schedule 
enough trains and cars per train to provide 11 seat 
for every passenger. However, when it became 
apparent to BART tfrat delays in "C"car 
production would prevent BART from attaining 
this objective, the short-range objective reverted 
to the previous one of balancing loads among 
lines. BART is currently experiencing loads on 
its Transbay service of 1.31 persons per seat 
during the peak hour and 1.24 persons per seat 
during the peak cycle (which lasts over two 
hows). 

For FY YO, the current proposal is to establish 
1.15 as the load fnctor objective. That objective 
reflects the likely delivery rate and availability of 
new "C" cars./l/ 

For lyt~ly-tepm planning, BART is indicating that 
1.5 passengers per seat should be the maximum 
lot~tl level, because more overcrowding for 
extentled distances would lead to losses in 
ridership. As a result, the Mission Bay analysis 
uses the 1.5ratio as a threshold for 

recommending mitigation. Since the ridership 
levels projected for 2000 in the Mission Bay EIR 
indicate the 1.5-passenger-per-seat threshold 
would be exceeded thoughout the p.m. peak 
period, mitigation measures are identified in the 
EIR to reduce passenger crowding to 
1.5 passengers per seat (see-Mitigation ~ e a s u r e  
E.23, pp. VI.E.215-VLE.216 of Volume Two). 

Comment 

Page X N ;  Appendis E - Because lorel of service 
criteria for rail tend to be different thart tltose for 
bus, you ntay consider delleloping a separate 
l e ~ ~ e l  of service range ,for rail. (Ward Belding, 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District) 

Response 

Consideration was given to the level of service 
standards that were used in the Mission Bay 
transportation analysis, since transit service to 
San Francisco is provided by rail (e.g., BART, 
CalTrain, MUNI Metro) as well as by bus 
vehicles (e.g., MUNI, AC Transit). Table 
XV.E 1 presents a comparison of the different 
levels of service standards identified for bus 
versus rail transit. 

The decision to use the bus level of service 
standards for all transit impact analyses in the 
Mission Bay EIR was made based on the load 
factor objectives established by each transit 
operator. Load factor objectives, generally 
expressed in terms of passengers per seat, provide 
a measure by which passenger comfort levels for 
each curier can be identified. When the ratio of 
passengers to seats per transit vehicle exceeds the 
load factor objective, passengers become more 
crowded together, thus resulting in lower (worse) 
levels of service. 

Most of the transit operators serving San 
Francisco have adopted a load factor objective 
ranging from 1 to 1.25 passengers per seat. This 
includes BART, CalTrain and Golden Gate 
Transit buses, which have a 
one-passenger-per-seat objective, as well as 
SamTrans and AC Transit, with 1.25 passengers 
per seat. Even though some of the carriers 
operate rail vehicles rather than buses, there is not 
a large difference in the passenger loading 
objectives among them. As a result, there was 
not a strong argument for using two different sets 
of standards for defining passenger comfort levels 
of service. 

As indicated in Table XV.E. 1, the set of service 
standards for rail vehicles accomtnodates Inore 
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'TABLE XV.E.1: LEVELS OF SERVICE FOR BUSfRAIL TRANSIT 

Bus Transit .. . . . ~  Rail Trimsit 

Pcilk-l I ~ I I I  p. ~ls\erlgels , , ~ v n t  1.1, 2 /~ i~$$engcr  P n s s e r ~ g e ~ c ~ S ~ ' . ~ ~  ft. Z / ~ a $ s ~ ~ ~ g e r  
Lcvcl o f  Sc~vice (Appruxi~rli~tc r (Approxin~atc) (Approxi111;cte) t Approxinlate) 

A 0.00 - 0.50 11.9 or more 0.00 - 0.65 15.4 or more 

B 0.51 - 0.75 11.8 - 8.0 0.66 - 1 .00 15.2 - 10.0 

C 0.76 - 1.00 7.9 - 6.1 1.01 - 1.50 9.9 - 6.7 

D 1.01 - 1.25 6.0 - 4.8 1.51 - 2.00 6.6 - 5.0 

E (Scheduled Load) 1.26 - 1.50 4.7 - 4.0 2.01 - 3.00 4.9 - 3.3 

F (Crush Loi~d) 1.51 - 1.60 < 4.0 3.01 - 3.80 3.2 - 2.6 

NOTE: Fifty percent standees rcflccts a load factor of 1.5 passengers per seat. 

SOURCE: H.S. Leviason and W.R. Reilly, Interim Materials for Highway Capacdy, Transportation 
Research Circular 212, Transportation Research Board, 1980, p. 74 for bus transit and p. 103 
for rail transit. 

passengers per seat before reaching low levels of 
service (E or F) than with the set of service 
stantlards for bus transit. Thus, for example, a 
1.5-passenger-per-sent ratio, which is considered 
by BART to be the point at which riders would be 
discouraged from taking BART, would 
correspond with a (low) level of service E by the 
bus transit s t a n d ~ d s ;  using the rail standards, the 
1.5 r;~tio would translate into a level or  service C. 
That higher level of setvice implies a higher 
degree of passenger comfort than would actually 
occur. The level of service (E) under the bus 
standards is more illustrative of the low level of 
passenger colrrfort as indicated by BART. 

In conclusion, the mnjority of transit oper;ttors 
serving San Francisco llitve adopted n Ionti factor 
objective tllnt most closely corresponds with the 
level of service scitle identified for bus transit 
veliicles, in spite of the fact some of the transit 
service is provided on rail vel~icles. The bus level 
of service starldi~rds tl~erefore are usecl as the 
basis for assessing transit impacts. 

I see rrotlrirtg irt the Report rhat considers t l ~ e  
alternati~~e of not taking dowvr tlte,f,.eew~ay. . . . 

Front a practical starrdpoinr, it makes ertorrnorrs 
good sense to keep the 1-280 elevated freeway 
u~ltere it is and e.~tertd it ro grourtd le11el at the 
Entbarcarlero [at Secortd Street, while also 
retaining tlte Belt Railroad and MUNI Metro 
lilies along rlte Entbarcadero]. Tlte freeway is 
rttuclt roo i'aluable a rraffic arterial to be taken 
don~rt nterely for contrttercial clei~elopmerrt of its 
right of u~ay.  It is in the best public irttt'r.est to 
retairt it. . . . 
The follo~virtg are reasorrs for retairiiriy arid 
e.rteridirty the 1-280 Freeevay; 

T l ~ e  extension nnould proi>idt' quick, direct 
access to  and front the Entbarcadero, ~~l t ic l t  
in turn proifides good access to tlte Sourh 
Beach and northeast areas. 

Tlte 1-280 exrensiort would pro~icle direct 
rr~tck access to rhe Entbarcadero piers ancl 
aQoirtirig busirtesses. 

In tlte case of tlte northeastern n~ater:fr.ont 
area, the estensior~ u~ollld relie~le Per~irtsula 
bourtd traflc ort the now, oi~ercro~t~~lecl 101 
e le~~aredfree~t~ay to aitdfront the Wasltinyto~t 
artrl Broadway ranrps. T l~ i s  coull help to 
make eventual r.ento~~al of the Enlbnrcadero 
freeway a yractica1,future alternati~~e. 
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- Tr.affic ,flow irito and out of the city n~ould be 
iritl~rol~ed by the ci(l(liriu~tal rantps at Forirtlz 
Strect cind the 1-280 exterisiori to the 
E~iiharcadcro. 

The [~larr to terniirtate the freeway at Si,~tlz 
Sweet creates a choke point that will back up 
traf lc  on 1-280 arid on city sn-eet aliproaches 
because of local traffic and cross streets. 

The 1-280 e.xterisiort would pernzit the Muni 
Metro to go orit under the freeway froiiz the 
Embarcadero and elimiriate the need to widen 
King Street fur its right-of-way in the median. 

The 1-280 e.uterisiort artdfreeway right-ofway 
worild provide a co~iiiecting rorite for the 
Enibarcadero Belt Railroad to the S.P. main 
lirie at Seljerttlr Street if Caltrairt is rurt 
uiidergrourrd, or at Fourth Street drtriitg the 
iiirerirti 

Periirisrrla bourrd traffic would be elinrinated 
,f.orri Kirrg Street to tlre berrefit of r-esidences 
arid offices or1 that street as well as to city 
11-c<ffic. 

- Space urrder tlre freeway provides parking 
artd public park areas betweeri Berry Street 
and Missiort Creek. 

As structures go, includirig buildings, the 
1-280 elevated freeway from Si,~tlt Street east 
is riot unatrractii~e. It has a low profile with 
lirtes softened by snjee1,irtg curves. Tlze 
niassi~~cness c?f its structure can be offset by 
trees and landscal>ing to give a ()leasing 
uppeararrce. 

. , . [ T ] i ~ e  1-280 Freeway e.~rerisioii arid Fourth 
Street on-rant11 cart he conil?letcd iiz a short time 
with e,~istirig funds n~itlrout arty disruption of 
prcserit t ra f lc  flout. These features would hai~e 
imnie~iiate usefrrlr~ess. Coiiil)letion of the freeway 
~vortid allow d e ~ ~ e l o j ~ n ~ e n t  irt the South Beach area 
arid Missiori Boy to proceed arouiid an 
establisi~ed paran~eter. 

Si.utli Street could be estertded across Missiort 
Creek, or joirt witi~ Oweris Street in Mission Bay 
ro gil:e dou3rtto11'1i access. Tize Mission Bay plari 
ciits off Sisth Street riortir of Missiort Creek. The 
1-280 paranzerer wortld a l l o ~ !  King Street and 
Berry Street del'clol?nzenr ro proceed. King Street 
s l io~ld  he delleloped to iirik with the Potrero 
district. (Rayn~onrl Aker, China Basin Maritime 
Hisroi.ica1 Park Con~ntittee) 

The removal of the overhead segment of 1-280 

east of Sixth Street is included as a component of 
the 1-280 Transfer Concept Program (TCP) (see 
p. V.7 of Volume Two, Chapter V. The EIR 
Alternatives and Approval Process). The 1-280 
TCP, while partially located in the Mission Bay 
Project Area, is a project that is independent from 
development decisions that will be made for 
Mission Bay. Its roots are in a 1973 amendment 
to the Federal Highway Act, which was adopted 
when the 1-280 freeway connection to U.S. 101 
via San Francisco's northern waterfront was 
defeated by citizen opposition. 

That amendment enabled an alternative 
transportation systems plan to the 1-280 freeway 
to be identified and funded with the unspent 
freeway co~istruction funds. Tile 1-280 TCP 
underwent extensive technical analysis 'and public 
review during 1983-1987, dwing which several 
alternatives and variants were considered. On 
November4, 1985, the Sen Francisco Board of 
Supervisors adopted Resolution #965-85 
endorsing the 1-280 TCP Alternative 4a, which 
includes these transportation improvements: 
improving and widening The Embarcadero 
roadway to enhance pedestrian access and 
accommodate new public transit service; 
widening King Street to increase traffic capacity 
and add MUNI Metro Service; constructing a 
MUNI Metro turnback facility at Market Street 
arid The Embarcadero; creating an F-Line 
Streetcar line between Market Street and 
Fisherman's Wharf; extending MUNI Metro 
service from Market Street into South of Market 
(and Mission Bay); and constructing new on- and 
off-ramps to 1-280 near Sixth and King Streets. 

The decisions for those improvements and 
preliminary funding commitments have been 
made. Design and engineering work for many of 
the projects are already under way. These 
improvements are slated to be constructed 
regardless of what occurs in Mission Bay. As 
there is no discretionary action for approval of 
Mission Bay development that would chluige the 
composition of the 1-280 TCP, the Mission Bay 
EIR Alternatives do not have any real basis for 
assuming something different from those 
transportation improvements. Since identified 
project-generated impacts do not require an 1-280 
extension as a mitigation, an 1-280 extension is 
beyond the scope of this EIR. 

TRAVEL FORECASTS 

Comment 

Tlze EIR assrimes that North Bay comnnrters to 
Mission Bay would i z a ~ ~ e  the sanze transit mod01 
sl?iit as  those to dobviitown Sun Frai~cisco 
(~1.VI.E.125). This assuml)tiori might be fur.ther 
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e.unritirrcd. At present, rtenrly all Golden Gate 
Transit rider:r n~alh- short distar~ces to their Sail 
Frarrcisco ~ ~ o r k  destirtatioris. Because Missiorz 
Buy is located over one-half mile ,@om the closest 
C;GT bus stop, project corrrrtruters would have to 
~cjalk lortger distances or transfer to another 
11ehicle to renclz their work place if the GGT 
route is not altered. Trortsit service irnlohling 
long ~valks or transfers rarely attracts as nrarry 
riders as direct, rro-trarzsfer ser~jices. Tlrerefore, 
Ell< rtlodal split assuniptior~s ntay have overstated 
the rtrogrritude of GGT ridership i f  new routirtg of 
blrsrs is not irttcrrded arid iricllcded as an 
crssurrtl)tiorr. At preserrt, the District has no plans 
to e.uterid tr-arrsit ser~rice beyond its present 
ter-ritirtus near tile Trarrsbay Terntirial. (Jeronte 
K~rykerrdall, Golderr Gate Bridge, Highway and 
T?orrslrort(rtiort District) 

Modal share assun~ptions used in projecting 
future trips in the EIR are based on a single 
weighted average of all travelers in the 
Dowritown & Vicinity, for each geographic travel 
corsitlor (East Bay, North Bay, South 
Bay/Peninsula). The preponderance of all trips, 
regardless of travel directioti, is generated by 
people in the C-3 (Downtown Commercial) 
finaticinl and retail districts, which receive the 
best public trnnsit service in the City. Their 
resultant high percentage of public transit use, 
coupled with their sheer number of trips, have the 
greatest influence in determining the overitll 
~notl ;~l  splits for the Downtown & Vicinity. 
People in other subareas of the Downtowrk & 
Viciriity, such as South of Market, the 
Northeastern Waterfront or Mission Bay, do not 
have as high levels of public transit use, but their 
rmmbcrs of  trips arc far smaller thnr~ those 
yelleraled in the C-3 districts. Therefore, the 
rnotlal splits of these subareas, while lower than 
those in the C-3 districts, would reduce the 
overall trrtnsit modal shares to only a limited 
degree :tnd thus rrol measurably alter the analysis 
in the EIR. 

The modal split for the Project Area was assumed 
to be the sarrte as that for the Downtown & 
Viciriity for the following reasons: 1)  sufficient 
irlformation was available from employee surveys 
arid the Metropolitan Transpo~tntiorl Cornmission 
(MTC) to develop a reliable basis for forecasts of 
future travel for all of the Downtown & Vicinity, 
whereas no such basis exists for Mission Bay; 
and 2) the potential error associated with Mission 
Bay representing a lower t~ansit modal split than 
the downtowrl average is far smaller than the 
ct.ror associated with developirlg a separate modal 
split for Mission Bay. 

The EIR does not assurne the extension of new 
Golden Gate Transit routes into Mission Bay. 
The commenter is correct in noting there would 
be relatively less convenient access to Golden 
Gate Transit from Mission Bay relative to other 
parts of the Downtown & Vicinity. In light of 
this circumstance, it is possible there could be 
fewer trips on Golden Gate Transit from Mission 
Bay than projected ,and presented it1 
Tables VLE.ll and VI.E.16, on p. VI.E.94 imd 
p. VI.E.115, respectively, of Volume Two. Those 
tables indicate Mission Bay trips would constitute 
less than 5% of total demand on Golden Gate in 
2000 or when Mission Bay is built out. Even if 
the peak hour mode share for all of Downtown 
were too high by 10% in year 2020, the difference 
in ridership from Mission Bay would be only 
about 40 riders. Thus, lo the exterit Missiori Bay 
trips have been overestimated in the E1R analysis, 
it would not represent a significant difference in 
the numerical presentations nor would it change 
any of the conclusions of the analyses, because 
the total number of Mission Bay trips is such a 
sknall component of total demand on Golden Gate 
Transit. 

Comments 

. . . Calrraf~s has a lorrg l~istor-y of auto use 
docunientation in the [ U S .  101 11-2801 Corridor, 
arid is basing fundantental planning decisions on 
future projections. We believe tllat the Miss io~  
Bay EIR eitl~er shottld irtcolporate Caltrans 
projectiofts for the period under study, or provide 
the basis j?~r different assumptions. (Tom Nolan, 
Periinsula Corridor Study .Joint Powers Board) 

Page 100; BART Transbay, 1st paragraph - 
ABAG's employntent projections from 1985 to the 
year 2000 indicate a 1% arinual growth in Son 
Francisco jobs. How does this correlate with the 
doubling of peak hour tra,~el estimated in this 
paragraph of the report? Art estimate of tile trip 
generations sulrporting the projected wailel 
demand should be preserrted. (Ward Belding, 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District) 

The Mission Bay EIR was prepared to 
specifically describe impacts of three base land 
use alternatives and a number of variants. 
Because of the scale of the project and the need to 
accurately assess cumulative background 
cor~ditions for it, it was decided to prepare a 
specific forecast of land uses, business activities 
and employment for S'm Francisco's Downtown 
& Vicinity. Use of these projections for the 
Downtown & Vicinity (prepared by Reclit 
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Hausrath & Associates specifically for the 
Mission Bay EIR, and reported in Volu~ne Two, 
V1.B. Li~nci Use, Business Activity and 
Einployrnent, pp. Vl.B.50-VI.B.79) in lieu of the 
Association of Bay Area Governments' 
(ABAG's) projections for the Greater Downtown 
area, ~nade  it possible to differentiate impacts 
antong the three EIR Alternatives that would not 
have been possible with Caltrans' projections, 
which are based on ABAG's regional projections. 

T l ~ e  economic projections for the Downtown & 
Vicinity evaluiited in the transportation irnpact 
analysis are based on more detailed analysis of 
San Francisco growth trends than the ABAG 
projections, which are conducted from a regional 
perspective. The San Francisco forecasts assume 
a higher level of employment growtl~ in the 
Downtown & Vicinity than do ABAG's 
projections. Therefore, the transportation impacts 
of tlevelop~ner~t in the Downtown & Vicinity 
presented in the Mission Bay EIR represent a 
conservative description of future conditions (i.e., 
more travel demand). The growth in travel to or 
from areas of the region other than the Downtown 
& Vicinity was t:~ken from MTC's travel 
forecasts, wlrich are based on ABAG's 
projections. Therefore, that portion of forecast 
traffic is essentially the same as Caltrans' 
forecasts. By use of this approach, forecast 
g~owth in the Downtown & Vicirtity is fully 
accounted for in the analysis, as well as the 
growth forecast by ABAG for the rest of the 
region. 

Forecasts or  BART's transbay ridership provided 
in the ELR (as for travel demand on all 
modes/carriers) are based on three separate 
inputs: tbe Recht Hausrath forecasts of 
e~r~ployrnent in the Downtown & Vicinity, 
changes in distributions of places of residence for 
employees (residence patterns) of the Downtown 
& Vicinity, and shifts in use of different modes 
avail:~hle to future travelers from the Downtown 
& Vicinity. 

The residence patterns of future Downtown & 
Vicinity employees, also forecast by Recht 
Hausralh & Associates, assume the East Bay 
would provide a larger percentage of housing 
opportunities in 2000 and 2020 than in 1985. 
(See Table VI.C.15 on p. VI.C.58 of Volume 
Two, V1.C. Housing and Population, for 
residence patterns.) 'Illat forecast is similar to 
ABAG's projected residential distribution. In 
light of these forecasts and the assumption there 
would be no substantial capacity increases on the 
regional highway system serving the East Bay or 
AC Transit, the use of BART is forecast to 
increase by 26% just dne to inode shifts from 
auto travel as a result of incrcased congestion on 

the Bay Bridge (see Table VI.E.7, p. VI.E.77 of 
Volume Two). The total person trip demand 
from employment growth in the Downtown & 
Vicinity across the East Bay screenline is 
projected to increase by 72% between 1985 and 
2000. As a result of applying the 26% mode shift 
to the growth in person trips, BART's ridership is 
projected to increase by 115%. The trip 
generation for these travel forecasts is described 
on p. VI.E.78 and p. VI.E.lOO of Volume Two. 

It is recommended that sonic tables and figures 
be proijided to show the following: (Please rzore 
thar the first two items (below) were requested in 
our inirial letter to the City of San Francisco on 
Sel~tember 30, 1987, regarding the Notice [,f 
Preparation.) 

Trip generatioil, distribution and assignment 

ADT, and AM and PM peak hour i~olrimes for 
State Routes 80, 280, and 101, and for all 
significarzrly affecred srreets and highbvclys, 
including ,fr.eeway ramus, which were not 
shown in the one peak hour traffic volun~e 
figure (Figure VI.E.3, Vol. II), arid 
crossroads, and controllirtg intewectioris, for 
existing and future traffic. 

Modal splits, auto, various transit modes, ere. 

(Gary Adams, Caltrans, District 4)  

The travel demand analysis methodology used in 
the Mission Bay EIR is discussed in detail in 
Appendix E (the Transportation technical 
appendix) in Volume Three. The approach, 
which relies in large part on information 
generated for the regional travel demand and 
forecast model operated by MTC, differs from the 
type of trip generation calculations typically 
applied to individual building proposals. The 
Mission Bay model enables an integrated 
evaluation of how Mission Bay travel demand on 
various systems relates cumulative travel demand. 

In order to explain trip generation, distribution 
and rnodal split factors of the analysis, some 
background on the Mission Bay transportation 
modeling process is provided. The first step was 
to develop a calibrated model that ensures a 
reasonable relationship between travel 
characteristics (e.g., percentage of trips during the 
peak period, geographic distribution, modal 
splits) and actual travel volumes on roadways and 
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transit systems. This required collecting and 
analyzing travel volumes for all roadways and 
tlansit citrriers analyzed in the EIR in 1985 (the 
EIR setting yeas). 

Next, an estimate of 1985 travel demand was 
simulated by applying trnvel cheracteristic factors 
to the esti~rrated number of travelers (such as 
employees, residents, visitors) in 1985. The 
travel characteristic factors are based on data 
from the 1981 San Francisco Downtown 
Elnployer/Etnployee Survey, and MTC's 1980 
trip generation model. 

The results of the simulated travel demand for 
1985 were then compared lo the 1985 volume 
col~nts. In instances where results were not 
within a reasonable margin of error of each other, 
acljustments were made to the travel characteristic 
factors until the si~nulated travel demand was 
consistent with the volutne counts collected. 

Thtis, travel characteristic factors used in the 
Mission Bay allalysis, while rooted in survey data 
collected for downtown San Francisco and the 
Bay k e a  region, were modified in some cases as 
a result of the model calibration process. 

The base trip generation rates are derived from 
the MTC trip generation model. Different rates 
were established hy MTC fot the different trip 
purposes identified in its modeling process: 
home-based-work; home-based-other; and 
nun-home-based trnvel. Thus, the trip generation 
li~clors ;ire not differentinted by type of land use. 

The base trip distribution factors were taken from 
the 1981 San Francisco Downtown 
Errtployer/Etnployee Survey, and from MTC 1980 
resitlcnce patfern data in its regional trnvel model, 
for all types of trips. 

Modal split (and peaking) factors similarly are 
taken from downtowr~ Sarr Francisco curd MTC 
survey tlala. Modal splits, in particular, were 
atljusted during the calibration process. 

The above explains the process for establishing a 
calibri~tcd (validated) model which then was used 
to forecast char~ges in lravel demand in response 
to lorecast growth. Growth forecasts (in terms of 
employees and residents) were provided for San 
Frnocisco, and by ABAG's Projections '85 for 
the rest of tlte Bay Area regiot~. Those two sets 
of forecasts also contitin projected changes in 
residcnce patterns, which resulted it1 changes to 
Ihc (rip dislrihutiort factors assumed in the 
tr;tnsportatio~~ aoalysis. 

In light of travel cap?city constraints on several 
scglncnts of the reg~orral tlansportntion system 

serving San Francisco, the travel forecasts 
presented in the EIR reflect changes in the modal 
split assumptions from those used in the 1985 
calibration process. The EIR identified limited 
(or no) capacity on some highway segments to 
accommodate the amount of growth forecast. 
Thus it was nssumed that, if this amount of 
growth were to occur, a greater proportion of trips 
associated with travelers to or from the 
Downtown & Vicinity would have to be made by 
transit or rideshare modes. Modal split 
assun~ptions for non-Downtown & Vicinity 
travelers, however, were not changed from those 
derived in the 1985 calibration process. 

The numerical values for these travel 
characteristic assumptions, by trip plnpose and 
time frame (1985 versus 2000 or 2020) are 
retained as background material to the EIR 
analysis, available for public review nt the Office 
of Environmental Review, 450 McAllister Street. 

The orientation of the transportation analyses on 
p.m. peak hour and period conditions was 
selected for several reasons. The main reason is 
to focus the analyses on the worst travel 
conditions of the day 0x1 systems to which San 
Francisco travel demand measurably contributes. 
On the basis of a review of daily travel volumes, 
the peak demand period in San Francisco for 
most of the streets ;u~d highways analyzed is rrotn 
4:00 to 6:00 p.m. That is supported by travel 
surveys showing that generally higher numbers of 
trips occur during the afternoon commute peak 
period than during the morning cocnn~ute peak 
period. This is due to more vasied types of trip 
purposes (e.g., work-to-home, recreational, 
non-home-based such as work-to-school) that 
occur during the afternoon than the 
predominantly home-to-work trips that occur in 
the ~norriing commute peak period. 

Analysis of operating conditions during the p.m. 
period enables the Department of City Planning, 
the lead agency for this San Francisco project, to 
analyze worst-case impacts on San Fmncisco's 
local street systcm, as well as on the portions of 
the highway network to which they connect. By 
contmst, during the morning commute, peak 
t~avel  demand  occur,^ in locations outside of San 
Fr'ulcisco. Many local streets and intersections 
operate at poor levels of service on weekday 
afternoons as they meter traffic trying to access 
congested freeways. Both of these components 
of San Francisco's transportation network -- local 
intersections and regional highways -- are 
evaluated in detail in the EIR. 

The EIR analyses utilize "screenlines" as a tool 
for measuring impacts on the highway system. 
The locations of those screenlines are at the city 
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lintits: Sari Mateo County line for U.S. 101 
(South) and 1-280, Golden Gate Britlge for U.S. 
101 (North), 2nd San Francisco / Oaklantl Bay 
Britlge for 1-80, They were selected so that all 
regional trips emanating from San Francisco 
ztctivities would be accounted for. In addition to 
t l~e  San Francisco screertlinc analysis, the EIR 
atlalysis exterlds beyotltl the City litnits to 
iderltify other constraint points on the regional 
highway system. That discussion is found on 
pp. VI.E.135-VI.E.139 of Volutne Two and is 
irtterttlcd to provicie a broatlcr corltext of other 
c;tpacity constraints that will also have an effect 
or1 traffic headed towards or away fiorn the 
Dowrttow11 & Vicinity. 

Tlte trartsportntiori arlalyses in llte Mission Bay 
EIR represent art urtprecedented expenditure of 
resources to analyze what are considered to be 
tlirc impacts projected in thc future, and to 
itlentil'y rrritigatiorl rrleasures for consideration. 
Tlte Department believes it strikes the best 
balance of evaluating in a comprehensive rnanner 
issues of local concern and those of other regional 
artti state trallsportatiorl agencies. 

1')rre to irrsr!fficiicir rrqffic ii~!f~rntariori I-elaririg to 
Srare firciliries, we ore rrrraOle to deterntirte rite 
e.~tertr of pr.ojecr-geerated highhtv)' impacts at 
rltis rintc, alrltorrglt tltey vvill be sigrtificant. Tlte 
clo(~ornerrr shorrll o(1dre.s~ rliis, alorlg with 
al)l)tal?riate rnitigariori measures. . . . 

Variorrs secrioris o f  Vol~atte 11 shoiv, for esarnple, 
Itot~, marry "project area" ~~elt icle  w i l ? ~  are at a 
,sl)e~,ifi'(: screcr~lirte (for i~arrrl~lr ,  Tahlc VI.E.15, 
['age VI.E.IOS), or hoti, ntariy tr-ansit riders use a 
sl~ecjfic rrartsir corrtpong at ci specific screertlirte 
(for e.var?tple, Table VI.E.19, page VI.E.121), brit 
tltis does rror appear ro he suwrnrarized 
arry~vlrere. Our suggested forrrtat ,for trip 
~erreratiort should assist irt this process. (Gary 
Adarris, Calrrarrs, Distrio 4 )  

i l s  rioted irt the EIR, the rraffic effc?crs o f  the 
I e~c lor r i e~ i r  i13ill he most strortgly felt at tlte 
So~irlt Bay scr.eerilirte, arrd tlte pr.oject's 
cnrirr-ibrrriori to rite rraffic or! r.egioria1 facilities 
1t.il1 I?c /~r.ol~ortiorru/ to rite share of jobs pro~lided 
irt Missiorr Bo)' rc1orit.e to rhc resr af the 
dolt~rrrobvrt orid l,icir~ity area. Tltc EIR 11~ou11 be 
Irell?ed i gerier.01 if r e  f i l l o ~ i ~ t g  ir~farnration 
corrld hc higltli,yhre(l: 

- iricrrasrs irl t'chicle rrafic or? Rorrrc 101 and 
1.280 drie ro the project as op~~o.setl to 
c~rni~t lar i~~e  ,yroit'rlt irt Sari Fr.artcisco: 

- gains in CalTrain ridership due ro rite project 
(which offser sonic of the loss in ridership due 
to the proposed relocation of the terntirial); 

- effect ort SamTrans e,xpress bus ridership due 
ro rite project: arid 

- projeered ridership ort the Murii Metro 
extension due ro the project. 

(Clrris Brittle, Metrol?olitan Trzlnsl)ortatiort 
Commission) 

The format for prcscnting transportation irnpacts 
in the EIR is designed to provide ;in 
understanding that the overall level of service of 
arty particular roadway or transit carier in a 
transportation system is the sum of a number of 
travel dernarid components. For each highway 
;tnd transit screenline, the EIR first preserlts the 
total number o l  trips projected to occur for the 
p.m. peak hour and period. then the estimated 
breakdown of each total attributed to the Mission 
Brty Project Area, Downtown & Vicinity, arld the 
rest of San Frar~cisco and the legion (see 
Tables V1.E. 10-VI.E.12, on pp. VI.E.87-VI.E.88 
and VI.E.94-VLE.97 of Volume Two, and Tables 
VI.E.14-VI.E.19, on pp. VI.E.106-VI.E.109 and 
VI.E.115-VI.E.122 of Volume Two). Finally, 
total travel demand is compared to capacity 
(Tables VI.E.10. VI.E.14. and VI.E.15 for 
kighways, and Tables V I E . I ~  and VI.E.20, 
p. VI.E.98 aud p. VI.E.130 of Volurne Two, 
respectively, for tmnsit) to determine when itnd 
where additior~ai carrying capacity would be 
required. 

Impncts on CalTrain and SamTrans arc included 
in Tables VI.E.1 I-VI.E.12 and VI.E.16-VI.E.19. 
As for the other transit carriers shown on these 
tables, the estimated number of trips associated 
with the Mission Bay ELR Alterrlatives is 
provided. 

Impacts on MUNI are presented in two formats. 
Ortc format, displayed in Tables VI.E.ll-VI.E.12 
and VI.E.16-VI.E.19, evaluates inlpacts on 
MUNI service for sectors of the City. The 
number of trips presented in tfiose tables 
represents travel demand on all MUNI routes 
serving ttre northeast, northwest, southeast, and 
southwest areas of San Francisco; those tables do 
rtot present ridership projections on irtdividtlal 
routes, such as the MUNI Metro lirte servitlg 
Mission Bay. The tables include an estitnate of 
the number of trips attributed to the Missiorl Bay 
EIR Alternatives. 

By contrast, the other format for presenting 
MUNI intpacts does focus on ridership i~npacts 
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on the individual MUNI lines that would serve 
the Mission Bay Project Area in the future, 
including MUNI Metro. That format is shown in 
Tables Vl.E.24 and VI.E.27, p. VI.E.150 and 
p. VI.E.177, respectively, of Volume Two. 
However, those ridership projections include all 
pasxngers, including those from ontside the 
Mission Bay Project Area, who are projected to 
ride on those bits routes. The projections on the 
individual routes are not considered to be as 
reliable as the projections for groups of routes 
shown in Tables VI.E.11 -Vl.E.12 and 
VI.E.16-VI.E.19, because there is more 
possibility for error in projecting ridership on any 
single route versus on a group of routes serving a 
coni~non geographic area. For that same reason, 
the line-hy-line ridership projections do not 
provide detailed quantified breakdowns of the 
number of Mission Bay riders on each line, as 
tl~at wvi~ld imply a greater level of accuracy than 
the projections represent. For the MUNI Metro, 
however, approximately 25.30% of the projected 
riders are estimated to be generated by land uses 
in Mission Bay. 

The comprehensive approadi taken in the 
Mission Bay EIR of presenting cuInulative travel 
tlctnarrd on various transportation systems is 
believeti to be more instructive than isolating 
impacts of the Mission Bay Project Aren only, 
even if only in summary form. Providing a 
breakdown (in almost all cases) of the different 
cotttponents of curnul;~tive travel den~t~rid directly 
io the tables provides the most direct way of 
cotnmunicating to the reader the limited role 
Mission Bay would play in the total cutnulative 
conditions projected for the highways, transit 
systems, and local street intersections analyzed. 
Though not proposed for addition to the text of 
the EIR itself, Table XV.E.2, which presents 
project-related impacts only, has been prepared to 
respond to the commenters. Mitigation measures 
are discussed in the Response on 
pp. XV.E.37-XV.E.38. 

Morc detailed travel forecast information is 
included in a set of data binders available for 
public revicw at the San Francisco Depiwtment of 
City Plarming, 450 McAllister Street. 

T l ~ e  nrtrirl reasort ,for. tl~ese horre~rdorts traffic 
cortditions is tlre assumed rilodal splits for future 
m.(r~:el. It sltolrld be a ~ ~ p a r e n t  to all obserlfers of 
the rran,s/)ortatio~t scerrc that bigger sh(fts in 
n~o(kll splits tltnrr those ns,srrnted are necessaq). 
7'h(rt is, ( I  hi<y/ter percentage of trm~el rnldst be by 
trortsit. 

Present trends cannot continue. Tltere sinil?ly 
isn't enough space in Sun Francisco ,for mil those 
automohiles. This is recognized in the 
Trans!,ortatio~l Element of the Master Plai![:] 
". . . just as  the street system carirtot 
accontmodate all potertrial traffic, so the City 
cannot provide for an urtlimited lei~cl of 
autvnlobile storage." Tltat is Ponr a paragraph 
about residerttial areas, but it applies to all 
areas. (Norman R o e ,  San Fraricisco Tontorron~) 

Future cumulative traffic conditions for 
screenlines in the EIR are based on forecasts of 
economic activity and population in the region, 
plus estimates of the shares of future travel on 
transit or auto modes needed to accommodate 
peak period travel dem~cnd. If those conditions 
develop, tlre street and highway traffic volumes 
would largely depend on the share of future travel 
demand using transit. The transit mode shares 
used in the EIR impact analysis were intended to 
reflect probable growth in highway and transit 
c;~p;lcity ;IS reflected in planning arrd runding 
programs defining projects reasonably assured to 
exist by the year 2000. Based on the availability 
01 those "reasonably-asswed" projects listed on 
pp. VI.E.56-VI.E.58 of Volume Two, the 
forecasts of future travel in the cumulative 
analysis assume that very substantial shifts in 
travel from autos to transit would be made by 
people from the Downtown & Vicinity in 
response to congested conditions projected on the 
highways and bridges serving San Francisco. 
Such shifts would enable vehicle trips from and 
to other parts of the region, which hnvc not been 
assumed to shift to transit use, to be 
accommodated on the highways. 

The specific reasons for assuming the shifts to 
transit and ridesharing are presented on 
pp.VI.E.75-VI.E.76 of Volu~r~e Two, and in 
Table VI.E.7 on p. VI.E.77 of Volutne Two. 
TnbleVI.E.7 shows that substantial shifts in 
travel modes are expected to be made in the 
future by persons travelling betwcen tlre 
Downtown & Vicinity and the North Bay or East 
Bay. For example, travelers from the Downtown 
& Vicinity to the East Bay are projected to reduce 
the number of trips in private vehicles by about 
37%, resulting in a 26% increase in BART 
ridership. The overall percentage of Downtown 
& Vicinity travelers taking transit to the East Bay 
diwing the afternoon commute period is projected 
at about 80% in 2000. 

The transit shares forecast to occur in 2000 and 
beyond represent substantial increases in the use 
of public transit and rideshwing. Without further 
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TABLE XV.E.2: SUMMARY OF MISSION BAY PROJECT-RELATED TRANSPORTATION 
IMPACTS, P.M. PEAK PERIOD /a/ 

Sari Francisco 

MUNl Corritlors 
Northeast 
Northwest 
Southwest 
Soulhc;~sl 

North Bay 

Golden Gate Bus 
Golden Gate Ferry 
U.S. 101 - Golden Gate Bridge 

East Bay 

AC Transit 
BART 
1-80 - Bay Bridge 

South Bay 

C:rlTrain 
SatnTrans 
BART 
U.S. 101 
1-280 

/a/This table identifies project-related impacts on citywide or regional transportation systems serving 
San Fraricisco under EIR Alternative A (whicl~ generally would cause the greatest impact). Entries 
represent person trips (on transit) ;uld vehicle trips (on freeways). Mission Bay inipacts on local 
streets or individual transit routes in or adjacent to the Project Area are presented in "Project Area 
Impacts, 2000," pp. VI.E.140-VI.E.190 of Volume Two. 

/b/Each of tliese voliur~es is closer to 0 than to 25 when rounded off. 
/c/Demand figures for year 2020 represent onconstrained demaid. This differs from the figures shown 

for year 2000 itnpacts which represent constrained conditions on certain transportation systems 
(particularly those serving the East Bay), where mode shifts were assumed. 

SOURCE: bar to^^-Ascluna~i Associrttes, Inc. 
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improvetnents to the region's transportation 
system, further significant shifts to transit use are 
unlikely. The impact analyses presented in the 
Mission Bay EIR indicate there would be 
sufficietlt travel demand in the future to justify 
more transit capacity atiditions beyorld those 
assutrietl irl tlie analyses that, if provided, would 
result in an eveti higher percentage of tratrsit use. 

It is fittirtg that 2020 should be chosen for one 
[ofl tlte henchntark years. Tlte Aniericart 
Association uf State Highway and Transportation 
Oflcials and other organizations have sponsor-ed 
a rtationuide series of firurns called 
Ttzrrrsl~orratiort 2020. . . . Tlte theme is that irr 
2020 trarisl~orratio~i systents artd policies will 
Ital~e to he dffercnt ,from today's. It discusses 
why artd suggests alterltati~~es. . . . 

. . . [Ojtrr transportation systern iii 2020 ujill 
halv to bc orte wltich is not as dependent on oil as 
the present orte, artd uses what oil it does use 
riiore eflcierttly tltan tlte present orre. Irt other 
~ ~ o r d s ,  ntost trips w~ill have to be made by prtblic 
trarrsit, artd a large part of that will be electrified 
rail transit. 

. . . There sirnl~ly is not enough roont in our 
ntetropolitari areas fur everyone to ntake eilery 
trip by autontobilc. Land in our ntetrol~olitari 
areas is bccomirig too valuable arid too expcrtsi~~e 
to use for ltighways. . . . It is needed,for housing, 
commerce, artd irldustry. Regardless of what 
happens witli oil, or other fuels, we will still !teed 
tlte iritl>roi~ed trartsit systerrts described below. 

. . . Orie commort way to try to get arourtd tltis 
[congestiort] problem is s~~rawl ,  hut sprawl is 
becoritirig less arid less tolerable. Contrtiutirtg 
times are becomiitg ridiculous. Freeway tieups 
are the normal situatiort. More arrd more people 
are becor~tirtg concerned about the loss of 
~laluable farnrlarrd, rieeded fur produririg food, 
artd open space. It can't continue. (Norman 
Rove, Sart Frartcisco Tomorrow) 

Statements triade by the commenter are valitlated 
by cot~clusiolls of lhe transpotttltion analysis in 
the Mission Bay EIR. Due to the aniourrt of 
employment tmd population growl11 lorecast and 
the more litriited availability of land, 
ttansporlation patterns will have to change in 
older for people to avoid intolerable congestion 
levels. The Transportation Mitigation section for 
year 2020 (which addresses possible solulions for 

consitleration after 2000), beginning on 
p. VI.E.217 of Volume Two, identilies mostly 
transit or ridesharing improvetnet~ts. Almost all 
of (hem represent major investments in new 
infrasttucture to expand or introduce more 
segnlents of the regional transportation iletwork. 
If a tiunlber of these projects were fittlded atid 
built, the transportatiotr system could be 
dramatically transformed from one oriented to 
movilig autotnobiles to one that concentrates on 
ntovitrg people. 

Comment 

Tlte Freeway Itas riot been dealt with adequately. 
If tltere are ultiniately to be 20,000 jobs and 
7,000 lii~iiig units, there will haire to be 
considerable planning to provide for s~ich an 
influx of cars and people. Since there are 
currently al)pro,~imately 2,000 jobs in the area, 
and traffic is now backed up to Army Street 
during normal contntute Itours, it ulill take more 
than the widening of Third Street aitd 16th Street 
and the plarined increase in Muni to keep things 
nrul~iitg. We do not believe tlte L>raft Report 
addresses tlte problertt of auto gridlock arid its 
possible ntitigatiort adequately. (Gloria Vart 
Wirrkle, Potrero Boosters artd Mercltartts 
Association) 

The transportation impact analysis preserited in 
the Mission Bay EIR is (he most exterrsive done 
to date in any EIR prepared by the City. Included 
in the scope of that analysis is a presentation of 
the impacts of citywide and regional (not just 
Missiori Bay) growth oti the portion of the 
region's freeways serving San Francisco. An 
apparent conclusion of the commenter, that tlie 
EIR implies that itrlprovetnerrts on Tltirtl mid 16th 
Streets and MUNI service extensiorrs would 
"keep things moving," is not borne out by the 
impact analysis. In fact, the EIR indicates that 
the peak period (490-6:00 p.m.) capacity of most 
of the highways would be fully ittilized or 
exceeded in year 2000, I:XLI if a higlier 
percentage of travelers from dowrrtowu Sat1 
Fraticisco took public transit itistead of driving 
their cars. 

The commenter is correct in (hat highway 
cottditiotrs would getlerally be very congested in 
the future. Pages VI.E.84-VI.E.92 in Voluine 
Two present the detailed discussiotl of ftttore 
congestion on each of the major highway 
segnletlts in 2000: 1-80 /Bay Bridge; U.S. 101 
(North)/Golden Gate Bridge; 1-280; and U.S. 
101 /South Bay Peninsula. 
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The colnlnenter has questioned the adequacy of 
the IrafTic impact analysis regardSng operating 
conditions on nearby freeways, inclding 1-280, 
1-80 and Highway 101 from Army StTeet north to 
U.S. 80. In the EIR, existing demand during the 
peak period is described as creating a "backup of 
traffic northbound on U.S. 101 and eastbound to 
the Bay Bridge . . . from the Bay Brigge and 1-80 
south to approximately Army Street" (see 
p. VI.E.42). For 1-280 north of U.S. 101, existing 
conditions are described on that same page as 
resulting in L O S E  with speeds of 20-25.mph 
(luring the p.m. peak period. By the time Mission 
Bay is expected to be fully built out, the 
conditions would of course be even more severe 
than in 1985 in the absence of any 
improvements, The EIR recognizes those 
congested conditions are a product of cumulative 
regional travel demand to which travelers from 
Mission Bay or any part of San Francisco would 
contribute. For that reason, many of the 
~rritigation measures identified to relieve highway 
congestion in years 2000 or 2020 would require 
coordinated regional planning. 

11 is not possible at this titrle to determine exactly 
how and when all the mitigation measures would 
be implemented, or whether, if implemented, 
those measures would be able to accommodate all 
projected travel demand adequately. As a result, 
the EIR concludes that potential cumulative 
transportation impacts represent an unavoidable 
significant impact on the environment. 

In light of the above, it is believed the EIR has 
fully disclosed the important potential 
transportation impacts. 

PROJECT AREA ACCESS AND 
CIRCULATION 

Comments 

The last trcrns~~ortation issue we wish to amplib 
or sho~rld he antplified is the exte~tsion of the 
NUN1 Metro. Again, the disclrssion in the Draft 
Ell< is mostly focused or1 extending the Metro to a 
CalTrairt stariort relocated at 7th and Channel. 
Eije~r (f the station is downtown, the MUNI Metro 
shot~ld be estertded through the project arttl, 
hol~efifi'lly, irr sonle way out firrtlzer, ~jhetlter it's 
olorlg Third Street or through a turzrtcl 
crli~riment. Certainly, the residerits of Potrero 
Hill are very interested irt a viable MUNI Metro 
to thot area. We believe that these three issues 
rrecd to be sigrt(fica1tt1)~ arttplified in arty EIR 
hefi~l-c it ctrrt be certped. (Richard Moss, 
Potrcr.o Boosters arid Mercl~ants Associatiori) 

. . . I addressed Mr. Deart Macris with a letter 
aho~rt the Tlti1.d Street corridor. and the ugly iron 

bridge. If this EIR is approved, you are going 
[to] have residents along a truck route. Yes, 
resident housing along Third Street is @ling to be 
housing along a truck route. 

Now, i f  these people move in, I would suggest and 
hope that they take this Commission down to 
[the] Civic Center, and . . . tar and feather you. 
You're not monetarily responsible for putting 
residential housing along the Third Street 
corridor. 

Also, that ugly iron bridge is a bottleneck. 
Trucks are going to be idling while the bridge is 
up with those fumes going into residential 
Itousing. Those trucks are going to be going 
along Third Street with firmes going into 
residential housing. And those poor people are 
going to be having beautiful homes on a truck 
route. No one is addressing that. 

I hope the residents reaNy do that to the 
Commission afrer they move, which is probably 
20 years from now and I won't be in the Bay Area 
any more anyhow. But it's sl~orr planning and no 
one is addressing a limited access Third Street 
corridor with an underground tunnel in the India 
Basin. Four lanes of traffic, two lanes for rapid 
transit, future rapid transit that they want to run 
down to the oirport and Sun Mateo Counry. No 
one is ad8ressing the Third Street corridor except 
as a truck roure. That is why I have been a 
one-issue person, the Third Street corridor. 

The reason? I use it myself to go downtown. It's 
a beautifrrl limited expressway. You should see 
the traffic in the morning and afernoon. And 
with residential housing there, just rltink, tell, 
fifreen. 20 years from now, a bonleneck of trucks 
and cars trying to get home in the evening. It's a 
residential neighborhood. (Gene Dymek) 

Third Street is the major north-south route 
between downtown San Francisco and the 
southeast quadrant of the City. It is included in 
the scope of a long-range planning study for 
expanding MUNI Metro service to the Bayshore 
corridor. That service extension is a component 
of MUNI's long-r'ulge improvement plan; it also 
is included in the Transportation Element of the 
City's Master Plan. Planning funds for this 
improvement are included in the one-half cent 
sales t'w increase approved in the November 
1989 election in San Francisco. 

The Mission Bay EIR, in addition to including 
Metro service to the Bayshore area as a possible 
mitigation measure (Measwe E.39, p. VI.E.231 of 
Volume Two), addresses this matter in a broader 

XV.E.14 
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context on pp. VI.E.194-VI.E.197 of Volume 
Two, under 'Transportation Projects in the 
Bayshore Corridor." T11at discussion identifies 
irt~prove~netits cor~templated in San Frilncisco 
wliicll would reduce congestion along Tliird 
Street. 

The development of Missiorl Ray factors notably 
into tile planning and funding issues to be 
resolved in determining the extension of MUNl 
Metro service to the Bayshore Corridor. It would 
in some ways help ihe extension to be 
itnplcrnented because il would establish rt new 
pool of MUNI riders. In recog~litiori of the need 
to serve tltose patrons, the dmft plan Sor Mission 
Bay, released in January 1987, includes Metro 
service extension from Market Street to Mission 
Bay, ns well as to new stations along the 
extension. However, the extension of service to 
the west side of the Mission Bay Project Area 
could create different route alignment options 
further soutli into the Bayshore corridor. The 
current Mission Bay planning process addresses 
only tbe Metro service extensions tllrough the 
Project Area. Whether, and at what point, the 
MUNI Metln would be extended further south 
zrlong Tliirct Street has not yet been determined by 
MUNI and tlie Public Utilities Commission. 
Such furtlier extensions and alignments would be 
the subjects of separate planning and 
environment:~l review at the time tltey arc 
proposetl. 

Besides the addition of new MUNI Metro service, 
tn~tisportntion circulation in Mission Bay would 
be sigrlificaritly changed in other plaruled 
improvcnlerkts. 

Implementation of the 1-280 improvements of 
widcning King Slreet to provide bol~lcvard access 
to new on- and off-ramps lor 1-280 at Sixth and 
Kiug Streets would replace tlie single off-ramp 
currently at Fourth and Berry Streets (which now 
ch;~rinels high vol~lmes of traffic to the 
Tlrird/Berry intersection). This would iniprove 
traffic flow along Third Street. Tlle four-lane 
'I'hirtl Street Bridge, which was adopted as a City 
la~idnrark or1 September5, 1989, is not projected 
to be a traffic bottleneck with those 
i~~~provemcrrts in place. The bridge cotrtains the 
same number of lanes as tlte Tttird Streel roadway 
atttl tlius the sanre carrying capacity. On 
p. VI.E.13 of Volume Two, tlte EIR explains that 
t11e tlrnwbridge is infreqt~erltly operated arid does 
trot typically pose a congestion problem. 

Since no new berths on China Basin Channel are 
proposed, the low frequencies of use by 
recreational boats would cotttinue in the ft~ture. 
Nevertheless, Third Street would continue to 
operate as a main automobile thoroughfare and as 
a major truck route for the City. The EIR 

identifies potential noise itnd air quality impacts 
associated with the traffic impacts analyzed and 
presents several mitigation mcasures to reduce 
them (see Volume Two, V1.F. Air Quality and 
VLG. Noise). Atnong them is the 
recorntnendation for noise buffcring measures 
and continued encouragement of transit-oriented 
travel. 

The circulation putterr? to and within the project 
should guarantee that the new neighborhood is 
integrated with surrounding ~icighhor.lzoods and 
the rest ofthe City. 

With the congestion and bottlenetk oftrcrffic now, 
great thought should he girwn to t/rr atlditiorral 
cars tlrat will be on Third St. Can 7,000 nror-e 
cars be assimilated? (Babette Drefic, Potr-ero 
Boosters and Merchants Associatiort) 

The EIR does not present the increases in the 
projected ntttnber of vehicles traveling through 
iritersections in or adjacent to Mission Bay. 
Tllerefore, it is not possible to determine 
definitely the source of information used by the 
cotnutenter to ideutify the itdditiorl of "7,000 
more cars." TIle colntnenter may have used year 
2020 p-$&&a_ur vehicle volume increases on 
Third Street at Mariposa Street shown in tile 
project data binder on file at the Office of 
E~ivirorurrental Review, Department of City 
Planning, extrapolating tliem to give dd ly  traffic 
volume increases of that order of magnitude. 

Tlie EIR does indicate the oroiected c11:rnnes in 
the levels of service for at;oti 32 intersections 
between 1985, 2000 and 2020. (See 
Tables VI.E.23 and VI.E.26, p. VI.E.144 and 
o. VI.E.168. resoectivelv. of Volorrre Two.) 
kxcept for the iniersectick at Thirtl ~ m d  ~ a r i ~ o &  
Streets, intersections on Third Street south of 
Berry Street are projected to operate at acceptable 
levels of service (LOS D or better) during the 
p.m. peak hour at build-out of Mission Bay, with 
the modal splits assumed for the Downtown & 
Vicinity; the Third/Mariposa Street ititersection 
would operate at LOS E. The intersections of 
Third arid King Streets, 'and Fourth and King 
Streets, woc~ld operate at congested levels of 
service during the p.m. peak hour. The ELR, 
however, identifies mitigation measures that are 
available to improve those intersections to 
acceptabIe levels. (See Mitigation Measure E.4 
on pp. VI.E.200-VI.E.201 and Mitigation 
Measures E.29-E.30 on pp. VI.E.218-VI.E.219 of 
Volume Two.) 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
E. Transportation 

Comments 

0 1 1  the solrrhn!est side, oloirg Se~~ertth Street better 
occrss shoirld he /)rovitled I tizc railroad 
tracks. As we arid ot1rer.s hasc srrggested before 
t1ter.c shorrld he strorrg corrsiderntiorr giveti to: 

I .  Urrilergrorrnd the tracks , f o r -  CoITrairi urin'fr 
the Mission Bay project. 

2 .  Move the CalTrain statiort to a nlore central 
iocatiort strch as the East Bay Tern~irtal. 

Irr the far west corner-, Kirrg and Berry Streets 
,slio~rld he preser~led irr their c~rr-r.ent aligrrmerlts. 
No tle~~elop~?rertt sltoulcl be trllowecl Itere that 
~~jottid clisr~ryr the street ,flow arrd rerd to isolate 
rhc iwc?ject jli.0111 the Shon~~?lace Sqtrare area. 
( I  B. IIeCasrro, Pntrero Boosters and 
Mercliarrts A~sso~~iatiort) 

. . . ( I )  [Wle  stro~rgly b0c.k rardergrourrdirq the 
a l ' a i  riglrt-qf-~~'iry ,j?ont the cvistirig trrrtnel 
~,or.tctl ([rrtdcr tire I-280-18th street itrterchartge) 
to e e e r  tlre station-ter~ttiml n'ill be; 
( 2 )  . . . I affirnt our s[r~q)ort for a true 
don!rrto~~!rr rerntiriol, accessed hy atr urrdergrormd 
riglit-qFn,ay; (3) . . .all  land use plarrs in the 
Draft Ell< tlrat are pustulated or1 tlte assurrtl~tiort 
flint tire existirig above-grotrr~d tracks parallel to 
7/11 srreer atrd with a 116tlr street grade crossing 
nsill renrairr, rrotn~itlrstaridirq tlze Project, 
[sho~rld] be rejected attd as art alrer.iiati~'e, ihe 
lartd use qticstiori restudied ~vi th  tire assuntptiort 
that orrly nrr urrder-gr-ourrd ColTrairt right-of-nlay 
b18ill irltin~ately e-xist. 

It al)l?ear.s that part of the Draft EIR's .failure irr 
seeirrg the e.~porrded issites regar.dirig CalTrain is  
the resldf qf ( I  blind accel,mrrce of an assrmtptiort 
thnt the 1-280 fr.eewoy oi'cr. the tr-acks on 7th 
street is as nruch of a physical barrier to 
corrrtectir~g artd irttegratirtg the Project to the n3est 
arttl sorrtlr as are tire tracks. I let-y nrrrc'lr disagree 
rvirh this c~onclrtsiotr, hecause the ,j?eeu!ay is  
raised nho~ ,e  tlic street level arid does not pose 
arty sigrr(j?catrt physical barrier, or safety 
~ ~ r o l ~ l e n r ,  at  all coni~arable to the at sweet leijel 
train right-of-n~ay, wit11 its ob~jiorrs rieed to avoid 
street grade crossirigs. Moreoljer, a s  tlte 
SF Chcrptet- of the AIA 110,s recentl)~ demonstrated 
~vitlr its e.1-celletit ylarrs for arr i t i l l~ro~~cd,  aesthetic 
Etubarcadero roadway that hvill be irttegrated 
,11itlt tI1e aho~te-grourtd fi.eeb~~a)j, it is i:enl possible 
to plait and clesigtr around tlre ,j?een~ay so that it 
is trot a barrier to the acitio~ernent of otlterwise 
desirable larrd use goals. 

It is 11ossihle to l is t .  . . all of the irtsrances in the 
Draft EIR n>krre a land rise or trzlrtsl~ortatiow 
isslrc is conll~rontised because of the abose-stated 

assuntptiorrs. . . . There are certainly marly ntore 
that you all kllon' ofartd cotdd be added to the list. 

I )  The express assunrl~tion of the conrinued future 
stat~rs quo larid use qf the existirrg rail arid 
lzighway rights-of-way, rel~resented by the 
gray-colored areas irf alterrtatii~es A, B,  arid N.  

2)  The street alignment both within t l ~ e  Project 
arid cortnecting with the nearby rteighOorlzoo~ls 
accel~ts the status qtro. Sourh of the Ci~arinel ortly 
16rh street provides arty access to the Project 
porn the west. 7tlr and Owens are set forth as 
barr-ier streets with 110 interconnectio~t on B e r ~ y ,  
Hool~er, i i  Hubbell, Daggett, Alanreda, or 
15th streets. . . . 

5 )  117 Alternative 9, tlre consideration of art 
urtderground CalTrain statiort at 4/11 and 
Tou~rrserrd, the discttssiorr is limited solely to rite 
issue of the effect 017 train ridership, arid does not 
address arty of tlte other issues I've nientiotted 
aho1je. Moreover, there is  no discussi<irr 
nriy~al~ere of alternati~jes to total undergro~ordirrg, 
suclr as locatirtg the tracks in a belonj grourrd 
011eri right-of-way, rizat cotrld be crossed by 
strecrs arid partially co~jered by hirildings, 
pedestrian crossings, etc. (Richard H .  Moss, 
Potrwo Booster-s artd Mercilnnts Associatiotr) 

Tlre soutltwest side is allon~ed no access ,for a 
lorig distalice arid is frrrtiicr isolated by tlte 
retelltion of the CalTrain tracks a s  the status 
quo. The CalTrairr tracks should be placed 
underground or below street leijel artd be 
extended to a truly dobvr!town location. No 
discussion of this alternative is  ntentioned in the 
report and orre ntor-e barrier is  allorved to remairr 
arid iriterrsify irt the corttest of arry plarrrrirrg. 
(Rebecccr Ford, Potrero Boosters and Merclrarits 
Association) 

The Mission Bay Alternatives would maintain the 
same street connections between Mission Bay 
and areas to the west as exist today. Additional 
street connections, with the possible exception of 
the area around Hooper Street, would not be 
possible with a CalTrain station in the vicinity of 
Seventh and Chant~el Streets, south of China 
Basin Channel. 

The intersection of Seventh and 16th/Mississippi 
Streets is projected to operate at LOS D in 2000 
and LOS C by build-out of Mission Bay. 
Adverse traffic circulation impacts are not 
projected for that intersection as a result of 
keeping the railroad crossing of Sixteenth Street 
at-grade, ur~less the nutnber of trains that need to 
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be sliuttlcd in the peak hoor is much higher tlran 
will1 the cusrent operating plan. As a result, 
rnodificrttion to this proposed at-grade rail 
aligrunent was not rccomtnended as a mitigation 
illeasure. (See also the Respo~ise on 
[I[' XV.E.25- XV.E.20.) 

Although the Mission Bay Project sponsor did 
not propose underg,ouodiog of tlte Southerri 
Pacific Railroad tracks nortti of the tunnel 
tluough the Project Area, the possibility of 
depressing tlte CalTrain tracks to serve an 
undergrot~nd station at Fourth and King Streets 
was discussed :IS a varialiort on tlie Alternatives 
(see Varirctioo 9 [CalTrain Station Locslion], 
pi), V11.51-V11.54 of Volulne Two, Chapter Vll. 
Variations on Alternatives). Although the 
purpose of tliat analysis was to focus or1 CitlTrain 
ritlcrsltip itnplic;~!ions, depressing or 
undergrounding the tracks could provide other 
tie~iefits. Rtnorig llierr~ are greater Project Area 
circulation, and reduction of noise from the 
ttains. (It sliould be ~ioted that undergrounding 
CnITrain service woulti require ri~ore llrnn tlie 
installalion of a tunnel. Tlte train systerrl itself 
would probably need to be transforrued from a 
diesel system to ari electrified line.) 

IS a subway or lu~i~te l  is built for CalTrain under 
16tlt Street, then it would be possible to extend 
some of the streets in Mission Bay to connect 
witkt Seventh Street. This could occur without 
:tfI'ecting tlte overhead 1-280 elevated li'eeway. 
Will1 Altemittive A, the extension of Alameda 
Street would Illen facilitate a more direct 
conriection between the north Potrero Hill area 
and the center of tlre Project Axea (see 
Figure 11.8, p. 11.9 ol' Volutne One). With 
Alternative B, i t  would be possible to extend 
Hooper and/or Hubbell Streets, depending on 
urban design and trdfic service objectives (see 
Figure 11.11, p. 11.13 of Volu~nc One). With 
Alternative N, Hubhell and/or Daggelt Slreets 
could be extended, depending on site 
develoy~nerit decisions (see Figuse 11.15, p. 11.17 
of Vofu~nc One). 

I f  the CalTrain tracks were only partially 
urldergrounded (witli an exposed "open-cut" 
desigi~), the development of the northwest sector 
of Mission Bay would have to be re-evaluated to 
itle~ilily iT the uses proposed woidd conlinr~e to be 
fensible. hi particular, tlte residential uses 
proposed in surroutlditig blocks in Alternative B 
 night not be cotnpatible with nri open-cut design 
lilt exterision of CalTt'airi in tl~is alignment. 

The Mission Bay Alternatives and vari,ults 
;tssesscd in tlte EIR did not ittclodc a CalTrain 
downtown station relocatiori project. Tlie 
prospect of undergrou~iding CalTrain service ns 
part of an extetision to tlowrltown San Frnncisco 

is being separately evaluated in an environmerrlal 
impact study prepared by the Peninsula Corsidor 
Study Joint Powers Board (JPB). The inclusion 
of Variation 9 (CalTrain Station Location) in the 
Mission Bay EIR retains the option for an 
underground exlertsion through the Project Area 
to enable a downtown extension of CalTrain. The 
decision for such 'an undertaking, however, rests 
with the JPB; it is not a past of the approval 
process for Mission Bay. 

[Casey's Office Mol'ittg and Services, Iwc.] 
relocated [its] storage wareltouse front South San 
Francisco to 1900 Third Street in April, 1988. . . . 

We have ittvested af)i~roxim~rtely $100,000.00 in 
our,ftirniture shop, general oflces, telej)hOfle and 
sccririty systems at 1900 Third Street. We intend 
to stay here for ntany years to conte. If our trucks 
(/re not allowed to enter tltc warehouse through 
our two doors facing 16th Street, then we would 
be forced to moile. It is time for San Francisco to 
take an actiije role in protecting tlte jobs of its 
resi~lettts. (James Pacheco, Casey's Ofjcice 
Moving & Services, Inc.) 

This faciliry [tlte A.M. Castle & Co. warehortse 
located at 1900 Third Street] is used as a 
distribution center for metal prodrrrts. As such, 
n3e are heavily dependent upon the accessibilrty 
of trucks to tltis warehouse. 

. . . [W]ithout corttintted truck access front the 
nor-tlt side, A.M. Castle & Co. u~ould be,forced to 
close tlris distributiott center. atld nzo1.e m flitother 
locatiot~ which would probably be located in tlte 
Cerztral Valley near Stockton. 

As a result, San Francisco rvould lose another 
local employer of blue collar jobs. Our current 
entployment inclrides 59 workers witlt art 
ap~?roximate a~znualpayroll of $2,400,000. 

I hope thut you ?tiill thorouglzly consider. the 
se~~er.e irnl~flct that the elintination o f  truck access 
n~oull  haile on our business and employees wherr 
rei~iewing the Missiort Bay Ettvirontitental Itn[~act 
Report. (M. Bruce Herroll, Castle Metctls) 

Volunzes I attd II nf  the draft EIR for Mission Bay 
do not address the possible ~Iiniinatiott of the 
fornzer Tcrtncssee and Se~lenteenth Streets and 
Sixrlr Street south of Sisteentlt Street and wesf of 
Third Street and the resulting negatise impact to 
existing, long-establislted traffic patterns and 
jobs and brisinesses. If these fornrer streets ar-e 
elirtzitruted or- pernianently obstructed tltetl large 
portions of tlte 1900 Third Street warehouse 
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u~ould be urrusable drte to inadeqitate truck 
access, n~hich n ~ u l d  elirrririate local busiriesses 
arrd irp to 130 blttc collar jobs. These significant 
irtilrcrcts rtiust be adclressed in the EIR arid 
nritigatiorr nteasures iniliose(l. 

1900 Tlrird Street is a sirigle-story ~r)ar-ehouse and 
distriburion facility corrsistirlg c l f  162,891 square 
,feet. Tc~,~erlrer with rrn ~t ' jocent two-stor-y qfjrice 
hiri/lirr,q o f  20,000 square ,feet and a sirr:face 
l?arkirig lor, the subject i)r.o~[?er.ty represerrts the 
Inr.gesr "otrt parcel" j?orri the Missiori Bay 
p!arr. . . . 

The ,~,areltouse was desigried so that trrrcks could 
enter- ,font the rror.tl~ side at tn30 points via Sixth 
Sweet, Terrrtessee arrd Se~'erzteerttlz Streets, drive 
throirgli the htrildirtg arrd esit orrto Mariposa. The 
ccriter entry door is in line with the Teriricssee 
Str.eet right-of-way ~r~lriclr is SO feet wide. The 
nortlin~csr etitry door operis oft to Se~~enteentlt 
Strcet arid rher! crosses a portion of Sarrta Fe 
Pocific Recrlty land before cortnecting with Sixth 
Street u~lticlr also estertds south of Sixreerrth 
Street. . . . 

. . . A third door has sirtcc heeri added to 
rrc~contnroclate a second tertartt. Tlic. three interrial 
drive lcrrrcs ore nzicle erroirgk to accontnrodate 
large tr-rrcks btrt too rrarr-ou' to allou~ inter-rtal 
ttrrrtorotrnds orrdlor t~c!o-u~a)) trrtck traffic. 
Cor~scqiroitly, cotrtintred itrgress or egress ,@on? 
rhe rrorth side of the, ~~arehou.se ltuildirrg is 
esscrttial to scr,~~irtg all bays. 

It is inrl>ortctrlt to note tlzot the ~~arclro~rse was 
desigrtcd a~ id  corrstrtrcted to rrtilize Tenriessee 
Street. . . . 

The r~~nrehotrse arrd qfjrice brtildirig are firlly 
lecrsed to two terrcrr!ts on lortg-term leases. 
Casey's Oflee Moving crtrtl Scrr~ices, Inc. 
occrrl'ies 70,000 square feet urrtil Nol~enther .30, 
2010. A.M. Costle & Co occtq>ies 
112,891 sqrta1.e feet nrt cr lease ulltich e.vl,ires 
Dec.crtilio..~I, 1993 with an al?tiori ,fir an 
n(klitiorral,fi~~e-yc,ar terni. 

Ca.sey's, ~ ~ I t o  trtiliie~ I ,facilities for 
rlrttitristr~ti~e Itcct~lc~rmrtcr.s, cr ,furniture 
r-rfirtishitrg sho11, crtsturrtcr storctge arid clisl?atcli 
ol)er-crtioas, has rreor!y 70 hltre collar entployees 
trrrd crrr 1 t r ~ r r r 1  y o 1 1  of crl~~iro,~irttateI~~ 
$1,500.000. A.M. Ctrstle uses the 11r01)erty for its 
Nor.tlterrt Cnlfor-rria scrles ojfice cnrd distribution 
c~rrfrr- ,fir. s/)eciolt), r7ietal products. Castle has 
59 Olrre collar err(olo)'ees at this sire uzitlt a gross 
arii~rtczl ~ ~ n y r o l l  of $2,400,000. Both tertants 
n'oulrl be firr.ed to Ilacate rirost or all cf the 
~)r.enrises i f  trtrch- access,fronr the riorrh side of the 
~v<~rcliousc is clin~irtatcd. Moreo~>er, A.M. Castle, 

and 0ossi0ly Casey's, would he forced to relocate 
orrtside of Sarz Frartcisco if tlris facility were rtot 
ai~ailable. . . . 

. . . [A]ltl~ough the draft EIR discusses at great 
Iertgth various issues relating to changes in 
e,~-isting traffic parterris, it does not nzerrtiori at all 
the adverse effect that closirlg off the fornler 
Tennessee and Se~~enteerrtl~ Streets arid Si.xt11 
Street would have. . . . 

Tlie drqft EIR is incorti(,lete becartse it does riot 
address this point. Moreoi~er, sirice this is an 
established area for blue collar jobs, any such 
elintination of access worrld divide arid d i s  u l~ t  an 
establisl~ed cornniriniy. This n~ollld cortstitute a 
significa?tt effect on tlie en~~ironrnertt under CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendis G.  

Accor.diizgly, we request that the draft EIR bc 
anlerided to reflect the facts orrtlined abolje; to 
state that elintinatiorz of access would constitute a 
sigtiiflcant effect or? the errvir.onmeiit as required 
I1y CEQA; and to contairt ntitigatiorr rneasrrres 
that u'oitld allow coritint~ed access to pr-eser~~e 
rl~ese jobs atid local birsirtesses. (Joltr~ Wilson, 
CWL 1900 Third Street Associates) 

Alternatives A, B and N would not eliminate 
existing public streets in tlie vicinity of 
1900Third Street. See the street network as 
shown in Figures VI.E.l I-VI.E.13 (pp. VI.E.141- 
VI.E.143, respectively, of Volume Two) and 
VI.E.16-VI.E.18 (pp. VLE.170-VI.E.172, respec- 
tively, of Volume Two). Although the Cotnmerit 
identifies northern access to the property across 
portions of Tennessee. 17th and Sixth Streets, as 
well as across private property, the streets 
referred to were vacated by the City over 
100 years ago. The Alternatives do not propose 
new public streets south of 16th Street which 
would provide public rights-01-way to the north 
side or 1900 Third Street. However, approval of 
any of the Alternatives would not prevent the 
propetty owner from securing continued private 
access lo that side of the property. 

F~~rtherniore, Variant 12 (Development Agree- 
rnent Application), in XV.P. Alternatives and 
Vnriants, pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46, includes a street 
grid alignment that could potentially 
accommodate truck access from the north side of 
16thStreet to the 19OOThird Street builtling. 
Such a plan could be adopted for Mission Bay. 

Even if build-out of an approved Alternative had 
the effect of limiting or eliminating the northern 
access to the property, such developnient may not 
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interfere with the existir~g 11ses of the property. 
The titnir~g of displacement inlpacts and the uses 
that are affected differ among the Alternatives 
a11t1ly7.e.d. Tirrlefrc~tnes for the ar~t~lyses exterld to 
years 2000 and 2020. The at~alyses indicate it is 
unlikely that Mission Bay development would 
affect the northern access to the I900 Third Street 
f a c ~ l ~ t y  .' ' before year 2000. At this lime, it czl~lnot 
be deternlined with cerlairlty whether or when 
Mission Bay developrrlent belweeu 2000 and 
2020 would reach a point where access to 
1900 Third Street from the north could be 
affected. Depending on buildir~g space 
absorption rates, such development may not occur 
during the lease terms referenced in the Comment. 

If a compatible alignment were not included in a 
plan for Mission Bay, and develoymer~t of the 
Project Area occ~rrretl within a tirneframe that 
iuterfered with the busirlesses reCerer~ced in the 
Cotnment, displacement of the jobs cited in the 
Corntneut could occur. T l ~ e  displacement could 
generate an ecotlotnic impact, with potential 
secorrdary pl~ysical impacts, such 21s those from 
off-site relocation or new replacement uses more 
compatible with the Mission Bay Plan ultimately 
adopted. 

Displacement of land uses in the Project Area as 
a result of Mission Bay development is addressed 
on pp.11.28-11.29 of Volume Onc, and on 
pp. VI.B.93-VI.B.lO1 t ~ f  Vo1111ne Two, V1.B. 
Land Use, Business Activity, and E~nployment. 
Potential effects on land uses in Nearby Areas 
outside tlke Project Area boundaries, which 
include the 1900 Third Street building cited in the 
Cotntnent, also are addressed on pp. 11.29-11.30 of 
Volutne One, and on pp. VI.B.106-VI.B.109 and 
V1.B. 113-VI.B.l I5 of Volume Two. While the 
specific circilmstances peculiar to 1900 Tl~ird 
Street were not discussed, the EIR 'analyzed and 
disclosed the potential impacts associated with 
displacement of businesses such as those 
idetltified in the Comment. 

It shoultl be noted that the reference to CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G (i.e., creatiotl of 
significnnt impacts by dividing or disnrpiir~g an 
estahlisllcd community) is 1101 appropt'ialcly 
applied to the situation where access to one 
individual building tnay be af'fected by 
development altcm~~tivcs. As an advisory 
g~lideline, this portion of Appendix C; is inte~~tled 
to address circurnstar~ces involving it greater 
magt~itude of physical change, for example, the 
cor~structior~ of a new freeway segment that 
elilnir~ittes or irreparably divides a population 
cetlter or a biologicel habitat area. 

Thc EIR ir~cludes a tnitigation measure 
(Meltsure B.1, on p. VI.B.124 of Vofunre Two) to 

provide relocation assistance for businesses with 
limited location options or site-specific require- 
ments. That proposed measure is lnodifietf to 
extend to the 1900Thi1d Street fiicilily as well; 
the rneasure may be adopted ill firttlings ttrill 
accolnparly the Plan ultimately approved for 
Mission Bay. The second sentence of Mitigation 
Measure B.l is revised to state: 

Some existing businesses h o ~ ~ d & e @ t  to 
&f&dim-B&&y could have difticulty W i n g  
suitable sites elsewhere in the Cily. 

Comment 

The nest traiisl~ortatior~ issue is . . . the rieed to 
ilieb~~ illith much greater detail 16th Street nrid the 
role ir rizight l)lay. 11, is and will b p  the niajor 
east-west artery. The Booster.$ have discussed 
~ l ~ i t h  the Planning Del~armtent the idea of kai~ing 
a 16th Street strrdy. W e  bvouI(1, agairi, encoriragc 
tlzut to the extent withiri Missiori Bay, it sltould be 
looked at. It reu1l)t n*ill be the ma,jor ecrst-west 
access to the project. Of course, it eatends .far to 
the M J C S ~ ,  but it will be used heoi~ilv nrid certairily 
rreeds to be upgrocled. (Richarrl Moss, Porrero 
Buosters and Merchants Association) 

This request for a separate planning study of 
16th Street has been forwarded to the City 
Planning Cotnmission. At their discretion, they 
may direct staff to prepare a study progmm. It 
should be noted, however, that the EIR evaluates 
itnpacts specifically on 16th Street within the 
Project Area for projected levels of traffic 
volumes (see Table VI.E.26, pp.VI.E.167- 
VI.E.168 of Volume Two), noise levels (see 
Table VI.G.5, p. VI.G.20 of Volume Two) and nir 
pollution (see Table VI.F.4, p.VI.F.18 of Volutne 
Two) associated with the three Alternatives (and 
variants) analyzed. 

PARKING IMPACTS 

The Missiori Bay EIR /~r.edicts horreridorrs traffic 
condirioris for the years 2000 nr~d 2020. The 
most iriterestirig thirig about this predictiorr is that 
Missiori Bay accolints,for only a sniall part of tlte 
i~tcrensc irr trai~el d e ~ ~ ~ a r i d  hct~~eerr 1985 arrd 
those years. Llotvntowri and ijiciniry, arrd the rzst 
of the region, accountfur alnzost all of it. 

The EIR i~redicts there b~~ill he 26,250 rizore cnr.s 
leclidrrg D ~ ~ B I I ~ O M ~ I I  arrd i~iciiiity bet~,eerl 3 arid 
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711.nt. irt 2000 tltarr irt 1985. Tl~ese ir~ould be 
nrost, but rrot all, of tlre additiortal cars required 
to he 11orkcd drtrirrg the day. To do this would 
rc!c/rrir-c 1.7 Fiftlr ~ n t l  Missiort Garages. Where 
u.ill you put them.? No corrcs11o1idin~figures are 
gi~jerr for tlre year 2020. It ~,orcld be interesting 
I I I (Nor~rtratt Rolfe, Sart Francisco 
T(~! irorro~~,)  

The future supply for long-term perking spaces 
required to serve vehicular travel demand 
I>owlitowt~ Sc Vicinity can be deduced two ways. 
Orrc way is to compare the lnag~litudes of future 
ant1 cursent vehicular outbountl travel from the 
Downtown & Vicinity during the p.m. peak 
period. 'The other way is to compare the 
~nagrritudes of future and current parking supply 
against those magnitudes of vehicular travel 
delnarid. 

The regional screenline forecasts were presented 
in the EIR (see Tables VI.E.10 arid VI.E.15, 
pix VI.E.87-VI.E.88 arid VI.E.108-Vl.E.109, 
respectively, of Volurne Two). The forec:~sts of 
vehicular travel to other parts of San Francisco, 
travel not crossing a regional screenline, are from 
backgro~~ritl infor~nation available for public 
review I the Office of Et~vironn~enlal Review, 
450 McAllister Street. About 14,100 illore c;~rs 
;+re psojected to leave the Downtown & Vicinity 
betwceri 4:00 and 6:00 p.m. in 2000 than in 1985. 
(It is not clear how the conilnentcr derived the 
figure of 26,250 vehicles leaving between 3:00 
: I I I ~  7:00 p.m. because 110 such infor~nation was 
presented it1 tlie EIR.) Also contrary to the 
Corntncnt, year 2020 volumes are shown in Table 
VI.E.15 of the EIR. About 24,100 tuore veliicles 
are projected to leave Downtown & Vicinity 
betweelr 4:OO and 6:0O p.m. in 2020 than in 1985. 

Further review of the infor~nalion presented about 
outbotrrid vehiculiir tletr~ar~d indicates tbat it is 
travel by residents of Sari Francisco that would 
cotnprise the bulk of vehicular travel detnand 
to/from the Downtown & Vicinity. Due to the 
congesteti conditions projectetl on regional 
britlges :~ri t l  fseeways throtrgl~out ;it least the 
two-tiour peak periotl, very few additional 
vehicles (about 1,920 forecast in the EIR) would 
be able to travel from the Downtown & Vicinity 
toward other counties during 4:00-6:00 p.m. peak 
pcriotl between 1')85 ant1 2000. On the other 
haritl. approximately 12.200 additional vehicles 
are asstrrncd to travel betweerr the Downtown & 
Vicinity ant1 otlicr parts ofS;ni Fraricisco (which 
clocs not rcqi~ire accessirig freew;tys) during the 
satrie tirrle period. Sorrie of that adtlitional 
vehicular deliland and the related parking 

demand could be curtailed if more trips were 
made on MUNI; this was not assumed in the EIR. 

Possible requirements for parking are identified 
in Table XV.E.3, which compares current parking 
supply and future parking demand. Most of that 
parking demand would represent vehicles 
requiring long-term (off-street) parking spaces. Sf 
no additional parking spaces are provided outside 
Mission Bay, a conservative assutnption, 
approximately 3,200 to 8,800 parking spaces 
would be required if there were no shifts from 
vehiclcs to MUNI travel. By 2020, that deficit 
would increase to approximately 11,700 to 17,600 
for the same assumptions. 

Such a parking deficit for the Downtown & 
Vicinity would not be likely for three major 
reasons: 

1. Mode shifts to MUNI by residents of San 
Francisco traveling to thc Downtown & 
Vicinity are likely. 

2. Some net additional parking supply is likely 
to be created as part of new development, 
particularly that which occurs ontside the C-3 
districts. 

3. The level of economic activity forecast in the 
EIR may not be reached if there are 
linlitations on both parking supply a ~ i d  MUNI 
capacity to accommodate a greater proportion 
of travelers to the Downtown & Vicinity. 

Tlte DElR points out that, "By 2020 tltere w~oukd 
be ci clq7cit in parking of almost 1,000 spaces f i~r  
Alternarh~e A and almost 300 spaces for 
Alter-native B" (Vol. I ,  p. 11.48). Tlris deficit docs 
not clppear to accoirrlt for the need for />a?-kirrg at 
recreational facilities. (A~~~?ro.~in7ately 500 
spaces are a~~ailable at Marina Green.) A deficit 
of parking bvould liniit o1~/>ortlrwitiesfi)r use of tl7e 
facilities a ~ t d  particularly for s/)ecial e12crtts arid 
would result ill persons parking i~elticles in fire 
lartes and access roads i ~ t  tlte project area. 
(Mary E. Burns, Sart Francisco Kecreation cr~ld 
Park De/~artnrertt) 

The EIR acknowleciges that some all-day and 
short-term parking is likely to be needed for open 
space and recreation faciiitics, depending on the 
types of activity planned for those facilities (see 
p. VI.E.163 of Volunle Two). Parking for the 
open space or recreation facilities should be 
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TABLE XV.E.3: POSSIBLE PARKING SUPPLY REQUIREMENTS FOR DOWNTOWN & VICINITY 
. ~ . -- 

~~,~~ ~ ~ ~ 

Rtrking Supply 48,000/;1/ 56,200 Alt. A/b/ (+6,200) 57,750 All. A/b/ (+7,750) 
50,00O/c/ 

Vehicle Trips/d/ 45,300 59,400 Alt. A (+14,100) 69,400 Alt. A (+24,100) 
(Parking Demand) by 
1)owntowit & Vicirlily 
T~avelers 

Possible Parking 0 approx. 3,200/e/ 
Deficit Withor~t to 
Increases it1 Supply approx. 8,800/f/ 
Outside Mission Bay 

approx. 11,700 
to 

approx. 17,600/f/ 

kt/ Source: S.F. Deparltncnt of City Planning Ittventoty of Off-Street Parking Spaces, 1987, for C-3, 
Civic Center ;tntl South of Market. 

/b/ Assu~nes tlo iitcreases in parking supply outside Mission Bay. 
/c/ 111cImles atdditional space available in Mission Bay. 
/(I/ Forec:~sts o i  vel~icles leaving Downtowr~ & Vicinity between 4:00 :mti 6:00 p.m.. These vehicles 

rcprcscttt tlte parking tlentand thnt would llave to be served by long-tcrtn perking supply. 
/c/ If all parking supply is fully utilized. 
/f/ If 90 % of parking supply is utilized, as in 1985. 

included in the tlesigrk process to ensure the 
supply resportds to the size and illtcr~ded use of 
the development. Table VI.E.29, on p. VI.E.185 
of Voluntc Two, assunles tflnt contmunity 
facilities irr the Project Area, irrcluding 
recreational hcili~ies, would generate parking 
detnand at a ratio of one spitce per 1,000 square 
feet of gross buildirlg floor area. However, no 
estiinnte of parking tlemand was made for open 
space weas alone. The EIR i~~dicates t l ~ n l  peak 
parking detnmtl related lo ope11 space and 
recreation facilities generally occurs in the 
cvening after work, or on weekends, when 
off-street its well ;IS on-street pu'king is likely to 
be ;tvnilable (see p. VI.E.163 of Volu~ne Two). 

The EIR asslrtnes one space per 1,000 square feet 
of gross cotrttnnrtity fitcility buildit~g aucn was 
reqt~ired ctnd providetl in Allerr~atives A and B, 
but ;I sJ~ort:~ge 01 nboul 20 spaces wolild occur in 
Alter~lalive N. Mitigatiotls were recommended 
joi~~t ly  for this and the otl~er parking inlpitcts 
identil'ied (see year 2000 Mitigation Measures 
E.5, E.14, E.14a-E.l4.d, E.15, and E.I8d, 
p. VI.E.201 'uld pp. VI.E.207-VI.E.210; and yeitr 
2020 Mitigation Measures E.34, E.34a-E.34~ 
pp. Vl.E.222-VI.E.223 of Volume Two). 

Parking u~il l  corttirtue to  be an nlrnosr 
irisrrr~~tountable 1,roblent. I f  the developntertt 
itself l r o ~ ~ i d e s  aclequate parkirrg ,for its residotces 
and good Muni transl)ortirtion is provided for 
do~lntou~rt, conmtuters potn [the] Soutlt Bay will 
])robably clog the streets of the develol~ntertt with 
tlteir OWII  cars arrd take Murii downtowri. Tltis 
will l~robahly bring on parking nteters ~'ithiri tlte 
de~~elol)nzertt. 

As  far as I cart see, "Intercept Parkirtg" ~jill  be 
the ntost (Iiflculr 11r.oDlcnt for our neigltborhood. 
South Bay contntuters will take the a~~oilable 
parkirtg on the Itill arid take Mlrrii to their 
ulrintate n'ork destillati~lls. We do have l~er)' 
goo(/ Mrirti serl~ice on the Itill crrid ects)' access to 
the ,f?eebvays south ,for the return comnnctc. It is 
already a prohlent for those riei,c/hhor. living 
close to ScirtFrarrciscu General artd will 
urtdoubtedly spread to the rest q f  tlte hill. 

W e  u3ill sufer tlte sante problents as  North Rca(,h 
arid the other neigltborhoods titar arc clogged 
~ji th North Bay conzntitters. Neigltborltoocl 
parkirig stickers seern to be rhe only curretrr 
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Intercept parking currently exists in Mission Bay 
and could be perpetuated, depending on which 
land use program is approved, by provision of 
atlditionnl parking supply :uld transit service in 
the Project  are;^, The :cnrount of intercept 
parking in the Project Area, however, would be 
affected by parking demand generated by new 
Mission Bay tlevelopment. 

Spillover parking impacts from Mission Bay, 
whether generated by new Mission Bay 
tlevelopmerrt or intercept pirki~ig demand. would 
not likely be a notable problem until nfter the year 
2000. That is because there would continue to be 
undeveloped parcels in the Project Area that 
coulci be used for interim parking lots. The most 
likely arc:rs to be affected by overflow parking 
tlenrand as Mission Bay becorrles tnore fully 
tleveloped are the Sooth of' Market, and the 
Sl~owplace Square and North Potrero 
showroom-industrial areas generally east of 
DcHaro betweer~ King and 16th Streets, or east of 
Arkausas between 16111 and Mariposa Streets. 
These areas would be within walking-distance 
proximity to the new MUNI Metro line along the 
westcrn side of the Project Area, and thus could 
be attractive for intercept parking by conrmuters 
tlestinetl for tlowntown San Francisco. 

It is unlikely that the bus routes serving 
tlowntown from the Potrero Hill neighborhood 
would attract a substantial atrrount of intercept 
parking de~nand. It is possible sotne drivers 
coultl be attracted to park in Potrero Hill, 
particularly if MUNI Metro se~vice is extended to 
the vicinity of 16th Street, 21s inclutled in 
Variarlt 12 (Development Agreement 
Application). (See XV.P. Alternatives and 
V:lriants, pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46 for a full 
ev;iluation of that variant.) However, the longer 
distr~r~ce (and travel time) from the downtown, 
hilly topography and lower frequency of transit 
service relative to that proposed for the Mission 
Bay area would reduce the attractiveness of 
Potrero Hill as a nit~jor destination for commuters. 

I t  is difficult to itleritify potelltial impacts irr great 
tlet;~il lor such a distant time frarr~e. It should be 
notetl tlret future regional travel patterns between 
2000 nuti 2020 would influence the type and 
e x t e ~ ~ t  of local parking impacts. Congested 
corrtlitiolrs projectetl on portiotrs of the regional 
freeway system selving San Francisco would 
:rI'l'cct the ~ i u ~ r ~ b e r  of tlrivers destinctl to 

downtown San Francisco, unless regional 
mitigation measures are adopted and 
implemented. To the extent that Mission Bay 
parking demand would exceed parking supply, as 
presented in the 2020 EIR a~~alys is  
(pp. VI.E.184-VI.E.187 of Volume Two), 
trlitigation measures have been identified (see 
Measures E.34a-E.34d, pp. VI.E.222-VI.E.223 of 
Volume Two). 

To provide tnore information on spillover parking 
irnp:~(siin 2020, the following sentence is aitded 
to the end of the last pamgmph on p. VI.E.186 of 
Volume Two: 

The overflow parking demand would likely 
affect the port area east of the Project Area, 
the South of Market area, and the industrial 
showroom district of Showplace Square and 
North Pomro Hill to the west and south of 
the Project Area. 

The seconti-to-last sentence in the top right-hand 
paragraph on p. 11.48 of Volume One also is 
revised to further describe spillover parking 
impacts, as follows: 

There also would be competition for parking 
between Mission Bay, Showplace Square, 
North Potrem Hill, South of Market, g~vses 
tag a m z w .  

Comment 

P_ack.~p~f Deficiettciex. The DEIR obser-ves; "By 
2020, h o ~ ~ ~ e i ~ e r ,  the parking deficits would be 
greater, alntost I000 spaces in Alterrtathle A and 
alntost 3000 spaces in Alternati~~e B.  
Contpctition for parking, particularly rmder 
Alterrtative A ,  bvould soill over ;/?to residertrial 
sectioris of rlte Project krea." (Vol. 1 ,  Chap. [II., 
11.1 11.48; See also Vol. 2,  Chap. [VI.E, pp.] 
VI.E.159-164: Vol. 3. Cl?an. 1XN.E. I ) . /  . ' .  
XIV.E.31.) w e  questioh ~11hetjter ;/jar parkirtg 
deficit is correctly calculated. Tlte DEIR sltonls a 
deficit of 208-264 parking spaces tl~eoretically 
required for. riders of CalTrairt by the year 2000, 
with a 208-316 parking space deficit by the year 
2020. Tltese nrrnDers, i~owei~er,  wet-e derived hy 
a survey of CalTrain riders in October, 1987 at 
4tl11Towrlsend Streets +~jitlt tlte survey fir~dirtg "4% 
of daily honrding passengers drove alorte io the 
statiort." (Vol. 3 ,  C11ap. [XlV.E, p.] XlV.E.31.) 
This 4% was thert used as tlre n~ultiulier o f  dailv 
riders to come up 111ith the projectid d e m h d  i f  
208-316 parking places j?)r CalTrain riders. 
Tltese CnlTrain rider parking demand statistics 
~ver-e, then, irtcluded it1 tltc overall calculation of 
tlte parking demand urzder Alternatii~es A and B. 
Hoivei~er, it is the policy of the City nnd Courtfy 
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of San Francisco to restrict parking spaces at 
transit stops, in order to encourage the use of 
Murti as a feeder service. See, for example, the 
Master Plan of tlte City and County of 
San Francisco, Transportation Element, 
"City-Wide Parking Plan," Objective 10, 
Policy 3, which states "restrict long-term 
automobile parking at rapid transit stations in the 
City in favor of effectii~e feeder bus serilice." 

Thus, to the extent that the CalTrain service 
contributes to the parking demand, the DEIR 
should recognize that satisfaction of that demand 
is contrary to public policy. Moreoller, as it does 
wit11 a number of comnturtities along tlte 
Pertirtsula comntute lirte, CalTrairt should senle 
as the provider of parking lots for conlntuters, riot 
the Mission Bay project as a whole. (James W.  
Augustino, Santa Fe Pacific Realty Co.) 

In addition to the policy pointed out by the 
cotntnenter, this is implicit in several other 
policies in the Trans ortation Element of the 
City's Master Plan w g ich support the need to 
maximize use of public transit. 

The current share of riders who drive to CalTrain 
(and therefore park at the terminal) was used to 
forecast future demand. Potential parking 
denland must be identified in the EIR, whether or 
not a jurisdiction attempts to discourage it. 
Whether the City adopts mitigation measures to 
offset that parking demand is determined by 
decision-makers for the Mission Bay Project. On 
the basis of policies in the Master Plan or other 
circumstances, they may elect to reject mitigation 
measures at the t in~e a decision is issued for the 
project. 

To clarify this point in the EIR impact analysis, 
the following text changes are made. On 
p. VI.E.162 of Volume Two, the following text is 
inserted as a new third paragraph: - It should be wted that, in spite of potential 

patking demand genetatat by CalTrain 
pabmpls, the provision of parting at the 
CalTrain station would wt respond to 
existing Master Plan policies that encourage 
the use of local m i t  to reach regional 
transit systems in San Francisco. However, 
the mitigation section indicates what parlring 
supply rate would be needed to offset that 
aarbing 'bImnJ. 

On p.V1.E.186 of Volume Two, the paragraph at 
the top of the page is revised to include the 
following: 

As fa the year 7.000, pawision of puking at 
lkLLlaln&l station . . w o u l d ~ ~ L - r e s ~ n d ~ l o  exurtmglM;aster Plaa oskies  that encourage 
the use oflocaltrahsitto~~~!~~re@onal 
tramit ayslems in S a o F w M .  H2wWever. 
parking deficit8 ~ e n e r a t e d ~ k m m  
j~ 2.020 could be reduced or eliminated wich 
the following methods: 

For further consideration of parking standards for 
CalTrain, see paragraphs 11 and 12 in the 
Response on pp. XV.E.43-XV.E.45. 

CALTRAIN RELOCATION AND 
EXTENSION 

Comment 

In both Alternatives A and B, the CalTrain Depot 
would be relocated further front downtown San 
Francisco (p. VI.E.IOI). It is reasonable to 
expect that this would cause a decline in 
CalTrain patronage and thereby work at cross 
purposes to the regional goal of sshijiirtg 
commuters from sirtgle occupant i~elticles to 
transit and ridesharing. (Jeronte Kuykertdall, 
Golden Gate Bridge, Highwuy and 
Transportation District) 

A decline in CalTrairi patronage would result 
from relocation of the CalTrain terminal from its 
present location at Fourth and Townsend Streets 
to the proposed location at Seventh and Cham~el 
Streets with Alternatives A and B (see 
p. VI.E.lO1 of Volume Two). While there is 
some disagreement about the magnitude of the 
decrease, the transportation analysis in Ule EIR is 
based on the most conservative (i.e., highest) 
forecast of ridership decline due to this proposal. 
(A discussion of other CalTrain ridership 
projections is presented on p. VI.E.102 of 
Volume Two.) About half of the ridership lost by 
CalTrain is projected to shift to BART and 
SamTrans (see p. VLE.102). The remaining half 
of tile lost ridership is forecast to shift to private 
auto. To the latter extent, the relocation of the 
CalTrain tenninal would not be consistent with 
certain State of California and Bay regional 
transportation goals. 

We woirld suyylenient the Caltrans comnterlts on 
the document's CalTrairz issues by underscorir~g 
the Department's serious coricerns ahout Sarrta 
Fe Pacific Realty Contpany's clainzs of  ownersltil~ 
of operating property, and the transfer of Fourth 
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arid Tob~'rt.send statiort ,@om Sorrtherri Pacific to 
Sarita Fe Pacific Reolt)~. Caltraris' cornrnenrs oii 
poteritial r.elocariori of the ter~rnirial to Sei~e~ttlt 
artd Chai~riel str-eets iiiclrrde ittost of the key 
issrrc~s that hol!c been idertt(fied to date. From the 
persl)ectii,e of the Joirtt Po~i>ers Board, Iiowever, 
the issue of r.idership decline n'hich niay or- niay 
not resultfr-o~tt a move to Sc~~eiitlt and Clraiirtel is  
rtot r.elei~a~it. 

Local agericies corrtprisirig the JPB are expected 
b the State Adrni~tistrntiort to provide total 
srrpl~ort for the rail program after the presertt 
ter-iti of tlie Caltraits-S.P. opemting agreement 
esl~ires in 1990. This slt1111ort is  substantially 
beyorid the scope of local resources ltrrless there 
is a sigrtificant iricrease in ridership and 
reljeiiires. Stridies to dare hoije coitclrrded that 
this ii~crcose is possible oii!y ~vi th a major 
rq'grade iil service l e ~ ~ e l s  and a I I E M '  Sail 
Frarrcisco terr??iilal accessible to doi~~nton~ri job 
sites. Preseri~atiori o f  Per~iii.srtla Rail Service, as 
ci r.esirlt, 118ill riot be possible I>y locrrl cigrricies crt 
tlre prescrtt statiori. A Se~!eritli artd Chaririel 
locatiori, or. arty other. site nror-e remote front 
don~i i to~!r~  job centers, further inlpacts the 
l~r.os~>ects ,for coritirirred corn~tiure sersice. (Tom 
Nolori, Peninsula Corridor Study Joirit Pou,e~-s 
Boar.(/) 

Regarding CalTrairi, Volume I ,  page 1.2, before 
fiital apl)ro~:al of' the EIR occrrrs, the City of Sajt 
Fraiicisco .sliould he arvare of Caltrans' legal 
coricer-11s artd what tlie State sees a s  Sartta Fe arid 
Sourherit Pacific's corttractual obligatioiis. 
Caltrairs questioits the premise behind 
Alter-nati~tes A artd B wltick iriclude relocation of 
its CalTraiit terntirial to 7th arid Channel Street. 
This relocatio~t rnay riot be legally permissible for 
the follon~irig t ~ v o  reasons: 

I .  Sarrta Fe Pacific Realty Co.  has clainied 
on~rrersliil~ of ol)eratirtg ])rOpet'ty in i~iolatioit 
o f  Iiitersrate Coninterce Cornmission (ICCJ 
regulations, which state that urouerg 
ar~cllor. ,fm'lities riot direct/\> cortiiected ~virl! 
ouerutioi~.! may be acquired by the holding 
conil)any. 

2 .  B)l trartsfer.ririg the 4111 tirid Toic~itsertd siotion 
c~rca, alortg with teii other statiorts on the 
~)ertirisula to the Sar7ta Fe Pacific Realty Co., 
the Sorttlier-11 Pacific Tr-ansl~oi.tatiort 
Coritpoiiy (SI'TCOJ rner)' ha~!e been in 
1:iolatioit of tlie Coltrarrs1Souther.n Pacific 
Trailsl~ortaiioil Contpaity master agreement 
nsher.eiri Caltraris has e,~clusi~'e ':first I-ight of 
purcliase" of stations artd statioil property. 
Caltraris ntade a17 offer of sel~eit million 
d o I I ~ r s  iri "earnest" niortey oil tltose elei~en 
statiorts. Because this offer was rejected, 

arbitration proceedings have beguri as 
yroilided for by our ntaster agreenierrt with 
Southern Pacific. 

Caltr-arts' public position during the Mission Bay 
planning process has been that it would not agree 
to a terminal relocatioit to the 7th arid Channel 
Street witltout PI-oper mitigation. As represented 
irt Alternatii~es A and B,  the proposed mitigation 
is inadequate. Afier the above rat ters  are 
resoli~ed, Caltrans has further eni~ironmental 
concerns regarding CalTrairi as  outlined below. 
(Gary Adanzs, Caltrans, District 4 )  

T'he statements regarding Caltrans' and the JPB's 
view of the legal question of ownership and/or 
transfer of the CalTrain station property to Santa 
Fe Pacific Realty Corporation (SFP) cannot be 
resolved in the EIR. The EIR analysis for 
Alternatives A and B inco~porates the assumption 
of relocating the CnlTn~in te~minal from Fourth 
and Townsend Streets to Seventh and Channel 
Streets. However, Variation 9 (CalTrain Station 
Location), on pp. VII.51-VII.54 of Volume Two, 
ChapterVII. Variations on Alternatives, 
addresses the transportation implications of 
maintaining an underground station at Fourth and 
Townsend Streets. If, for legal or other reasons. 
the Seventh and Channel station were to become 
infeasible and the current location maintained, the 
ridership effects of retaining CalTrain service at 
Fourth and Townsend Streets with the land use 
programs contained in Alternatives A 'and B 
would be covered in this variation in the EIR. 
For fnrther discussion of ridership in~pacts related 
to the location of the CalTrain station, see the 
Response on pp. XV.E.31-XV.E.32. 

Regardirtg CalTrairt, Volunie I ,  page 11.26, 
moverirent of the ternirtal to 7th and Channel 
Streer would also require a(?proval b,y MTC, 
Caltrans, Peninsula Corridor Study Joint Powers 
Board (JPB), Santa Clara arld Sari Mateo 
couilties. On page 11.47 land use Alternatii~es A 
and B 1)ropose that the CalTrain terntinal be 
relocated fr-om Fourth and Towirsend Street to 
Sei~entfi arid Chartitel Street, or, alterrtatively, to  
an rritdergrouitd locatioit at Fourth and King 
Street (Variatiort 9,  page 11.112). In either case, 
the operatiori of tlle CalTrain service in the 
terntirial area n~ould be significaritly altered, 
resrilting iir em~irortntental inipacts that are riot 
addressed in the report. Neither of the proposed 
rerntirtal sites has the space al~ailable to handle 
existirig mid-day train storage arid servicing 
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req~rirentertts. To rrtcet these rleefls, a riew facility 
u.,orrl(l 11uw to bc ~~ort.str-~c~ted crwt~)~ fi.or11 the 
fer~rrirral area. Wlrt,r.ever. tllis ,fir~.ility is located, 
there 11~il1 be art irrtl>u~.t orr tlre area imrr~ccliately 
srrr.r.orrndirtg it. Frrrfherr~~ore, there bvill be 
crrh~erse irrr(~oc.rs I srtrfiiilce truffic flou', a i r  
ylrcrlity, crrrrl rrvis~,. ~-r,sr~ltiri~ ,fi'ont tllr odclitiortcrl 
trc~ir~ rno~~or~ot t s  rlrat will take place Det~~een the 
terntirtal artfl tlte storagelser~~icirrg area. . . . 
(Gnr>~ Aflnnrs, Caltraris, District 4) 

Response 

It is trlle th;tl ~ I I I Y  cI~:tnge ill the loc;~tion of the 
Cal7'r;tin st:~lior~ wot~ltl irtvolve approv:~ls frolrl 
MTC atltl Ye~tii~sula cour~ties, all of which :)re 
ilrclutletl i t r  the Peninsula Corridor Srtldy JPB. 
For tr~orc i~rformatior~ on tlre JPB and its 
irrvolvenrent ill pl;~rrning for future cotnmutc rail 
scrvicc lo the Peni~tsula, see also the Response on 
1'1). XV.E.27-XV.E.29. 

'To address Comments regarding the dcsign and 
operalior~ of a rrew slatio~l at Seventh ant1 Charulel 
Streets, nu interim statior~ design has been 
itlentil'ietl ihr review by representatives of 
Southern Pacific Tmnsportation Colrrpat~y (which 
currently provitles CalTrair~ rail se~vice under 
colttract to Caltmns), Caltrans, SFP, and the City 
a~ id  Courrty of Sail Francisco. 

The station design is prcdicatcd or1 train 
t~~ai~~tetl:rtlce activities (sonre of' wtticl~ currently 
occor in the railyard at the Fourth and Townsend 
st:rtion) being consolidated outside the Project 
Arce. This assutrlption is consistent with a 
program iticlt~dcd in CalTrain's Capital Pkrn in its 
1988.1993 Five-Year Plair. Studies conducted 
for CalTrain it~dicate that current tiecentralized 
miriutenance ;tctivities are costly and are 
concluctctl with inadeyuate equipment and facility 
resources./2/ The study recorlltrlends 
coilsolitlation of' these rnair~le~kal~ce lacililies in 
ortler to reduce operatior1 costs. Subsequent 
analysis of alternate sites has focused 011 a site in 
Sau Jose. 

'The il~terirn sl;ttion design, which provitles for six 
station platform tracks and up to sever1 tracks 
withi11 tlre Project k e r t ,  would eccomrnodale all 
pseset~tly schetluletl arrivals and departures 
(ir~volvirtg 52  tr;~ins di~ily), exccpt tR;tt ;~dditional 
t r i r i t ~  shuttles to imd S~OIJI llle slatiori woi~ld be 
recltrired tlurirlg peak honrs. As a rest~lt, use of 
atltlitional stontge tmcks soutl~ 01' 16thSlreet 
(~woh:thly at Soothcrn Pacific's Sooth San 
Pr:~ncisco i l y r l )  would be reqi~iretl to 
acco~rr~r~odate sln~liling of two tt'ai~ls ibr their 
schetluletl runs in the il.111. and p.m. peak hours. 
1 ' 1 1 ~  st;ttio11 ticsign :~lso would require about nine 

feet of the 82-foot-wide Seventh Street right-of- 
way. In order for this to be accommodated, one 
parkirlg lane, probably 011 the west side of 
Seventh Street, would have to be eliminated 
between IIooper and 16th Streets. 

Given this configuration, representatives from 
Southern Pdcilic Transportation Cotnpa~~y 
cui~ently responsible for providing passenger rail 
service indicate this is a functional station design 
for continuing the level of service ctmmently 
provided on the 52-train daily schedule. If 
service were to be increased, involving operatiou 
of more trains, this station design would not be 
adequale./3/ The station plan also was sublnittetl 
to at l tra~~s staff for review, but there llas been no 
response to date. 

In light of the two additional train movements 
that would be required to cross 16th Street during 
the p.m. peak hour, the EIR analysis for the 
intersection of Seventh and 16th/Mississippi 
Streets has been revised. 'The changes in levels of 
service for that intersection, shown in 
Table VI.E.23, on p. VI.E.144 of Volulrle Two, 
for the yew 2000, and in TableVI.E.26, on 
pp. V1.E. 167-VLE. 168 of Volume Two, fo1- lhe 
years 2000 and 2020/build-out, ; re  as follows: 

. Alt.A: 0.82 D 10 
Alt. B: 0.85 D 10 
AIt. N: 0.68 B 5 

. Air. A: 0.67 B 10 - All. B: 0.78 C 15 
Nt.N: 0.73 C 10 

The Levels of Service for this intersection in 
2020 for Alternatives A ;md B inlprove ftbove 
conditions projected in 2000 due to tlcvelopnrent 
of a street segtnerlt arter 2000 that exlet~ds Owens 
Street south to Mariposa Street. The Level of 
Setvicc projections above are based on the 
assumplio~r that the trains shuttled through the 
intersection are ir;tveling at a speed of five miles 
per hour. This point is added to Tables VI.E.23 
arlti VI.E.26 in a new footnote, /I/, perlaining to 
the Seventh and 16th/Mariposa intersection: 
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- /I/ 7 % ~  Level of Service projections take into 
account the effect of CalTrain shuttles 
through the intersection to access the Seventh 
and Channel Street stalioa it is assumed the 
lrains w d d  be traveling at a speed of five 
miles per hour for those shuttle movements. 

Tlle reference inark for Illis footnote i s  added 
alter the nanre o f  that intersectio~l, under 
"Unsignalized Intersections in Project Area" in 
the IeSt-hand column in both Tables VLE.23 and 
VI.E.26: 

- Seventh and 16th I Mississippi bJ 

(Additional changes to Tables VI.E.23 and 
VI.E.26 are shown in the Staff-Initiated Text 
Chnnges on pp. XV.E.48-XV.E.49. The revised 
tahles are sl~own on pp.XV.E.50 and 
XV.E.5 1 -XV.E.54, respectively.) 

'l'l~e level o f  tr;~ir~ selvice (52 trains daily) is 
consistetlt with the atnount o f  service assumed in 
tlre ELR travel demand arlalysis for year 2000 
(and 2020). SIlould decisiorls by the JPB result in 
the extension of  CalTrain servicc to downtown 
Sao Francisco, the stalior~ requirements at 
Seventl~ and Channel, wbich woultl fi~nclion as art 
intermediate station stop rather than a station 
terminus. woultl most likely change. Such 
consitlerations arc included in the larger set of 
issues c~~rrently untler review by the JPB, wl~ich 
is evaluating alternatives for inlprovirrg arid 
expantling CalTrain service to the Peninsula. 

I (  shor~ltl be noted that the Mission Bay EIR, as a 
progr:ltn EIR, focuses on land use choices under 
consideration for the Project Area: it does not 
evnlui~te associated consttuction-level or detailed 
operational ir~rpacts in the absence o f  more 
specific builtling and erlgir~cerir~g tlesigns. 
Development pllases o f  the project, acco~r~par~ied 
by specific building proposals, will be subject to 
additionill environmental review, whereupon 
associilted itnpitcts such a s  i~ir quality and noise 
woultl be analyzeti. 

comments 

An (IMTA-scirrctioried EISIEIf< is I I O I I ,  urrder-bvay 
,for. tlrc prol~oscd Sail F~.oirc.isco stariort 
rcloccrtiort. lfie strong1 recoriirnertd that 
i i f o r ~ ~ ~ a t i ~ i t  tlo:elopc~i in this project be 
irtc.iir~~~i~~arccl, os tinte ~~errrtits, in the ,fi~rcrl EIRfor 
Missio~r flay. (Tonr Nolorr, Prnirts~ilrr Corridor 
Srtrdy .I~int  POII ,CIS  Board) 

. . . [Bjy ttrtor~inrorts Ivte ( ~ f  the Boorcl o f  
Sl1l1er.1~i.so1.s rrtrd (si,yncrrore/ hy rhc Mayor on 
I 2 IY8Y. [a I-csolrrtio~t biXus adol~tcdj 
ertdor~sirtg MTC's transit it~tl)ro~~erttenr 

plan . . . whicli includes e,~tertsiort of tlre 
Peninsula Conzmute Senlice frorti Fourth aiirl 
Tobvrisend to a dow~itob~vt terntirial. Tltis 
expression of support is qualified or11)~ by o call 
for an analysis of all ,fcasihle tra~isl~ortatioit 
modes and routes. Tltis cortditio~r was inserted 
for the purpose of assurir~g rltar routes orlter tlta~t 
that l~roliosed by Caltr-arts (the Trorisba.~ 
Terminul route) be cortsidered and tltut 
alterrtati~~es such as electrification (as opl~osed to 
diesel) be considered. 

I IIDIIC tftis niakes it clear that rlte rlo~i~rito~i2rt 
esterision is official policy of tlie City and Count)) 
o f  Sari Francisco. 

. , . My sources inform nie that it is "highly 
unlikely" that Sari Marco or Sonto Clora ~vo~rld 
l?articil?ate in that cvenr [rlie event tltcrt CrrlTrnin 
operated out of a station located at Se~~e~itlr and 
Cltannel Streets], and that the State of Califor~ria 
has made it clear that it worrld nor cantinue to 
furid the service. (Stephen Tabcr.) 

. . . Oil page 11.54 tlte discussion of CalTr-ain's 
firture assuntcs tltar CalTrain can surili~~e i~tirial 
ri(lers1tip losses associated wirh o move to 7111 
and Channel Street. Tltis may not bc i)ossiDle. 
Tlte re1xor.t should discuss tlte en~drorrnretttc~l 
intpacts of the different alternutii~es as i ~ ~ c l l  as no 
train service io San Frarrcisco fr.u/rr tlte 
Per~insula. (Gary Adanzs, Coltrans, District 4 )  

01te of the nzost serious flaws in tltis EIR is the 
sltabby rreatritertt gii~ert the CalTrai~i Doi~~rirok~~~t 
Estension. It is cavalierly brrrshed off. Yet, while 
tltis EIR was being written, consultcrnts to tlic 
Pe~rirtsulu Corridor Joint Pou~ers Board 
produced rel~orts ourlining Dowrtto~~ri Estertsiort 
Alrernari~~es. ~iygrading of rlte serijic'e (e.g. - 
electrification, increasing frequency to rapid 
transit type lei~els), atrd a Bayshorc Corridor 
local rapid trzrrrsit service on titis line. Work 
started on an EIS for tlte Dowrtton~it Estensiort. 
MTC included it in its New' Roll Starts Progrant, 
arid tlte San Francisco Board of Srtl)erl~isors 
ntade it official City 11olicy by Iiesol~rtiorr 594-88. 
Yorii- staff ntay cluint tlte last iten7 occ~rr.red too 
late to be inclr(ded i~r this EIR, but tlte otlrer 
olcnrs occui-red in sufjlicient tinre to alert thein to 
the ,fact that this proliosal was as close, j f  ,lot 
closer, to real it)^ as otliers gil~ert niore u~eigltr i~r 
tllis EIR. Sei~eral cortsulra~irs, including yours, 
h a ~ ~ e  l~redicted that these ini1)roiwitoits i~~orrld 
/rat/ io a quintrr(~ling of CalTraiir yatrntroge - to 
oDorit 50.000 per clay. Tltis is a prime rv~iri~crtio~r 
nreasttr-e, yet it has beert brrrsked off. 

Tlie EIR slto~rlrl r~ot be certified until it Itas becn 
revised to lirol~erly e~jaluare this project and tlie 
e f ic ts  it !+fill halle on futitre highcvay corrgestion, 
trarrsit patronage, and parking dentarid. 
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Instead, the EIR insists on assumirig that 
CalTrain will be cut back to Seventh and Channel 
Str.eets. This would kill CaITrain. It would cause 
suclt a severe loss irt patroriage tltat this service 
would be abartdoned. This is the reality of fthat 
l~rol?osal. It would hale really adverse 
eni~ironnterltal intpacts. This EIR should not be 
certified rrrttil the effects oft& 012 futtire highway 
congestion, transit patroriage, and parking 
deniarid have been eilaluated. 

The Missiori Bay Plan will itaile to be revised to 
irtclude the CalTrairt lirie going through the 
project area, with a way station for Mission Bay. 

Incidentally, they wouldn't just be simply 
e,~tending that lirie downtown. It wotild . . . 
[iriclude] electrifying it, putting in flequent 
service, and, of course, going downtown, perhaps 
iricludirtg some sort uf local rapid trartsit sersice 
to the soutlteasterrt part [ofl the City on it. 
(Nor mart Rolfe, Sart Fr artcisco Tomorrow) 

[On] 17. [VI.]B.PY [the EIR sratcs:] "T l~e  effects 
of Alter-riative N on CalTrairi ol~eratiorts in the 
Project Area njould be differerttfrorn those of the 
other Alterttati~les. III Alterriath~e N, CalTrairt 
tracks arid station would reniain in their current 
locatiorts with the statiori at Fourth and 
Towrisertd Streets. MUNI-Metro would be 
estertded to meet CalTrain at the Fourth and 
Ton~rtsertd station. CalTrain mairitenar~ce 
facilities and associated entployment also would 
remain in tlte Project Area." 

Norie of the three alternatiiws adequately 
addresses CalTrairt. It is in the best interest of 
SF and the region tltat CalTrain extend 
downtown. Tltere is no good reason to move the 
statior~ further south, or gise up any employment 
tltat is generated by CalTrairi. (Jim Firth, 
Missiori Bay Clearirighouse) 

CalTrain. Tlte drafr EIR considers the broad 
questioris coricerriirig CalTrain orily from two 
per-sl~ectilles: ( I )  the locatiort of the station (end 
of the line terntirial) viewed as a choice between 
the existing site on 4th and Townsend streets and 
a pr-oposed above-grourrd new station ort 7th artd 
Cltarirrel streets: artd ( 2 )  sltould the Mission Bay 
Project ("Project") be planr~ed with a dedicated 
futurc right-of-way for an underground extension 
of CalTmin to a rteus downtowii terminal? 

I believe tltat these tn~o  areas of inquiry are a 
grossly inadequate start on what should be 
~~ iewcd  as a major, sigrt(j7cant larid use arid 
trcrnsportation issue. 111 rculity, the decisions ort 
the broader qtiestiorts coricerrtirig CalTrai~i will 
probably deterriiine ( I )  whether the Project is 
physically isolatcd ,porn the neighbor-hoods to the 

west and south; (2) whether the best siting and 
land use policies can be carried out within the 
Project; artd (3) whether CalTrain will remain a 
viable, if not significarttly expanded 
trarisportation resource for the residents of both 
the Peninsula and San Francisco. (Richard H .  
Moss, Potrero Boosters and Merchants 
Association) 

CalTrdn Terminal Relocation to 7th and 
Channel. W e  believe the EIR accurately reports 
the status of current regional plans and 
recommendations relative to the selectiort of the 
long-term CalTrain terminal in Sun Francisco. 
Whether the terminal is relocated to 7th and 
Channel or sonte other location closer to the 
downtown is the subject of tlte CalTrairt 
Dowtttown Extension EIS, which is just being 
iriitiated with planning funds made available 
through the Urbari Mass Transportation 
Administration. Recommendatioris front the 
SCR 74 Study call for preseridng the right-of-way 
for a downtowrz CalTrain extension u~itlzin 
Mission Bay and beyond to downtowri 
Sun Francisco. The need for preseri~ation of the 
right-of-way and the timing of cortstruction of a 
dowritown extension will depend on the outconte 
of the EIS and the ability of the City and Courtty 
of Salt Francisco, and the San Mateo and Santa 
Clara County transit districts to deselop the 
necessary local funding as outlined in the MTC 
New Rail Start's Program. (Chris Brittle, 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

Issues surrounding the intenelationship between 
planning for Mission Bay and retention or 
extension of CalTrain service through the 
Mission Bay Project Area are very complex. A 
relocation of the CalTrain station to Seventh and 
Channel Streets is proposed by the City and SFP, 
the Mission Bay project sponsor. This 
component of their Mission Bay proposal raises 
the broader policy issue of whether ,and by what 
measures CalTrain service could be extended 
from Seventh and Ch,umel to downtown San 
Francisco. 

Though the Mission Bay EIR analysis includes a 
base assumption that the station would be 
relocated to Seventh and Channel Streets in 
Alternatives A and B, it implicitly addresses the 
public policy objective of extending CalTrain 
service downtown by including Variation 9 
(CalTrain Station Location), on py.VII.51-VII.54 
of Volume Two, ChapterVII. Variations on 
Alternatives. That variation is to retain CalTrain 
service at an underground station in those 
Alternatives at Fourth and King Streets, one 
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major condition that would be necessary to permit 
both the extension to dowr~town San Francisco 
and full development of Mission Bay. The full 
range of impacts associated with the dow~~town 
extension ir~volves regional tratlsportation issues 
affecting the entire South Bay peninsula that 
extend well beyond the scope of the Mission Bay 
EIR. Those issues, such as ridership effects, train 
storage, and alignment of the extension, are 
currently being addressed in a separate EIS being 
prepared by the JPB. The expected publication 
date of that EIS is estitt~ated to be solnetitne in 
1990. If that docu~ner~t is published prior to 
certification of the Final ELR for Mission Bay, 
pertinent information relatit~g to CalTrain service 
through or within Ule Project Area can be 
incorporated. 

The extension of CalTrain service to downtown 
San Francisco was not assumed in the base 
impact ~ l a l y s i s  at the time Ule ELR was being 
prepared, becnuse there was considerable political 
and fin:mcial ilt~certair~ty surrounding the issue at 
the time. However, portiot~s of the EIR arlalyses 
regarding future traffic congestion in the South 
Bay come to an independent conclusion that 
provides the basis for recommending the 
retention of an underground turmel to enable 
continued operation of a CalTrain station at 
Fourth and Townsend; this is identified as a 
mitigation option (in Measure E.Ya, VI.E.203 of 
Volun~e Two) ill year 2000. Ad&ionally, the 
EIR identifies the downtown CalTrain extension 
as a mitigation measure (Measure E.37, 
pp.VI.E.230-VI.E.231 of Volume Two) to 
respond to the even higher congestion levels 
projected to occur beyond 2000. 

With more recent events resulting in the CalTrain 
extension being included in MTC's New Rail 
Starts Program, and with that project gaining the 
approval of Sar~ Mateo County voters, this 
i n ~ p f o v e n ~ e ~ ~ t  tnay be closer to reality than 
indicated in the EIR. In the event CalTrain is 
extended earlier than the beyond-2000 time 
horizon suggested in the EIR, its benefits would 
help mitigate highway congestion problems 
sooner rather than later. 

A Seventh and C h a ~ e l  Street station, if i t  were 
to become the new SRII Frar~cisco CalTrain 
terminus, would be in conflict with adopted 
policies in Caltrans' current five-year plan and 
MTC Resolution 1876, both of which advocate 
the extension of CalTrain service to downtown 
San Fra~rcisco. This is acknowledged in the EIR, 
in the section addressing the "CalTrain 
Extension," pp. VI.E.1YI -VI.E.193. In light of 
that, Caltrans and the JPB, the 
multi-jurisdictional group (which itlcludes 
Caltrans and MTC) charged with studyir~g the 
costs of a CalTrain extension, have expressed 

their doubts that a new terminus at this location 
could maintain funding from local sources and 
passenger fare revenue to continue CalTrain 
service along the Peninsula. 

If there were no CalTrain service, the following 
changes in travel demand could occur in year 
2000: 

1. About half of the peak-period travelers who 
would otherwise have been on CalTrain 
would switch to BART or SamTrans, based 
on the travel forecasts used in the ELR. 
Approximately 1,800 peak-period and 1,200 
peak-hour additional travelers would shift to 
those other available transit modes. (See 
Table VI.E.11, pp. VI.E.94-VI.E.95 of 
Volume Two.) 

2. The remainder of the peak-period travelers 
who would otherwise have been on CalTrain 
would shift to using their private vehicles on 
Highway 101 or 1-280. Approxinlately 1,800 
pet&-period and 1,200 additional peak-hour 
travelers would shift to auto travel. 

These projected shifts in travel demand would 
have the following impacts: 

1. BART and SamTrans would have sufficient 
planned capacity to accommodate the 
additional riders. There would be no 
significant impacts on peak-period or 
peak-hour levels of service provided by either 
operator, if each operator were to receive half 
of the total shift to other transit services. 

2. The number of year 2000 peak period 
vehicles exceeding the capacity of 
Highway 101 at the San Mateo County line 
would increase from about 1,550 to about 
2,300 with Alternative A, and from about 
1,250 to about 2.000 with Alter~~ative B. The 
extent of time during which U.S. 101 would 
be operating at capacity during the afternoon 
would therefore extend for over three hours. 
These eslimates are based on a 50-50 split in 
vehicular travel between Highway 101 and 
280, and a 1.2 average peak period occupancy 
per vehicle crossing this screenline. 

3. 1-280 would continue to operate below 
capacity at the San Mateo County line during 
the two-hoiu peak period in the year 2000, 
but the additional travelers would increase the 
number of peak period vel~icles on this 
freeway. The total voli~me would increase 
from about 12,450 to about 13,200, cansing 
the level of service to decrease. The decrease 
would be from LOS C (V/C = 0.78, 
approximately) to LOS D (V/C = 0.83, 



ayproximalely). The duration of the period 
tlriririg whicl~ 1-280 woultl oper:ile el c;~p;lcity 
wooltl i~icreese from lcss tlran one hour to 
about 1 .S hours. 

Since publication of the Mission Bay Draft E R ,  
the San Fr;~rrcisco Board of Supervisors atlopted 
Resolution 594-88, endorsing M7'C's New Rail 
Scorts ant1 Exle~~sior~ Program, which inclutles a 
CalTrain tlowntown extensiotr as one of four 
specific tra~~sport:~tion improve~rrc~~ts identified. 
(The Bot~rd previously lif~tl cxpressctl its support 
of ;I ctowntow~i exler~sioo it1 an c;trlier resolution, 
#242-87, April 9, 1987, which also included a 
provision for an interim relocation of the 
CalTrain station in the vicinity of Seventh and 
Cl~atttlcl Streets.) With thc JPB studies and EIS 
process under way,   no re ioforr~~atiorr 011 this 
issue will be available to evaluate objectively the 
merits of s~lclt an undertaking. Such infortnation, 
if thc conchision is to pursue a CalTrain 
tlowt~lown exlerisio~i, will provide ;I rlecessary 
foundation upon which snhsequenl negotiations 
and decisions regarding land transfers, funding 
iintl operations would be nradc. 

111 lighl of this latest Boartl resolution rel:~ting lo 
Cal'l'rain service, the text below is added as the 
fourtli scntcrkce in the first paragraph on 
p. VI.E.192 of Volutne Two: 

- On July 28, 1988, the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors adopted Resolution #594-88 
endorsing M C ' s  New Rail Starts and 
Extension Program (as amended chrough 
Mamh 24, 1988), which includes the 
extension or Peninsula Commuter Service 
(cnrrently CalTrain) to a downtown San 
Francisco termioal. 

i f  Missinrr Bay cle~~elo{?nirnt precedes the 
c.orrstr.rrctiort of the  CaITrairt e,rterisiori, the11 the 
r.i,qlit-of-way ~)ra.ser~~atiori po1ic.y is r-ele~~rmt. Two 
inrl)ortarit as1)ect.s af tlris preser~~atiorr yolic)' ar-c: 

CJsr of the Kirig Street corritlor so that ari 
~rrrtlergroirrrtl erterrsiorr )vor~ld trot he blockcd 
I1y brrildirt,qs or otlrcr. inrl)r?dirrlertts, such a s  
rftojor trtilitir,~. 

Locatiori of ,fr-eeu'ay rclrtrps arrd Mulri Metro 
tracks irr a rnartrrer tliat n ~ u l d  create tlte least 
corrstructior! difficulty for. Cal'I'rairi to renclt 
a dohvritowrt ternrirrus. 

Tlte EIR rrotes tlrat corisideral~le r,ost iric:reases 
arid disruption to Murri Metro serl~ice could occur 
if (Ire rrrtdergr-ourrd esterrsiorr is irritiated after the 
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Missiort Bay project is de~~eluped. WG would 
fll?l~reciate furtlrer ir!fornintiorr on specific 
yroblcnis the City arid project sportsor n~orrkl 
arrticipate ,vitl~ this later construction lalatii~c to 
Muwi Metro ol~erations and surface street trqffic. 
(Clrris Brittle, Metropolitan Trartsl~ortatiorl 
Contnzissiuri) 

Most of the unspecified issues implied by the EIR 
statements and referred to by the cotntnenter 
relate to construction and/or operational 
diffict~lties that would occur without proper 
sequencing and closc coordination during the 
dcsign stages for each of these independent, but 
related, projects ( e  1-280 improvements. 
CalTrain extension and Mission Bay 
development). Construction of the CalTrain 
subway, followed by construction of the 1-280 
ramps nntl MUNI Metro tracks before 
developtnent of Mission Bay, would create the 
fewest problems. Though not all such problems 
cail be anticipated, some can be identified now if 
that construction sequcncc were not Sollowed. 
Notably, excavation of the King Slreet 
right-of-way could disrupt general access to 
abutting blocks in Mission Bay, depending on 
how ~nucll of the roadway is aSIecteci by - a 
CaITrnin extension. Access lo housing and 
businesses along both sides of King Strect would 
be hampered or prohibited for periods of time. 
This woold have a negative effect, particularly on 
rehit shops and services located there. 

Those construction activities could also constrict 
access to portions of Mission Bay located south 
of China Basin Channel. In thnt i~istance, Third 
Street, the mnin cross-town arterial through th:~l 
area, woultl have to serve more IrafSic. Third 
Street plays a role not only as a major vehicular 
thoroughfare; it is also an i~nportant MUNI route 
(15-THIRD) that provides cross-town service. 

It is likely thal reroutirig of traffic :~nd tr:ulsit 
would be necessary. Additional costs also would 
be incurred to operate detours to othcr streets for 
vehiclcs that normally use the King Street ramps 
lo access 1-280. Traffic would increase on 
Townsend and Seventh Streets to get to the 
existing 1-280 ramps at Mariposa Strect. Thc 
incremental costs of all these actions and the 
viability of (I plan for maint;~ining accept;~ble 
levels of highway and transit services during 
construction have not been determined. 
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p e r . c ~ i ~ w /  ~toterrtial loss i ~ f  ridersl~il~ due to 
re loco ti or^ of tile CnlTrair! statiorl, the DEIR 
,str,qgesrs rliar "CoITrairi ser.vice cnrilcl be 
ertrrrdcrl urrdergr.our~d to 4th and Towrtserrd or 
King Streets by coristructiort uf a trrrtrrel. 
Construcriorz ofrllar t~rriricl sllould be coordinated 
with the 1-280 in~proi~err~ertts to nlirrirtrize n.afSic 
rlisrtr}~tion arid c~crtistruc.tiorr costs." (DEIR, Vol. 
I ,  [Chcrl~ter I ,  ~ . ] 1 1 4 8 . )  Sirice the 1-280 
improi~crrlerits arc getterally scltedrtled to occur 
somrer tl~nlr the consrructiorl of arl itnderground 
ntrlrtel, sl~ecific coordirtatiori nray be difJicrtlt. 
For esant/)le, it is our understctriding that the EIS 
,fir. the i)r.ol~osed ~fldergrolfrld efefisiolt of 
CalTr.airr ,front Missiorl Bay to Market Street or 
rite Trar~sDa~  Ter.niirra1 is crr its very Degiri~rirrg 
stages. Cori~~ersely, the 1-280 rrarrsfeer. cuncel~t 
~ ~ r o g r u t i ~  Ell? i~rocess  Itcrs beet! c~o17tpleted. 
(.lonre.s I.V. Au$ustirro, Suttta Fe Pacific Kealty 
Col/,oratiorl) 

Response 

Differences in the timing of itnplementing 1-280 
irnprove~nents and possible CalTrain extension 
improvements (as well as Mission Bay 
development) could make coordination difficult. 
However, the potential benefits of saving costs 
ant1 minimizing disruptions to the corr~rriur~ity by, 
for exan~ple, closing a street segment once for 
construction purposes instead of tluee times, 
make design and construction coordination a 
sational objective. 

Allhough the ertvi~~onrnental evaluations for eaclt 
of tlie projects are at different stages, the actual 
construction schedules are more relevant to 
detct-mining the extent to which activities c;ui be 
coortlinated. If not all itnprovernents cat1 be 
carried out at one lirne, it still tnay be possible for 
project implementation teams to take adv'mtage 
of opportunities to install part of tlleir 
i~nprovetnents. If, for exaniple, widening of King 
Street under the 1-280 itr~provetnents were the 
first project to necessitate closing the roadway for 
excavation, some utility installation or 
preparation work for CalTrain service or Mission 
Bay developtne~~t could be scl~eduled during that 
time. 

If the 1-280 irnprovenkents are completed prior to 
tlie construclioo of s tunnel for CalTrt~in in the 
Project Area, then coordination of these two 
constroction projects could still include planning 
and engineet.ing coordination (e.g., ensuring that 
t l~c future tunnel ct~n be easily and safely 
cor~slrncted beneath tlie 1-280 itnprovernetits). If 
tlie two projecls' scheduling is sucl~ that 

constructior~ overlaps, then coordination should 
also include scheduling, operatio~ial and traffic 
control (luring the overlap period. 

The success of construction coordination will 
depend to a great extent on the degree to which 
engineering and designs for these projects can be 
coordinated. Plans that incorporate design option 
alternatives provide flexibility tliat allows better 
integration of each of the projects. Since final 
design and engineering have not been completed 
for any of the projects, it is still possible to avoid 
features or coniponents that would unduly 
interfere or preclude implementation of any one 
of them. 

Comment 

011 page 11.112, Variatiorl 9,  tlte ridership 
estintotes appear to be incorrect. Instead, studies 
show 7th arid Chartriel produces 22% fewer 
riders intntediately than toduy's 4th artd 
Tc~u~rlsend statiori. If 4th artd Tow2r~serrd ulere 
relocored rrrtdergrourrd witltour elleer. ntoldng to 
7th and Chanr~el crrtd Mission Bay was built out, 
ridership wjould irtcrease because of Mission Bay 
effects only. . . . 

On page \'11.52, please e.~plairl the senrerice, 
"CulTrairr's future ridership could be up to abo~rt 
22% higher"; it is unclear u~l~ether this means 
higher than 7th arld Channel Alterrrati~~es A and B 
or higher than today's 4th and Tou~i!send 
location. If the fornter, then supporting 
doc~unterrtution would need to be prosided to 
Caltraws. I f  the /utter-, we disagree. The only 
significant sorirce of ridership increase at  a 4th 
Street terntirtal is Missiort Bay Duildout. 
Ridership at  the existing termirinl has steadily 
declined desl~ite more train service, heavier 
t ra f ic  con~cst ion,  arrd clo~r'rttowri growth. (Gary 
Adarns, Caltr-arts, District 4 )  

The cited sentence tneans "22% higher than with 
the station at Seventh and Channel." The first 
sentence of the first indented item on p. VII.52 of 
Volu~ne Two, ChapterVII. Variations on 
Altematives, is revised to state: 

- m_eCalTWtee.~--edatFourth 
and King %rats, CalTrain's future 
ridership .&@s terminal could be up to 
about 22% higher at that rime according to 
ones~udythan ..*_~thete~-xere-.r~.oued 
to Seventh and Channel Streets, 
Altematives A and B.15g 
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A rlcw note. /5a/, is added to p. V11.57 of Voliune 
Two, as the sotrrcc for this estimate. This new 
note, which follows note 151, statcs: 

- /5a/ Sm Francisco Department of City 
Planning, calTT&..Sta.b:m..O1lLoc.atim, Spaial 
Study Tor Mission Bay, prepared by 
Barlon-Aschman Associates, Inc., September 
1986. 

Whilc t l~c  EIR analysis incorporates the 22% 
tlil'lercnce in  ridership levels between the two 
sc;ttiocl locations. Il~e iravel de~naud l'orecasts for 
C:al'I'rain rcflect a modest (2% or 4% increase for 
tltc pcnk pcriod and peak horn., rrspectivcly) 
ir~csc:~sc irk total ridership between 1985 and 
2000. There are uo studies k i~owr~ lo t l~e  EIR 
preparers l h ; ~ l  would support the co~nmenler's 
contcntio~i that ritlership increase at either station 
location would bc restricted solely to Mission 
Btty-rcl;~tcd tt't~vel. Given the forecasts of 
irtcreased congestion, i t  is reasoriahle lo expect 
some increase it1 Cal'l'rain ridership. The EIR 
asstunes an irrcrense of only 50 non-Mission Bay 
riders durirrg the p.m. peak hour and 75 diu.ing 
the p.rrt. peak period bc twee~~ 1985 ;~nd 2000. 

Comment 

.C~~~I.'rrin~~~~tii~~~...L~~c.a~ti~~~~~ Tlrc DEIR states that 
"tlra /~aterrtinl rl(lfi:r.errcc irr ,future ridership 
ctr~rscrl I)}) relocariorr af tire CalTrairr tcrnrirral Iias 
heerr cstirtrotd irr r~ur.iorrs strrdies to be bet~)eerr 
5%) arrd 22%). The greatest iriil~nct, a 22% 
rcdrrctiorr irr ,firrrtr-c rido'shil~, lrcrs been assumed 
irr tlris crrralysis I~ecausc it w'orrld result in the 
rrtost cortscr.~~ati~v corlditiori for tlle roadevay arld 
,fi.cc~~~cr)t systerri." (DElR, Vol. I ,  lChal7ter 11, 
/1.11./47; Val. 2 ,  [Cltalrter- VI,  p.] VI.E.S4.) We 
belie~~e tltcrr the UEIII ol~er-eni]~lrasizes the 
~?ofcrrtial inr/~<zct.r qf tlre relocatiori af t l~e  
CalTrniri statiorr or! 7-ider'shil~. CalTrain 
rider.shi~~ lrrls suried o~ter. the years , f o r -  a ifariety 
of rccrso~is, 0.7 ,vcll as tlie locatior~ of the statioris 
crrrd tllc terniiricrl,~. 111 csserlce, the "l~riniary 
fi1ctor.s i.~,lriclr affect trni~el clroice arc tir?te, cost 
rrrrd c~orr~~eriiertce.'' ("Patrorrclge Effects of 
ColTrcrirr Stutiori Relocatiori", DKS Associates, at 
I (ltcrcirtaftcr. 'YIIKS Sturb'").) It is therefore 
irralrl)ra/~riote to errrl)l~usize fiier.ely orfc elernerrt, 
or. /)art of orre clf~rrrerir, irr cleternrinirrg rider-shi[~ 
irrr/~(rcr, 

I i r i  I Irisforically f7uc'trtoted anywhere 
,fiarir -9.1% to +36.4'% year to year. sirrcc 1974, 
trccor.tlirrf to tlre Sourlrcr.rt Pacific Trarls]~ortatio~l 
Coni/rort!~',s f'errirr.srrla Conrrii~te Ser~dcc aririual 
Octirlier'~rus,serrger corrfit. . . . 

The poirit is that station relocation is trot tlie sole 
criteria for judging ridership. Relocntiorr of the 
statiori from 4th ar~d Ton~nsefid to 7th arid 
Cl~cmnel, assunling continued Muni bus crrid 
plonried Mlcni Metro connections, cannot be said 
with certainty to !?~cz.ssari!y result iri a decline 
in l~atroriage. Indeed, if irnproi~ed stariori arid 
opercrtion design, such as cross-l>/rrforrn 
trartsfers ,?om CalTruiri lo Muni Metre?, e,ryurrded 
M~lrri bus r~rrnarounds arid terminal at 7th and 
Cliartr~el, arid better Muni bus or streetcar 
connecti(rrts to S/iotv/~lace Square arrd Cisic 
Cerrter are tcrken info account, CalTruirr 
I'atronage could remain steady arid csor grow 
after- relocatjo~t. (LIKS Stucly at 1.) (James W .  
Augusri110, Sanra Fe Pacific Realty Corl?orarionJ 

The decline in ridership itssociated wilt] 
relocation of the San Francisco CnlTrnin station 
terrnir~us further from downtown San Fra~cisco 
has been the subject of several studies by 
specialized consulting firms. All these studies 
concluded that ridership would decline if the 
terminal were to be relocated to Seventh and 
Channel from its present location -- only the 
acnomit of the decrease remains uncertain. 

As described in the Mission Bay EIR and cited in 
the Comment, the analysis assumes a 22% 
decrease in ridership with the station relocation. 
That assumption, derived from the "CalTritin 
Station Locntions, Special Study for Mission 
Bay," was used in order to ensure coverage of tlie 
greatest impact that reasor~ably could be 
expected. That analytical approach is not 
ir~teuded to represent certainty that ridership 
decline would occur. It is acknowledged thal 
many factors other than station relocation can 
have an impact on ridership levels. The figures 
quoted by the commenter, for exnmple, include 
ridership increases that were influenced by the 
1974 gasoline shortage. The orierrlatior~ of the 
EIR analyses, however, is to present a 
conservative scenario of impacts. To  coi~duct the 
impact ;tnalyses based on more optimistic 
assumptions would reduce the range of 
environmental effects covered in the EIR, and not 
take into account pertinent information specially 
published for Mission Bay. 

The results of a nuntber of on-board surveys used 
in several studies evaluating CalTrnin station 
Iocations have been consistent, regardlzss of who 
did the survey or the survey methodology used./4/ 
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All of those studies and surveys show the 
following: 

1 .  That ahout 85% of CalTrain's wcekday riders 
are traveling to/frotn a location north of 
Folsoni Street, the rlortliernrnost boundary of 
the area considered to be within walking 
distance of the existing terminal. 

2. That about 90% of CalTrain's weekend riders 
are traveling to/from a locatiori north of 
Folsotn Street. 

3. That ridership could be up to 22% lower than 
at the existing terminal. This could occur if 
the terrninal were relocated to Sevcnth and 
Channel Streets, the same number of trains 
were operated, the same fares were charged, 
and even if MUNI Metro were extended to 
serve the new station and other MUNI suiface 
route service were provided. 

It is acknowledged that 011Train's ridership 
potential is affectcd not only by the location of 
the Sarl Francisco terrninal. but by the number of 
tmiris iii service, fates, the amount of parking 
avr~ilable at stations, fuel arid pztsking costs, 
liigl~way cor~gestion, arid tleveloprrie~it tiear 
stations. Changes in ridership on Cal'rrain have 
occurred because of decreases in fuel prices 
(1982: -11.7%1, shortages of fuel, and steep 
increases iii fuel prices (1979: +36.4%), 
relocation of the station by one block (1975: 
-8.7%), arid increases in off-peak tl.ains in service 
(1979: +2.7%). 

Developrnerlt of Mission Bay would only directly 
affect some of the factors described above. 
However, the main potential impact of a CalTrain 
station at Seventh and Channel Streets is that the 
terltlirl;~l woultl be further nway from travelers' 
deslitlatiorls. hi addition, tlie area accessible iri 
five or ten minutes frorn Seventh and Channel 
Streets would encompass far less densely 
tleveiopcd areas (and thus be less attractive as a 
transportation rilter~iative) than from Fourth arid 
Towrlserld Streets. Much of the lost ridership 
would be attributed to people who would 
otherwise walk to the Fourth and Townsend 
Street station. For others, movirig the station to 
Sevelrth arid Chatu~el Streets would make 
SarriTrans a rrlore viable transit niode to and from 
the South Bay Peninsula. 

In summary, relocation of tlie CalTrain terminal 
to Seventh and Channel Streets could cause 
ndditional delays and iticonvenience for the 
rnajority of existing CalTrairi riders and preclude 
growth in CalTrairi ridership, if the same level of 
train service is provided. 

TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION 

Comment 

Murri Metro Mairltena~ce arid Storuae Yard. The 
Murti Metro light rail system may require a 7-8 
acre nzairtterrartce and storage j.ard in tlte r~icinir)~ 
of tlte Missior~ Bay project. Tlie EIR shorrld 
discuss the potential locations and inipncts or1 the 
proposed de~~elopntent ,for such a ,facility. (Clzris 
Bt.ittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commissior~) 

Pages VI.E.201-VI.E.202 of Volume Two of the 
EIR include a mitigatiori measure (Measme E.6) 
calling for a MUNI Metro storage, maintenance 
and turnback facility. Such a facility would not 
be necessitated solely by the extension of Metro 
service proposed for Mission Bay; it is required 
in order for MUNI to increase its operational 
cfficiency in providing Metro service to the entire 
City. 

Because Metro service through Mission Bay is 
proposed to extend to the west side of the Project 
Area, siting requirements for the storage, 
maintenaiice and turnback facility would dictate a 
location near tlie southwest corner of Mission 
Bay, or somewhere further south. The 
construction of such a facility would displace 
existing uses or those planned tor the site of 
choice. 

XV.P. A1tern;ltives and Variants, pp. XV.P.27- 
XV.P.46, presents an analysis of Variant 12 
(Development Agreement Application), which 
has been added to Chapter VII. Variations on 
Alternatives, in Volume Two of the Mission Bay 
EIR. That variant iricludes the provision of a 
maintenatice arid storage facility for MUNI Metro 
at 16th and Owens Streets. General 
land-use-related impacts of that facility on 
development in Mission Bay and the vicinity are 
discussed there. Tlie construction- aritl 
operation-related impacts of such a yard would bc 
the subject of a separate erivirorlmerltal evaluation 
once project details and design are known. 

Comments -- 

. . . We are it1 agreernetit with the 1~iet11 tltat public 
trans11ortation sen~ice  to tlte proposed project 
site nlust be increased. By thernseh~es, tlie 
150-275 additional AC Trar~sit transbay 
passengers projected a s  a restrlt of Mission Bay 
would probably not strain our e,~istirzg traiisbay 
capacity. However, the conibirled iri~pact of 
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Missrnn Bay and projected development in 
do~c~ntowri Salt FI-ancisco niigkt require 
additiorial AC Transit 611s ser-vice. If this is the 
case (and indeed, the Draft EIR assumes an eight 
percent iricrease in AC Transit transbay vehicle 
trips by the year 2000), it will be important to 
establish a funding mechanism for the additional 
service. One possible source of funding would be 
San Francisco's Transit Impact Dei~elopnzertt 
fee. (Don Larson, AC Transit) 

Provision of transit services for .  . . [additional] 
passengers (generated by Mission Bay 
dei~elopmeiit as indicated on p. VI.E.119] will 
illcrease the equipment needs and operating 
deficits of the District. It is suggested that 
consideration be gii~en to the projects assistirtg in 
the furldirlg of Measures E.20 (adding transit 
~~ehicles) arzd E.21 (creatirig new park-and-ride 
facilities) in amounts proportional to project 
generated impacts. Tlte city of Sun Francisco 
might consider the establishnient of a mechanism 
~11tereby conzniercial or residential dei~elopment 
projects contribute to regional transit 
dci~elol?ment. (.Jerome Kuykendall, Golden Gate 
Bridge, Highway and Transportation District) 

In light of the congested levels projected for 
practically all parts of the transportation system 
in the EIR impact analyses, the corresponding 
mitigation section focuses on what must be a 
regional approach to reducing or eliminating 
them. The City and County of San Francisco, 
like all Bay Area jurisdictions, will have to 
contribute a fair share to that effort in order to 
improve service and operating conditions. At this 
time, however, it is not possible to determine 
specifically how that additional support would be 
instituted. It is possible that, with certain 
amendments to existing legislation, San Francisco 
could generate funds through the Transit Impact 
Development Fee ordinance. Other funding 
strategies in which San Francisco (or other 
communities) could participate include higher bus 
faxes, which is what typically has occurred in the 
past. Increase in AC Transit and Golden Gate 
Bus service is normally part of MTC's Five-Year 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program, 
funded by various revenue mechanisms (e.g., 
farehox, sales and gas taxes). It has been a 
general presumption of transit service providers 
that increased service be provided where adequate 
ridership demand is exhibited. Any ultimate 
funding arrangements to accomnrodate such 
additional demand will require consideration in 
the regional (MTC) transportation forum of such 
issues as service needs of patrons, and additional 
revenues generaled Tor AC and Golden Gate 
Transit. 

. . . At the current TIDF rate of $5 per square 
foot of increased oftice use, development of 
Mission Bay would yield the following maximum 
Transit Fees: 

Alternative A 4.1 million $20.5 miilion 
Alternative B* 0 $0.0 
Alternative N 1 .O million $5.0 million 

* None of the proposed ofice development in 
Alternative B occurs within the existing TIDF 
bounda~y lines. 

Given the long timeframe of Mission Bay 
development (3O+ years) it is impossible to 
determine what future Transit Fee rates would be 
in effect at various stages of project build-out. 
The Pgures cited in the table above probably 
reflect the minimum amount of Transit Fees that 
would be collectively due from property 
developers. More precise determination of Fee 
amounts wo111d be made on a 
building-by-building basis during the 
development phase, as prescribed by law. 

If Alternative B is the selected dei~elopment 
alternative, some questions could be raised as to 
the amounts of TIDF funds which could be 
lawfully spent on transit improventents in the 
project area. Technically, no additi(~rra1 peak 
sewice demand would be created under 
Alternative B,  because all oftice development 
would occur outside of the TIDF boundaries. 

Tlie City Attorney should review this issue and 
make a ruling when MUNI spending platts for 
relei~ant projects are considered. Potential 
projects which could be affected by this question 
include the purchase of additional LRV's, Metro 
Extension, and development of the Metro East 
Light Rail maintenance facility. (Leonard Tom, 
Public Utilities Commission) 

Currently, the TIDF boundaries cover only that 
portion of the Mission Bay Project Area north of 
China Basin Channel. Thus, any office 
development occurring there would be required to 
meet the TIDF fee obligations applicable at that 
time. Although the TIDF fee would pay for 
increased MUNI service which would help 
mitigate future impacts, it has not been listed as a 
mitigation measure in the Mission Bay EIR 
because the fee is already required by City 
ordinance. 
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To the extent Mission Bay office space also is 
developed souih of China Basin Channel, the 
occupants of' which would take advantage of the 
new MUNI service, it is reasonable to propose 
the TTDF boundary be reviscd to include the 
entire Missiorl Bay area. Alternative B and 
Variant 12 both contain office space south of the 
chantkel and therefore would be affected by this 
ch.wge in the TIDF boundary. Variant 12 is 
described in XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46. 

Until such a boundary change is adopted, the 
Missiori Bay EIR is revised to include an 
additional mitigation measure to make the portion 
of the Project Area south of China Basin Channel 
subject to the same fee requirements set forth in 
Hhe TIDF ordinance. The text of the new measure 
is proposed in two places: as Mitigation Measure 
E.4a, to precede Measure E.5 on p. VI.E.201 of 
Volume 'Two; and as Mitigation Measure E..llc, 
to j'rccede MeosttreE.32 on p.VI.E.219 of 
Volume Two. These new mitigation measures 
statc: 

Alternative B - In order to assist MUNI in 
maintaining and augmenting haasit service in 
the Downtown & Vicinity, new office 
developments in the Project Area would be 
subject to tbe same fee requirements slated in 
the Tmsil lmpact Development Fee (TIDF) 
Ordinance (San Francisco Ordinance 
W24-81). and any applicable amendments. 
'fhe cnrrent version of the TlDF ordinance 
applies only to Mission Bay office 
development north of China Basin Channel. 
%is mitigation measure is included to 
the same fee requirements to 32 
development tbat may be developed in the 
Project Area south of China Basin Channel. 

We agi'ec with tlre reconinieridatiort oil page 
VI.E.201 tliat a Missiorr Bay TI-ar~sportatioii 
S)~stcnis Marragenient (TSM) prograrrt slioitld be 
irnf~lerrr~rrted to reduce i~ehicle tril~s. We belieile, 
Iroi~~ci~er, tlrtrt tile TSM prugrani should go 
bcyorid the L)EIR's r.ecorrirtierrdatiori tltat a "TSM 
~iroriagcr" coor.diric~re public agerrcics whose 
a~.tio~is nffcct rtrode choice. We belieile that 
1 1 1 r - s  shorrld be reqrriied to 1)orticil)ote irr 
tlre 7SA4 111-o~rarrr arrd o fer  enri~ioyces irrcerrtives 
to rise tr-artsit arid ridesharing. E,~arri~~/cs of such 
irtccrrtii:es irrclrid~ prefererttial parkirig for 
r.ide.shor.c i,eliicli~s, rideshore niirtcliiirg pr.ograms, 
salc orrdlor. subsidy o f  trar~sit passes, and 
l~r-o~:isio~r of bicyc,le amenities. The 
erir~~lr~y"-hased TSM ]~rograni .rlrortld iriclude 
r e ~ r ~ k r r  rrrorritoririy ofpar-ticil~ariorr rates irt order 

to evaluate its effectii~eness. We reconlntend that 
the Firtal EIR irtr:lude a more detailed description 
of proposed TSM measures and explain who is 
resj~onsible for funding arid implemeitting the 
progrant. (Milton Feldstein, Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District) 

E M  Propran?. Tlie report notes tliat a TSM 
progrant is a recoinnter~ded mitigatiori nteastrre to 
help attain the forecasted year 2000 mode shares 
at the screenlirres. The City should r e q h  the 
TSM progrant as a condition of project approsal. 

We have found that to be successfnl, an employer 
TSM program should include certain elements. It 
is not sufficient for the developer alone to hold 
respon~ibiliry for. implementing a program. 
Program requir-emertrs should be passed on to 
buildirtg arid parcel owners arid project tenants 
througlt lease agreerttents. A~nple professiorial 
staff tinte nrrd a budget must be allocated to the 
frogram A yerntaiient funding source is needed 
to sustaiit tlte program. Otie possibiliry would be 
for a11 e17tpioyer firrded Transl~ortation 
Martageiiierrt Associatiori (TMA) to be developed 
to pro~lide services to employers, similar to that 
now in effect at Bishop Raiich ill Sun Ramon. 
(Chris Brittle, Metro11olitarr Traiis~~or'ratio~r 
Co17intissiorti 

The statements of the cornmenters are well 
taken. Mitigation Measure E.5, on p.VI.E.201 of 
Volume Two, is revised to incorporate additional 
details for a Transportation Demand Management 
Program (TDMP), being negotiated for Mission 
Bay. The measure, as revised, states: 

In order to mioimize or eLimiaate traffic 
congestion and parkiag problems identified in 
the Impacts section by limiting auto use, 
establish a Mission Bay Transportation 
&& Management Program CUX!4!?) for 
the Project Area. The goal of the 
would be to attain the rides-g, naosit, 
bicycle, and waking use levels for aavel by 
residents and employees of the Project Area 
that would be consistent with the s a r d i n e  
travel forecasts in e analysis. A 
--tion Managmen1 Coodmtor for 
the Proiect Area would develop _a program, 
through the egtablishment of a Tmwrtation 
Mmagf:ma & & & h m - ~ * ,  to 
facilitate ~ c e s s  by individual W a g  
=rs to traosportation svstems such as 
MUM, CalT- SarnTm-s, AC Transit, 
BART, Golden Gate Transit, Rides for Bay 
Area Commuters, FI1CC, and others. The 
objective of the TaMP would be to reduce 
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travel lhroughaut the day, ~~~ 
peak commu!e -p~iads, by private automobile 
to or from Mssxon Bay. 

D e v e l o m ~ o r  -ownem of in&&dEd 
~ ~ ~ ~ o w w l d  -b!wiEXuQ!deelsp 

an ( 
based on City.@-Q- 
~ i s c o ' s  doowom__~xm. ProvisFonA 
the TDMP t a _ b i u ~ ~ - ~ y o n d d t b _ e  
~ o f d o ~ ~ w n  or-to 
&e- lisMP",z may be 

the Pro- Uvougb lease apemenu. A 
Trrrnswrtatron Mana~ment Coo~dioator also 
would be i n m g s  to 
w 0 1 r _ w ~ ~ e m - p 1 ~ y . e e ~ - t s ,  

The Mission Bay TDMP would specify 
~ i d e  and use-mitic mode gplit goals; 

l e a u i f m ~ ~ ! !  (all dayL&m 
~ r n  and IQivkg-whether on-site grm&iitek 
&X&V~S for i 0 h  tlI$$Qr8ba%d*@! 

wi& the standards. Trm- 
meat Ccmdhators would 
,-& assistance 

remdina services. mutes aud g c h e d u l e s ~  
~ & i s s x - a m i l i t ! d e t c h x m ~  
m&nts or visitomto the Prowkt Area. The 
TD-MP also would include 'od& 
i a u m g  to g a ~ 1 g e ~ s u c c e s s  -%' ttte 

and identify modifications tg 

~ ~ L d -  &a- gz&@W moni tonnUay 
aiso be included 

Funding for TDrPm-staff_would be 
required _~bi_c.kcoul!! -id& by,_f+ 
G Q & s ~ & y e r s  and wdmg 
owners, and Santa Fe Pacific Realty 
-tion. Implementation of the p m p m  
would involve coordination with aaaS- 
portation plauning staff in the Department of 
City Plaoning. 

Vol. II, W E . ,  y.  [VI.E.]198-lVI.E.1242. As noted 
in our previous letter, the section on 
transportariorr tititigarions includes co~zsideration 
of a number of possible nzitigatiori nteasures 
which should be discussed more ,fully. We are 
particularly iriterested in the discussioii of 
sufficient nteasures to offset traffic corigestion 
and air pollutant iiicrc!ases in and adjacent to the 
Mission Bay project crrea. 

The Clean Air Act and the 1982 Bay Area Air 
Quality Plan (BAAQP) require consideration of 
all of the Transportation Control Measures 
(TCMs) to reduce air pollution impacts resulting 
@om traffic. It is not clear if high occupancy 
sehicle lanes (HOV lanes) on the King Street 
parkway were considered for peak hour traffic or 
i f  ramp metering with HOV bypasses were 
considered for the proposed 1-280 touchdown 
on ramp. It is also not clear if employers in the 
Mission Bay project area will be required to 
reduce peak-hour auta tr.ips by dome deflnite 
amount by supporting car pooling, transit, 
staggered hours, etc. The BAAQP would seem to 
require that these things be considered, analyzed 
and, where practical, be implemented as 
mitigation. (Gary Adams, Caltrans, District 4 )  

The substantial mode shifts to transit and 
high-occupancy vehicles that were projected for 
Downtown & Vicinity travelers include Mission 
Bay travelers. The project-level impact analyses 
of parking demand compared to supply, 
intersection levels of service, and transit ridership 
are all based on achieving the peak-period modal 
shifts presented by screenline and mode in 
Table VI.E.7 on p. VI.E.77 of Volume Two. 

The primary projected-related measures that 
would reduce vehicular travel demand to/frorn 
Mission Bay are I )  the proposed extensions of 
MUNI Metro and bus service; and 2) a 
Transportation Demand Management Program 
(TDMP) for Mission Bay, established to attain 
the ridesharing, transit, bicycle, and walking use 
levels for travel by residents and employees of 
the Project Area that would be consistent with the 
screenline travel forecasts in the analysis (see 
Mitigation Measure E.5, p. VI.E.201 of Volume 
Two). 

It should be noted that TDMPs are already 
required as conditions of approval in most parts 
of the Downtown & Vicinity. (Since not all of 
the Mission Bay Project Area is within the 
boundaries requiring such programs, the TDMP is 
listed as a Mission Bay mitigation measure.) 
Larger office (and in some cases, hotel) projects 
constructed in San Fraricisco also are required to 
meet housing and child care obligations as 
provided in Sections 313 and 314 of the San 
Francisco City Planning Code, and contribute to 
the Transit Improvement Development Fee to 
fund MUNI service. These measures all have a 
direct or indirect effect in reducing demand on 
transportation systems. 
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The Mission Bay Alternatives incorporate 
sobstantial transporlation improvemcnts and new 
housing to help offset some of the transportation 
impacts the project would generate. In addition, 
specific measures have been recommended for 
the year 2000 (see Mitigation Measure E.lO, 
pp. VI.E.204-VI.E.205 of Volume Two) to 
mitigate traffic impacts on the operating speeds 
and schedules of MUNI routes in the Project 
Area. Additional measures have been 
recommended for build-out year 2020 to enhance 
the attractiveness of transit to/from the Project 
Area; in particular, see Mitigation Measure E.29b 
on p. VI.E.219 of Volurne Two, and Mitigation 
Measure E.34 on p. VI.E.222 of Volume Two. 

The irnplernentnlion of continuous lanes on King 
Boulevard reserved for exclusive use by 
high-occupancy vehicles was not considered to be 
practical because of the high violation rates 
expected; the need for buses to stop in that lane; 
the discontinuity of the third lane in the 
mid-block sections based on San Francisco 
Department of Public Works current roadway 
design; and the likelihood that high-occupancy 
vehicles would want to use the left-turn, through, 
and right-turn lanes. Providing a 
high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) bypass lane on 
the 1-280 ramps is a much more viable idea that 
does not suffer from any of the problems 
described above. Designating a lane for HOVs 
on the on-ramp should be evaluated by Caltrans 
in the design for the new 1-280 ramps. 
Designating a lane for HOVs on the off-ramp 
should ;tlso be evaluated, although the action 
rnigl~l not be as effective given the lack of an 
HOV lane on northbound 1-280. 

Mitigatioris n~liicli 1cjil1 reduce tlte intpact to State 
facilities should be fully discussed in the 
clocunteiit. Those discussions should include, but 
riot he limited to, the following areas. 

fiiianciiig, 
scheduling considerations, 
implementation responsibilities, 
moiiitoriiig. 

The docunieiit indicates that there will be a low 
level of auto use and a iieai~y reliarice on TSM 
measures as niitigation (page VI.E.201, Vol. II). 
W e  suppoi-t this: /rowci!er, the above four ;tents 
need to be addressed, alorig witit tlte coiistraints 
or coritrol niechariisnts tltat will be used to assure 
reduced auto rise. Iii additioii, the regional 
rrlitigatiorrs, year 2000, specifically, highway 
ca[)ociry inil)ro~~enieiits (page VI.E.212, Vol. II), 
ore lorig-mrrge arid canriot be assured because of 

limited State funding. Likewise, the transit 
intprovements might not be implentenred, unless 
funding is ai~ailable. The document should 
identify the environmental impacts, should the 
"worst case" happen. Any highway 
improvements which are identified as mitigation 
should be project specific, rather than a 
generalized, regional need. Specific highway 
improvements for mitigation will be more easily 
identifiable, once the additional traflc 
information is provided. . . . (Gary Adams, 
Caltrans, District 4)  

Traftic Impact Analpis. The year 2000 traflc 
analysis assumes certain projects are 
"reasonably assured; however, many of these 
projects are not yet funded and store and federal 
operating assistance for transit has been 
declining. We believe certain reasonably assured 
regional projects to address cuntulative impacts 
may be optimistic when viewed in this context, 
such as: 

- widen in^ o f  Route 101 to 8 lanes through - 
Sun ~ a f i e l l  
AC Transit's 8% increase in Transbay 
capacity; 

- increases in Golden Gate ferry service by 
39%: and 

- doubling of SamTrans bus seri~ice to the 
San Francisco downtown. . . . 

Long-Range Transportation Impects (Year 
i?@Q.l. The report attempts to address 
long-range transportation implicutions of 
build-out of the Mission Bay project iit the year 
2020. While this analysis is important, there is 
considerable uncertainty in these projections as 
acknowledged in the EIR. This uncertain@ is 
associated with . . . the extent to which 
congestion . . . will alter accessibility . . . [to 
downtown San Francisco] such tltat job growth 
occurs in other parts of the region; and the extent 
to which . . . downtown workers will locate closer 
to their jobs in Sun Francisco [in response to 
traflc congestion] and reduce impacts on the Bay 
Bridge and Golden Gate corridors. 

These effects cannot be gauged with a great deal 
of accuracy. Further, the report suggests that a 
number of major transportation investments 
would appear to be necessary given job growth in 
dowritown San Fraricisco projected for the year 
2020.. . . 

These ini~estments would require significant 
regioiial coiiseiisus on land use and 
transportation programs. Consensus for the land 
use and transportation proposals suggested in the 
EIR does not exist. Broad political consensus, 
such as that contaiiied in the MTC New Rail 
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Sturts Pr-ogrorii, rl~ould he ~re(.ess(lr-y to proriiote 
//re n(:,t-t generulinir cf mqjcrr cul)i/uf i r r  l~,esti??efrrs 
irr trorrsl)or-tutiorr of tile riatltre suggested in the 
rcl)or-t. (C1rr.i~ Br.itt/e, Met~ol~oliturr Tra11.s- 
~)ortatiorr Contr?tissiorri 

T11e corrltnentcrs ri~ise m:lny q ~ ~ e s t i o ~ l s  about 
filture transportation i~r~provet~lents: Itre 
"rcasot~:~l)ly assuretl" trinisportation capacity 
assuolptions r~pon which the irnpacls analyses are 
b;lsed; a n~ore  tletailcd consideration of 
rci~r~iren~ents for in~plenlcntir~g Ille mitigation 
trlcesurcs itlenlified; t l~e  sbilrc oS impacts on state 
fi~cilities attriboted to Mission Bay; and the 
manner in wliich high transit mode shares can be 
i~ttainetl. Responses below to those Con~trierlts 
arc prcscntctl in the s:nne order. 

Reasonably Assured Capacity 

In ortler to begirl t11e iransportation i~npacts 
analysis, i t  was necessary to est;tblisl~ the 
assinnptions and puameters under which growth 
ill tr:rvcl dcrnand woultl occur. Because 
ev;~lr~:~tio~i of Mission Bay requires a very 
long-range (?()-year builtl-out) :inalysis, i t  was 
believed tllict some assutnplions about future 
transportation improvcmcnts were rlccessary in 
ortlcr to produce an analysis th:tt would be 
rc:~so~l:~t)ly reelistic. It was not believetl that 
growtll in travel tleinantl would continue to occur 
in the absence of any type of transportation 
in~provenrent. At the sanle time, the EIR is 
corrservalive in its assi~tnptior~ of additions to the 
tr:u~sportiition network so as not to underesti~nate 
potential future inlpacts. 

The process for identifying reasonably assured 
transportation capacity is explnincct in the 
Technical Appendix for the transportation 
ao;~lyses (Volu~ne Three, Appendix E). Most of 
tile improvements are supported by service 
objectives inclutled in the most recent five-year 
I S  Ibr each of the trat~sportalion agencies 
:~v;~ilal)le el tile time the EIR was being prepared, 
and/or MTC's current five-year Regional 
Tri~nsportation I~nprovc~nent Progratn. The 
dct:~ilctl discussion in the EIR technical ;lppettdix 
:~ckirowIctlgcs that nlany of the improvement 
projects liave not yet received li~riding or 
approvals. It is, however, a reaso~iable estimate 
of scrvicc that is tlie product of review and 
coilsultation with st:~fT in e:~cIi of the 
tmnsportalio~i agencies itffectcd. It was 
co~isitlered that i~nprovenlents ctirrenlly 
contemplatetl in the region's tmusportalion policy 
documents for the upcoming five years were 

reasonable to assume to be in place by year 2000, 
15 years h ~ n  the EIR baseline analysis year of 
1985. 

It is possible that transportation improvements 
rnay occur that are different froni those assutned, 
or tllat lack of funding would preclutle some from 
being implemented as assumed. In 
acknowledging this possibility, the EIR analyses 
provide conlparative inlpacts to reflect future 
conditions if none of the improvements occurretl. 
Without thetn, there would not be the nlodal shift 
opportunities necessary to enable the 
transportation system to carry more travelers 
to/fom the down tow^^ & Vicinity. As n result, 
the ELR (see pp. VI.E.85-VI.E.90 of Volume 
Two) indicates congestion periods on the most 
congested segments of the regional freeway 
system would be longer than projected. These 
fignres represent a "worst case" scenario: On the 
Goldeti Gate Bridge, the congestio~i period could 
last for four hours without the reasonably assured 
cttpacity increases, compared to two hours if 
tliose capacity increases resulted in the lnodal 
sliifts projected. For the Bay Bridge, the 
congestion could be 5.5 hours instead 014.5. 

For the specific projects mentioned in this 
Comment, ttie followirig reasons cxplt~in why the 
projects itre considered as reasonably assuretl 
assuming the rate of travel demand projected 
occUIs: 

1. Widening of Route 101 to eight lanes througl~ 
San Rafael. This project would enable the 
provisio~i of a continuous HOV lane between 
Richardson Bay and Novato, which would 
increase Imvel capacity to tlie North Bay 
Area. The FY 90 Regional Transpo~tntion 
I~nprovetnent Progratn iricludes the 
construction of the additional lanes between 
Miller Creek and Route 37 and the 
acquisition of right-of-way for the widening 
through central San Rafael. The remaining 
funding, for actually building the additional 
freeway lanes in central San Rafael, would 
come from ongoing state gas t;~x revenues 
and the upcoming sales tax measures slatcd 
for a ~efere~idutn in Mariri County in 1990. 

2. AC Transit's 8% increase in Trzmsbay 
capacity. This increase would require a 
greater allocatiori by MTC of Bay Bridge toll 
revenues to AC Transit. That change in 
MTC's allocation policy would be expected 
wlien BART reaches its capacity to serve 
Transbay travel tlelnand. As indicated in the 
EIR, that would happen by 2000. 

3. Increases in Golden Gate ferny service by 
39%. This increase in capacity would be 
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achievetl by scl~etlr~lirig one niore p.m. penk 
j~erioci Serry boat departure fro111 San 
Francisco. Increases in Golden Gate Bridge 
tolls wotrltl be likely to offset the increases in 
opeu~ting subsidies. 

4. Doubling of SamTrans bus service to 
downtown San Francisco. SamTrans' 
long-range dcveloprnent plan states that, if 
CalTrairt is uot extended into tlowntown San 
Francisco, SarnTrans would double its bus 
service. That increase in service would be 
funded from existi~ig federal, state and local 
capital assistance sources, but would require 
an increase in fares to offset increasing 
systetn-wide operating deficits. 

Mitigation Measures 

In spite of' the reasonably assured capncity 
increases assurned in the analysis, the EIR 
concludes the regional transportation network 
wot~lti be operating at or beyond capacity by yeax 
2000 nr~d hcyond. This is a result of an increase 
it1 all con~ponents of travel, from localized areas, 
thc City arid the region. Most of the mitigation 
Illensures proposed involve actions by 
ovcrlicpping jurisdictions and thus regional 
coortlinntion. Jurisdictions ir~volved in the 
plarnring and itriplerne~itation of each mitigation 
measure are stated in the EIR. Detailed 
information about financing, scheduling, or the 
~ l l o c t t i o ~  of' im(~lerr~entation responsibilities, 
I~owever, is not possible to identify in a vacuum. 
The nonnal process for addressing these issues is 
through the MTC. It is this agency that 
ultimately tietertnines the priority and allocation 
of resources that deterrr~ine how and when 
~nitigation measures will be implemented, and the 
level of involvement of each participating agency. 

M:lny of the mitigation measures that would 
af'fcct state highways most drnn~atically are 
itlentified for year 2020. As indicated on 
pp. VI.E.225-VI.E.230 of Volulne Two, those 
tncesulres are exatnples of the types of 
i~nproverrrerrts that will need to be considered; 
tliey are not prescriptive measures. As a result, 
any (letailed accounting of finance, scheduling, or 
itnplcn~entation requirements would be 
pren~ature. Suffice it to say, the types of 
measures needeti to address travel detnand 
gener;tted between 2000 and 2020 would be 
costly -- in the nuillions of (1989) dollxs -- and 
would require lengtliy construction periods. As 
recognized by MTC in its Comments, any 
irnproven~cnts of this rnagnitnde will have to 
u~ndergo extettsive planning and negotialion at a 
regional, and possibly st:~te and federal, level 
hcforc rcaching a point of determining 
irnple~nentation schedules. 

A specific mitigation measure is included 
(Mitigation Measure E.35, p. VI.E.225 of Volulrre 
Two) to initiate the process of cooperative 
planning of long-term regional transportation 
i~nprovelnents beyond 2000. 

Mission Bay Impacts on State Highways 

Ttue proportion of impzcts generated by the 
Mission Bay project on each highway is 
presented in the EIR in Tables VI.E.0-VI.E.10 on 
pp. VI.E.86-VI.E.88 of Volwne Two, and in 
Tables VI.E.14-VLE.15 on pp. VLE.106- 
VI.E.109 of Volmne Two. For each highway 
(and public transit system), the EIR presents a 
breakdown of the total trips by Mission Bay 
Project Area, San Francisco's Downtown & 
Vicinity, 'and the rest of the region (which 
inclutles the rest of San Francisco outside the 
downtown area). See also Table XV.E.2, 
p.XV.E.12, for a summary presentation of 
project impacts associated with Mission Bay 
devclopmcnt. Mission Bay would generate about 
2% of the total nwnber of trips projected at 
scree~~lines on any of the highways serving San 
Fr'ancisco: U.S. 101 (north and south), 1-280, and 
1-80. Given this limitect set of impacts associated 
wit11 the project, it is difficult to determine with 
accuracy what types of mitigation would 
constitute a 2% mitigation share. 

Moctal Shares 

The increased levels of transit service that are the 
basis for projecting a shift by workers in San 
Frrtncisco's Downtown & Vicinity to higher use 
of public transit are the reasonably assured 
capacity ilnprovenlent assumptions. As 
discussed above, the capacity improvements are 
reasonable projections of service additions that 
woi~ld be provided in the course of the standard 
service plam~ing process in which all Bay Area 
transportation agencies operate. They are not 
tailored service plans for Mission Bay. The 
trruisportation analyses assume that mounting 
congestion on the region's highways wou~ld itself 
produce the greatest motivation for drivers to 
switch to ridesharing or public transit. Increases 
in parking rates in response to more limited 
parking availability in the future also would 
contribute toward making the use of private 
autolnobiles a less desirable mode of travel. 

The Final EIR should irtdicate tlte cost of ntajor 
irrfi.astructure irttproventents, their time flan~e, 
arid tlteir likelihood of int~~lenzentation. 
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7'lrc Missiorl Btry EIR stares that ritajor 
ir,f,~nstri~ct~tr.e irrr~rro~~~~r~rrnts i.~jill be ~iecessar)~ to 
trc~corrrnrodntc roo(1,1~1)' n~ id  wcrrisit d@nzcrrrds crfter 
2000. It also giirs cr list of potential 
i~rrl~r.o~~errr~r~ts sir1.11 as (1 Souflierti Crossirrg, new 
Iorres 011 e~istirrg hriclges, etc. . . . 

Alnrost [ I  of these tr.arrs[~i~rtatiort 
i~itl~r.overircrrts crrr si,qr~fi(a~ir in riiagnit~rde, cost, 
cr1ic1 the l~oliticol c'oriscrrsus that ~~oitI iI  Irul~e to 
clc~~elol) before they coitld be irrrl~lenierfte(1. Yet 
tlic Ell< docs not gi11e art irrdicatiort of their cost 
or lihelil~ood. 

771c Fitrrrl Ell< sholrld irirlicatc the estimated 
(hal l~~ork  is good eriouglr) cost of niajor 
ir~fi.irstrrrctirw iriil~rot~e~iierits, tlieir tinie ji'anie, 
I t i  i 1 i 1 1 1 1  f i 1 n i t t o  (Ala~r 
Xoztiick, Sari Frcrrrc~iscarts,for Rea.soricrhle Growth) 

Builtl-out for Mission Bay is projeclctl not to 
occnr until 2020, a horizon year beyond that used 
by agencies pli~~u~itlg for tr:~nsportation in the 
regioll anti S:nr Fr:~ncisco. This is not to say thilt 
lvoposak have I I ~ I  bcer~ made lo huiltl or operate 
rr;rnspor!ation projects that would provide 
atltlitio~~al capacity beyond that defined as 
"rc;c,sor~i~bly :~.s,soretl" Tor 2000, but that many o f  
the propossls have not heen enclorsed by MTC or 
other elltitics responsible for plaru~ing ant1 
propram~~ling o f  transportation projects. In light 
of' Iltosc circtrtnst:tttccs zinc1 lllc 1:lck o f  cot~ceyl or 
1)rclitnil1:1ry c~lgit~cering designs, it is 1101 possible 
to (Icrivc evet~ rotrgh cost csliln;~tes. II is safe to 
assume, however. thitt most o f  the types o f  
i r r i ~ ~ ~ ) v e i r ~ c ~ ~ ~ d e s c r i b e d  as possible mitigation 
for 2020 woultl bc very costly, in the tnillions of 
~loll~lrs. 

711e E<IR corttains an exter~sive discossio~~ o f  the 
slettls o f  all regional highway and transit projects 
itlentilled :IS ~rtitigation rnensctres for 
cotlsitle~.atio~k (See Mitigillion Measures E.35- 
E.38, pp. VI.E.225-VI.E.231 o f  Volurlle Two.) 
Those measures are not intended to address the 
mitig:ition o f  tr;~vcl demand irlipacls associated 
wit11 tlevelopn~ctlt oS Mission Bay per se, but 
rcpreseltt possif)le ways o f  increasirlg the capacity 
ol thc region's highway arid transit systems to 
serve cumulative rcgional growth beyond 2000. 

As the ineesilres prcscntetl ill the EIR are partly 
intcttdctl to begin the process oS planning for 
specific projects th:~t also woultl serve the needs 
o f  San Fr;~rrisco beyorid 2000, the appropriiite 
foru~r~ for tlcscribing costs and in~ple~ner~tation 
woultl 11o1 be the EIR. '1'11:1l fortun would be a 

long-range planning study under the direction o f  
MTC and involving participation by a wide array 
o f  staff and elected officials who would make the 
decisions as to which projects would be included 
in the m o n a l  Transportatiorl.Plnn. 

TIte Trunsl>ortatlon Mitigation section o f  this Ell< 
is deficierrt arrd misdirected irt ntarry respects. A 
serious flaw is tltat it g i ~ ~ e s  more uleight to 
bankritpt ideas like the Southern Crossirrg than to 
l~rog~.ess i~w ones like CulTrcrin up,qrucli~ig. The 
Southerrz Crossiwg is not a nzitigation rizcasure; it 
is an ncerbatiort nreasure. It n~ill require 1itore 
Itighways to feed it arid  ill increase autoniobile 
n-qfic on botlr sides of the Bay. It is 
uriacceprahle. A second deck on the Goldert Gate 
Bridge is urraccel~table for sintllar reasons. 

This section should he greatly ex[~andecl to fully 
discuss ,future trart~it projects arid vt'trys of 
charigirig rrrodal splits. . . . 

Tlris EIR sholtld not be certified irntil tlie 
Transl)ortation Mitigation secriort is re~lised as 
described above. 

Not orrly ~jill transit s)wtents to arid ,from our 
central city dnwrtto~~ns have to be etiha~iced, 
regional grid systenrs connecting sub~rrbarr 
ncti~aity cerrters will have to be irrtroduced. Marry 
liries u~ill be cross-regiorral arid not enter city 
do,vriro~vrts, but u!ill connect subur-burr shopping, 
coriinicrcial, industrial, atid resiclc~ntial areas. 
They u~ill cf course connect with regional rctdial 
liries fr-on1 downtowrts, atid schediiles and fares 
 ill be coordinated. Tlierc will of course be 
feecler lirics to tltese trunk lines. The o~~era l l  
coorrlirrared regior~ul grid system will include 
buses, light rail, lzea~iy rail, and cornntuter rail. 
F I I ~ W C  det~elol?rncnt must be transit oriented, riot 
auto oriented. If we are to preserite the 
l i~~mbi l i ty  r?f our metr-ol~olitan areas, arid perlrcrl>.s 
e~~err of the earth itself, we must star-t thinking in 
ternzs of moldng peol~le, not ilehicles. We nrrist 
star-t nzol~irtg ntariy more people by transit. 
(Nornrait Rove, Sari Fra~icisco Tomorrow) 

The mitigation measures contained in the Mission 
Bay EIR cover it range o f  approaches to incre;~sc 
transportation capacity for the region; these 
measures arc not ider~tificd solely for the benefit 
oS travelers in San Francisco, where transit is 
most likely to be n viable travel alternative. 
Virtually all of the measures identified for year 
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2000 focus on increasing capacity through the 
cxpansior~ of public transit and ridesharing 
,- ac~l~t les .  : . . Such measures wou~ld er~able travelers, 
particularly those from downtown Sar~  Francisco, 
to continue the projected trend of shifting away 
from the use of private automobiles. 

An extensive discussion of the substantial mode 
shifts to transit and carpooling by 2000 expected 
as a result of congestion occurring on the regional 
higl~way network is presenteci on pp. VI.E.74- 
VI.E.79 of Volu~ne Two. Additioni%l inode shifts 
were not assumed between 2000 and 2020 
because no basis could be found to define 
transportation improvements cuxrently being 
plarir~ed that would make it possible to 
accotnmodate additional travel demand during 
Illat period. 

Although summaxy descriptions of mitigation 
meztsures and their probable irr~pacts are 
provided, i t  is beyond the scope of the EIR to 
descl-ibe in detail future traffic itnpacts of each 
transit or highway project or measure 
recotnmeoded for mitigation of cumulative 
itnpxts analyzed in the EIR. The matters would 
require specific ilnplemer~tation, tlesign and 
plam~ing coordinatiot~ between MTC and the 
region's v;lrious transportation agencies, 
inclutling Caltrans. As these agencies have not 
prepared plans for improvements for the period 
between 2000 and 2020, it would be inappropriate 
and speculative for this EIR to imply what 
improvements are most likely. 

It is important to note, as stated repeatedly in the 
text and as shown by the forecasts presented in 
many of the tables, that the Mission Bay project 
would generate very small shares of traffic across 
tr~ost screenlines at frill build-out. Even then (by 
2020), it is the impacts of regional growth that 
will need to be addressed primarily. Thus, one of 
the year 2020 highway measures is the "Southern 
Crossing" (Mitigation Measure E.36a on 
pi'. VI.E.227-V1.E.228 of Volume Two). The 
EIR does not imply that this bridge could be 
constructed without increasing traffic on its 
approaches: in fact, it states only that such a new 
britlge would "reduce traffic congestion on the 
two adjacent bridges, with the alnourlt of 
reduction dependent on how many of the travelers 
would have to pass thmugh congested freeway 
segments to reach the new bridge. Additional 
fi.eeway witlenings of U.S. 101 in San Mateo 
County and 1-880 in Alameda County could be 
required" (pp. VI.E.227-VI.E.228 of Volurne 
Two). 

It is not the intent of the EIR to advocate some 
measures over others, particularly for such a 
distant time frame. Measures identified for 2020 

are suggested ex'unples of the types of 
improvcments that will necd to be considered if 
transportation conditions as projected in the EIR 
analyses were to occur. In recognition that rnany 
trips in the region cannot readily be made by 
transit, some highwaylroadway expansion 
projects are included in the list of mitigation 
options. The mitigation discussion does 
acknowledge that expanding certain segments of 
the region's freeways could overload the feeder 
freeway segments providing access to or from the 
expanded segments. 

However, roadway expansions, such as adding 
lanes to the San Mateo Bridge, adding a second 
deck to the Golden Gate Bridge, or constructing a 
new transbay Southern Crossing, need not 
necessarily mean more capacity just for 
single-occupant automobiles. Those roadway 
expansions conld allow for new or increased 
carpooling opportunities, preferential bus lanes, 
or rights-of-way for new transit service such as 
light-rail lines. All of these could be viable 
depending on transportation patterns and the 
amount of development in different parts of the 
region. Those possibilities for increasing 
efficiency in travel are already acknowledged anti 
discussed in Mitigation Measures E.35-E.38, 
pp. VI.E.225-VI.E.231 of Volurne Two. 

It should be noted that other opportunities may 
exist for transit expansion to address cwnulative 
transportation impacts in other parts of the region 
(e.g., the 1-680 corridor in the San Ramon / 
Pleasa~~ton area). However, those types of 
measures have not been included in this EIR, as 
there would be no measurable effect on 
cumulative travel generated by San Francisco. 

Tlte report identifies i~ariorts nritigation nzenslires 
needed to address tlze project's trarispormriori 
inipacts. Hou~ei~er,  the1.c is no indicatiort of 
wltich measures are be l i e~wl  to be the most 
feasible and effectii~e. Also, finding sources, 
project costs, and intplerizeritation schedrrles ar.e 
gertcrally omitted. Wirllout this ir~fornzcltiort ir is 
difficult to dererriiirre ir'hat rlre acrrrul 
trartspor-ration consequences of rile project will 
be. (Cilris Brittle, Metropolitan Trarts11or.tatiorr 
Contnzissiori) 

Mitigation measures proposed in the EIR to 
address Project Area itnpacts are organized by 
tr,msportation mode. They have been written to 
identify clearly the specific type of irripacts to be 
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mitigated. The choice and priority of 
iniplementing any of them is not established by 
the EIR, but by the decision-makers who 
detert~iine what type of development is 
appropriate in Mission Bay. From an EIR 
standpoint, it is not appropriate to declare 
whether roadway measures, for example, should 
take higher priority than transit improvements. 

The publication of the EIR enables all the 
mitigation measures contained therein to be 
considered for incorporation into an approved 
plan for Missiori Bay. It is therefore in the 
findings that support the decision on the Mission 
Bay Plan and rezoning that the disposition (i.e., 
acceptance, rejection or modification) of each of 
the mitigation measures will be declared. The 
findings also will specify what types of 
significant environmental impacts would be 
associated with the project as approved. It is only 
after the decision-makers can integrate the 
various social, economic, political, and 
environmentnl concerns of the project that the 
ultimate prioricy of mitigation nieasuses and 
environmental impacts will be known. 

MISCELLANEOUS TRANSPORTATION 
ISSUES 

Comments 

For the tr-artsit sectiorts, in Volume I f ,  page 
VI.E.227, tlte word "CalTrain" sltould read 
"Caltrans," and ort page VI.E.26, Figure VI.E.7, 
all of the piers northwardfi.om Pier 40 should he 
s ko~~r i  as "areas wher-e rail seri~ice is dependent 
or! tracks in project area," since tlzey rely on SP 
track-s, ~ ~ ' h i c h  cortrtect to the Belt Line. (Gary 
Adants, Caltrarts, District 4 )  

[1>.]Vl.E.26 (Map): SP Trartsportation Co. may 
rrot ltaile arry more customers left north of 
Tou~risertd St. . . . If SP Transportation Co. does 
not, then may should be changed to delete 
shading north of Towrtsertd. Also "Missiorz Bay 
Rail Area" slzadirtg is roo large. (James W .  
A~cgustino, Sa~tta Fe Pacjfic Realty Corporation) 

The error identified by the commenter on 
p. Vl.E.227 is corrected accordingly. The first 
sentence of Mitigation Measure E.363, on 

VI.E.227 of Volume Two, after the heading 
'iouthern Crossing," states, as amended: 

San Francisco - Oaklaad Bay Bridge as a 
means of relieving anticipared congestion on 
the Bay Bridge. 

Figure VI.E.7, referenced by the commenters, is 
intended to indicate freight rail service areas as of 
1983-1985, as 1985 is the setting year for the EIR 
analysis. In numerous parts of the text, it is 
already acknowledged that the trend for freight 
rail service in Mission Bay and its vicinity has 
been on the decline since 1985. That figure is 
revised to indicate that Beltline freight rail 
service, which relies on Southern Pacific lead 
tracks, may be received as far north as 
Piers 30-32, if necessary, although currently there 
are no operations there that require rail freight 
service. This figure, as revised, is shown on 
p. XV.E.42. 

Mission Bay DEIR: Transportation Comments 
pn VolUme I[. (Deleted words are crossed out, 
new words added are underlined where 
applicable.) 

[ I . ]  [ ] V I E 6 0  Para. 7 [Proposed text 
revision]: Streets within the Project Area 
containing four trailel lanes mgl! WdUIK be Third, 
16th, Fourth (north of China Basin Chartnel), 
Townsend, M#lIWJ, and King (with perhaps up to 

[p.Vf.E.60,] Para. 8 [Proposed text rei~ision]: 
All streets would contain parking lanes. CllfHOlr&/t 
Parking on ttidjdHl#tftl&d King Street mau. fi&kAIU 
be prohibited during peak trai~el hours. (James 
W.  Augustirzo, Santa Fe Pacific Realty 
Corporatiort) 

Vol. 11, Table V.3, p. V.24; Vol. I, 17. 11.4. All tfre 
alternatii~es shown in Vol. 11, Table V.3, list King 
Streer as a four-lane roadway. Howeser, 
suggested mitigation for congestion projected for 
King Streer in Vol. I, p. 11.4 would ittr~o1r)e 
deijeloping a six-lane roadway. In either case, a 
fairly high i~olunte of traflc n~ould travel on King 
Street through tlze niediunt high density 
residential area proposed in Alternari~~e B. This 
traflc might subject residents at street leilel to 
cortsiderable traffic noise, fumes, etc. Tlte final 
Mission Bay design for Kirtg Street should be 
coordinated with Caltrans to ensure that it is 
consistertt with plans for the proposed 1-280 
touchdown ramps. (Gary Adams, Caltrarrs, 
District 4 )  

12.1 lu.VI.E.60.1 Para. 9 [Pronosed text . . ., - During the 19509, CaJt-s proposed the i ~ r r r ~ . S r r c r r  11,dMld derli/b~d il%?NI hj 
constr~tction 01 a bridge soulh of the S'lxnlt Yttrdut 0 1 . 0 ~ 1 .  I / I ~ : ~ L U L ~ I . I U  S C L L ~  S t re~ t .  



- - - MISSION BAY BOUNDARY 

MISSION BAY RAlL AREA 

AREAS WHERE RAlL SERVICE IS DEPENDENT 
ON TRACKS IN PROJECT AREA 

AREAS OUTSIDE OF MISSION BAY WITH TRACKS 
UNAFFECTED BY MISSION BAY TRACKS 

Mission Bay FIGURE VI.E.7 1 
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS USED TO 

SOUACE: FumwAschman ~ssoc~ams, ~nc. DESCRIBE RAIL FREIGHT VOLUMES, 1985 

XVE.42 



XV. Summary of Comments and Respo~ses 
E. T~poliatition 

[3.] Jp.IVI.E.68, P a m .  2 [Proposed text 
revision]: Freight car gatheririg artd 
classification # fH / / / l / i dJ tN / / k~ l /U t iH f i i uUHI /b t / / t l i #  
Bff  ~ J / i t / t H / / ( B h / i i f i 8 / ~ ~ l / M ~ l / 8 ~ / ~ / N ~ f f d / l @ 8 t ~ #  bal!~ 
ceased.at~B~s!la~:e.~~y~ar_d..@~:is.O_a~~~. Mshi f red  
r~_So.urlt_Sar! Fr-a!~s_c.o.stariy~~ nrldnrldnrldSm~Lose 
yl?llB. . . . Sotrth of Sari Froricisco no n~ajor 
cltarrges i~r rail ,fr-eight actii~ities are assun~ed. 
Also.S~ur!~..o~~~~..F_t:~~!c~~~o~~C~LTrain_..~~.uy~b~ild 
a,.. !nQirtte!!a!~.ce.failiry,.d~LCIlhi!I YczxL~L..&.n. 
J_os.c. (Source: CalTrai~i-5-Year Plan) 

[4.] [1).]Vl.E.153, Para. 7 [Proposed text 
rei~ision]: Developn~ent of that area U./dMltl///Jht 
~ ~ f # ~ f l ~ # / f l ~ ~ l t / U d d / ~ k  c ~ u l d  reuuire reali~nrne~tt 
ofthe 16th Street lead trcrck. 

[.$.I [l?.]Vl.E.154, Para. 5 [Pruposed text 
reijision]: Begirrrrirtg at the ntairtline south of 
16th Street, t/~P//PNIBWn~/kf~NfddflfIUNIfN/tli4//IlIll~N/~ 
B ~ f ~ W / f l Q # # l l M l ~ d d N d d ~ l l B f f M ~ ~ l ~ I f B l l f N P / / ~ ~ f i H #  
t/id~M/hhfiMIY9/Jd6~/B~f#PMM/~iU!dUNtMltH4#dt/ff/IfUid/AH#II 
tti/l~~/d~liMl~dMd/~ld~~/~liifdd~~d~ili/8f~H~/~n~ 
~ . t L S t r . e e t t 1 e ~ d ~ i ~ q ~ ~ ~ a ! ~ . n _ e c ~ e . Z ~ i i s _ S n e e r  
k u L n ! h i c h  my i ruermt  a mw lead to bx 
coristructed along Chir~_a Basin Strtef.  

[6.] [p.]VI.E.165 [Proposed test reijision]: 
While neither of theBd 1-280 TCP EIR 
&rr~otives, nor Missiori Bay Alternative M//&t/i& 
N, 1voi~ide.s ,for a direct plorfor.nz-to-plotfurm 
transfer&ion Bav Alternariws A and B nrav 
gre!! iaross .v la . form tratisfers from ~ a l ~ r a i h  
to MUNI M-etro at 7tltlCharzriel Stre@. 

(7.1 [p.]1/I.E.182, Para. 3 [Proposed text 
rei~ision]: (Insert afrer 3rd sentence . . . "Third 
Street Bridge.") Alter~iativeh the .ldtIr Street 
lead niav be realirned on 16th Street to go e a r n  
IllinoisJtr-eet. then to China Basin Street. 

[8.] [p.]VI.E.182, Para. 4 [Proposed text 
rei~isiort]: By build-out, residential lartd uses 
Yr'dkIIU flm elin?incrre or realian the e,xistirty 16th 
Street cortriectiorr ro lllirrois Str-eet, . . . 

[9.] [p.]VI.E.183, Para. f [Proposed test 
rei~isiort]: However, as funding fur that 
conr~cction is riot secured, preseri~atiort of the 
Indiana Street l i ~ e  otttside the Project Area u 
!-eal~irri~~g the 16th Street lead U{dNItl my be 
requiredfur both Alternatii~es A and B .  

[ I  0.1 [l7.]Vl.E.201, Para. 2 [Proposed text 
I-ei:ision]: Irr order to ntirrintize or elin~iriate 
tr-afic congestioii and parking problems 
identified in the impacts section by lintiting arrto 
use, ~11si&r e s t a b l i s l t ~  a Missiori Bay 
Transl~ortatio~r Systeni Marragement (TSM) 
progrant fur the Project Area. 

[p.]VI.E.201, Para. 3 [Proposed text rei)isiort]: 

Funding for this [a TSM] progrant nwy iildhlIH be 
required. . . . 

[ I f . ]  [p.]Vl.E.207, Para. 3 [Proposer] tesr 
revision]: Increase parking requirentents 
particularly for office and hotel uses, and 
possibly for retail use. &/r'd/l4#~&bWi/f//pd+KiNg 
fd~~fIdMlJM/DfflTt/Idl~~#dt/d1 

[12.] [p.]VI.E.ZOS, Para. I [Proposed text 
revision]: Acconintodating parkirig demand 
associated with office and hotel uses, #/id/MMd 
Q ~ l ~ M d / N / M t M ~ U # l / / / / J / / M U U / ~ 8 l ~ t ~ ~ U / / U ~ l M d / / f l ~ ~ ~  
@ffflUIfi&i/pxdld~N&/i. 

(Janies W .  Augustino, Santa Fe Pacific Realtj 
Corporation) 

The following Responses are numbered to 
correspond to the number preceding each point 
made by the commenters. 

1. The traffic analyses conducted in the EIR are 
based on the lane configurations and parkirig 
restrictions that are stated on p. rV.E.60 of 
Volume Two. To alter those assumptions would 
be inconsistent with the quantitative analyses that 
have been presented. The EIR already evaluates 
the noise and air quality effects associated with 
the four-lane design. For King Street, a 
mitigation measure (see Measure E.4, 
pp. VI.E.200-VLE.201 of Volume Two) is 
included recomtnending the prohibition of 
curbside parking during the afternoon commute, 
which would allow three lanes of traffic in both 
directions for the most congested segment of 
King Street. 

Design work for King Street currently being 
coordinated between the San Francisco 
Department of Public Works and Caltrans, in 
implementing the 1-280 Transfer Concept 
Program, and the effects on intersection service 
levels on King Street are discussed on 
pp. XV.E.56 and XV.E.57 (see staff-initiated text 
changes for p.VI.E.147 and p:VI.E.I74, 
respectively). See also the discussion under 
Variant 12 (Development Agreement 
Application) in XV.P. Alternatives ,and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46. 

2. The revision proposed by the cornmenter has 
not been incorporated, as it is not reflective of the 
assumptions used in the analysis. For 'm analysis 
of traffic conditions tbat assume Berry Street 
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extends through to Seventh Street, see 
XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, pp. XV.P.27- 
XV.P.46, which addresses impacts of Variant 12, 
the land use program contained in the 
development agreement application for Mission 
Bay. 

3. The changes as proposed by the commenter 
are incorporated into the EIR. The second 
sentence of the second paragraph on p. VI.E.68 of 
Volume Two is revised and a new sentence is 
added after the third sentence, as follows: 

- Freight car gathaing and classification h v s  
ceased a t a h o r e  Yard (Brisbane) and 
S ~ & ~ O S M ~ B  SxFranciscostationand .. 
San Jose YA. South of San Francisco no 
major changes ht rail fneight facilities or 
activities are aswuned 4 ! s 3 m #  
F m ~ i . w ~ . . ~ T & ~ y - - W d ~ a _ . ~ ~  
faciginSan-.16hal 

The following new note, /66a/, is added to 
p. VI.E.238 of Volume Two to follow note 1661: 

166al California Department of Transportation 
(Caltransl CalTrain Peninsula Commute 

4. The revision proposed by the commenter is 
incorpor6~ted into the ELR. The second sentence 
of the last complete paragraph on p. VLE.153 of 
Volume Two is revisetl to state: 

Development of that area could sg&x 
r- of the 16th Street lead hack 

5. The revision proposed by the commenter is 
modified, as follows, and is added after the 
second sentence of the next-to-last paragraph on 
p. VI.E.154 of Volume Two: 

The following way is proposed to continue 
serving the Belt Line nortb of Mission Bay 
through the year U)o: beginning at the 
mainline south of 16th Street, the existing 
connection to the Illinois Street lead at 
Eldorado Street and the existing t m k  on 
Illinois Street woiltd intersect a new lead to 
be constructed along China Basin Street. 
Alternatively. a new 16rh_wcddmay 
connect to the JlJinois Streeflead which may 
i n t m t  a new l e a t o  be c m s t e d  along 
. ~ B ~ ~ J .  

6. The revisions proposed by the commenter 
have not been incorporated into the EIR, as they 
do not reflect the assumptions used in the 
analysis. The concept of a platform-to-platform 
transfer area between CalTrain and MUNI Metro 
service, however, was identified as a mitigation 
measure to facilitate iransfers (see Measure E.8, 

pp. VI.E.202-203 of Volume Two). If an 
approved plan for Mission Bay includes such a 
transfer platform facility, it will still have been 
covered in the EIR analysis. 

7. The revision is incorporated into the EIR. The 
following is thus inserted after the third sentence 
in the third paragraph on p. VI.E.182 of Volume 
Two: 

Alternatively, the 16th Street iead may be 
realigned on 16th Street to go east to Illinois 
Street, then to China Basin Street. 

8. The proposed revision is modified, as follows, 
and is incorporated into the the first sentence of 
the second listed item at the bottom of 
p. V1.E. 182 of Volume Two: 

By build-out, residential land uses mu 
eliminate the existing 16th Street connection 
to China Basin Street and thus require 
realiment of that cgnnection. - 

9. The revision proposed by the commenter 
regarding the realignment of the 16th Street lead 
is incorporated into the EIR. The last sentence of 
the paragraph at the top of p. VI.E.183 of Volume 
Two is thus revised to incorporate this change 
and several staff-initiated text changes shown on 
p. XV.E.58. As revised, this sentence states: 

However, as funding for ~nnections is * 
not secured, restoration and preservation of 
the Indiana Street line outside the Project 
Area, or reafignnent of the 16th Street lead 
Back, could be quirexi for both 
Alternatives A and B. 

10. The proposed revisions for p. VI.E.201 have 
not been incorporated into the EIR, as they would 
reduce and possibly eliminate the mitigating 
value that a TSM program provides. The choice 
to include, modify or reject mitigation measures 
would be made by decision-makers if a final plan 
is approved for Mission Bay. (See also the 
Response on pp. XV.E.34-XV.E.35.) 

11. The revision proposed is not incorporated 
into the EIR. However, the first sentence of the 
first paragraph of Mitigation Measure E.14b. on 
p. VI.E.207 of Volume Two, is clarified to 
indicate parking mitigation for CalTrain users: 

. Increase parking requirements paxticuhly for 
office and hotel uses, possibly for retail use, 
and accommodate existing odapad&~ demand 
for CalTraia 

For more information on the relationship of 
parking standards for CalTrairl and existing 
Master Plan Policy, see the first Response on 
p. XV.E.23. 
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12. The revisions proposed by the cotnmenter are 
not incorporated for the reasons explained in the 
first Responsc on p. XV.E.23. However, the 
meususe on p.VI.E.223 of Volurrie Two is 
slightly modified to clarify the mitigatory parking 
supply rate for CnlTrain; this would be consistent 
with the lnanner in which it is stated on 
1). VI.E.208 of Vol~une Two. In Mitigation 
Metisure E.74b, the second complete sentence of 
the ptutial paragraph tit  the top or p. Vl.E.223 is 
thus revised to state: 

- The mulling parking suppIy requirements by 
laod use to offset tbe padring deficit are the 
same as those presented in parking mitigation 
measures for year 2000 (see measure E.14): 
1.35 spaces per 1,000 square feet of office; 
0.84 spaces per mom for hotels; and -0 
0.04 spaces per passenger for the CalTrain 
Station. 

All ,fig~ires Sir the docunlent depicting the 
corifigrtr~atiori uf the prol~osed King Street ramps 
sltort, tlie ori-rarir~~s at the outside (tvest ofl the 6th 
Street r.ariy~s. At a rireeririg bel~veen Ccrltr-ans artd 
111e Ci t )~  of Sar! Frrir!cisco or! Map 27, 1988, it 
rt2us agreed t l~at  rite altcrrtatir~c with the King 
Slr.eet or!-r.anil~s rr,orrld be located or! tlte iriside of 
tlre 6th Street ~ U I ~ ~ J S .  Cbltrans is proceedirtg witli 
tlle err~~irorrnrcrrtcrl doelmtent based on this agreed 
t o t  altcrrratit~e. (Carp Adams, Calrrans, 
Distrio 4 )  

The ramp configuration depicted in the Mission 
Bay EIR graphics predates the point when 
Callrans and San Francisco agreed on a final 
design. As a result, the EIR graphics should be 
co~lsidered schematic and would in no way 
override the detailed desigrr and engineering work 
prepared by Cnltrans ant1 the San Francisco 
Uep:irt~nent of Public Works. 

Ortrissior~s t~vhich need to be clnr.ified in Volun7e I 
(ire 11s fbllo~t' ,~: Poge //.47/11.48 - T11er.c ul~pecrrs 
to 11e sorrrcrllirr~ orrlitted !ler~!eer7 the last /ir!e on 
pugc 11.47 urltl tlre first Iirie or! page 11.48. Pages 
11.52111.53 - Scrrire c~riiriterrt fir. tliose pages. It 
.seerirs crs i f the  to17 t11ree lirres qf cruch colrrrrrrr or? 
pugc 53 .sltolrld he s~oitclred. (Grrr)) Adan~s, 
Coltr.uri,s, District 4 )  

Due to a production error, text on pp. 11.47-11.48 

and 11.53 of Volume One was garbled. The 
correct text is presented below. 

On p. 11.47, the third sentence of the second 
paragraph under "CalTrain Station Location" 
(bottom of the right-hand column), which 
continues on p. 11.48 (top of the left-hand 
colurnn), is revised to state: 

- The ~ r e a t a  loss in ~T~ncl?:rsrshiphip.&e 
--re. r_...k .~eof.a~omobiles, resulting in 
increased street congestion 

On p. 11.53, the first three lines at the top of both 
columns should be reversed. Thus, the first 
sentence, which begins at the end of the 
right-hiand column on p. 11.52, and the second 
sentence in the top of the left-hand column on 
p. 11.53 state: 

The capacity planned for BART in 2000 
would allow for abont a doubling in the 
number of BART riders from the Downtown 
& Viciol&y&tween 1985 
a!&m!E---- 
hy._&mtd5%. b-sed-mUks.c&ce available 
and the need to accommodate some BART 
riders by 2000. 

Tlle sentence at the top of the right-hand column, 
which begins at the end of the left-hand column, 
states: 

Because all alternatives to using the Bay 
B r i d ~ U ) 2 0 w ~ b e ~ e 1 y  

hmher capacity increases. 

NOTES - Tmportation 

/ I /  Marty Birkenthal, BART, SRTP Planner, 
telephone conversation, April 5, 1989. 

121 CalTrain 1988-1993 Five-Year Plan, 
pp. 108-115. 

/3/ John Grother, So~~thern Pacific General 
Manager for Passenger Service, telephone 
conversation, October 3, 1989. 

/4/ See Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 
CalTrain Station Locatiom - Mission Bay, for 
the Department of City Planning, September 
1986; Forecasts for the Peninsula Mass 
Imm& (SCR 84) Study by Barton-Aschman 
Associ:~tes; a id  Forecasts for the Peninsul* 
. ~ m r n u J . ~ ~ ( l ~ & r ~ p ~ e e ~  by 
Wilbur Smith & Associates. 
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STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
TRANSPORTATION 

The following staff-initiated revisions are made 
to the Transportation subchapters and appendix in 
the Mission Bay Draft EIR. 

~m.e_QeeACb_apte_r.Two,Highli~hts & 
Conclusions ( m @ r t a t i o n l  

On p. 11.42, the fourth sentence in the top 
paragraph, right-hand column, is revised to state: 

llmt means that the analysis for 2020 requires 
~approgch~Birragfmmthatosedinthe 
analysis for 2000. 

The first sentence of the second paragraph under 
"Rail Freight Facilities & Services," which starts 
in the right-hand column on p. 11.48 and continues 
at the top of the left-hand column on p. 11.49, is 
revised to state: 

By 2000, implementation of the 1-280 
impmvements unda all Alternatives, and 
relocation of the CalTrain slation & 
A l t e d v e s A  and B, would requite 
abandonment of tracks pmviding existing 
Belt Railmad service fo the NQE&IX 
Waterfimnt. 

In the first full paragraph, Left-hand column, on 
p. 11.49, the third sentence is revised to state: 

The Indiana lead would access 
wn%@eraIi~-& tracks on 25th SWt ,  which 
would connect with an Illinois Street track 
that serves the container terminal. 

Also on p. 11.49, the first sentence undel 
"Pedestrians & Bicycles" is revised to state: 

Pedestrian and bicycle activity in 2000 aad 
2020 would be hidm than existing levels in 
all Alternatives. 

On p. 11.50, the last sentence in the left-hand 
column is revised to state: 

- The shift to transit and ridesharing would be 
greatest for travel to the East Bay, somewhat 
less to the North Bay, and none would be 
€&&for travelers to the Peninsula by 2000. 

On p. 11.51, the second senlence of the paragraph 
under "Downtown & Vicinity - MUNI," in the 
left-hand column, is revised to state: 

- In 2000, ridership would generally be 
accommodated on the MUNI screenlines; 
slight overcrowding would ocnn on the 

Northwest screenline during the pm. peak 
hour, and on the Northeast screenline during 
the p a  peak period. 

The first sentence of the second full paragraph, 
right-hand column, on p. 11.51 is revised to state: 

* By the year 2020, heavy congestion on the 
Golden Gate Bridge conid last foln horns, 
~smming the m e  levels of eansit and 
ridesharhg as in UW)O, if there were no 
additional transportation impmvements 
between 2000 and u)20. 

On p. 11.53, the last sentence of the second 
paragraph, left-hand column, is revised to state: 

Additional service would be required for 
BART and AC Traosit to m&&e loading 
~Q&I 1 5  and 1.25p"sengers per seat, 
lt%pmmel]r. 

The fourth sentence of the first paragraph under 
"Peninsula Corridor," which begins in the bottom 
of the right-hand column on p. 11.53 and 
continues at the top of the left-hand column on 
p. 11.54, is revised to state: 

In or near San Francisco, the capacity of local 
streets, U.S. 101, and 1-280 gmarally would 
be &cient to handle future travel demandr 
the switch k highway to transit modes by 
Downtown & Vicinity commuters assumed 
for the Golden Gate and Bay Bridges LL@QI 

ered irs &&Jy to occur for the mutes 
serving the Peninsula. 

The first two sentences of the first full paragraph, 
left-hand column, on p. 11.54, are revised to state: 

U.S. 101 at the San Mstm County line would 
operate at capacity for about &s hours in 
2000, with heavy congestion and speeds of 
30miles per hour occurring during that 
aftentoon pealr period. By 2W.0, heavy 
congestion on U.S. 101 would last for over 
Ihz? afternoon hours. 

In Figure 11.36 on p. 11.55, "Traffic Congestion 
Outbound From San Fr,wcisco During the 
Aflernoon Commute Period," the bars indicating 
"Hours of Severe Congestion" for "To South Bay 
(Highway 101)" are increased for the years 2000 
and 2020 to reflect the change noted above. 

The following is added to p. VI.E.l as a third 
paragraph under "Existing Project Area 
Transportation Facilities and Services": 
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- ln October 1989, a major earthquake of 
Richter magnitude 7.1, the Loma Prieta 
earthquake, occurred. It bad notable effects 
on Ule regional highway system. One span of 
Le upper deck of the Bay Bridge collapsed, 
closing the bridge for one month for repairs. 
T%e double-decked Cypress sbucture on 
1-880 near downtown Oakland coUapsed and 
has since ken demolished. Traflic bound to 
the Bay Bridge from 1-880 south of 1-580 no 
longer has direct access to the bridge and is 
now mlkcted through 1-580. 

Within San Francisco, major damage to State 
Route480 (Embarcadero Freeway) and the 
1-280 extension n a b  of Silver Avenue 
caused closure of those roads. As of May 2, 
1990, Calcrans estimates that the 1-280 
extension (from north of Silver Avenue to 
Fourth Street at Berry and to Sixth Street at 
Branuan) will be back in service by 
mid-October 19YO./la/ Different repair 
options are under consideration for the 
Embarcadero Freeway. In April 1990, Mayor 
hgnos proposed that the City demolish the 
elevated freeway and replace it with 
depressed expressway within the same 
righ-of-way. m e  couceptual design was 
approved by tbe Board of Supe~isors for 
further investigation, along with the 
possibility of demolition and replacement 
with a surface roadway. Feasibility of 
implementing this project and somes of 
funding for it are W i g  studied by City staff 
at the Mayor's directioaltbl The other main 
option, proposed by CalIrans. is repair and 
reinforcement of the existing sI~chlre. 

Two new notes, /la/ and /lb/, are added to 
y. VI.E.232, to follow note 111: 

- /la/ CalIrans Information, telephone conver- 
sation, May 2,1990. 

- /Ib/ Board of Supervisors Resolution 
#262-90, April 1990. 

On p. VI.E.16, the page number cited at the end 
of the last sentence in the first full paragraph is 
corrccted, as follows: 

- The ratio of passengers (demand) to seats 
(capacity) is used to describe the LOS that 
would be available on transit vehicles at each 
mte's d m  (passenger) load point and 
is discussed fuaher in AppendixE. 
p. XIVE,l-6. 

The first full sentence on p. VI.E.24 is revised to 
state: 

- (Trains .w_es then muted southward on the SP 
mainIine.)l20/ 

The third full paragr;~ph on p.VLE.24, which 
precedes "San Francisco Belt Railroad," is 
revised to state: - ATSF's Indiana Strcef lead track connects to 

SP's 16th Street lead west of the Project 
Area. South of the Project Area in, the 
Indiana Street lead connected to ATSF's 
Jlkois S a t  tmck at 25th Street. By 
less on over 1QQ4ks1 
long. a,tYI: i n 2 E t i 2 2  Indiana and 
25th Streetstshad been paved over. Thus. mil 
acc~..south...?o the p m m - t a i n e r  
T e m b  ... &L.-nm& of I s ~ C m ~ ! ~ k . . a o  
lonver wssible via this route. .uales$ the 

carscan acccss .the Indiana SrreeI tracks from 
thc SP Mainlinc,.north of 25th Strcc! (LC., at 
l@&@x/t2al However. t@@ c o n W !  
c o m b i o n s  of shm and long box cari 
cannot n~aneu_v_er.lbe .existing.cu&ature. of Lhe 
track bet~ece..l<ilb and 181h Slrcets./22bl in 
addition, thcreare m!cntial .cnnflic!s. for 
individd wide &ei&t atcars. as there are 
several locations along the Indiana Slreet lead 
wh-ere!!Qings along.the t rack.area&~3~3 
to 9.0 feet 5...the-~entetliee...~f ...@ 
GLGGkf The E a ~ ~ & ~ l ~ ~ n t i s ~ a  
clearance of at least 9Bfeet between the 
cenB.lieuf t h e . t r a c k a o Q . . m y w & ~ e ~  
other -wtential obsbructioaR2bl 

The Port's plans to expand the intermodal 
(rail-@ship) container capabilities of the 
North Container Tenminal require the 
capab'ity to handle long and wide (container) 
freight carsJ22bl Long and wide cars can be 
handled on the existing 16thStreet lead 
brackage to ntinois Street through the Project 
Area. As mentioned above, train length and 
the width of ~ a r s  would present access 
problems on the Indiana Street (racks. That 
trackage would bave to be realigned in some 
areas, to allow long trains and wide 
(container-loaded) cars to clear buildings or 
other obstructions along the right-of-way. At 
some locations, that realignment could 
roguire land acei t ion.  

The following new notes, /22a/ and /22b/, are 
added after note 1221 on p. VI.E.234: 

/22a/ Letter from KCA Engineers, Inc. to 
Sanm Fe Pacific Realty, April 10, 1990. 
Available for inspection at the Office of 
Environmental Review, 450 McALlister 
Street, 6th HOOT, San Francisco, 94102. 
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Accessibility of long box cars is evidenced by 
the presence of one such car on Jndiana S m t  
between 1% and 20th Streets (in h t  of 
Bomna~ Steel) ia ApriJ 1990. ATSF 
records show that the car arrived there in late 
February 1990. 

P2bl Kem Lung, Port of San Francisco, 
telephone conversations, hrlarch 22, 1990 and 
April 30,1990, Kerstin Fraser M a w ,  Santa 
Fe Pacific Realty, intemew, April 17, 1990, 
and telephone conversation, April 30, 1990; 
Cliff J-, Chief Harbor Engineer, Port of 
San Francisco, telephone conversation, 
May 2, 1990. The Poa has no plans to use 
tall (stacked-container) cars at the North 
Container Taminal (ibis would require 
effectively raising the heights of Tunnels 1 
and 2 on the SP maidhe, between Army 
Sueet and Mariposa Srreets, not cwently 
judged cost-eff'ective). The Port's current 
plans are to provide access for tall cam to the 
So.uth Container Temhal, on the south side 
of klais Creek, by lowering the tracks in 
Tunnels 3 and 4, in the southeast corner of 
San Francisco. 

On p. VI.E.30, footnote /a/ at the bottom of 
Table VI.E.5 is corrected, as follows: 

la1 For flow regime descriptions, see 
Appendk E. p. XIVE21. 

On p. VI.E.31, the first sentence of the second 
paragraph is revised lo state: 

- The Project Area conmios three parking 
lots -- l_wq public and one private (restricted); 
an additional two ~ b l i c  lots are immediately - - 
adlacent to the Proiect Area. - 

On p. VI.E.34, a typographical error is corsected 
in the second sentence of the first paragraph 
ilnder "Transit Operating Conditions at 
Screenlines." As corrected, this sentence states: 

Those numbers, which are listed in 
Table W.E.6 for all uansit &.a, include 
both travelers who began their trip within the 
Downtown & Vicinity, and travelers who 
began tbeu trip elsewhere. 

Chariges are made to Tables VI.E.23, 
p. VI.E.144, and VI.E.26, on pp. Vl.E.167- 
VI.E.168. 111 Table VI.E.23, the 2000 Alternative 
VIC and LOS are changed for "Second and 
~ r ~ a n t  (Sterling St. H O ~  1-80 east on-ramp)," 
ul~dcr "Sigtialized Freeway Access Points." For 
"2000 Altert~ativeA," the V/C and LOS are 
changed to, respectively: 

For "2000 Alternative B," Ule V/C and LOS are 
changed to, respectively: 

For "2000 Alternative N," the V/C and LOS are 
changed to, respectively: 

On p. VI.E.167, the first page of Table VI.E.26, 
the Alternzttive A 2000 and 2020 V/C and LOS 
are changed for "Second and Bryant (Sterling St. 
HOV 1-80 east on-ramp)," under "Signalized 
Freeway Access Points." For "2000, the V/C 
and LOS are changed to, respectively: 

For "2000," the V/C and LOS are changed to, 
respectively: 

In Table VI.E.26 on p. VI.E.168, the 
Alternative B 2000 and 2020 V/C and LOS are 
changed for "Second and Bryant (Sterling St. 
HOV 1-80 east on-ramp)," under "Signalized 
Freeway Access Points." For "2000," the V/C 
and LOS are changed to, respectively: 

For "202OU, the V/C and LOS are changed to, 
respectively: 

On p. VI.E.168, the Alternative N 2000 and 2020 
V/C and LOS are also changed for this 
intersection. For "2000," the V/C and LOS are 
changed to, respectively: 

For "2020," the V/C and LOS are changed to, 
respectively: 
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011 p. VI.E.168, the second page of this table, the 
"LOS" and "%" colu~rms did riot appear under 
"Altcnlativc N" for the year 2020. These 
colutnns are added and, to accommodate them, 
p. VI.E.168 is divided into two: "Alternative B, 
2000 ;old 2020" appears on one page, and 
"Alternative N, 2000 and 2020" appears on the 
ncxt. The footnotes on p. VI.E.168 now appear 
on tlie last page of the table Part of the second 
sentence of footnote /g/ did riot appear in the 
Draft EIR. That footnote, as /h/, now states: 

- /h/ LOS calculated represents the worst 
movement lwel of service calculated for the 
intersection. For unsignalized intenrectious, 
V/Cratios are not calculated. 

Additional changes are made to Tables VLE.23 
and VLE.26 as well. "Third and Townsend," the 
seco~id entry under "New Signalized Intersections 
in Project Area," is moved up in the tables to be 
the second item under "Existing Signalized 
intersections in Project Area." The 1985 V/C and 
LOS for. this intersection are changed to, 
respectively: 

The followirig new note/e/ is added to these 
tables: 

/el Source: San Francisco Department of 
City Planning, "Mission Bay Special 
Studies - Tramportation Network+" prepared 
by DKS Associates, September 1986. 

To accommodate this new note, the subsequent 
notes are given new letter designations (i.e., 
existing note /el becomes If/, If/ becomes /g/, etc.). 

Tables VI.E.23 and VI.E.26, revised to show 
these staff-initiated text changes and the changes 
shown in the Response on pp. XV.E.25-XV.E.26, 
are presented on p. XV.E.50 and pp. XV.E.51- 
XV.E.54, respectively. 

On 1'. Vl.E.48, a reference mark for note/55/ is 
added to tlie elid 01 the seco~id sentence of the last 
pnr:~grapli: 

- Since then, additional p1-g and 
engineering anaiyscs have defined Kiag 
Street to be a fom- to six-he arterial 
connecting the 1-280 on- and off-ramps and 
m e  Embarcadem roadway./55,57/ 

* Tlic first selitence of the first full paragraph on 
p. VI.E.52 is revised to state: . - Two lypes of analysis are used in tbis W 

to trampomtion implications 
associated with the Mission Bay Alternatives. 

The fourth sentence of the third paragraph under 
"Impact Conclusions," which begins on 
p. VI.E.52 and conlitiues on p. VLE.53, is 
corrected to state: 

The 2020 impact analyses, therefore, do not 
present a realistic scenario of trsnsportation 
conditions; instead, the impact results are 
used to identify the types and magnitudes of 
-tion impmvements that would 
accommodate pjected travel demand and 
which should be considered in planning fw 
regional transportation systems beyond 2000. 
A detailed presentation of all mitigation 
measures for both analysis years is contained 
in the Mitigation secLion. 

The following sentence is added before the first 
complete sentence on p.VI.E.53, and also 
following the last complete sentence on 
p. VI.E.58: 

Another implication of the 30-year horizrm to 
buildout is the variability of -on 
demand forecasts wa such a long perid 
Forecast cumulative tratfic and transit 
demands may occur before the year 2.020 (and 
may, on the other hand, not be m h e d  until 
after 2.020). 

The sentence starting on the last line of 
p. VI.E.58 and continuing on p. VI.E.59 is 
revised to state: 

lB-afmetiW two sets of conclusions 
are used to recommend possible mitigation 
measures (see Mitigation, p. VLE.198). 

A reference mark for note 1551 is added to the end 
of the fifth listed item on p. VI.E.60: 

- Streets within the Project Area containing 
fow travel lanee would be Third. 16Ub 
Fomth (north of China Basin Channel), 
Townsend, Owens and King, hecause those 
streets would continue to w r y  traffic to 
and from the Project Area, the Downtown 
& Vicinity, and other areas of San 
Francisco. All other streets within the 
Project Area would contain two travel 
lanes (one in each directim)./55/ 

The following sentences are added to the end of 
the second listed item at the top of p. VI.E.69: 

Since then, a @on of the hack near 
25th Street has been paved wa. If freight 
rail service on ihis track were to be resumed, 
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the paving would have to be removed (see 
also the discussion added on p. VLE.24). 

On p. VI.E.79, the first paragraph after "South 
Bay Screenline" is revised arid a new sentence is 
added, as follows: - Modal shifts to transit are not assumed for the 
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TABLE Vl .E.23:  P.M. PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE, 1985 AND 2000 

T h i r d  and B e r r y  
Third and Tmnsend 
T h i r d  and Four th  / Mi 
T h i r d  and Mariposa 
T h i r d  and 16th 
Four th  and Townsend 
Four th  and B e r r y  
Seventh and Townsend 

T h i r d  and K ing  
Four th  and K i n g  
F i f t h  and K i n g  
F i f t h  and Townsend 
F i f t h  and B e r r y  
Owens and B e r r y  
Owenr and Alameda 
Langbridge and Alameda 
Owens and S i x t e e n t h  
Center and Daggett 
Four th  and Hooper 
S i x t h  and K ing  

Seventh and 1 6 t h / M i s r i r s i p p i  IlL /b/ D  
P e n o s y l ~ a n i a  and Mar iposa I!!/ 0 

S i s n a l i d  Freeway Access Po in ts  

F i r s t  and H a r r i s o n  
11-80 e a r t  on-ramp) 

Second and B r y a n t  ( S t e r l i n g  S t .  HOV 
1-80 e a r t  on-ramp) 

Second and H a r r i s o n  
( t o  1-80 eas t  on-ramps) 

F o ~ r t l l  and H a r r i s o n  
( i -80  west oo-ramp) 

Four th  and Bryan t  
11-00 eas t  of f - ramp) 

F i f t h  and Bryan t  
(1-80 e a r t  on-ramp) 

F i f t h  and H a r r i s o n  
11-80 west of f - ramp) 

S i x t h  and Brannan 
11-280 ramps) 

Seventh and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 west on-ramp) 

Har r i son  and Er rex  
11-80 e a r t  on-ramp) 

0.06 A  100 -- -- -- -- -- 
0.33 A  20 0.36 A 25 0.14 A  -- -- -- n.10 A inn -- - 

1.27/h/ F  5  1.27/k/  F 5  1.27/h/ F  5  

Q& B -- P,6Z !! -- plea B -- 
0.98 E  5 1.02 F  5  1.00 F  5 

0.92 E  5  0.92 E  5  0.90 D 5  

0.53 A  5  0.52 A  5  0.51 A  5  

1.46/k/ F  5  1 . 5 1 / k / F  5  1.44/h/ F  5 

1.15 F  5  1.16 F  5 1.14 F 5  

0.92 E  5  0.92 E 5  0.97 E  5  

0.74 C  5  0.74 C  5  0.74 C  5 

/a/  V / C  stands f o r  volume-ta-capacity r a t i o .  
/b/ LOS i s  Level  o f  Serv ice ;  rang ing  from A  ( b e s t )  t o  F ( w o r s t ) ,  see Appendix E  f o r  d e f i n i t i o n s .  
/ c /  Percent o f  t a t a l  i n t e r s e c t i o n  volumes es t imated  t o  be o r i g i n a t i n g  i n  or des t ined  t o  M i s s i o n  Bay, rounded t o  

nearest  f i v e  percen t .  
/d /  1985 counts were n o t  taken because K i n g  and Ber ry  S t r e e t s  c u r r e n t l y  p r o v i d e  o n l y  l o c a l  access. 
M a p r c e :  a n  Francis-rteent of C i t r  P l a n n i n & ~ ~ t $ i p n  Bar Studies - Tranrmrtat ion k t q r k . "  

Fxwmdm-- 
I f /  1985 counts n o t  taken because o f  low volumes a t  t h i s  "T" i n t e r s e c t i o n .  
/g/ 1985 counts r e r e  n o t  taken because the  i n t e r s e c t i o n  does n o t  e x i s t .  
/h/ LOS c a l c u l a t e d  represen ts  the  worst  movement l e v e l  o f  s e r v i c e  c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  the  i n t e r s e c t i o n .  For  

" "s igna l i zed  i n t e r s e c t i o n s ,  V/C r a t i o s  are n o t  c a l c u l a t e d .  
/j/ I n t e r s e c t i o n  assumed t o  be s i g n a l i z e d  i n  f u t u r e .  
/j/ LOS F  r e f l e c t s  t h e  delays induced by poor  t r a f f i c  f l ow on t h e  Bay B r i d g e  approaches, n o t  t h e  r a t i o  o f  

volume-to-capacity. 
/b/ Future V/C c a l c u l ? t e d  bared on s a t u r a t e d  V/C c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  1985. 
LIL The Level o f  & n ~ w  p r o a p n s  tat- account the effect of Ca l l ra in  shutt les thrgu? the i n t e r s e ~ t i o n , t p  

a c r e r s t P P  
e e s  p e r h o u r  shutt le a v  Wtr .  

SOURCE: Barton-Aschman Associates,  I n c .  
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TABLE VI.E.26: P.M. PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE, 1985, 2000 AND 2020 

A l t e r n a t i v e  A  
1985 2000 a 

V/C/a/ LOS/b/ YAM LOS/b/ %/r/ !U&d LOS/b/ %/c/ 

E x i s t i n q  S i q n a l i z e d  I n t e r s e c t i o n s  i n  P r o i e c t  Area 

-bird and B e r r y  
Bird &  send 
-bird atid F o u r t h  I M i s s i o n  Rock 
-bird and Mar iposa 
h i r d  atid 1 6 t h  
- o u r t h  and Townsend 
' o u r t h  and B e r r y  
ieven th  and Townsend 

New S i a m l i z e d  I n t e r s e c t i o n s  i n  P r o i e c t  Area 

T h i r d  and K i n g  
F o u r t h  atid K i n g  
F i f t h  and K i n g  
F i f t h  and Townsend 
F i  i t h  and B e r r y  
Owens and B e r r y  
Owens atid Alameda 
Lorigbridge and Alameda 
Owens and S i x t e e n t h  
Center  and Dagge t t  
F o u r t h  and Hooper 
S i x t h  and K i n g  
Iowa and Mar iposa 
Owens and Hooper 
T h i r d  and Yuma 
T h i r d  and Hooper 
T h i r d  and China B a s i n  
S i x t h  and Uagget t  

U n s i a n a l i z e d  I n t e r s e c t i o n s  i n  P r o i e c t  Area 

Seventh and 1 6 t h / M i s s i s s i p p i  L/ 
Pennsy lvan ia  and Mar iposa 

< gnalirsd Freewav A c c e s s e e i n t s .  

F i r s t  and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 e a s t  on-ramp) 
ond and B r y a n t  
( S l e r l i n g  S t .  HOV 1-00 e a s t  on-ramp) 

Second and H a r r i s o n  
( t o  1-80 e a s t  on-ramps) 

F o u r t h  and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 west on-ramp) 

F o u r t h  and Bryan t  
(1-80 e a s t  o f f - ramp) 

F i f t h  and Rryan t  
(1-80 e a s t  on-ramp) 

F i f t h  and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 west  o f f - ramp) 

S i x t h  and Rrannan 
( 1-280 ramps) 

Seventh and H a r r i s o n  
( 1-80 west on-ramp) 

Uns iqna l  i z e d  Freewav Access P o i n t  

H a r r i s o n  and Essex 
(1-80 e a s t  on-ramp) 
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TABLE VI.E.26: P.M. PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE, 1985, 2000 AND 2020 (con t inued)  

A l t e r n a t i v e  B 
2 . 0 0  -2020- 
V/C/a/ LOS/b/ %/c/ V/C/a/ LOS/b/ %LC/ 

E x i s t i n a  S i a n a l i z e d  I n t e r s e c t i o n s  i n  P r o i e c t  Area 

T h i r d  and B p r r v  
  hi rd and .~im&wd 
T h i r d  and F o u r t h  / M i s s i o n  Rock 
T h i r d  and Mariposa 
T h i r d  and 16 th  
F o u r t h  and Townsend 
F o u r t h  and B e r r v  
Seventh and  owi is end 0.72 C 10 0.87 D 10 

New S i g n a l i r u !  I & r $ e c t i ~ w  i n  P r v i s c t  A rea  

T h i r d  and K i n g  
F o u r t h  and K i n g  
F i f t h  and K i n g  
F i f t h  and Townsend 
F i f t h  and B e r r y  
Owens and B e r r y  
Owens and Alameda 
Longbr idge and Alameda 
Ower~s and S i x t e e n t h  
Center  and Dagget t  
F o u r t h  and Hooper 
S i x t h  and K i n g  
Iowa and Mariposa 
Owens and Hooper 
T h i r d  and Yunla 
T h i r d  and Hooper 
T h i r d  and China B a s i n  
S i x t h  and Dagget t  

U n s i a n a l i z e d  I n t e r s e c t i o n s  i n  P r o i e c t  Area 

Seventh and l b t h / M i s s i s s i p p i  LIL 
Pennsylvania and Mariposa 

S a n a l  i zed Freewav Access P o i n t s  

F i r s t  and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 eas t  on-ramp) 

Second and B r y a n t  
( S t e r l i n g  S t .  HOV 1-80 e a s t  on-ramp) 

Second and H a r r i s o n  
( t o  1-80 eas t  on-ramps) 

F o u r t h  and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 west on-ramp) 

F o u r t h  and B r y a n t  
(1-80 eas t  off-ramp) 

F i f t h  and B r y a n t  
(1-80 eas t  on-ramp) 

F i f t h  and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 west o f f - ramp) 

S i x t h  and Brannan 
( 1-280 ramps) 

Seventh and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 west on-ramp) 

U n s i a n a l i z e d  Freewav Access P o i n t  - 

H a r r i s o n  and Essex 
(1-80 e a s t  on-ramp) 
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TABLE VI.E.26: P.M. PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE, 1985, 2000 AND 2020 (con t inued)  

A1 t e r n a t i v e  N  
- 2QQQ 2 0 a -  
V/C/a/ LOS/b/ W Y&& LOS/b/ %/cL 

E x i s t i n q  S i a n a l i z e d  I n t e r s e c t i o n s  i n  P r o i e c t  Area - 
T h i r d  and Ber rv  
Third and ~orn iend  
T h i r d  and F o u r t h  / M i s s i o n  
T h i r d  and Mariposa 

Rock 

T h i r d  and 1 6 t h  
F o u r t h  and Townsend 
F o u r t h  and B e r r y  
Seventh and Townsend 

New S i e n a l i ~ d  I n t e r s e c t i v n ~  i n  P r o i e c t  A r w  

T h i r d  and K i n g  
F o u r t h  and K i n g  
F i f t h  and K i n g  
F i f t h  and Townsend 
F i f t h  and B e r r y  
Owens and B e r r y  
Owens and Alameda 
Longbr idge and Alameda 
Owens and S i x t e e n t h  
Center  and Dagget t  
F o u r t h  and Hooper 
S i x t l i  and K i n g  
Iowa and Mariposa 
Owens and Hooper 
T h i r d  and Yuma 
T h i r d  and Hooper 
T h i r d  and China Bas in  
S i x t h  and Dagget t  

Unsianal  i z p  

Seventh and 1 6 t h / M i s s i s s i p p i  LLL 
Pennsylvania and Mariposa 

X i a n a l i d  F r w w a v  m s s  P o i n t s  

F i r s t  and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 eas t  on-ramp) 

Second and Bryan t  
( S t e r l i n g  S t .  HOV 1-80 e a s t  on-ramp) 

Second and H a r r i s o n  
( t o  1-50 eas t  on- ran l~s )  

~ o " r t l i  and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 west on-ramp) 

F o u r t h  and B r y a n t  
(1-80 e a s t  o f f - ramp) 

F i f t h  and B r y a n t  
(1-80 eas t  on-ramp) 

F i f t h  and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 west o f f - r a m )  

s i x t h  and Brannan 
( 1-280 ramps) 

Seventh and H a r r i s o n  
(1-80 west on-ramp) 

U n s i a n a l i z e d  Freewav Access P o i n t  

H a r r i s o n  and Essex 
(1-80 e a s t  on-ramp) 
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TABLE VI.E.26: P.M. PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE, 1985, 2000 AND 2020 ( c o n t i n u e d )  

/a /  V/C s tands f o r  vo lume-to-capaci ty  r a t i o .  
/b/  LOS i s  Leve l  o f  S e r v i c e ;  see Appendix E  f o r  d e f i n i t i o n s .  
/ c /  Percen t  o f  t o t a l  i n t e r s e c t i o n  volumes e s t i m a t e d  t o  be o r i g i n a t i n g  i n  o r  d e s t i n e d  t o  M i s s i o n  

Bay, rounded t o  n e a r e s t  f i v e  p e r c e n t .  
/ d /  1985 counts  were n o t  taken  because K i n g  and B e r r y  S t r e e t s  c u r r e n t l y  p r o v i d e  o n l y  l o c a l  access. 
/e/ Source: San.E~a_ncisco Departggggtgf Citv Plannine "Hiss.ion Bav Special Studies - 

J r a w w t e t i n o  Netwrk." ~ r e ~ a r e d  bv DiCS Associates. %pt&er 1986. 
/I/ 1985 coun ts  not t a k e n  because o f  l o w  volumes a t  t h i s  'IT" i n t e r s e c t i o n .  
/g/ 1985 counts  were n o t  taken  because t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  does n o t  e x i s t .  
/h/ LOS c a l c u l a t e d  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  w o r s t  movement l e v e l  o f  s e r v i c e  c a l c u l a t e d  f o r ' t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n .  

For  u n s i g ~ i a l  i r e d  i ~ i t e r s e c t i o n s ,  V/C r a t i o s  a r e  n o t  c a l c u l a t e d .  
/i/ I n t e r s e c t i o n  assumed t o  be s i g n a l i z e d  i n  f u t u r e .  
/j/ LOS F  on t h e  Bay B r i d g e  approaches, n o t  t h e  r a t i o  o f  vo lume-to-capaci ty .  
/k/ F u t u r e  V/C c a l c u l a t e d  based on s a t u r a t e d  V/C c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  1985. 
/1L pc!&el..~fSerujce or w c h ~ ~  t a k  inteKuuult the effect af CaI . . Jxakshbflerthtnliphf 

in tersect ionto  a c c e s s h e  Seventh and Channel Street station. I t  i s  a s s w d  the tra ins m u  
be traveling a t  a S P ~  of f ive  miles hour for t b e  shuttle mvewj&& 

SOURCE: Barton-Aschman Assoc ia tes ,  I n c .  
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South Bay screentine. because p r o j s d  
roadway c~~.oPm(f-orlb-..2090! at the 
San Mate0 C m t y  h e  m-n~t-srpccdd. ..w 
b e c o a ~ e ~ 8 ~ ~ ~ 4 ~ 0 1 g h L ~ . . ~ e & ~ &  
u~g.  .ule 1-280 is projected to operate 
below capacity during the peak period, 
U.S. 101 would be at capacity for about 
hours. Qrixep seeking tmroid  coneestion 
rn V.S. 1 0  could elect to take 1-280 as an 
altematemute,.m.alfe~tb~af.de~_e- 

The following new note refercnce mark is added 
after the last sentence of' the paragraph under 
"Highways" on p. VI.E.85: 

Estimates of the number of trips from each 
travel component (Project Ares, Downtown 
& Vicinity, rest of region) during the 4:00 to 
6:OOp~n. peak period are shown in 
Table VIE.10, pp. VI.E.87-VI.E.88.fl&/ 

The following new note, /76a/, is added after 
note 1761 on p. VI.E.239: 

/76a/ The analyses here do not reflect effects 
on the Embarcadem Freeway and the 1-280 
extension (from 101 to Sixth Street) of the 
7.1 magnitude Loma Prieta eadqyake that 
occurred in October 1989. As of May 2, 
1990, C a l m s  estimates that the 1-280 
extension (From north of Silver Avenue to 
Fourth Street at Berry and to Sixth Street at 
Brannan) will be back in service by 
mid-October 1990. (Caltrans Infomation, 
telephone conversation, May 2,1990.) Thus, 
the long-range projections in Lhis EIR would 
mot cbange. Cbmut discussions regarding 
the Embarcadem Freeway focus on whether 
to repair and reinfme the existing ovnhead 
shucture or replace it with a below-grade or 
at-grade roadway. The depressed roadway 
concept has been a p e d  by the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors 
(Resolution#262-90, April. 1990) for 
reasibility studies. The conceptual design to 
be evaluated would provide about 85% of the 
carrying capacity of the existing 
(p-canbguake) freeway. 

S k e  the c d g  capacity of that design is 
close to that of the Embarcadem Freeway, as 
assumed in the Mission Bay EIR 
musportation analyses, the long-term 
projections presented berein would appmxi- 
mate trattic conditions uuder that design (if 
the supponing local street and transit network 
werc similar to that assumed in the EIR 
analyses). 

It is not possible to predict the outcome of 
feasibility and fuudiug studies at this time, 

nor the exact types and locations of local 
street intersections and transit routes that 
would result if the below-grade or at-grade 
roadway concept were approved and funded. 
lbat information would emerge from 
planoiog studies separate from the Mission 
Bay W. 

In Table VI.E.9 on p. VI.E.86, the unit modifier 
did not appear in the headings "Estimates of 
Congestion Duration." These headings are 
corrected, as follows: 

. Estimates of congestion Duration - 2.0 hrs. 

Estimates of congestion Lhmtion - 4.5 hrs. 

Estimates of Congestion Duration - less than 
1 bh. 

Estimates of Congestion Duration - 2.5 hrs. 

As pointed out in "Staff-Initiated Text Change" in 
the Draft Supplement to the Mission Bay Draft 
EIR, a revision is made to the second sentence of 
the last paragraph on p. VI.E.91 to correct a 
statement regarding future congestion on 
U.S. 101 at the San Mate0 County line. As 
revised, this sentence states: 

m e  period of MI utilization of capacity 
would increase from about one hour in 1985 
to about lhcs hours in 2000. 

The typographical error in the Draft EIR does not 
change the analysis or conclusions of the text that 
follows this statement. 

On p. VI.E.101, the reference mark to note 1581 at 
the end of the first sentence of the second 
paragraph under "CalTrain, BART (South Bay), 
atid SamTrans" is corrected, as follows: - A number of studies have been pubfished 

recently tbat directly (or indirectly) evaluate 
the effects on CalTrain ridership that would 
result fixnu relocabion of the San Fraucizo 
CalTrain terminal from its current location at 
Fourth and Townsend Streets (where it would 
remain with AltemativeN) to a new site 
about onehalf mile to the southwest at 
Seventh and Channel Streets (where it is 
assumed to be with Alternatives A and B ) . m  

On p. VI.E.105, the second sentence in the first 
paragraph under "Highways" is revised to state: 

Tbe Golden Gate Bridge would operate at 
capacity for about two hours, the Bay Bridge 
for about 4.5 hours. and U.S. 101 at the San 
Mateo County line for about tlmx hours. 
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The seconci sentence of the first paragraph under 
"San Fmncisco - Oakland Bay Bridge," which 
starts on p. VI.E.l l l  and continues on 
p. VI.E.112, is cossected, as follows: 

Growth in vehicular travel emanating from 
the Downtown & Vicinity during the 
pm. peak period is projected between 2000 
and 2020, unlike I h e . ~ e s s . o ~ e c ~  
between 1985 and 2000J83/ 

On p. VI.E.113, the first sentence of the second 
parag~iph under "U.S. 101 at the Sari Mateo 
County Line" is revised to state: 

As a result of the cumulative growth in 
peak-period vehicular travel, the duration of 
congestion (V/C = 1.0) on U.S. 101 is 
projected to expand from less than one how 
in 1985, to about .- hours in 2000, and to 
over Lhree hours in 2020. 

The following paragraphs are added after the first 
Sull paragraph on p. VI.E.147: 

In August 1989, the San Francisco 
Departments of City Planning and Public 
Works, MUNI, and the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency reached an 
agreement on The Embarcadero / King Street 
roadway design which differs from the 
preliminary design assumed in this EIR 
analysis. The revised design provides for two 
travel lanes in each direction along m e  
Embarcadem and King Street, west to Third 
Street; two lanes also would be pmvided in 
the westbound direction of King Street 
between Third and F o d  Streets. m e  
remainder of King Street to the 1-280 on- and 
off-ramps would have three travel lanes in 
each direction for peak-period M t c .  In 
comparison to this revised roadway design, 
the EIR analysis is predicated on a six-lane 
design (three in each direction) for The 
Embarcadem and only two travel lanes in 
each direction on King Street. Possible 
changes from the traffic forecasts presented 
above would result from the change in travel 
lanes such that the volumes of westbound 
vehicles that could reach King Street's 
intersations in Mission Bay during the 
PM peak hour would be restricted. 

Intersections in Mission Bay along King 
Street could be operating at LOS B, C or D 
during the PM peak how, while nearby 
intersections on Beny and Townsend Streets 
could be operating at LOS A or B, if traffic 
flow restrictions are not taken into 
accountfl/92a/ Given that most driven search 
for routes they perceive to be the fastest 

available, some of the hatr~c that would not 
be Luxding toward or away from the 1-280 
ramps near Sixth and King Streets could 
divert to Townsend and Berry Streets (the 
streets paralleling King Street). As that type 
of braac flow represents only a small portion 
of all traffic on King Street, that possible 
divemion to Townsend and Berry Streets 
would not degrade the levels of service on 
those streets to less than LOS B. 

One other factor would have a strong effect 
on future levels of service for King Street's 
intersections. The installation of Ihe MUNI 
Mem extension (&om the Market Street 
subway) along the median of King Street 
would affect future naflic flows on that 
street, particularly for vehicles making lefi 
tms. The extent of those impacts would 
depend directly on assumptions made about 
future signal phasing plans and headways of 
MUNI Metro bains. As MUNI wiU continue 
to refine its operating plan for the MUNI 
Metm extension and as it would be. premature 
to establish signal phasing plans for this 
general-plan-level W, the levels of service 
projected for King Street intersectim 
presented here are general descriptions that 
could be ref& at a later time when detailed 
service schedules for MUNI Metro and 
intersection signal phasing have bsen 
established. 

The following new note, /92a/, is added after 
note /92/ on p. VI.E.240: 

192.4 Detailed level of service presentations 
for individual intersections are included in 
background information for the EIR, 
available for public review at the Office of 
Environmental Review, 450 McAUista 
Street, San Francisco, California 94102. 

The following is added to the end of the third 
listed item under "Alternative A" on p. VI.E.153: 

- However, the connection from Indiana Street 
to 25th Street would not exist unless the 
paving at the Indiana Street/ 25thStreet 
intersection were removed. See also the 
discussion added on p. VI.E.24. 

The last paragraph on p. VLE.153, which 
continues on p. VI.E.154, is deleted, and the first 
11111 paragraph and the two listed items that follow 
it are revised, as follows: 

The Port of San Francisco has proposed that a 
rail connection be provided to the NoRh 
Terminal either along Anny Street or across 
Islais Creek, but has not secured funding for 
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that project. The 16tb Street line would not 
be necessary if that optional connection were 
built. The connection between the Peninsula 
mainline and the Illinois Street lead to the 
Port's Noah Taminat, which could be 
required after 2000 with both Alternatives A 
and B, could be pmvided as follows: 

- Build a new rail bridge across Islais Creek 
Channel that would connect the Quint 
Street lead serving the Port's Intermodal 
Container T m f a  Facility (at the South 
Terminal) with the IUinois Street lead. The 
new trackage would have the advantage of 
providing a u t  rail freight connection 
between the Port's North and South 
Terminals on Port property.1991 

- Connect the Peninsula mainline with 
Western Pacific's abandoned track along 
Army Street. That connection would 
require construction of new track on &y 
s or sit)L.m private property, i d k c  
in%%~afea - -- - -- between-y S t r e c x d  
Na~&&vn S- west of Evans Amme. 
Much of -the involved acream also has 
becn selected for ~ccons-tion of an 
uncle_rgxund transpvrt sewerbyihCily's 
Clean Waler ..Program. Extra reinco~e- 
men1 would have 16 be mvided so -@aLt!~ 
S.W!X w Q & A Q L . . ~ - ~  
~ . g a ~ e _ ~ h l E r e ~ . . ~ v _ e x . k  

The first note shown on FigureVI.E.14, on 
p: Vl.E.155. Figure VI.E.15, on p. VI.E.157, 
F~gure V1.E. 19, on p. Vl.E.180, and 
Figure VI.E.20, on p. VI.E.181, is revised to state: 

The Indiana Sb-eet lime (one block east of 
1-280) I?_ longer joins the Illinois Street line 
(one block east of Thinl Street) near 
25th Street and so-ca_st serve the Port of 
San F m i s c o  &LI!EL- 
~ v e d - o v a  area is restored. 

The second sentence of the paragraph under 
"Alternative B" at the top of p. VI.E.15G is 
deleted atid replaced will1 the following: 

The 16th Street lead connecting the maintine 
to the Port's North Container Terminal via 
the Illinois Street tracks would remain 
operational, and would not be affected by 
land uses projected for development by 2000. 

The following paragraphs are added after the first 
f'ull pitr:tgri~ph 011 p. V1.E. 174: 

- In August 1989, the San Francisco 
Departments of City Planning and Public 
Works, MUM, and the San Francisco 

Redevelopment Agency reached an agree- 
ment on The Embarcadero/ King Street 
roadway design which differs from the 
prelimioary design assumed in this EIR 
analysis. The  vised design provides for two 
travel lanes in each direction along The 
Embarcadero and King Sh-eet, west to Third 
Street; two lanes also would be provided in 
the westbound direction of King Street 
between Third and Fourth Streets. The 
remainder of King Street to the 1-280 on- and 
off-ramps would have tbree travel lanes in 
each d i i t i on  for peak-period traffic. In 
comparison to this revised roadway design, 
the W analysis is predicated on a six-lane 
design (three in each direction) for 'I%e 
Embattadem and only two travel lanes in 
each direction on King Sbreet. 

During the PM peak horn, the intersections in 
Mission Bay along King Street could be 
operating at W S  C or wonre, while nearby 
intersections on Berry and Townsend Streets 
could be qmating at LOS A, B or C . W  
The potential difference in service levels 
between those streets and the pmposed 
provision of only two travel lanes on King 
Street east of Third Street could result in a 
redistribution of traffic flows among the three 
east-west streets in the northern area of 
Mission Bay. The most likely way that 
traffic could be redistributed would be when 
some of the traffic on King Street not heading 
toward or away from the 1-280 ramps near 
Sixth Street would travel on Townsend or 
Berry Streets instead. If traffic flows among 
these three parallel streets would change to 
reach a greater equilibrium between capacity 
and demand, then the levels of service for the 
intersections on King Street would range 
from D to E, and the level of service for the 
adjacent intersections on Townsend and 
Berry Streets would range from C to D. 

One other factor would have a strong effect 
on future levels of service for King Street's 
intersections. 'I%e installation of the MUNI 
Metro extension ( h m  ihe Marfret Street 
subway) along the median of King Street 
would affect future traffic flows on that 
street, particnlarly for vehicles making left 
Iurns. The extent of those impacts would 
depend d i i t l y  on assumptions made about 
future signal phasiig plans and headways of 
MUNl Metro h.ains. As MLMl will continue 
to r e f k  its operating plan for the MUNI 
M&u extension and as i t  would be premature 
to establish signal phasing p l m  for this 
general-plan-level EIR, the levels of service 
projected for King Street's intersections 
presented here are general descriptions that 
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could be mfined at a later time when detailed 
service schedules for AlUNl MehD and 
intersection signal phasing have been 
established. 

New note 19281 is shown on p. XV.E.56. 

The first and third full sentences in the partial 
paragraph at the top of p. VI.E.182 are revised to 
state: 

- Ntematives A and B include land uses Lhae 
would replace the existing 
LUioois S-t rail line coanections - . Those 
uses include residential development in 
AltemativeA, and two wetlands areas and 
open space in NternativeB. The wetlands 
would o c q y  the right-of-way of both the 
existing rail connection to the bLoldh 
Container Terminal via Illinois Street and the 
proposed rail connection to San Francisco's 
Noxthem WatemOnt. 

The listed items following the first full pungraph 
on 11. VI.E.182 are revised. The first sentence of 
the "Belt Railroad: Etnbarcadero 1 North Point 
Sector" paragraplr is revised, as follows: 

With Alternative A, access could he pmvided 
by use of the Indiana Street tine to connect to 
the Illinois Street line south of the Project 
h a  p _ e 4 ~ ~ S \ I ? S ~ t  Sif the+vs&aa 

intasectim of Incfiaraea  tion on at the- and 
tb Streets w g z ) ,  then use of the 

lllinois Street line north to Basin Sh-eel 
in the Project Area, and north to the Third 
Street Bridge. 

The third sentence of the "Belt Railroad: 
Ernb:~rcadero/ North Point Sector" paragraph is 
moved to the "North Container Terminal Service" 
pamgraph that follows it. The "North Container 
Terrninal Service" paragraph has further revisions 
and additions, and states, in its entirety: 

- North Container Temhal Service. By 
build-out, residential land uses may elimiaate 
the existing 16th Street connection to Q@gj 
B & r n - a ~ d  
that connection. - 
connections to this terminal, the existing 
Indiana Street line could be restored and used 
south to IiIhStreet and then east on 
25th Street to Illinois Sheet, which accesses 
the texminal. EigmxYLE.5LmLYLE& 
ppJI.F321 and VLE.23. show the cvmectitim 
lrelween the SP mainline and the ATSF 
h u m  -P I w m  
16th Street-(see also Figmd?E.l?  and 
VIE.20). As the Indiana Street line is longer 

and crosses several more streets than the 
present rail freight mte  to the 
ConOber Te rminal, additional brave1 Lime 
would be iocllrred The Indiana Streee track's 
alignment is adequate for the 89-foot freight 
cari cwrently s&mg the Port. The cw& 

- -~ - 
-e l o n ~  car. w 

with combinations of longH short 1SreirrhL 
cars, LW-mw, tk- Pm'8 plans fur 
hm!lbgstdmai~~ would he cm-nCa by 
t b c w  smmn?s ~f the lodiana Streetd - 
mt-of-wav (see the discussion QB 
pVIE.241 In order for this track t~ 

gf the lndiana S m t  aach would^rquim 
~ . m e n _ L . .  In curv.ed portim ~ f .  the 
& h c n t  gr.namw pwts of the ri@t*f:way 
w~Qc...&K i s  i n a . ~ e . .  ~learan~e hetwwn 

The last paragraph on p. VI.E.182, which 
continues on p. VI.E.183, is revised and new 
paragraphs are added after it, as follows: 

As noted d e r ,  the Porl is studying the s 
feasihitity of providing more direct nzid 
service to the NOT@ Container T e W  hnln 
the maialine, either 6mol the lolaislliee just 
south of Anmy Street via the old (ifres.~&) 
WP tracks or from existing hacks Serving the 
South Tenminal, via a Midge over Islais 
Creek However, as funding for (hasc 
connectiong is not secured, mtmaion--d 
piwemation of the lndiaaa S w t  line outside 
the Project AreaArea or realiment of the 16th 
-uld he required for both 
Alternatives A and B. With respect to the 
Army S t r a m t i o n .  much of the 
involved arreaae also has has se1ecW far 
rhe conshuchon of an m u k x g x d  lrans-port 
sewer b the Citv's Clean Water Pmgmm. 

have to he 
~ @ e d  so that% z:: would not be 
hsmaged hv the 0- of f r e i a h t W o v e r  
&. 

If none of 
w e  
from the SP mainline cgul_h$e considered. 
'Ihat access could be -provided hy the existing 
16th S W  lead. or a newly constructed lead 

k abat parallels 1 Isatsad of 
through wholemC~tv71wks. Both 
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optio as.. wadd ...b ~s.~imp_limri_aw_fox. laaJl_u.sc.s 
h NI~. t ives -A and .... BBat_t.-fuufuufuuhuil!~~d 
howevm,JI &c. ULinois .Street._&3~b...LeasJ .9f 
Third Street) we~e. replaced by new tracks 
a l ~ n g . . ~ ~ - B ~ ~ b - ~ ~ f o ~ e x ~  
E i ~ . . v z - ~ ~ ~ . 4 ~ - ~ ~ . v l . - ~ - a ~ 5 ~ ~ ~ ~ d e  
a c c e s s - f e e  ...-NclabclabCanW-w7L- 
c i t b c o f - t b e ~ . S t r e e t  lead q U m O ~ m ! d  
ha?letobeextendedded~wardardt0_..ioin& 
tracks on China Basin Sheet- That exfaviion -- - - -- 
would_e-!&&IeSlIJ/RD an.d residential U S ~  
in Alternative ~ h..md.residential m u a t  least 
s m )  . - ~ e . ~ d l . . . s g e 4  ~ ~ a ~ . ~  
mtcmative B. 

XBe ... re.mbiag. ad~!djacent_@~! ...: e?Ss :.-. ~bicb 
~oula~bc. p-rry 
Ntcmalixc~&!~,lu_swme_o~_~~ce~d& . . - 
s . ~ ! t z i ~ . ~ ~ ~ n u i ~ ~ _ . ~ h a i r ~ e ~ ~ ~  
assocAt.~d ~Ch_.-rail_-+@ly:1Iy. In 
N r ~ . ~ v e A , _ o @ x r ~ . ~ o l ? - m ~  .... II-S% 
uses @ A I M  P . m - r e . l ~ a  -2~._w.~&U!of ...~..~ 
uccessarily be incomnpatible with such rail 
a-1~. 

m ~ c m ~ ~ e a . u s _ e ~ o f  e._~.&.m,-1dthSaeet 
rail lead also would force changes in the land 
u_s_e_gmgams-for A l t e m t i v e _ ~ A m t  
of Third Street and south of 16th Street- JB 
Altem~e.A..1h_e_.usesfor_..tbis po- of-&e 
Proj~t-At~a. . . m m ~ - f a r S A n ~ a n A 4 a  
limited amowt of retail. ..& is likelv &at 
b u i t & n g _ . c o ~ & c a n s ~ ! d _ _ _ ! o c ?  
alt-ered, to... ac~o~m-&t~c...&.--aaCk 
ho.wever,. i t  .is..pesSble.-th~~e~Bw_r.areaof 
sp.~s..cvdd-be_retain~.re_q~~U1e-h.d~ 
env_et0pepe~u-~-in~-.EIR._Ais 
n ~ t e Q a ~ e , M - u s e c W i ~ ~ t _ w . e e _ n ~ L  
activl &... mQadias_t S/U/RD u s ~ m a v t  
k. s.e.vee, depcnrliog.on.ulcr~~..uf.~&g - ~ 

!ems .. WLloca1e4e~.S&W...covers_a 
broad ranve of usess may  of wbich mav be 
oC.miv.maal..naiur?:. 

x;or-AJtemaliv.s.B,-.&pc~s. .f .. ~t-g ..the 
16th Street I ead  would be-* 

problematic . given the @marilp residenlial 
use p m p e Q f ~ u l i . s . . s _ ~ ? ~ t h e ~ k n ~  
Pcvjec! ... Area ,_.- (Sm.ee1.mdd.&igna~.Lfm 
c m - ~ ! p . . f a c a c i r i ~ ~ w o U r d 4 e ~ ~ d ~ .  
&-wi@ Altcmative A. it covlldbe possible to 
~ e ~ ~ ~ f i ~ e - b u i l c l i n g . ~ - f o ~ - o v i d e ~  
sarpe.n~b.~.,.~f~~~~.hg.~t~h~~~v~l,..lhat 
pvoulct..genrrat.e_anase~Lr&dentL?! 
Jcmi~in.th.~ee..hlnr:ksks&dis~~vee 
@-aclivitv adiacent to residents-also would 
pose_.. a. g.eater-lae.d~.--~e.~~impact~&e . . 
wrati~nal ~ . i m ~ a c t s o f ~ . a c ~ ~ t ~ s u ~ ~  
air emiss@.m. noise, and dpotenlial pedestrian . . .. -. -- .. . ... 
c v ~ ~ ~ ~ . . w ~ u l ( I ~ ~ I . . ~ S i ~ c . n ~ e I ~ -  
h d s .  

U ! s - _ 1 4 1 h S t X ~ J m d ~ 1 ~ ~ f . d . .  to 
be~el..w!&!..~ClosetO(orLle_witbin~ 
a!? l ~ C h _ . S S t r ~ ~ t ~ & w a y Y Y Y Y Y Y c o n n ~ t [ s l g  
service from the SP mainline to the NoIthe.m 
Conlainer Tenminal could be maintainedand 
t h e . g 2 x m & w L b n d . ~ ~ o t h m  
m m ~ ~ e . . ~ k r e t h L &  
existing 16th Street lead would be reducd 
The conF&mation of land uses in the southem 
@on of !he P r o ~ d  not require 
alteration to the same-degree as with..!he other 
16th Street lead option Zi the rail track-wen: 
c ~ ~ ~ e l _ f a l 8 1 1 4 c L m ~ Q L b u L n ~ f  
within 16th Sheet. there would be impacts on -- 
the streetfront uses D ~ O  in 
~ ~ ~ b t e m V ~ . a n d ~ . - ~ n ^ d E Z t i v _ c - ~  
r d  ...=n_~.sp acCeee~ . . .w~UlQ.~  
located on the north side of 16th Street;-..on 
. tks~~&&&z, sn~m and retail u s e s , ~ ~ ~  
gmmw&-amxqxd-as&mam 
~ i ~ ~ ~ v ~ $ d - ~ e . ~ q ~ _ ~ l i d & t i ~ n ~ O _ f ~ _ F .  
& g ~ _ t ~ ~ ~ ! _ t a ~ ! - t b e ~ e  
numb-f 
commercial space. or could l a d  to 
~ ~ ~ ! w ~ W m A t e r n a . t i ~ s A ,  
t h e ~ E r a ~ ! - ~ 1 e s ~ ~ ? e e e e t o  
adiacent uses if it were locatdon the south 
side of 16th Street .inat to comme~cial, 
iastead ofregidentiat, occupantsb 

b ~ ~ t i v ~ B B B . . ~ a : ~ ~ ~ c t i o ~ . ~ ~ f  _dhc 
16th Slreet lead parallel to 16th Street would 
&~~- the  same imuacts whetherm_e:..nmr& 
orm&_siQe_& the street. because res idem -. 
a n ~ c ~ m ~ J y ~ c - ~ ~ ~ . e ~ . . a r e . ~ ~ ~ . . f ~ x  
both 1ocatim. Iu either cCas.ee_ residential 
~ . o u l U ~ J h ~ ~ - ~ . . & c  
use were -1idated to retain the saem 
number ..f housing units. As discussed 
abo_vc ,.._residential~~use.i.ssssssssge_n~faUy 
i n c o m a l e  with freight rail ;sc. 

E . . a a e w W l z 6 ~ ~ . . w ~ c ~ o O ~ L d  
within . . - .. .. 15&S&ee~e.Ufeg_s..teera.tionnof 
~.ddus.eses~ the~Altcroatl?!e.s-would-~be 
required. Non-sireet moperty would be 
necessary only for the -wider t w n i u ~ ~  
needed fm. trains. However. rail activity 
c~d-d- stdl...... k-disn!@_vee.-pardc~1yY.ta 
residents. Furthemore. ra i l~v i~yxould  
aDTect LraEfc cirdation on 16th Street as well 
as adiacent-btersoctions ~ u c h ~ a s 1 6 l h . l  
Thirdats&Third-m S m t s .  

1che_de~&of~t&emte_d&..ei~. of 
the 16thStreet Iead a c k  options would 
dlpmd. .m.tbeetlrneee~f . ~ ~ . a n . d ~ ~ u e n c v . o f  
the rail activity. If rail activity .c.cni!!e~at 
1985 levelsam&m to s w m - g  
~ t i o n s o n s ; l l l . d . ~ c c ~ ~ t i o n _ w o u r d o u r d h e  
l o ~ m ~ e _ ~ ~ i f ~ . P o h i s  .... _ahlefa.xdlm! 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
E. Transportation 

m~-8%ppbg-x~3_t_k_tN~rXkc4~-~ 
T-. rail use..mdd increase. h s  
gem~iin!m~imqacts-~This.#-~.a 
new 16th Sh-eet lead. however. would r - q m  
use of tracks at the CalTrain station near 
Seventh and Channel Streets to allow traiaS -- 
LQ back on@ the B t h  street lead '& 
CalTrain station tracks can accommodate a 
train up to about 1.M)Ofeet in lenpth. 
Baause trains c m t l y  nmniae to the Port's 
North C o n t & & e r T s h a v e  com-para me 
traiu-1engtJ1 limitations at the SF - SPlllinois 
Smct Interchange YYar d. kc-.& 
Pm's Ncxl14rlhContaiaer Terminal rail 
m t i o n s  are not now h o e r e d  by that 
Wt tMsn~~~Wtatim... w.o.@d..-m&a~~ 
c!geinP~ajlrajlc?pera_tions. 

011 p. VI.E.202, the first complete sentence in the 
partial paragraph at the top of the page is revised 
to state: 

This facility would be @&my tracks wide, and 
would extend approximately 1,OOOfeet 
beyond the final Metm station 

On p. VI.E.203, the third and fourth iterns listed 
at the top of the page are revised to state: 

- - a platf"mae platform connection 
between CalTrain and the adjacent MUNl 
Melm station; 

- access along Seventh, Hooper and Owens 
Slreets (for Alternative B), and Alameda 
and Owens Streets (for Alternative A) to 
provide adequate circulation and roadway 
capacity for bus access and automobile 
pick-up/dropoff at the CalTrain terminal. 

The first sentence of Mitigation Measure E.9a, on 
1). Vl.E.203, is revised to state. 

- Lnstall an underground "box conduit" (hmnel) 
beneath the improved Kiog Boulevard 
right-of-way to retain a CalTrain Station in 
the vicinity of Fouah and Kiog Streets. The 
undergmund tunnel would require an 
easanent through pmperty held by the project 
sponsor around the northwest comer of the 
Yroject Area. 

Tile second sentence of the second paragraph on 
p. Vl.E.206 is revised to state: 

Trains could use existing trackage 
r~t.m-d) between the SP mainline and @g 
Uliois Street tracks in or south of the Projact 
Area; fmm the Illinois Street tracks which 
m in the Project Area, build new tracks 
north along China Basin Street, cmssing the 

channel on the Third Street Bridge to access 
The Embarcadem track 

The last paragraph on p. VI.E.206 is revised to 
state: 

Funding and implementation of this measure 
(whether for the interim or full alignment) 
would involve coordination ammg the project 
sponsor, Southern Pacilie Transportalion 
Comomoany, Port of San Francisco, Department 
of Public Works and S.F. Public Utilities 
Commission. 

The first sentence under "Year 2020 Mitigation" 
on p. VI.E.217 is revised to state: 

- The following list of measures for year 2020 
begins with Project-Related measures, 
followed by measures to mitigate regional 
travel demand impacts including those of the 
project Alternatives. 

On p. VI.E.219, Measure E.29a is revised to state: 

- Prohibit parking on King Boulevard during 
the period in the peak dimtion, 
providing three through lanes in each 
direction, with two left-turn lanes at Third 
Street and one left-turn lane at Fourth Street. 

A page reference is corrected in Mitigation 
Measure E.29b on p. VI.E.219, as follows: 

Improve the capability and capacity of transit 
services connecting the rest of downtown San 
Francisco to the Peninsula to reduce auto 
travel through the Project Area and vicinity 
(see "Regional Transit Corridor - South Bay" 
mitigation, p. VIE216). 

The first paragraph of MeasureE.31, also on 
p. VI.E.219, is revised to state: 

To mitigate trafftc impacts during the p a  
peak period at the intersection of Thi i  and 
Mariposa Streets to have it operate at LOS D, 
implement one of the following 
improvements: 

Under "Transit," the first sentence of Mitigation 
MeasureE.32, which begins on p. VI.E.219 and 
continues on p. VI.E.220, is revised to state: 

To mitigate the im~act  of the cumulative 
peak-period ridershk (including ridership 
associated with all EIR Alternatives) on the 
LOS of MUNl Metro and bus routes senring 
the meet Area in 2020, provide the 
followiog capacity incr- ^ shown in 
Table VIE.30. 
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Mitig;rtion Mcasure E.331, on p.VI.E.221, is 
revisetl to state: 

- E.33a Reconstruction of the SP / Sama Fe 
Indiana lrack south to 25th S-t. inclu&i~ 
reslorati~n or tt!e paved section thg 
inteneclian of Indiana and 25th Slreels. 'lhe 
25th Strect uaek connects to the Illinois 
Street track, which accesses the 
Container Terminal. This option would mnlt  
in a more circuitous route than the A m y  
Street track. Be .... cmx-a!m_.ofthe.~~~nE 
JndkWStreet -..ms.k__alil~oma -..- xtulc 

for aecommodatin~ an enMe plus 
an ~ individuaJ ~ long (89-foot-Ion@ k e i @ m  
w o u l d . ~ a ! f e . . t ~ d M o n a s A ! !  
~~mhio&.m~£Lo~..~bOafreI&.c_~.= 
Fv&e.mmA~.the_Port.s p W  h-&.ng 
such .... m i w . w o u l d b c . ~ y l L s ~ e d . . . b ~ ~ s  
~ . ~ _ w _ w s e ~ ~ ~ - o L t h _ e  m-_S_mtrail 
ri&_r3f-w.ay iseeee!ee&- u_sSi1)1?...ad4~&. .m 
p . . . .  lu..- orderrfix_Ss ... brack....J~ 
a~x.m~te_-14.eement~-fJr!~-senrics 
nceds g c w l e d  by.i.w.rcnxd cargoaclivily at 
the l'url's North Container 'I'nrninal. portions 
of Ule h~diaw ..Stm.t track . would require 

~ ~ - 
reali$nment In ~~-ed.-.rnQ+!s..Qf _a&? 
~ ~ m e n I I E ~ ~ w ~ f . . t b ~ @ t ~ f - w a y  
where mere is h d q u a t e  clearance between 
~@s.--mak am--a&acmt~&@gszland 
acguisition.. may &... rcq&.d ..._ to ... allma 
~ a ~ m - m r .  

Mitigalion Measure E.33b. on p. VI.E.221, is 
revised to state: 

E.33b Construction of a new lead from under 
1-280 C u r ~ ~ f r o m ~ k s w ~ ~ i L E v a n s A v e n u e )  
to the former Western Pacific track on Army 
Sweet, which reaches the No& Container 
Terminal. MucZ?.~fftheehvo!v.ed_acre~g~I:als.e 
has...bce_n__ selected.Zor.or@.e_._c_yps.tnrcti~e.of~ 
u s d c r ~ d . m . ~ _ ~ _ e x e ~ . . . ~ & ~ s  
C1canan..Wa~~r_.E~o~~tras~on:ernent 
. .~~. woutdhaveto_he_~-oa . . .~o~W--th~~c.we~ 
wou1.d.. .nu!.& ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . . ~ ~ ~ & e . . . w ~ g e e e o _ f  
freight trains ~ over it. Engineering and design 
considerations conld include grade 
differences, and alignment of curves between 
existing 1-280 supports. 

On p. Vl.E.221, t l~e first sentence ol' Mitigation 
Measure E . 3 3 ~  is revisetl lo slate: 

- Conslrucl new track south of the Project Area 
extending from the Quint Street lead via a 
new lslais Creek bridge @zst ofJ-nird Street) 
crossing to the North Container Terminal. 

The following is atltled to the end of the first 
pari~gr;~pll ol'Miligaliorr Measure E.33~:  

- Much of the involved acreage also has been 
selected for the construction of an 
underground transport sewer by the City's 
Clean Water Program. Extra reinforcement 
would have to be provided so that the sewer 
would not be damaged by the passage of 
freight trains over it. 

A new mitigation measure, E.33d, is added after 
Mitigation Measure E.33c, on p. VI.E.221: 

- Conslruct a new lead Rack parallel to or 
within 16th Street to replace the track lost 
south af 16th Strect within the Project Arca. 
Detailed planning and engineering would be 
necessary to coordinate construction and 
operation of the new lead mck with adjacent 
land uses. If lhe interim uack were located 
within 16th Street, additional scheduling for 
lraius might be necessary to minimif* M f i c  
disruption. 

The last senterlee i11 the yxtial p;lragraph at the 
top of p. Vl.E.222 is revised to state: 

Selection -mmg these measures requires an 
evaluation of costs against the relativelIy 
small amount of gm- rail freight shipments 
through lhe Norib Container Terminal, a 
the actual ~ t . m t i a l f o r ~ ~ ~ . . i . n c ~ r a i l  
a~tivjty_--h ... theefwmcC. a s . ~ a t e 8  will! ~ I S  
terminal. -- 

On p. VI.E.223, tlie clause "and control the use of 
any parking that lnay be provided for CalTrain 
passcngers" i s  deleted from the end of Mitigation 
Measure E.34d. This tneasure, as revised, states: 

- Do not provide parking at the MUNI Metro 
stations in the Project Area. 

On p. VI.E.231, the first sentence of Mitigation 
Measure E.38 is revised to state: 

If CalTrain is not extended into downtown 
San Francisco, another option for transit 
service to the South Bay would be possible 
via the extension of light rail service (s.. 
M!JHLMetro) 0:om San Francisco to the San 
Francisco International Airport and extending 
BART south into Saata Clara County. 

Ttre following is added to the end of n o k  1551 orr 
p. VI.E.237: 

In August 1989, the King Street and m e  
lEmbarcadero roadway design was revised to 
increase the number of lanes on King Street 
from that assumed in the EIR analysis. 
Between Fourth and Sixth Streets, the number 
of lanes in each direction during the peak 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
E. Tmportation 

periods would increase from two to three; for 
eastbound travel only on King Street between 
Third and Fourth Streets, the number of lanes 
during the peak period would increase from 
two to three. In addition, the number of lanes 
on The Embarcadem roadway was reduced 
from three to two lanes in each direction. 
Additional information regarding tmffic 
levels of service at certain key intersections 
for the current design is presented in the 
discussion of Variant 12's tiampiation 
impacts and on p. VIE.147 and p. VLE.174 
of the Fiaal EIR. 

A missing page reference at the end of the last 
sentcncc in note 1701 on p. VI.E.238 is revised, as 
f'ollows: 

- 'me pmjections of employment and of 
placesd-residence (of future employees) 
used to create the forecasts of wok-related 
travel are explained in VI.B. Laod Use, Busi- 
ness Activity, and Employment, pp. W.B.50- 
m.B.79. -pticuiarlv Table W.B.27 on 
pPPvlBB7.ZZ, and W.C. -iagiA 
P~g~ulation,.gp. VI.C.51-vr.C.63. 5&cnlar1y 
Il$ble VI.C.16 on p. VLC.61. 

Missing page references are filled in at the erid of 
note 1721 on p. VI.E.239, as follows: 

- 1721 The ratios established by MTC between 
work-related aad other travel were used to 
create these travel forecasts, with the 
magnihlde of future travel based on the 
population and employment forecasts created 
for this EIR (see W.B. Land Use, Business 
Activity and Employment, pp. VI2B.G3- 
VLB.67 ...a d...pp.BYIIIB_B_7dVIIBBZ, and W.C. 
Housing and Population, pp. VLC.38-VI.C.44 
and VI.C.4G-VLC.49). 

Missing table numbers are filled in at the end of 
the first sentetlce of note 1851 on p. Vl.E.240, as 
follows: 

Tbat growth in BART ridership cannot be 
identified directly from the forecasts included 
in Tables VLE.1 I and -2. 

Note 1871, also on p. VI.E.240, is rcvised to state: 

- /87/ The year 20QQ forecasts incorporated the 
constraiat that, with the Bay Bridge at 
capacity during the 4:M) to 6:M) p.m. period, 
travelers lo or Jiom the Downtown & Vicinity 
woukt shift to transit options and carpooling 
modes during those hours. As a result, the 
Downtown & Vicinity's vehicular volumes 
on . .. the bridge in the year 2000 would be the 
same as in 1985. 

Wu.me.Th-r&e - Appendix E. 
Transportation 

Table XIV.E.2 was mistakenly not included in the 
Draft EIR. This table, shown in this document on 
p. XV.E.63, now appears on p. XIV.E.12. 

The following is added after the partial paragraph 
at the top of p. XIV.E.29, before "Parking 
Analysis": 

VARIATION IN TRAVEL FORECASTS 

Travel demand forecasts analyzed in the. 
Mission Bay EIR incarporate variations 
inherent in travel counts and forecasts. The 
following paragraphs explain the effects that 
different types of variations could paaicuIarly 
have on forecasts of future local W c  and 
transit travel, and (heir associated levels of 
service analyzed in the EIR. 

The travel forecasts pmented in this W 
should not be viewed as expressions of exact 
numbers, but rather as predictions of the most 
likely values expected to exist under 
conditions projected to affect future travel. 
There are two major reasons why the travel 
forecasts should be viewed as representing a 
range of numbers at least five percent and as 
much as 15 percent greater or smaller than 
the discrete values presented in the EIR for 
WIG volumes at local intersections or transit 
riders at screenlines. 

The first reason is that there is tbat much 
variation inherent in the current counts from 
which the future travel forecasts are derived 
Reawns for such variation include changes in 
daily travel patterns, and interruptions or 
degradalions in roadway or transit services 
due to accidents or mechaaical failures. 
Daily variations in trip departure times and 
routes caused by each traveler's decision not 
to deviate from past practices, or (conversely) 
to make changes due to anticipated problems 
or new opportunities, also affect travel 
demand. 

The second reason to expect variarions in the 
forecasts of future travel is that each of the 
assumptions applied to create the travel 
forecasts -- about geographic directions of 
travel, modes of travel used, and the 
percentage of travel to occur dnring peak 
hours --is associated with a certain variation. 
Thus, for example, the percentages of persons 
employed in the Downtown & Vicinity 
traveling to the East Bay could vary from the 
percentage stipulated in the EIR, as could the 
percentages of persons driving alone or riding 
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BART, or as could the percentages of persons 
traveling away from the Downtown & 
Vicinity belween 430 and 5:30PM. The 
range of variation depends directly on what is 
w i g  forecast. 

m e  smallest variations would be associated 
with the percentages of workers traveling 
away from the Downtown & Vicinity 
between 430 and 5:30 Phf, because extensive 
data have established slxong predictive trends 
for lbis factor. A very small range in 
variation is associated with peak- OUT and 
peak-period forecasts by mode at the 
screenlines, because of the very high 
probability that future travel dmmd to or 
from the J3owntown & Vicinity would be 
dehed by Iransportation supply. For 
example, thk situation applies to travel across 
congested highway corridors in San Francisco 
(where more auto hips cannot be readily 
accommodated during the peak period). 
mere is high probability (and thus little 
variability in the forecasts) that some of the 
highways would operate at or above capacity 
conditions during the p.m. peak period in the 
future. Travel corridors such as the Bay 
Bridge have very limited future capacity 
(supply) relative to fume peak-hour (and 
peak-period) travel demand. Thus the 
forecasts lhat the Bay Bridge would be 
operating at full capacity beyond the 
two-hour peak period have a very small range 
in variarion. 

The middle range of variation applies to 
forecasts for a group of (non-freeway-access) 
intersections, or a p u p  of MUM lines 
serving common geographic areas. In San 
Francisco, where there oRen are different 
available route options on streets or MUNI to 
reach a desired destination, the collective 
travel forecasts of the geogmphic group are 
less variable than for an individual forecast 
within the group. Tl~us, for example, thae is 
less variability in forecasting the number of 
trips on all MUNl lines from the Downtown 
& Vicinity to Mission Bay than thae is for 
forecasling how many of those trips would 
occur on the 3OSTOCKlON line. 

m e  largest ranges in variation an: associated 
with forecasts for localirml travel for 
individual MUM lines or intersections within 
Mission Bay serving only Mission Bay 
traffic. They incorporate not only the types 
of variations descriW above for screenline 
forecasts, but also greater variations reflected 
in a wider choice of transit or vehicle routes 
that could be selected by travelers to reach 
their destinations. ln other words, there is 
greater variability in the forecasts for 

localized travel than for travel crossing the 
regional screealines because thae are more 
transit and street mute options available to 
travelers for such local travel than for 
travelers crossing the screenlines. Travel 
within systems with a large number of route 
options is more difficult to forecast tbao for 
systems with fewer or no alternate mutes, 
thus making forecasts more variable. 

Trafftc counts collected at the 1-280 off-ramp 
located at FourIh and Berry Streets provide a 
vivid example of the variation inherent in 
traffic counts. In November 1988, Caltrans 
counted vehicles at that location in order to 
compile information for the environmental 
assessment that agency is preparing on the 
reconstruction of 1-280's termjoal ramps in 
Mission Bay./l2a/ The 1988 counts indicated 
that. between 430 and 5:30PM, 
approximately l,W vehicles were using the 
1-280 off-ramp at Fourth and Berry Streets 
compared to the approximately 1.250 vehicles 
counted in 1985 for the Mission Bay 
EIR./12b/ Analysis of historical counts 
revealed that no discernible relationship 
existed between the counts at this location 
and regional growth in jobs or housing. This 
also was the case f a  other counts taken for 
the 1-280 ramp in the 1980's. In 1980, there 
was a peak-hour count of 1,70Ovebicles, 
higher than all other counts taken during the 
1980's; in 1983 there was a count of 
1.250 vehicles. 

A number of possible exphalions could be 
offered as to why the counts taken during the 
PM peak hour at the 1-280 off-ramp during 
the 19809 do not increase steadily, as did the 
growth in jobs in San Mateo County or the 
growth in housing in the Downtown & 
Vicinity or even people's propensity to drive. 
It is possible tbat the variations in overall 
daily travel patterns described above could 
cause flwrnations in peak-hour traffic 
volumes on the ramp of from 50 to 200 
vehicles fmm one day to another. Those 
fluctuations could be exacerbated by an 
accident or other event afiecting the level of 
service perceived by motorists traveling on 
U.S. 101 or 1-280. Thus, for example, 
relatively high volumes measured at one 
off-ramp codd correspond with relatively 
lower volumes at other off-ramps. Greater 
understanding of such fluctuations requires 
more than a traffic count at a single location; 
complete brave1 count information for the 
years in question is required to compare totd 
travel in the U.S. 101 and 1-280 corridors so 
as to determine what the fluctuations in the 
1-280 ramp counts could be amibuted to. 
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In any case, the havel forecasts presented in 
the Mission Bay Em am all based on a travel 
forecasting model that was developed using 
1985 data for population and employment, 
and have1 to or from Downtown & Vicinity, 
by time of day, mode and direction. 'Tbe 
predictive powers of the model are derived 
from thc comprehensive review of 
lran,sportation demand and supply 
relationship that existed in 1985. Therefore, 
all forecasts presented in the W an: 
i~iternally ccmsistent with each other, since aU 
baseline information used in the ruaalysis is 
for 1985. 

Zn summary, variations inherent in existing 
travel pattcms and counts can creale 
variations in the forecasts of future uavel 
patterns and volumes. The smallest 
variations, cither existing or future, would be 
associaled with hve l  by mode acms  
screcnlmcs. l h e  largest variations would be 
associated with havel demand forecasts for 
specific intersections or lraasil routes. 

'l'llc lollowing two new notes, 11221 ilrltl /12b/, arc 
i~tldetl alter note /12/ on p. XlV.E.32: 

- 1124 As discussed on p. V.11 of the Mission 
Bay EIK, the existing 1-280 off-ramp at 
Fomh mid Berry Streets will be replaced 
with a new set of on- and off-ramps !hat 
would touch down to grade east of Sixth 
Sweet to serve the new King Boulevard. 

- /12b/ 'll~e Fourth and Berry off-ramp counts 
for 1985 arc part of Lhe background 
inrormation for the Mission Bay E(R 
transportation analysis available for public 
review UI the ODIice of Ehvimnmental 
Review at Ule Department of City PLanoing, 
450 McAllister Street, San Prancixo, 
California 94102. The 1988 Caltrans counts. 
and associatd level of service calculations 
for Fourtlr and Bmry Streets and olher nearby 
intcrscctions, also bave been added to Lhe 
background information available for public 
review. 

0 1 1  p. XIV.E.32. "op, city.", in moles/7/, 181, itnd 
/ l O /  i s  correcletl lo "up. cit." 

Nolc 1141, illso on p. XN.E.32, is corrected to 
sr:lte: 

- 1141 See, for example, &~mea_!&S~en_ce 
Associates, Inc. and Wilbur Smith & 
Associates, Parking Demand Study: Park Hill 
Residential Project, 1'422/s2, where parking 
demand was found to be 1.00 spaces per 
dwelling unit or less. 
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MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSIONS 

Tht~r.c is artotlter,fac:t tltat 110s beerr in the rtews a 
lot krtcly, but #,as ontitted ,fr.ortt tlte EIR: tlte 
greerthouse effect. Accordir~g to a recent repart 
fi'orrl tlte U.N. (Det~e&)irtp Policies -for 
l i e ~ ~ o r r d i r t ~  U i m a t i c  C h a m ,  WMOITD-No. 
225, ~ ~ ~ r i l ;  1988), uze will /rave to reduce tr&fic 
bj!..Z% iri rl~e /test 60 years, in order. to a~loid 
irtc.r.eosirtg the terttperature of tile earth by 9 
d e g r e e ~ ~ r d  raisirtg the level of the ocearl by 5 
,fief. Tlte ,floodirlg, clrougltts, and orlrer. 
dislocatiorrs caused by tlie greenltouse effect 
~r~ould cnrtse Dilli~ts of dollars of damage arol~jtd 
tire \vorld, arid n)ould sigrtiflcar~rly degrode tile 
a l i t  f i f  TIte Missiori Bay project \vaulJ 
irlcrcasc tr.t~ffic, and lrencc irtcrease CU2 arid 
~ t h e r  "~reerrlrouse gases." (Michael Varrdentari) 

Tbc "greenhouse effect" to which the cointnenter 
refers has bee11 the subject of sobstnntinl study 
ant1 tlebate during the past decade. Since the start 
of the industrial revolution, organic material -- 
consisting primarily of fossil fuels such as gas, 
coal and oil but also including wood and other 
plant biomass -- has been bw~red to produce 
power, Cornhustion of these materials, along 
with del'orestatiot~ and some other, minor 
processes, released carbon dioxide (C02) into the 
at~nosphere at a faster rate than it was being 
obsorbetl inlo the oceans or incorporatetl into new 
orgaltic nlelerial tlu'ouglr plant growth. 

Tbe result has been a slowly increasing 
:ttrr~ospl~eric concentration of C02. Atmospheric 
<'O h;ts irtcreesed from :rbou~ 270p;rrts per 
rni18on (ppln) in 1880 to about 340 ppm in 1980, 
a roughly 20% increase./l/ Some researchers 
cstimate that atmospheric C 0 2  may reach 
600 ppm ill tlie next 100 years./li 

C02  dllows sftort-wave raiiietion from the sun to 
pass tht~oirgli the atmosphere to the surface of the 
Earth. The lo~ig-wave radiation generated by the 
Etrtli, however, wl~ich nol.nlally travels through 
the atmosphere into space, is absorbed by C02. 
'l'bc increasing C 0 2  concentration in tlie 
atmosphere is thus bel~eved to lead to a warming 
of tlic lower atnlosphere. 

An increase from 300 to 600ppm has been 
estimated to correspond to a mean global 
temperature increase of 2.0 to 3.S"'. A mean 
temperatiwe rise of this magnitude could expand 
the volume of water in the ocean, resalting in a 
sca level rise of two to three feet. An increase in 
mean anr~i~al temperatore of even 2.0 or 3.0°C 
also could have adverse effects on climate, 
agriculture, wildlife and native plants, water 
supply, and many other aspects of the 
environment./l/ 

Mission Bay (and regional growth in general) 
would result in increased consumption of fossil 
fuels, with an attendant increase in release of 
C 0 2  into the atmosphere. miis would occur in 
conjunction with any urban development, the 
magnitude of the effect being related roughly to 
the size of the development. On a global scale, 
however, the contribution of the project to the 
greerrhouse effect would not be measurable. 

The scientific com~nunity is still somewhat 
divided concerning the magnitude, timing arid 
secondary effects of the greenhouse effect. The 
greenhouse effect has probably come about as the 
result of worldwide human activities over a 
period of more than 100 years. A worldwide 
program over a similar period will probably be 
needed to reverse the greenhouse effect. This 
program would include switching to other types 
of power, such as nuclear or solar (wliich would 
reduce the consumption of fossil fuels); the 
reforestation of millions of acres on several 
con(inents (wliich would absorb large amounts of 
C 0 2  and release oxygen as it product of bionlass 
growtfl); and substantial advances in energy 
conservation (to reduce use of fossil fuels). 

See also "Sea/Groundwater Levels" in XV.1. 
Hydrology and Water Quality, pp. XV.J.3-XV.J.5. 

The following text is added hefore the subsection 
"Odors" on p. VI.F.20 ol' Volume Two: 

THE GREENHOUSE EFFECT 

'Ibe greenhouse effect is one of the basic 
processes through which the atmosphere is 
warmed, and it bas been occurring for as long 
as the Earth has had an atmosphere. Some 
people have suggested that the greenhouse 
effect should be called the atmospheric effect 
because of the way it works. Much of the 
short-wave radiation (sunlight) reachiig the 
Earth passes tbrough the atmosphere to strike 
the Earth's surface, where it is either reflected 
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or absorbed. m e  absorbed energy is then 
madialed as long-wave radiation (heat), 
which various constituents in the atmosphere 
can absorb. If this process did not occur, Ihe 
average temperature at the Earth's surface 
would be about 40°C cooler thao it is. Some 
gases absorb radiant energy (at either shuil or 
long wavelengths) and others do not. Gases 
which absorb the long-wave radiation emitted 
by the Earth at the surface are often referred 
to as greenhouse gases. An increase in the 
amount of greenhouse gases present in Ihe 
lower atmosphae would, therefore, lead to an 
increase in the lower atmosphere's ability to 
retain heat, and a subsequent increase in 
average global surface temperaNres. Tbis is 
why the greenhouse effect has become such 
an i m p a n t  issue. As a result of human 
activities, concentrations of greenhouse gases 
in the atmosphere have been and are expected 
to continue increasing, resulting in increased 
average global temperatures, along with 
accompanying climatic and social changes. 

Of the greenhouse gases, carbon dioxide 
(COz) is most abundant in the atmosphere 
and would have the most eITect on 
temperature. C02 is an important constitnent 
of the Earth's atmosphere, and is required by 
plants much as oxygen is reqnkd by aaimals 
for survival. CO levels are increasing 
worldwide as a res& of the bumimg of fossil 
fuel ( c d ,  oil, ctc.) and through depletion of 
the world's forests, especially tropical rain 
forests (deforestation). Pre-indusbrial C02 
levels are estimated to have been 270parls 
per million by volume @pmv); present levels 
are ahout 340 ppmv. Estimates of fume C02 
concentrations vary widely. Computer 
models predict a concentration of between 
367 and 531 ppmv by the middle of Ihc next 
cenlury. Future conceuUations wilJ depend 
on many factors Ihat are diClicull to predict, 
including future levels of C02 emissions and 
the raw of defoxeslation. C02 coacenlratim 
and global temperatures have been higher at 
times in the Earlh's approximate 
five-billion-year history and have been lower 
at other times. Other greenhouse gases 
include metbane, nitrous oxide, 
cltlurofluorocarbons. and ormne; by the year 
2030, Lbe combined effect of these gases is 
expected to equal the effect of COZ alone. 

Estimates of ovaall global temperature 
increases (hetween 1.5 and 4.5"C) and 
subscqnent climatic changes vary, but most 
scientists agree that the results potendally 

could be catasmphic. These changes could 
include a partiat or complete melting of the 
arctic ice cap and thermal expansion of the 
oceans, resulling in an increase in the mean 
sea level and subsequent flooding of 
low-lying coastal areas; a change in regional 
climates (not only in temperahue, but in 
precipitation and in evaporation rates), 
resuiting in changes in agricultural uses. 
increasing C02 levels may also directly 
affect agriculture m some regions. It is 
unknown whether this wodd be a beneficial 
effect or a negative effect, as increasing plant 
sizes may cause higher production yields, or 
increasing competition from weeds may bring 
lower production The total effects are not 
known but, as computer models become mom 
sophisticated and as the initial effects of the 
temperature change start to appear, expected 
changes associated with the greenhouse effect 
will become more evident. 

Mission Bay (and regional growlh in general) 
would result in increased consumption of 
fossil fuels, with an attendant increase in 
release of C02 into the atmosphere. This 
would occur in conjnnction wilh any urban 
development, the magnitude of the dfect 
being related roughly to the si7, of the 
development. On a global scale, however, the 
contribution of the project to the greenhouse 
effect would not be measurable. 

. . . [Y]ou are goirtg to da?riage CalTr.airr I J ~  
nto~dng orte of its statioris farrlter. away from the 
City so tltat it will get less use. T11er.e is i1e1y 
liftle support for public trartsit irt this project. 
Tlte automobile is the biggest problem ill regctrd 
to air. yrtality. (Michael Va,tdeman) 

Response 

The commenter is correct in identifying the 
airtomobile as the greatest single source of air 
pollution in the City, nnd witllin the Bay Area as 
a whole. Ridership on public transit ;~nd 
carpooling must be increased and cornmure 
distances must be decreased in the future if air 
quality goals are to be met. The CalTrain service 
could provide up to 4% of the total passenger 
trips for con~muters dwing the peak travel period, 
reducing automobile travel on the Peninsula and 
within the City. 
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The utility of the CalTrnin service for commuters 
is related to the distance from the terminal to 
loc;~l ccnters of employment. Past conside~~tion 
by tra~rsportittion agencies of a plan to extend the 
CalTrain line into the downtown area supports 
this contention. It is reasonable to assume that if 
tlic CalTrain termi~lal is moved farther away from 
employment centers within the City, firture 
ridership would not increase as much as it would 
if the lerniinal remains in the current location (see 
the discussion of Variant 9 [CalTrain SVation 
Location] on pp. V11.51-V11.54 of Volume Two) 
or if i t  were moved downtown. The Mission Bay 
development itselt would become an en~ployrnent 
center, and coultl generate ridership for CalTrnin. 
Development in the South of Market area also is 
intensifying. Mitigation Ineasures for the 
reloc;ttion of the sration are identified on 
pli. VI.E.202-VI.E.204 01- Volwnc Two, 
V1.E. Transportation. 

See the Responses in XV.E. Transportation, 
pp. XV.E.23 and XV.E.30-XV.E.32, for forther 
discussiorr of the CalTraiit station location. 

CONSISTENCY WITH Alli QUALITY 
PLANS AND REGULATIONS 

. . . Otr 171'. 11.57 & VI.F.15-19, you admit t l~ut  
tlrcre will be sigttificatrt riegatil~e effccts on 
entissiorts of CO, hydrocarbons (and hence, 
ozone), arid N o s .  Tlre Bc7y Area is olr-eady a 
Nottottainnient Area i.t)itlt rcsl?ect to CO ar~d 
ozone, so rltis project, by contributing to 
~~iolatiotts of tlte rtatiorral [antbicttt] air quality 
starlda1.d~ (NAAQS), n~ould idolare tlte Clear1 Air 
Arr. And, mare int~~ortarttly, it n~ou l l  cor~tribrrte 
to a considerable measure of illttess, death, and 
c/i!grafkrtiorz of life. lieccrtt rel~orts from the EPA 
rei~ral tlrat ~ L ' C I ~ _ & ~ ~ ! C ~ L ~ . I ! E  (IZOIW Lesrat~d~rd, 
that ~ro~rld nor be sufficierrt to protect the lrealth 
artd M J C I I  being of orrr citizens: tlre-current ozotte 
stat~dard is not strict e ~ i o u ~ l i !  . . . 

0 1 1  111). 11.58 di VI.F.19-20, you adittit tliat rltc 
Mission Bay dei'elol?nient ivo~rld in some nlays be 
ir~consistent with the 1982 Air Oualiry P.Im 
(AQP) (il~te to growth inducenient ortd conflicts 
~ ' i t l i  the ozone and CO startdards); "In all, 
Mission Bay therefore o l i l  trot be etttir.ely 
co~isisterit n.ith the goclls of tlte &ir_l2ualir~PLa~, 
hecause full de~~cloprncnt n~ould generate larger 
artrorrt~ts ofpol111tartt.r tltan rl~e Air- Oualitv  plat^ 
ussrrrtteil." Sirtce, under the Clean Air Act, tlre 

AkQ&.Pla?l has the force of law, yolr are 
actually admitrirtg that tlte project nvirld iliolate 
the lan~. No federal agency is allowed to approve 
or ,fund a project which ,fails to cotlfornt with the 
State Iml~lementation PIatz (SIP), whiclt in our 
case is tlte AQP (42 USC 7 5 0 6 ~ ) .  Nor is tlte 
federal goi~ernnterrt allowed to enter into arty 
corttracr with a person (including a colporation 
or agency) wlto violates any requirement of a SIP 
(42 USC 7606a). Of ci~urse, coninton sense 
would tell you rlrat a project ~'lticli exacerbates 
air yollritiott would be it1 cortflict wit17 a law (or 
plan for cartying out that law) wltose purl~ose is 
to reduce air ])ollution! 

. . . [H]i~nj much money does it take, to 
cornpensate for being ill? Can acq amourtt of 
money contpensate for ill health? I don't think 
so. (Miclrael Vandematt) 

The Clean Air Act is implemented through State 
Implementation Plans prepared by each state, of 
which the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District's (BAAQMD's) Air Ouality Plan is a 
part, and through local rules and regulations of 
the air quality management agencies. Rules and 
rcgulatior~s provide specific control of stationary 
and mobile sources, while the Air Quality Plitn 
provides long-range projections of air quality, 
strategies for attaining and maintaining air 
quality, and general policies and objectives. 
TraSSic projections tied to tlre land use 
assuniptions for fulure years are used to estimate 
mobile source emissions for inclusion in the Ak 
Q ~ L a l i ~ P h .  

As indicated by the commenler, all the Mission 
Bay Alternatives would generiite substantial 
amounts of criteria air pollutants. The primary 
source of these pollutants, however, would be 
project-related vehicle travel: emissions from 
these mobile sources are regulated not by the 
BAAQMD, but by the California Air Resources 
Board. This lack of local control over mobile 
sources of air pollutants makes their regulation by 
local agencies difficult. In general, local agencies 
lrl~lst rely upon regulation of the land uses which 
support or attract these mobile sources. On 
p. VI11.3 of Volume Two, Chapter VIII. 
Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects, 
Mission Bay's addition to cumulative regional 
vehicular air emissions is listed as a significant 
utunitigable impact. 



XV. S m u t m y  of Comments and Responses 
F. Air Quality 

Tlie Missiou Bay Alternatives woultl violate the 
Clear1 Air Act only if they were to violate a 
specific BAAQMD regulation or were in conflict 
with policies and strategies presented in the Air 

These issues we considered it1 the 
alr quality impact analysis in the EIR; all of the 
Altert~atives wot~ld exceed the land use density 
for tlle area t l~at  was used as a basis for 
~~sep;~r;rtion of' tile Air 0~1liiLy Pli111, as ide~itifietl 
in t l~e  Em. Tlie ambient air quality standards are 
health-basetl standards so, to the extent that 
Mission Bay contriboted to excesses of air qualify 
standards, it would have an incremental adverse 
cf'f'ect on public l~ealth. 

With regard to t l~e  adequacy of the stantlards 
theiriselves. both the National Ambient Air 
Qunlity Standards (NAAQS) and the state 
stantl:irds are based upon p ~ ~ b l i c  her~lth effects 
studies. The Clean Air Act requires that the 
standards periodically be reviewed, and adjusted 
as appropriate. For example, the ozone standard 
was adjusted down from 0.12 to O.lOppm in 
1982 as a resull of new information concerr~ing 
ttie envisotuner~tal and healtlr effects of this 
pollutant. As lu~owledge concerning air pollutant 
crfccts expands arid becomes more sophisticated, 
the statitlards may perioclically be readjusted, 
becoming progressively lrlore appropriate wit11 
time. The Missior~ Bay develop~nent would be 
~ryu.ired, 21s woultl !lie rest of tlic community, to 
tneet the air quality standards in efrect at the time. 

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS AND 
MITIGATLON 

, , , The niitigation nieasures suggested [air 
({riolity oiid energy ini{7acts] . . . fail ro  take into 
uccorirrt tlre op[)oi-trinities ,for mitignfion through 
tree ~)lantiitg arid latidscaping. An act-e of greor 
~ ~ l o n t s ,  ,for esairrple, has beert fourid to absorb the 
carboir dio.xide fi.or11 the cars of 50 conintriters 
arrd the ~)olluti~ig ozone ( [ f  8 cars. The section on 
air- qrrality shotrld also ntorp correctly irtcliide t!re 
atitro.r11iier-ic irrrpact of the project \'is a >>is energy 
~~oii.rir~ril)tiorr arrd the srrbsequerlt increase ir~ the 
Bq)? AI-ecr's contri6rrtio11 to tlie cnrbori dioside 
load ( c . , ~ . ,  Greothousc effiictj. Tlris is riot an 
ahstr.act c'onccr~i hut one c:f ititof global irnlloct. 
Recent resenrcii a t  tlie L a ~ v e n c e  Berkeley Lab 
110s ,foiirid t l~a t  world erierg)' rise i; r11e nraiii 
r,or~tr.ibutor to atnros1rheric CO2. Since sonic 
sttrdies lrcrl~e sho\vii that a single large shade tree 
coil ~itilize tire equii~aleirt cai6on conterit of 2-3 
ir~rlrses per. clay, it ~20rrld b e h o o ~ ~ e  tlie city to 
cle1,clo11 n ,fi)miula ,for tile rlltnibo of trees 

recluired for this and other projects ant1 require 
tltat tlre dei~elopers put up the funds to have these 
trees planted sontewhere in San I;rancisco. 
(Isabel Wade, Urban Resource Systents) 

p.Vl.F.25--Air Quality; Mitigation and 
p.VI.H.25--Eitergy: Mitigation. An inlportairt 
niitigatioir nieasure to offset tlre air quality 
impacts of arito use and other fossil ,fuel-related 
energy consumption is missing. Street trees arc 
well known to purify tlre air and to counteract the 
ever more threatening "greerrl~ortse effect" 
tltr-or~gh the escharige of COZ for 02. Street tree 
planting should be maximized botli on and off the 
project site. (Ruth Gravanisj 

The greenhouse effect is discussed in tlie 
Response on pp. XV.F.1-XV.F.2. 

The impact of emissions from combustion of 
r~ali~r;rl gas for space heating within project 
buildings is addressed on pp. VI.F.12-VI.F.13 of 
Volume Two. Space heating emissions would be 
negligible compared to motor vehicle emissions. 

E~r~issions associated with generation of 
electricity are qualitatively discussed on p. VI.F.9 
of Volume Two. Assuming that all of the Project 
Area's demand for electricity were filled by 
natural-gas-fired power plants, Alternative A 
would be associated with a net increase in power 
plant NOx emissions of about 0.4 tori per day by 
2020. Emissions of the other criteria pollutants 
would be minor. 

These additional NO, emissions would contribute 
to the project's identrfied potential significant 
effect on regional air quality. Many of the 
mitigation measures listed on pp. VI.H.21- 
VI.H.25 of Volume Two, VLH. Energy, would 
help to reduce consumption of electricity and the 
corresponding NO, emissions. 

Trees are generally desirable from an energy and 
air quality perspective. Trees can shelter houses 
from the sun and wind, decreasing summer 
air-conditioning loads and winter heating loads. 
Deciduous trees are best for southern exposures 
because they shade buildings in summer and, 
dropping their leaves in winter, allow winter 
sunshine to help warm buildings. Evergreen trees 
are best for northerri exposures because they 
shield buildings from cold winter winds better 
tlian deciduous lrees. In the relatively dry 
westein United States, trees generally increase 
the local moisture content of the air, which helps 
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to moderate temperatures. This decrease in 
energy demand is tr;tr~slatcd, on a regional basis, 
inlo icnproved air quality because power plants 
bnrn less fuel. Trces also are desirable for air 
qi~ality bccausc they absorb CO 'and criteria air 
pollutar~ts, release oxygen, ;III?~ intercept and 
precipitate airborne p.u.ticulitle ((lust). Trees at-e 
also valued for aesthetic reasons, provide habitat 
for urban wildlife, and slightly reduce noise 
Ir;~nsnlissiot~. 

With regard lo a sol111ion lo the greenhouse effecl, 
however, the benefit of trees is limited. The C 0 2  
is absorbed by the plant and an cqoivalent amount 
of oxygen is rcleascd; the carhon is used in the 
growth of the tree. Thus, the absorption of C 0 2  
is seasonal, heirig greatest during the growing 
season and very little in the winter when plants 
are dormant. Young trees will absorb more C 0 2  
for growth the11 will n~:lture lrecs. Trces in urban 
ylantings also require considerable tnaintet~ance 
(leaf collection, watering, proning, spraying) 
which itself reqnires a substantii~l expcndilure of 
energy. Bec:nse of the ger~ertllly poor growing 
contlilio~~s in higll-de~~sily urban developtnents 
ant1 tlie enhanced potential for vat~dalistn and 
other da~uage to the trees, a substantial arnount of 
replanting may bc neeessaty. If the dead leitves 
;~nd branchcs of trees itre disposed ol' by burning, 
tllcn ;In ;11r1out11 of C 0 2  equivalent to that 
originally absorbed in the growth of this biomass 
is released back into tlie air. 

The utility of trees for improving air pollutiot~ is 
also limited. While trees can absorb small 
dosages of air pollutants with rro noticeable 
effecl, high col~centrations of air pollutants, 
especially t~itrogen oxides ; ~ r ~ d  ozone, are likely to 
tl81111age the growing tissue of the tree, resnlting it1 
Iwisled, diseased and stur~led trees. Such damage 
is cotntnor~ly observable on trees planted adjacent 
lo tnajor thoroughfi~res anti highways. Since 
(Yzorle is f o n ~ ~ e t l  over several hours as a pollutilnt 
cloud or plutne that travels downwind, planting 
trees in S'm Frnrlcisco -- where there is little 
ozone and which is upwind of the portions of the 
Bay Area where ozone is a problen~ -- would 
have no effect on ozone concentraliot~s. 

Finally, the acreage of trees needed to 
substantially offset the air quality impacts of tlie 
pro.jecl would he substantial. If the infor~nation 
provided by the comnlenter is correct -- that an 
acre of trees can offset the air pollution of 50 
commuters -- then rot~gllly 100 to 300 acres of 
trees, dependit~g upon the Alternative selected, 
would be needed lo offset the effects of commute 
traffic generated by the project. Larger acreages 
would be needed to offset the effects of 
IIVII-commote irdfic arid building energy uses. 

Wl~ile often surprising to mnny, a concern with 
tree planting is its potential contribution to smog. 
The relationship between planis and the 
atniosphere is more complex than indicated in the 
Comment. In addition to absorbing C02 and 
releasing oxygen, some trees and shrubs release 
volatile organic co~npounds (VOCs) similar to 
those released by various human activities. In 
combination with nitrogen oxides released by 
cornbustion, VOCs create smog. While the 
VOCs generated by plants ere not ;( problenr in 
rural areas due to the relative lack of nitrogen 
oxides, in urb'm areas these emissions could 
erode progress tow;lrd mandated air quality 
goals. It is thus important to select carefully the 
species of trees and shrubs used for major 
plantings. 

In short, while tree plantings should be 
encouraged as mitigation for both energy and air 
quality irnpacts of the project, they must be 
viewed as only a minor contributor to such 
miligation. 

NOTES - Air Quality 

111 "The Greenhotrse Gases," United Nations 
Environment Progmmme, UNEPJGEMS 
Environ~nent Library No. 1 ,  1987. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
AIR QUALITY 

The following staff-initiated revisions are made 
to Volume Two, V1.F. Air Quality, of the 
Mission Bay Dmft EIR. 

The following new sentence is added to the 
partial paragraph at the top of p. VI.F.24: 

However, more stringent mmmres may be 
necessary for removal of soils containing 
hazardous materials. 

Note 181, on p. VI.F.26, is revised to ltdd 
"Decelnber" Ibllowing 1982 Bay Area Air 
Quality Plan. 

In note 1151 on p. VI.F.27, the reference mark for 
note/l7/ is deleted from the end of the first 
sentence. 

The text of note 1271, on p. VI.F.28, is deleted and 
replaced with the following: 

/27/ San Francisco Department of City 
Planning, "Canal Systems Spccial Study for 
Mission Bay," September 1986, Section IV. 
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COMPATIBILITY WITH ADJACENT 
AREAS 

Comments 

We are concerrred that Missioii Bay is being 
designed as art isolated rteighboi~liood ivitlz little 
or rro iritegratioii to the dyriantic and growing 
rrei~hhorhoods of  Potrero Hill and S1zoy)lace 
Sqrtai.c or1 the .so[ttlz~vcst side of the project. It is 
irito.estirtg t1ter.e are rio arclritectttral drawings in 
thc EIR of the soittli a ~ i d  nlest sides of the 
]'rc!jcct. Tlte reason is it is a virtual ivall between 
h4issiori Buy and tlte rest of the city. (John B. 
c1cCo.str.o. Potrero Boostcrs arrd Mcrchaitts 
Associcitioir) 

Putrcro Hill, cvitlt a l~eight lintit of 40',  should not 
br shi(t off ,fr-oni its rieigltbors by a wall of hi<qh 
strrrctirres. Tlie plarts seerii to protect and isolate 
Mission Bay, n'hile slz~ttitig o i ~ t  Potrero Hill with 
Iii,ph e~!alls of strucrrtres. In buildiiig Missiori Bay 
housin~,  cottsidcratiori should be gillen to 
preser~~Llg i~ien's of long established 
~ieigltborhoods that are the piorleers of the City. 
(Babette L)rejRe, Potrero Boosters arid Merchants 
A.ssor~iatiori) 

As the 11r0ject I I O M ,  appeaIs to he lteaditzg, there 
111ill bc sigirjficartt isolatiori betwee11 Potrero Hill 
tiird the Missiori Bay yroiect at tlic soutlz and 
southu*e.st lir>undaries, caused by planned tall 
huildi~rgs, railroad tracks aarrd tlzc Interstate 280 
Freel~~ay. The pi.oject i~ i~rs t  concetitrate oiz 
i i i t e a t i i ~  tvith its neigltboriiig conmruiiities. 
Arlrlitiorrolly there ~ h o u l d  be a way to cross the 
roilrood tracks easily from Mission Bay to 
Potr.cr-o Hill arm Sltouplace Square. Mission Bay 
sltriuld riot be isolated,porit its c~cighDorii~g areas 
by barriers. As crtrrerirly desi,g~icd the project 
inay need to Ae r.enonred 'Barrier Bay'. 

One [area ille ,feel keenly aboitt] is isolation arid 
i~ttegrntiori. Tlie way that we see the ylarzs as 
n o ~ v  drzlr~vri, it~e see a great deal of isolation, 
Missio~r Bag heiirg isolated 011 a11 sides. It's not 
Ocitrg itiregratedinto the areas around it, not 
crtolrgh streets through, heirrg cut off by the 
r~ciilrocid trac,ks, by the oi~erhead of 280. . . . 
[Those /)rohlenis ave] not being sohled as ,far as 
I I , ~  con see iri what ule 1io1'e been gi~leii so far. 
Uirdcrgroundirig of the tracks is one thing we 
iieed to discitss at great length. (Arden Smith, 
Pot!.cro Roosters arid Merclrcrrrts Associatioi~) 

Tlte Report does not address the in~l>act of the 
project on the surroimding areas to the west and 
to Potrero Hill on the south. We feel thar it is 
incomplete witltour this kind of assessn~ent. 

In particular; we are distressed by the "encla~~e" 
that has been created, with barriers to the west 
arid south created 1)y nzcrssit~e bui;dings and an I1 
story height limit nest to the Freeway. There is 
only one tlirough street to the rrortlz (Tliird Street) 
and one to the west (16th Street). We would like 
to see this project integrated into the rest of the 
City. We beliet~e it should be accessi6Ie to others 
atid that its citizens should hai~e easy access to 
the rest of the city. (Gloria Van Winkle, Potrero 
Roosters and Merchants Association) 

. . . Afrcr sifring flzrough tlzese 1700 pages we 
Ita1%2 corire to the conclusion that tlzis 
E~i~~irorrnzental I~iipacr Rei~ort does not 
adec/ttately address the Project's integration with 
the surrounding neighborlloods! 

Tlzere are positive [andl negatise points to each 
of the tlzree stirdied alternati~~e designs and marly 
issues to reso l~~e  in the planning process. We 
niistakenly assumed, however, that an 
E~iviro~rmerital Impact Report would address the 
iriipact of a project upor! the e,~istiirg surrottnds. 
Instead, the report viewed the project more as ail 
island unto itself with little regard as to its 
conzl)atibility with its rteighbors. A de1~elo11nzcnt 
should trot be pltorked dowit ~vitlziir the 
bottrrdaries o f  the land witltout considering the 
effect upon the existirzg land uses and needs qf the 
adjacent areas. 

This is particularly true on the soutlz and soutlz 
west bouridaries of Missiori Bay that adjoin 
Potrero Hill and Shonplace Square. There are 
no artist renditions of any of street scenes ,for 
these tra~~sition zones in tlzis nzaterial because it 
is not a pretty sight! A cross section of the 
project or a three dinlensiorial view woulfl tell a 
conzl>letely different story. It would show thar 
Mission Bay is a bowl wit11 higher buildings on 
tlte edges, not only along the area north of the 
Channel but also along 1-280 and the sotttlzern 
boundary. This is not a ,gentle transition. This 
Doud effect will nzake Mission Bay look more like 
the Great Barrier Bay. . . . 
Members o f  the Planning Commission, if there is 
one thing that we can stress to you during this 
hearing on the Ern~ironmental Impact Report it 
~ ' o i d d  be that to plan for a community iirr a void is 
urzacceptable. We should look again to the south 
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nttd solrtltwest bound(rries crtr(1 ask why there is 
no cffectiige irttegration of Mission Bay with its 
already i~iable arrd escititrg ttcighbors of Potrero 
Hill and Sho1vplacc Square. 1Ve do not need 
e,t.terior barriers to fi(r.tlrer isolate us attd the I-est 
of Satr Francisco. W e  do not nrarrt Mission Bay to 
become the Great Barrier Bay! (Rcbccca Ford, 
Potrero Boosters artd Merchartts Associatiott) 

, , . [Rliglrt now the tracks literally are tlrc 
pro~~crhial cut-off ,ffhetii'cert n!ltat the EIR calls tlre 
ttorrh of Potr-era Hill ar.ea and tlte project. Tlrey 
form a 1~ery physical and i:ely ortrinorrs barr,ier irt 
alnrost a classic scrrse of the good sicle and the 
bad side of the tr-acks. Tltere is so ntucll i?oterttial 
for dei~elo]?metrt of that nortlr ofPotrero area. 

Itt ,fact, the Boosters Itad a presentatiorr at our 
September nteetiitg o f  wltat soamds like a very 
excitirtg pla" for a 7th Street public market irr tlte 
Baker-Hatniltoit Building. We  lien, that in 
~~r inc ip le ,  in any case, as the type of use that we 
would sery ntrtch like to encourage, but which, 
r~~~fi)rtt~narcly, ~uill he cut o f f .  . . if we have a 
Barrier as rlrose tracks. . . . 

I 1i!ortt to ler yorr know tltat I can basically see and 
ertjoy the Mission Bay ~ ~ r o j e c t  area from my 
1 i 1 i  r o o  Tlre site lies betweert my honre and 
my job. 111 esserrce, it sltares a geographic, 
parottially cultrtral, commercial and 
neighborhood affinity. Soritehow, 1 feel the goal 
of l ta~~ing a cv~ttittrrity o f  these neighhorltood 
irrter-ests rel~reserrted irr the platrs that are 
ei~al~tated irt the Draft EIR, that t1te)l'r.e rtot M J ~ N  
senfed and that the Drafr EIR represents a very 
irrsrrlar view o f  the poter~tials,for the Missiorr Bay 
]?reject. 

. . . I want to . . . l~iglrligltt the need to retltink the 
intpact of a project, which is rtot pltysieally 
isolated from tire ~teighborl~uods to the soutlt and 
)i,cst. This isolatiorr is ut@ortuttately reinforced 
by tlte proposed project build-out pltasing. T o  do 
this, tlte Drafr EIR rttacst challenge the startis quo, 
to see the 111-oject rtot isolated by a freeu~ay and 
railroad tracks; tlte new housing and conzmercial 
areas not set apart by a barrier o f  conzntercial 
and c~ffice h~tildiitgs. And rnosr ir~tpor.tantly, to 
see tlte esistirrg cotitntercial nrrd industrial land 
uses on tlre border of the prqiect not a s  
permarrcrlt, ~varrarrting a sort o f  For-t Apache 
r~rerttality it! siting the project, brrt a s  trartsitory 
uses that will resportd to tlte sigrrals put out by 
the project. 

1 carttrot stress ertouglr that if the railroad tr-acks 
are rtrt(1ergrourrded or at least prtt irr a trench, 
tlten the project str-eets car! and slrould extend to 

the )vest and south. If the freeway is i~iewed as a 
design challenge, I nrighr say as  the rec,ent AIA 
Embarcadera roadway project has sIto~+'tr is 
possible, it need not be a bar.rier at all. Let's 
strike tlte gray zone on the project alterrratil!e 
maps arrd see the real alternoti~~es. 111 this 
manner, the Draft EIR can be a fursigt~ted 
stimulus for a better project. 

The residents of Potrero Hill are lookirtg forward 
to accessing Missiort Bay, its ltontcs, stares, 
ofices, parks and cultural facilities. I might say 
in tlte satite ntattrrer tltat residents of PociJic 
Heights access Union Street and the Morina. 
Tltank goodrtess that nobody had tlte gall to plan 
a gray zorte barrier setting these rrcigh6ot:r 
apart. (Richard Moss, Potrero Boosters and 
Mercharlts Associatiort) 

The EIR acknowledges the existing visual 
separation between the Mission Bay Project Area 
and other neighborhoods, noting on p. VI.I.5 of 
Volwne Two that "the elevated 1-280 freewrty 
visually defines the southwesterly boundary of 
the site." The existing CalTrain tracks, beneath 
the freeway structure between Mariposa Street 
and China Basin Channel, add to the physical 
separation of the Project Area and ereas to the 
east (Showplace Square .and North Potrero Hill). 
Streets currently crossing those tracks at 
Mariposa, 16th and King Streets provide access 
to the west and southwest. As noted in the 
Comments, Third Street and Sixth Street are 
tiwough streets connecti~rg the Project Area to the 
north, south and west. 

Among the EIR Alternatives and variants 
analyzed, additional street access routes are 
identified and evaluated that would help offset the 
effects of the highway and rail tracks. 
AIternativesA and B both include an Owens 
Street / Iowic Street right-of-way that would 
provide new access into the Project Area from the 
south. That new right-of-way also is incorporated 
in Variant 11 (EIR Hearing Proposal) and 
Variant 12 (Development Agrecrnerit 
Application). (See XV.P. Alternatives and 
Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26 and XV.P.27- 
XV.P.46, respectively, for a detailed description 
of those variants.) Alternative A and Variant 11 
also include additional south side access routes 
along the Long Bridge Street axis. Variants 11 
and 12 offer new connections along the west side 
of the Project Area in the vicinity of Hooper 
Street. 



The cor~nections between Mission Bay and 
surro~ttrding areas are trot defined only in terms of 
physical rights-of-way. 'fhe mix of land uses and 
ntnenitics also could intluencc the interaction 
between Mission Bay and ;~djacent 
neighborlroods. Alterr~ative A and Variants 11 
nntl 12 contain retail uses along the Third Street 
and/or Long Bridge and 16th Street connectors, 
which would likely attract populations from 
outside Mission Bay. (In particulitr, the amount 
of retail spnce corrtained in Variants 11 and 12 
would require a clientele from a broader area in 
order lo be successful.) Similarly, rlew open 
space and recreation amenities, many of which 
reach out toward the peritneter of the Project 
Area, also would be likely to attract residents 
from nearby ~reighborhoods. 

On p. V1.1.31 01 Volume Two, the EIR 
acknowledges that Alternative A wot~ltl have 
higher stroctures on the north, west arrd east. 
Altcrn;~tive B would have office uses of up to 
cigl~t stories cast of  1-280, :IS stated on p. V1.1.33. 
Tltken together, the existirrg freeway :u~d tracks, 
nntl rrew development east 01 l l~e  fseeway i ~ r  those 
two Altertratives would continue the sense of 
visual sepikration ,and lack of integratiorr between 
Missiort B;ty arid the s u r r o u ~ ~ t l i ~ ~ g  tireas. Untler 
existirlg zorrilrg ant1 l~eiglrt and bulk co~rtrols, 
Alternative N would have up to 50-foot-tall 
buildings east of 1-280; taller buildings, up to 130 
to 200 feet, would be possible in the central 
portion of the Project Area (see p.VI.I.35 of 
Volume Two, and Figure XIV.A.6 on p. XIV.A.9 
of Volume Three, Appendix A). Vwiat~ts 11 and 
12 woultl have S/LI/RD space (and in the case of 
Varia~rl 12, some office space). 

The following text is added as a new third full 
p;lr:~gr;lph on p. VI.1.31 of Volurne Two to 
discuss views of the Projcct Area with 
Altcrrlative A: 

From lower elevations of the north end of 
Polrem Nill, and otl~er areas west of 
Seventh S m t ,  the elevated 1-280 Freeway 
is a visual bouadaq of the Project Area. 
SILBJRD and residential development in 
Ntemative A, up to six and eight stories 
high, respxively, would increase the sense 
of visual sepalion between the Project 
Ama and those neighborhoods lo the wesr 
and south. That effect would vary, 
depending upon the actual design, height 
and massing of new stncctures in Mission 
Bay. 

XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
G .  Urban Design 

On p. VI.I.33 of Volume Two, the following text 
is added as a new second full paragraph under 
"Views from Potrero Hill" to discuss views of the 
Project Area with Alternative B: 

- From lower elevations of the north end of 
Potrem W, and other areas west of Seventh 
Street, the elevated 1-280 Freeway is a virmal 
boundary of the Project Area. ODEice and 
residential development in Alternative B, up 
to eight stories high, would increase the sense 
of visual separation between tbe Project Area 
and those neighWoods to the south and 
west. T b I  effect would vary, depending 
upon the actual design, height and massing of 
new smctures in Mission Bay. 

The following text is added to the last paragraph 
on p. V1.1.35 of Volume Two to discuss views of 
the Project Area with Allernative N: 

Fmm the lower elevations of the north end of 
Potrem Hill, and other areas west of Sevenrh 
Street, the elevated 1-280 Freeway is a visual 
boundary of the I'mject Area. Compared 
with buildings up to eight stories with 
Alternatives A or B, the four-story buildings 
near the freeway with Alternarive N would 
increase the visual separation between the 
Project Area and those neighborhoods to a 
lesser degree. 

On p. VI.l.54 of Volume Two, Figure VI.I.Il 
illustrates the scale of developnlent along Owens 
Street in Alternatives A and B. The upper 
portiorrs of these buildings would be visible west 
of 1-280 near Potrero Hill. 

Mitigation Measure 1.5, on pp. V1.1.72-V1.1.73 of 
Volume Two, adtlresses design guidelines (e.g., 
setbacks, building separation) to reduce poterrtial 
visuzll impacts of a continuous wall of buildings 
irrimediately east of the 30- to 40-foot-high 
freeway structure. 

The Mission Bay Alternatives assume 
maintenance of the at-grade CalTri~irr tracks on 
the east side of Severrth Street in tire Project 
Area, with existirrg street crossings. Thus, as 
noted nbove, the presence 01 the freeway structure 
and the tracks would continue the sense of a 
visual and physical balrier between Missiolr B?y 
and the Showplace Squnre and North Potrero HIII 
areas. Access from the north and northwest 
would be improved in Alternatives A and B 
because of the relocation of the CalTrain terminal 
to Severrth and Channel Streets. The tritcks south 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
G. Urban Design 

of that new station would be used for commuter &S~QES 
train loading, queuing or storage; safety and delay 
corrcerns would preclude provision of new 
at-grade street crossings of the tracks. Potential 
delays at the 16th Street crossing of the CalTrain 
tracks (caused by train movements) are discussed 
in XV.E. Transportation, pp. XV.E.25-XV.E.26 
also. Those delays, as tlotetl above, would 
cont~ihute to the perception of separation between 
the Project Area 'md neighborhoods to the west. 

Variant 9 (CalTrnin Slotiorl I.ocation), discrtssed 
on pp. V11.51-V11.54 of Volunre Two, ncltlresses 
the scenario of ptovidi~tg an undetgroutld 
CalTrain station at Fourth and King Streets, 
ir~stcatl of relocati~lg ifkc terminus to Sevcr~th and 
Chan~~e l  Streets. Tlris could errahle z~dtlitio~rsl 
co~ltiections between Mission Bay atltl areas lo 
the west. 

In acttlition, Variant I I (EIR Heitring Proposi~l) 
inclutles untlergrou~~dir~g the CalTraiil tracks 
north of i6th Street in the Project Area to ,sel've a 
CalTrain station near Fourth and King Streets. 
(Veriant I I is described in XV.P. Alten~atives 
: ~ r ~ t l  Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26.) Tl~trt would 
permit a street corurection at Hooper Street 
between Mission Bay and neighborhoods to the 
west. 

V:~riant 12 (Developt~~ent Agreement 
Application) reserves an underground 
right-of-way for CalTrain tracks should a formal 
dcc i s io~~  by tf~e Penit~sula Con'idor Sludy Joint 
Powers Board detern~irre that the tracks be 
rr~~tlergrounded to extent1 C:rlTrain to tlowntowu 
Snr~ Francisco. (Variant 12 is described in XV.P. 
Alten~atives artti Variants, pp. XV.P.27- 
XV.P.46.) Should such a tlccision bc made, this 
variant also would provide :in opportunity to 
i~rcorporate additional conlrectur streets to the 
west. 

Tlris is a sipriificrrr~t page [IGJI. Two, p. V1.1.65 
(c.orttDirted Creek Opert .S~~trcc)/ ,for it nllon~s one, 
a t  inst, irt the nlirrd'.~ eye? to ir?tcrgirie tlrr con~bitied 
ol)etr s j ~ a c ~  011 the t ~ ~ o  sides of rhe cl~artr~el and 
to~ctl~er.,  tlrey ,r,ill cr.ccrte o si,q~1ifis.<j~11 city-wide 
or or leost district-rt'ide opert s ~ a c e .  Arrd 
corisider.irr~ tltar rlre nreo is 800-900 feet +vide, 
t1rer.e is tto douhr tlrar there is sr!fficierrr space for 
Irrrtirotrs arrtl rite otlter crcutur.es to lik8e in o 
11etit.cfii1, syttrbioric. r.elntior~slti]~. (Tohg Lojinc, 
Missiorr Creek Co~rser.~~c~trcy) 

011 p. VI.I.65 of Volume Two, cited in the 
Comment, the EIR describes Alternative B's 
potential shadow effects on open space north and 

'south of China Basin Channel. This open space 
area would total about 30 acres of parks and 
wetlands, and is shown in Figure V1.1.13 on 
p. V1.1.63 of Volume Two. The Commer~t is 
consistent with information in the EIR. (See also 
XV.D. Community Services and Infrastructtue, 
pp. XV.D.8-XV.D.10.) 

Comment 

. . .High rises could wasre and destroy the ,fine 
clirnote of the area by ntakirtg tvindy carfyons arld 
slrnde areas. (Babette Drefke, Potrero Boosrer-s 
arrd Mercl~aants Associorion) 

Pages VI.I.51-VI.I.71 of Volume Two tliscuss 
potential wind and shadow effects of the Mission 
Bay Alternatives. As noted on p. 11.70 of Volume 
One, tnaximu~n potential shadow from Mission 
Bay buildings would not shade open space 
outside the Project Area, and most of the larger 
open spaces in Mission Bay would be in sun f ron~ 
10 a.m. to 3 p.m. throughout the year. The EIR 
also states orr p.II.70 that because "the 
Allernatives are relatively low- to mid-rise in 
scale, Mission Bay would have little impact on 
wind." 

Mitigation Measures 1.7-1.9, on pp. VL1.73- 
V1.1.75 of Volume Two, describe design 
considerations to lirnit shadows on open space 
and reduce pedestrian-level wind speeds. 
Mitigation Measure M.lO, on p. VI.I.75, provides 
for a qualified wind consultant to review specific 
designs of builtlings 100feet or more in height 
for potential wind effects. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES AND 

URBAN DESIGN 

The following staff-initiated revision is made to 
Vol~u~ie  Two, VI.1. Architectural Resources arld 
Urban Design, in the Mission Bay Draft EIR. 

In note /I/ on p. VI.I.76, the reference mark to 
note /1/ is deleted from the end of tile first 
sentence. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES EVALUATION 

/ I . / P g .  9 ,  last para.: I don't k n o ~ ~  oboltt ntirters 
b~ct sailors were g ~ t  'ilflotsatit and jcrsom." 
(Ar~crbacli's book is ahout skid ro,c': I'nt sure 
some ex-seantcn did errd up there.) 1 ' 1 ~  ntet a 
lot of tliose sailors ~ ! h o  were going to sea 
arolc~id and after tlie t1m17i of the century: they 
irt~~ariably haiw been re~ttarkacably toell 
educated (ujtert irt Eurorl~eart schools), 
n,ell-.sl)oken men--and guests in nty Ironre! 

/2 . /Pg.  10, 2nd para.: I tltirrk ivhat is rttearlt is 
that the hose ,years ,fir tlte Sartborn Mops 
wwe 1887, 1913 arid 1949-50. TIccy were 
[il~dated with greater,fiequertc)' tka~r that. 

/3./P,q. 12-1.7, last, top para.: Sltips didn't corne 
irrto Sarr Fr(rrtcisco Bay to "err,qn,qe" i~r [Ice 
t~~lialirrg trade. Tkey just put ir~ Irere ir~ tile 
course o f  a soyage (nrany lasted , fo~ '  yea~.s). 
,Cliips did conre iri to port f o ~ '  tlie liide arid 
tullorr n-ntlc. 

/4 . /Pg.  13. 2nd parcr.: Sari Frartcisco 118osri't 
r.vl)ortirig nruclr of arigrliirrg iri 18-52, Tliis 
ro~iking o f  6th place niust rqflccr inil~orts 
orll)~. C.'crlifi)r~iia didn't have much to es-port 
urttil the grain trade a little later. 

[ S . J P g .  30, last para.: In these early years 
Sort Francisco did rtot "build i~essels for tlte 
trarisl~ortntion of freight ortd passengers to 
tlre E a ~ t  C'oast." "Mair!tairrcd" then!, yes; 
arid bttilt craj? for Day arid river trade. Yort 
hal~e to renternher tltat Sun Francisco and 
Colifi~rnia Itad notlting to csport. Orrc qf rhc 
reasorrs Telegra~~lt Hill looks tlte u2ny it docs 
is flrnt porrio~is of it were used as ballast. I t ' s  
referred to as  "tlie hill tlcot ,i3erlt aroltrtd tire 
I I , ~ ~ ~ . "  

/6./I',y. 38, 21rrl para.: Sliil~buil~lirt~ arid rcl)air 
toc~k i.dac,e rrt Steantboat Poi~it part!\, beca~rsc 
tltc area rvas "steel) to," tliat is, rr~itltoin 
s l t o l l o ~ ~ ~  i18ntcrs arid 1rtlmf7nrs at 1o11) tide. The 
s s i l i l i t  o f  buried ship rerrroiris i s  L C ! : ~  
reri~otr!. A rvorking shij~yur-d ~~orrld htrrrl slrclt 
r'errtoirrs a,vay. 

/7./P,y. 7.7, 1st pcrrn.: It ,c2crs tlte Secorrd Sfrect 
ctrt o f  1869 t l~at  ~vreclied that ~teiglihor~l~ood 
r1111re tlton orr)~tltirrg. 

[8 . /  Pg. 80, lasr ],avo.: Can't really contl~nre 
ud~ole oil and ~ ~ e w o l e t ~ m .  Wlicrle oil ums 
used for lantl>s--this is17 ' t rcnlly "crierg)~. " 

19.1 PR. 81, 1st pcrra.: Col(fi)r'riicr did riot 
import coal from tlte Eastern O.S. Karl 
Kortum, Chief Curator, Natio~tal Mar.itirtre 
Mrtseurit: "l'ije itever ltea~cl of a coal 
cargo front the East to Salt Francisco. 
Eastern coal went to Honolulu: they had 
scigar to e,x]~ort, so the trade ntn(:/e sense." 
Coal cartre into Sar!Fr.arrcisco fior~r 
Australia and arour~d Cape Horn irt tlte 
grain ships front England arid Wales. 

[10.1 Pg. 108, last 2 para.: T h  ntonitorirt,q in 
tliis pr-oject doesn't seern good crrougli. 
You cart't just proitide "ar'chaeological 
irrforrtiation" to sul,ervisors arid expl'ec'r it 
to t ~ ~ o r k .  Nor cur! you let tliese s~ml)err~i,sors 
decide when they've found "ar-chaeolo,qical 
rert~airrs." A qualified archaeologist 
sltould be on hand or? a claily Dnsis. T11i.c 
prrra,qra[>lt shoul(:l wr.itc! irr tlttrf ct,lierr 
nrciritimc artifacts arc found, the Natiorial 
Maritime Museum sliould be corrtactedfor 
identification and deter~tiirratiort of 
inil)or.tartce. (.lecrit Knrtunt, Lcrn~11tmr.k-s 
Prescrvatiorr Adr1isor-y Roc~rd) 

The above Comments and referenced pages relate 
to a report, prepared in December 1987 for 
Environmental Science Associates, Inc. by David 
Chavez and Associates, entitled "Cultulal 
Resources Evaluation for the Mission Bay 
Project, San Francisco, California." This report is 
part of tlie supporting documentation for the ELR. 
The following responds to those Comments, 
though clarific;~tion or changes in thc technic;~l 
report. 'I'he changes, however, do not affect the 
content of the EIR. The changes below are 
nunbered to correspond to the points made by the 
commenter, e.g., Response 1. corresponds to 
Corntnerrt 1.1 . I .  

1. On p. 9, the phase  "the flotsatn and jetsan1 of 
humanity that provided labor . . .." in thc first 
scritencc of the last paragr;~ph, is tevisctl, as 
follows: 

- Books aad articles about the historical 
development of particular neighborhoods 
are hard to fmd; most works have focused 
on the more elite neighborhoods of San 
Fmncisco, smh as North Beach, and not 
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the South of Market area, which for much 
or its history was inhabited by the 
a n ~ ~ y m o u s  working class of San Francixo 
and -wsese~ho provided labor for the 
California seafaring and mineral-extmction 
industries (Averbach:X973). 

2. On p. 10, the pluase "(in the case of San 
Fr,mcisco in 1887, 1913 and 1949-SO)," in the 
fifth scntence of the second paragraph, is 
revised. As amended, this serltence states: 

- It should be noted, however, that the 
Sanbora Maps were drawn up at irregular 
intervals (in the case of San Francisco, 
t p g m s  in 1887, 1913 and 1949-50, 
hona with occasional updatd  and lhat -- 
City directories are not always a 
compreheosive and infallible source. 

7. 111 the last sentence on p. 11, which corrtinr~es 
on p. 12, the phase  "entered the Golden Gate 
to engage in whaling and the hide and tallow 
tratlc" is rcviscd. As amended, this scntcncc 
stales: 

- 7be following decade witnessed the 
emergence of the area's ties to i%e world 
economy as ships frmn New En$land in 
particular, as well as h m  Latin America 
and Europe entered the Golden Gate in .the 
course_.of w W n g  yoyages m d  to engage 
in the hide and tallow trade. 

4. <iold exports from San Francisco were a 
major factor in the U.S. economy by the early 
1850's. Export totals for tluee years are 
$34.5 million in 1851, $45.78 million in 
$852, and $54.97 millior~ in 1853./1/ 

There were other exports as well, but gold 
was the key. In 1852, total U.S. exports were 
$155 million, with cottorl amounting to 
$88 n1illion./2/ 

5 .  On p. 30, the phase  "need to maintain and 
build vessels for the transportation of 
freight," in the next-to-last sentence of the 
last paragraph, is revised. As amended, this 
sentence states: 

- In addition, the need to maintain vessels 
for the traosportation of gddd freight and 
passengers to the East Coast further 
stimulated tbis enterprise. 

6. Thc con~mcnter is correct; on p. 38, the 
next-lo-last setttence o l  the second paragraph 
states that the possibility of buried ships is 
t'e~uote. 

7. On p. 73, the phrase "nineteenth century 
caused many," in the last serltence of the lirsl 
paragraph, is revised. As amended, this 
sentence states: 

- 'Ik spread of industrialization to the South 
of Market area in the fast quarter of the 
nineteenth century, Losther with3! 
cuttiue t h r o u o f d A e e t ,  caused 
mauy of San Francisco's elite to move out 
of the South Park-Riacon Hi 
neighborhood and establish mansions on 
Nob and Telegraph Hilts. 

8. In thc lzrst sentence on p. 80, which continues 
on p. 81, the phrase "small and certainly not 
srrfficent to keep up with the State's 
escalating euergy needs, nor was whale oil as 
versatile a source of energy as petroleurn oil " 
is tcvised. As amended, thi8 scntencc stntcs: 

- However, the amount of oil produced from 
this source was relatively small and it was 
us& -2 _ ~ i r n A s a i a l ! u M ~ t  
and&-. 

9. California imported thousands of tons of coal 
from the eastcm U.S. every year during thc 
1860's, 1870's, and 1880's. Peaks were 
70,104 tons in 1867, and 93,637 to~is in 
1878.131 

It is true, however, that Europe atid Australia 
also supplied large amounts of coal to 
Califomin. On p. 81, the phrase "vast 
q~rantities of coal from the East,'' in the fils1 
complete sentence of the partial paragraph nt  
the top of the page, is thercfore revised. As 
amcndcd, this sentence states: 

- Until the late years of the nineteenth 
century, much of California's energy needs 
bad to be met by the costly importation of 
vast quantities of coal h-om the eastern 
United States,Eoeland and Australia. 

10. The mitigations identified in the report (scc 
also the Mission Bay EIR, Volume Two. 
V1.J. Cirltixirl Resources, pp. VI.J.22-VI.J.27) 
confortn to the guidelines of San Francisco's 
Office of Environmental Review. The 
mitigations include retaining n qualified 
nrchaeologist to supervise exc:~vatiorl arid 
testing and on-site motiitoring in the 
identified resources areas. Procedures to be 
followed in the event of discovery of historic 
nrchaeological deposits and artifacts arc 
included in the tr~itigation meitsure, whicll 
could involve consultation will1 tnaritilue 
specialists, if appropriate. 



!CiL ........ IL.. . pLVI.L.2S- ..,~C~r[ru!:aL R~s~o~!!:ccs,- 
Mitigg_tiort., Historic nrtd Arcltaeolonic .. ~ ~~~ 

~esorrrces. An adelitiorral rrtitigotiort rtienske 
sllorrld be t l~c  prol~isiort of ar~ edr~ccrtiottnl facility 
to irtfirr-rit tke public about the /tistoric 
sigrtflcnr~ce of tile project area. Arcltneologicnl 
crhibits could uaell be incoyorated irtto ct 
r~~etlrrrid into;r,rctii~c center, sitice nicrtiy of the 
~~~etlartd plarits and anin~als ~vcre used by the 
Oltlorre people ,Ji)r food, sl~elter, rrailigatiorr, etc. 
111 fact. a u~etlartd r-estor~atiorr itself n~orrld be a11 
oppro/rriare rriirigariorr measrrr-e because the 
rtcrturul ernlirortnrent tt!us art irttegrcrl part c ~ f  tlte 
Cnstrtrrocr~i tvuy uf l{f??. (Rut11 G I U I ~ U I I ~ , ~ )  

Mitigation lneaslires lor cultural resources, in 
Volwne Two, VLJ. Cultural Resources. 
pp: VI.J.22-VI.J.27. i~lclude placement of 
artllacts in an fippropriate repository or exhibilion 
of artifzicts iri a public tlisplfiy (see p. VI.J.24). 
Should an iriterpsetive center be incoyorated into 
the Mission Bay project, inforlnatio~r regarding 
cirltiiral rcsources conid be inchitled. Tlris, 
l~owevel-, is a pl~ulning issue iintl (foes not firlect 
lire analysis in the EIR. 

N W F S  - Cultural Resources 

/ I /  Si~~.F~~1!cis_c_o~A1\1~, February 1, 1852 arrd 
other news clippings in Bancroft Scraps Set 
W, Volume 12:1,3. 

2 1 .  Department of Cornmerce, Historical. 
Statistics of U.S., 1976:890 and 899. 

/3/ S.G. Brock, U.S. Bureau of Statistics, 
'Srcasury Department, R m t  on lhe Intesnd 
Commerce - of-United -- States for the Year 
1890. Washinaton, D.C.. Govetntrlent 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

XV. Swnmary of Comments and Responses 
H. Cultural Resources 

Mitigaliorl Measure J.l is revised to include a 
new sentence, added to the end of the first 
paragraph on p. VI.J.24. This sentencc states: 

Archaeo1ogical testing could be coordiaatcd 
with other site investigalioms for gcotccbnical 
and toxic waste purposes. 

The following sentence is added to the end of 
Mitigation Measure 3.4 on p. VI.J.25, ant1 to lflc 
cnd of the first paragraph of Mitigation 
Measuse 5.5 on p. VI.J.26: 

- Upon completion, a copy of the report would 
be provided lo the hvironmental Review 
Officer in che San Franci.sco Depamnent of 
City Plaaniag aod the President of the San 
Francisco Landmuks Preservation Advisory 
Board. 

The rollowing slalf-initiated revisions are made 
to V1.J. Cultural Resources, in Volu~ne Two of 
the Mission Bay Draft Em. 
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C'0NSTRIICTIC)N REOIIIREMENTS 

Cornmen1 

7'lrc tli,scrrssiori ~!f'R~ri/~/irrg T ~ I F S  OII pnge 1U.K.35 
I ,  110r d i ~ t ~ I o ~ ( '  llrc! r~rr~~c~r/cr i r i~  .s~.(r~ro~~~~c/ir~,q 
.sorrre corrsrr~ut~tiorr rcilrrriyucs nrrd currerrr 
l ~ ~ t i l ~ l i r t ~   ode r~eq~rirerrterrts reyardirig sei.srriic 
(1171rftr~e. Esscrrtially. rrrcrrf,v rierv corisrrucriori 
tct./ir~ii(trcs cor~rrir~~rtl~~ ciiil~loycd i n  C'olifol-rrin 
rrrtdcr c.tistirr,q codes Itrtr,c rror yct hcerr '/e,sted it! 
tlie ,field' by arr actual nrajor eurtl~qrrake. Tire 
rrrosr t~~ i~ le l~- r r sed  srcch '~rrrtested' tecltrfolog)~ is 
' ~ ~ ( l s r  tertsioriirrp' of c~or~t.r-orc t~orrstrrrctiori, tvltich 
~IJOII/( /  he t/lr lik~'1)~ ~1~1~~1~(1tlt:h,fo1 ~ r l t l l l y  if rlof ItlOSt 
.s~ri~~~trrra.s irr h4i.rsiort Ba!'. T11i.r is fr cause for 
(.orrcrr.rr. Tlrr questiorr is ir~lietlre~~ M i ~ ~ i o r r  Ray 
~i1crrr1~irry sltorrld ]~r-esrtrr~r tlrcrr crrr.rerr/ (or frrtirre) 
,gvrrcr-ulizcd l~rtilcliri,y coclc sr~rtr(ltrr.(ls trr-r tr~lcquure 
irt 1.ie11, I!{ rlicz cl~~(~rrrrrcrircrl c2.s/rcnrc srisr?iit. 
l~~.rarr~I,s ,t,s,soc~icr/t!cI rr~i/lr /It(! /I~I,II. ,roi/.s I!/ /Iri,s sire, 
(11 ~~~lr(~rIrar- r r  Iriglrcr~ , s t ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ r r ~ i /  - ir+'iiclr J I J U ) ~  lirrrit 
~ r t ~ r ~ r c r r  t r r s f r ~ ~ t i ~ r  r:v/res i t l  crs 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - / c r r s i ~ ~ r r i r r , q  - , / ~ o / /  I cs/~rl~lislr(~d ,for- the 
~IJII .S/  ilrrrrgerorts sire or.eas. Tlrc, L)EII< igrror.e.s 
t1ri.s yrtcstiorr irt gerrer.crl, orrcl clocs rrot clistirtgrfislr 
irr :Tcrblc Vl.K.3 nrrrorrg ((I) posr-terrsiorreo' 
c.orr(,r,cte slob ct~rrsrr~ictiorr, (!I) rltirt rtsirfg pr-c-rust 
s 1 1 t t t 1 1  l r t r r ,  (c) srtrr1~1(111 rrorr-tertsiorred 
rrll ~~~~trretl-irr-pluc.c reirifi)r.t.c!d corrcrete, ((1) o/lri?r 
Ic~ss conrrrro~r t)pes, sirclr ns t~~affle slabs, ere. All 
types of cortcr.etr srr~rcrr~rcrl drsigrr are  rrot the 
surrrr tr'irlt r.eycrr.d to scisriric pcr:forrnartce. (Johrt 
Ell~rrlirr,q, Sort Frurrcisco~r.s ,for I<eosorrcrbli? 
C;r~oll'tll) 

I l  scisnric perfortr~ance ol  concrete builtlings 
v:lrics gtc;~tly tluc to thc large variety ol'strrtctural 
tlcsipr~ :~l)plicatiotts. I-lowcver, reinforced 
cr)rlct.ctc structutrs gcner:~lly l)crl'ortn better that1 
t i l t - 1 1 1 )  <,o~lcretc i~uil(iir~gs Out not as well :IS 
strtlctures liuilt of i11ct:11 or wood fi.atllc (as 
intlic:\tcd it1 'T'ablc VI.K.3. p. VI.lZ.36 of Vol\rnie 
'I'wo). 

'T'lie EIR :~ck~~owletlges Illat br~iltlirtg cotlcs are 
Iin~ited in scope and ftre basetl on historic 
c;~ctl~qu;~ke building perfot~r~ance. The Salt 
F ~ ~ ~ ~ l c i s c o  Buildir~g Cotle iir eflcct at the tirrle of 
pr~lilic;~tiol~ of the 1)raft EIK iucorporatetl the 
1979 U~kilorm Buildit~g Code (UBC) rather than 
I I988 version, which includes provisions on 

ec~rthquake safety acqi~iretl from study of 
structural behavior o l  buildings in the Mexico 
City earthquake. The Sati Fra~icisco Board of 
Supervisors has now z~doptetl the 1900 Sail 
Fr:tttcisco Building Cotle which irtcludes the 
seisnlic provisions of the 1988 UBC (ns revised 
by S:I~I Francisco at~tl i~~corpori~ling atnetrtlt~~ellls 
trlatle by tlte state since 1988). The new code 
bcc'me effective Januxy I ,  1990. (State law 
[GkliSornia EIealth and Safety Code, 
Section 18941.5j mandates use o S  the UBC 
cmrenlly in State Regulations unless a 
jurisdiction has adopted an equivaletlt Builidng 
Code by January 1, 1990.) 

To be consel.vative, tlte EIR nr~alysis was bz~sed 
on the less-restrictive, then-current San Frmicisco 
Building Code. Two mitigation measures, K.9 
:tntl K.11, designed to ;~ddress the issue of cotle 
deficieucies itre included in tlie EIR. Miligatio~~ 
Measure K.9, on p. VI.K.50 of Volrttne Two, 
suggests that the City of San Francisco adopt the 
1988 UBC as soon as legally permissible. 
Measure K.9 is revised, as follows: 

- Alternatives A,B,N - Adopt and enfome, as a 
minimum, the ~gis4*~ slandards of the 1988 
Unifom Building Code (UBC), !orefl!!t 
recent advances in seismic slandanls. and 
t h w . b . ~ t i n g g ! m m m k o  building design 
and construction.l5Ol 

Kme publicatiaeiaf .&~_~.~rja3..@c..Ci-\rof 
San Fr;?ncisco bas adwed Ihe- building 
slandards of the 1988 UB? ias mandated b j  
Statelaw) . . ~ ~ ~ . ~ g . . . l h . m h ~ t & . & 1 9 9 0  
San Fm~o..BUilding~C4de,~~Whm.g.9 i s  
~&md.-k.&-.M!..Em-w- &.~.Yolw 
F m S _ m . U a _ - - d m . %  
..... it is  -. hem - -. a c h o w ~ ~ d ! _ ~ ! . _ h ~ c r s & t  .... .- -. .... 

.wodd_.be-~@tig~I.& .... by. ..W ....... ace ..... u0.v 
e.nn:tiv~!~ ...- 1pj.ntiteb..~due...to_ihc~11~~~ 
-tion of (he 1988 UBC. 

Mitigation Measure K.11 (peer review), on 
pp.VI.K.50-V1.K.51 of Volume Two, is 
specifically designed to prevent the cor~stmction 
of buildittgs that may conform to the code but that 
havc desigti deficiencies that knowledgeable 
expcrts versed in state-of-the-art practices would 
identify. Deficiencies in design are not 
necess:lrily associated with arty parliculnr 
consttuction type ntentioned irr the Comment. 

EQE Engineering provided the following 
cotnments regat'ding the seismic safety of varioos 
types of reinforced concrete structures:/l/ 

Poured-in-place, precasted anti prestressetl 
concrete structures are fairly common 
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tl~roughont the world and have experienced 
rlrnjor ec~rtlrquakes in Mexico, Chile, Soviet 
Al-nlenia, aiitl ninny other pl:tces. They 
pcrlortited [worly i t r  Mexico and Arrilenia, 
!>n! perl.ol~netl very well in C'llile. The 
diffcrirrg pcrformtince may be attributed to 
ctrginccring tlesigrl :tn(l rrot . . . lo the materiel 
tleficier~cies. Wit11 proper detciiling, such 
structures car1 and lrave pelforrned well in 
earlliquakes. In fact, prestressed concrete 
clcments havc grcater rcsistarrce to cracking 
Iliiiit ~or~ventiorriil cotlcrete clue to the 
j)restressing. Also, designs foutrtl in Mexico 
arrd Armenia are not allowed by the current 
code. 

Post-tensioned concrete slab conslritctio~r is 
at1 ncceptctble foundation system for light, 
low-rise sltuctures such as wood houses. 
With proper detailing. the slab provides an 
ecorrocnical solulion (:IS compfrretl to a deep 
l'onntltrtiori wit!! piles or a tltick inat) lo hritlge 
clifferelrlitil sellletnenls of t!ke site soils due to 
gravity and seismic loads. 

'l'lic first sentelrce i r r  llre second psragrapli under 
"Mitig;itiort" irr  tlte right-lttititl colum!~ (?ti p. 11.80 
of Voluine One is replaced with tile following: 

OQC measure would mitigate groundshaking 
hwards by adopting &-s~&m- 
!&! imm.- lhes~m~~ofof .W.88  
VnifmormBUil~~g.gC~ee_~wbisbbbbha?r.eeebeen 
&--I& .- wro..@e.1990...Sanan..Fran_c&-~ 
BuildineCode).Fivethmeasures_w_ould 
reduce g m - - ! m p  restricting 
exterior building materials to less hazardous 
types, regwiiag peer revicw to ensure lhat 
state-of-the-art engineering n g t i c e s  am 
used, securing material and equipment in 
buildings under construction, requiring a 
c d f i m l  quality assurance1 quality controt 
program for coaslruction and materials, and 
requiring bracing or reinEmemeat of 
nonstruccuml building f c a t u ~ s .  

Tire i>r.oft EIR is rrrtcertificihlr ( ~ r t  tlie hnsis tltat it 
 doe^ itat iitclticle rite riiost rrrdirireritarly site 
nncr!ysis I)y core sczr?rl~lr. Tlresc snr~rl)le,s slrorrld 
I J ~  tcrkcrr thr-ouglroot tlie site (it regular grid 
irtrerr~als arrd ittore irrtcrtsii~el~~ irt ar.eas that ])ri>iJe 
to \uor-r-arrt ,greater irt~~estigcrtiorr. Tliel-e is rto n8ay 
af proceedirrg cl'ith nrt)~ discitssiort o r  tosiciry, 
geology, Iiydl-ology, or ~(!i~riricit)' of tile site itself, 
Ict alorte, tltrrs, firrrlter- discrtssioit cf cil~l~ropriate 
Innd rr.re $~dtltotrt rite rrtost hasic. parnnieters for 
trrrdcrstarrdir~,y rlte Missiort Boy site this core 
sirrirl~le ir!for-rfratiort corrmirts. (Leigh Kicrrko.) 

The EIR has tnatle use of all available 
geotecllnical information, soil boring logs and 
core samples; those data are sufficient for 
generally characterizing conditions in the Project 
Area. Figures VI.K.2 and VI.K.3, on p. VI.K.4 
and p. VI.K.5, respectively, of Volume Two, 
show schematic subsllrface profiles, and 
Figure VI.K.4, on p. VI.K.6 of Volurne Two, 
shows the estimated thickness of subsnrface Bay 
Mud. Although these data are not as co~nplete as 
kits provided by sairipling at reguku grid 
intervals, they do provide a general picture of the 
stratigraphy in the Project Area. The general 
description of soil properties and soil type 
distribution in the Project Area provitles a 
frt~tnework for identifying potential geologic 
hazards and building constraints. Information 
presented in the EIR is not, as the Comment 
states, sufficient for predicting the exact location 
a t~d  extent of futore impacts. Mitigation Measure 
K.1 ,  on p. VI.K.45 of Volutne Two, contains 
provisions for site-specific, detailed engineering 
soils investigations. Geotechnical reports, which 
rnay be required prior to issuance of fin:il 
subdivision maps or builditlg permits, would 
identify potential impacts and provide details for 
the mitigation measures to be incorporated into 
design of infrastructure, foundations and 
struclures. The range of' irnpacts rtnd possible 
mitigations is presented in this EIR; as it becomes 
available, more-detailed information will be 
presented in subsequent environmental review for 
etsli phase of developtnent. 

Soil toxicity, testirig and mitigation are discussed 
in XV.L. Hazardous Wastes, pp.XV.L.1- 
XV.L.25. 

Tlte discttssiorr of Srirchargirtg ort page I'I.K.21 
ornits r-esults front the test surcltargirig which is 
nou, obi~iously being corrducted a t  tlte site by 
Sarrta Fe  Pacflc Realty Co., startirtg rriore tliart 
orre year- ago. This w~ould be i~ery l)ertirtertr 
irtforntatiort ,for tire discttssiorr, to assess the 
t~alidity if its predictioris. (Juhii Elberlirtg, Sari 
Francis~'ansfor Reasonable Grou'th) 

Surchwging, the placetnent of fill over the land 
surface to accelerate settle~nerit and 
pre-consolitlate soil, is accomplished by adding 
an even veneer of soil over a wide area (see 
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11. Vl.K.21 o f  Volunte 'Two for a more tlrt;~iled 
tlescriplio~i). No specific plans for using Illis 
leclltiique liave been proposed. Tlre soil iriaterial 
ir~out~detl rrczlr Fourth and Cllalrnel Streets is 
slockpilctl for fl~turc fillitrg ar~tl probably has 
resr~llctl i l l  soine ~~recor~solidtttiot~ at 111;tt localiot~, 
hut is riot part of ;lny test sltrcllnrge prograof, so 
no adtlition:~l d a t a  w e  availnble. Surcharging has 
riot yet bcglrrr in the Projccl Area. 

Measrrre K.5 (pa,ye [l'l./IC.48) - Tlte disclrssioir 
I .s~a~~~lrorpirrq arid i~ci.ticcr1 tlrairrs sliorrl~l be 
ar~rc~~id<,d as it is itrilikt~ly tllat this nrethod )t!ould 
he "irsefirl, c$ectitv uird crl)~~rol)riate" o11er 
sigiiificarrt oicJo,s of t l~e  site. (Robert D a r q 1 1 ,  
I)arrrc~s orril Moor.e) 

l'llc tliscussiot~ o f  snrch:~rgir~g ant1 vertic:~l drains 
is iiicl~rtletl in the EIR bec:~use it is orre o f  llle 
possible teclu~iques tlrat could be inlplelrrented to 
lrlitigate adverse effects o f  differential 
scttlc~nct~t. Tlre effectiveness of' this tcchrticluc 
rctnnirls to be a~ralyzcd in sile-specific four~tlalion 
Sensibility stitdies, as described ill Mitigntiork 
Measure K.l on p. VI.K.45 o f  Volurne Two. 
Tllcrc arc olllcr mitigation measures proposed 
thtrt are. aiternntives to surchnrgic~g. Mitiyation 
Met~surc 1c.2 (willr its subsidi;iry Measures K.21, 
K.2h anti K.2c), 011 pp.VI.K.45-VI.K.47 o f  
Volutne 'I'wo, suggests use o f  pile-supported 
builtli~~gs as one wny lo entirely nvoid 
sr~rclit~rgit~g. T11e use ol'slr:~llow Sour~tlalio~rs wit11 
leveling jacks, as suggested i k r  Mitigation 
Measure K.4 on pp.  V1.K.47-VI.K.48 o f  Vol~uxre 
'I'wo. cooltl also be done witlrout surcharging. 

For cltlrity, tlre first sentence o f  Mitigation 
Me:rs~~rc K.5, on p. VI.K.48 ol' Volume Two,  is 
cllartgetl lo stale: 

Use surcharging and vertical drains 10 
accelerate settlement i Z  sit wpccik...soils 
s l .u~~ . ia~dicca~ ,e .  need. 

Comment 

i i  I:nilirre (Page [ I  1 - Tlre 
statcrircrit iri tlrc UEIR that a lir~.,qe hrrildirr~ load 
oli/~lic(l roo yrrick!)) corrll c,arrsc o failrcre of tlte 
Uoy Mud  is tcc~lrrric~ully trrrc hut lii~ltlp urilil~cly to 
rrc(~rr~- (rt //re A4issiorr i!ay site f i l l -  tlie fi~llob~~iirg 
I'Ca,sOIIS,~ 

At all locations rvhere buildings are planned, o 
siyriificaiit t/iickiicss of ,fill has beerr in place j?)r 
suflcieiit tirne to  iricrease Bay Mud streitgtlt and 
to distribute building loads so tltnt the shear 
strerrgth of tlie Bay Mud worrld iiot be exceeded 
cartsiiig ground ,failure. Ground ,failure at 
Missiort Bay under static loads is itot a 
sigtrificai~t probleni. Irrstead, long tern1 
settler~ieiit behnvior as discussed on page 127 of 
tlte DElR b~)ill control building fouii~lnrioir design 
uiid perfrrn~ance. 

Mud Waves (Page Vl.K.lO) - Tlte exan11)les cited 
althorigh correct ore iiot rele~~arit to tlie cirrrerit 
Mission Bay sitriation since t11ey rel?resent Bay 
MIMI failures ~vhich occurred during the initial 
fillirig of the Bay. Mud waves also were created 
dlrrirtg iiritial filling of portions of the Missioii 
Bay site which priritarily crccount,forfill tlticlirless 
vur-iations. Hobve))er, itew ,fills or I>uildiiig~ 
prol?crly desi~rted and coiistructed n'ill iiot cuuse 
iitiid bt>alles, . , . 

Mud 1Vai~e.s (Page /VI./K.30) - The statenient that 
heasy loads "couI(1 (hirt would not necessarily) 
cause ntrrd waves u,itltin 200 feet of tlie southerit 
edge of the Charinel," is considered niislendirrg. 
First, heoi:y building loads are iiot conteiiiplated 
,fur the Mission Bay Deve1ol)nierrt bvliich could 
cause ntrrd utnm~es. Secondly, it a111)ears tltat tltc 
200foot distatice carlte j+om a Dantes & Moore 
rel~ort quoted /7y EQE. Hon)ever, Daiiies & 
Moore's coiicevil iri the 200foot  zoite alorig tlte 
Chanrrel relotes to eartl~qucrke behor~ior irot to tlie 
possibility of ntud rvuve ,formatiori 11y builtlirtg 
loads. . . . 
Alternoti~~e A (Page /i/I./K.31) - The DEIR states, 
"Hr~usirig crloii,y tltc! Charitiel, SILIIKD sorrtlt of 
15th Street, arid LDR built alorig tlte n~aterfiorrt 
just riortlt of 15th Street (has) tlte j?oterttial to 
carrsc ntrtd nlaves if shallow fourrdarions were 
rrsetl." For tlte reasons cited previously 
regar(lirrg rnud MICIIV?S, tltis coii~traiirt i$  NO^ 
coirsidered 11alid. Likewise the last seiiterrce oii 
11crge [Vl.]K.31 rvlticlt refers to iiitid waves, " i f  
strrrctures oi~erload tlte c r r i i g  [bearing] 
capacity of tlte soil" is art uiincccssnry 
coirstiaiiit. (I<obert Darraglr, Dariles artd Moore) 

Tile hazartls posed by mud waves are disctlsscd 
or] pp.  VI.K.IO, V1.K.30 and VI.K.31 o f  Volume 
Two. Altlrough niud waves can be n~itigntetl by 
sv~tr~d engineering design and appropriate 
corrstrr~ction techniques, it is possible that nri~tl 
waves could tlevelop in response to  w:rterfront 
construclio~r. 'Slkis type o f  failure has occurred at 
the seawall in San Francisco and at tlre Bay 
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"t1ter.e a1.e rto areas nplrer.e grolrrrdu~ater is deep 
c~rrort,qlr for cr f i r11  bosc'rr~ertr rt'itlrortt ilo~~nter.irig," 
r11cry Ac trrie crt sorrie locrrtiorts hrrt it is crl?~~licahlc 
orr!y to the plarrrred cor~rrrrercicrl huildircgs rror.th of 
tltc, i'ltnrtrzel, As derrror~stroted b,~ tlre sri~~cessfiil 
c ~ ~ s t r t c t i r  of cortrrtrercial ~ ~ r i l d i r ~ s  in 
clon~rrtoivrt Strrl Frur~cisct~ tl'irh f i r 1 1  haser~rents, 
/Iris cor!ditiort is rrot a siyrr(ficarrt cor!str.airrt err 
de~~elol~rtrer~t. . . . 

Mctrslrr.e K.6 (page [I/I.]K.49) - As pret,iorisly 
clis<~rtsscd, to "l<e(![r l)a.sente~tts crbo~~c rlie water 
ttrlrle so that rlrt~~ateri~rg uiould not be nccessur-y," 
is rrrir~ecesscrril)~ cor~sert~atitw corrsidering the 
esterr~ii'e, satisfactor)> e,~perierrce with Oosertterit 
cor!str~~c~'tir~rr helo~l! tltc o!crtcr ttrble in large areas 
i?f tl[~,vritott~rr Salt Frcrncisco illher-e sirrrilnr aril 
cortrlitior~s e,vist. (Iiohert Dorrzlyh, L)unres nrrd 
A4oor.e) 

Gro~tr~tlw:tter levels rn:ly lintit t l ~ e  nscf~tlrress o f  
colnpcns8tiog fo~~ntlatiol~s. I t  is true that many 
downtown buildings have below-grade levels, 
even in arc:~s wit11 rclntively high gronndwater 
levels. However, wl~ctr building fovnd:~tions or 
h:~senret~ts exist hclow grotn~tlwntcr, energy- 
itrfer~sive pu~rtpiny systetns rlre required to 
~naintain dry basen~ents. Alt l~ougl~ some 
buildings it1 San Francisco reqoirc dewatering 
~nitigation, the idral situation woullld be to  void 
below-grountlw:~ler basen~ents where possible, 
I11us eli~r~inating tile need Tor filrther tniligatiorr. 

As intlicatctl i l l  the E1R on 1). VI.K.30 o f  Volutne 
' f 'wo,  sl~:~llow gro~~ndw:~ler levels present special 
er~gineering consider;tlions. Dewalering z111tI 
lowering grountlwater levels [nay lead to 
differential setlleme~~t at building sites. 
Ilowcvcr, the in~plenrentation o f  Mitigation 
Me:rsurcs K.1 Il~roogh K.5 ,  or1 lip. VI.K.45- 
Vl.lZ.49 oL' Volunte 'I'wo, woultl signilicat~tly 
retluce tire ilr~p:~ct o f  tlifferential settlement. 

G r o r ~ ~ ~ d ~ ~ u t e r  L c ~ ~ r l  (Pogc 1 1 1 1 )  - Tlte 
storerrrcrrt.r corrccrrrirrg groftrtdt~~oter lei~el are 
gerrerall~~ correct. Hot~'etjer, tlrry do nor 
r.clrrcserrt tlte tloricrtiorrs of' ~ / . ~ N I I ' I I I ~ o ~ c ' .  
clct~utinrrs crctrrally rrrc,nsrrred dur-irlg rlte site 
irr~~estigcrtiorr irr 19X2. The rrreosured del~rlr to tlre 
,q~olr~rcli~~crter tcrble be lor^^ gr.o~trrd srrr;fircc irt 1982 
~vrriecl Ji.orrr 3-1 I2 f i ,  to 9 ,ft. This ir!fi~r.rticrriorr 
,slrorrlcl he rrdclcd to the UEIIi to allo~v rlre r-eaclcr. 
to (rctter. relore grourttln~ater. dej)rhs crltd basarricrrt 
c . ~ ~ r t ; o r r s  i t  I otlto. scctiorrs. (Robcr.r 
l)<rrrrry/t, i)trrlres arrd Moore) 

I l ~ e  cotntnenler is correct regarding the precise 
nature o f  groundwater levels at the Project Area. 
111 the first pafagraph on p.  VI.K.11 o f  Volume 
Two,  a new sentcrrce is added after the first 
sentence and the second sentence is revised, ;IS  
follows: 

Tlle depth to ground water. as measurd fcom 
thepundsurface in1982, varied.B?m. 3 5 . 1 ~  
9 feet.N m~ is m d y  cquivalcnt to mean 
water level in San Francisco Bay, which is 
appmximately -8.6 feet San Francisco 
datum.L?/ 

S11:1llow forrntl;~liorrs i r ~  proposetl sti~~ctures woltltl 
 educe potentin1 iolpacts resulting fron~ high 
groundwater levels at the Project Area. 

SEISMLC HAZARDS 

Seisnlic design nritigatloris cire li.sre(I irr rlre Draft 
EIR, such as rile usc rf dee[r pile ,fortndoriorts , f i~r  
taller structures. Howet'er, as stated in t l~e  Draft 
EIR (V.1, y .  lI.SO), O)J creating Itigh-derrsity 
housirig iri rltis area, Project Altcrriutit~es A arrd B 
rt~ould place more [)eople in a reginri suscq,tible 
lo .retlerc strortg shaking, and sigrr(ficarrt1y more 
serious icljuries ortd cns~rnlties t+>o~lld result i f ,  tile 
etlerit of a ritajor eortlrqlrake. TIte Draft EIR 
smtes tlrcrt e~~err tt,itlt pr-ol?osed nririgtrtion 
niecrs~rrcs, deatlts w!ould occttr irt tlre Projec't as 
!lie result of a nzajor earthqrrake. Tl~crefore, 
seisriric arrd geologic irnyarts ~411 renrcritr 
significarlt and unntitignted. 

Tlre scisniic lrazurcls of the prol~oscd Projcc.t site 
are c1ear.I)~ stated irl tltc Draft Elli. 111 tlte 
irlrcrests of ytrblic safety, DMC rlttrst r~ecorrmrnrd 
tlrcrr the Cit), of' Sort Frarrcisco wco~isider tlte "No 
l r j t "  I t e r ~ ~ a t t e .  (L)ertnis O'Bgrarit, 
California l)i~~isiorr of Mitres arrd Geu1og.y) 

There sltould be rto itotcls. Tlte irrstabilit)~ of tlre 
grourtcl sholrld elirtrirtate lrigh rises. . . . (Babette 
D~.efh-e, Potrero Boosters trnd Mercl~clnts 
Assoc~iatinrt) 

The EIR presents information on llre seismic 
setting autl dcscrihcs potenlial in~pr~cts in tile 
I'ro.iect A ~ e a  o i  alternative tlevclo~~rnent 
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scenarios, including the Nu Project Alternative 
(Alternative N). Jn addition, a variant included in 
the EIR proposes developtnent orlly in areas 
underlain by relatively stable ground that is not 
cxpecled to experience grou~id failure or "violent" 
grouridsh~~king during an earthquake (see v I :. 10 [Kettt~ced Seismic Flazartl] on 
pp. V11.54-V11.56 of Volume Two, Chapter VII. 
Vari;tliot~s or1 Alternatives). 

The first ps~.agr~tpi~ of Varierit 10 on p. V11.54 of 
Volurne 'l'wo is ch'mgecl as follows to ptovide 
added ir~forrnatior~ about the data used in 
fortnuiatit~g the variant: 

- Most of Mission Bay is fomer baytand or 
marsh some of these areas are subject to 
liquefaction and "violent" and " v m  strong 
groundsbaking in the event of a great 
earthquake (see VLK. Geology and 
Seismicity, pp. VXX33-VXK37). Aotici- 
R a t & ~ ~ . . ~ m ~ % & & & d ! m ! ~ & . + ~  
the-site .E~-_mag~d_bybyAsA_G_GClqQ)~mg 
g ~ l o p i c  characteristics and distance fmm 
C a . U l I s I s J 2 ~ ~ h a l u ~ ~  
ar some.l.&~ ,..ur-&ePloML~-~a 
s Y g h t l y Y Y y Y ~ ~ v _ a l u c s ~ ~ . h y h y . w ~ ~ i p ;  
IPo81scJ.and_Humf:f:mla19144J5_dL.L,~~eeel~ 
maps are based on iacommy&E data f r a n a e  
PmiecI Area for rtre 1p06 event and are less 
c o n s e a ~ v ~ . ~ ~ W * ~ c L  afafafaffrrm 
m-&.s-~&m~u~s~~~.hc &3AG 
estimates. For the puxlpos . es of lhis vxiant. 
we refer 0nl)rIo AJ3AG's Oa S~~ -- 
" W u m  Ground Shaking. Xntensitv" map 
&at ~ r o v i d ~ ~ ~ S i s _ I % 1 4 e 1 ? 1 _ o l s ~ e  

The second sentence of the first paragraph on 
p. V11.54 is revised as follows and is changed to 
begin a new paragraph: 

- A seismically safe variant to the Mission Bay 
Alternatives would limit development to 
those mas esha ted  to undergo a l y  "very 
smmg" groundsbakjng @_s&o0wn 4nwnABAG1s 
Oa S-b&ij-Gmmc&mw.JSbJ 

7'hc followittg new itoles are atltled alter rlote /5 /  
on p. VII.57 of Volume Two: 

- /5bl Perkins, Jeanne B., The S~ILBF_~__O m- Area -- On Shaky Ground, Associatio~~ 
01 Bay Area Govemearts, February 1987. 

- /5c/ Lawson, Andrew C., et al., me 
California FAth+e..of @ril 18, 1906: 
Kemr?A.kSB.te Eaahguake invcstigali~n 
C-o~sLm, 2v and AUm, Camegie 
Institution, Washington, D.C., 1908. 

/5d/ Blume, John A, Lan__E.mxWeismk 
Safetv Investigation. Geologic Evaluation, 
URS Associates, June 1974. 

On p. IL112 of Volume One, the last sentence of 
this first pnragraph under "10. Reduced Seismic 
Hazards in All Alternatives," in the right-hand 
column, is revised, as follows: 

- This variant would limit development to 
those areas waDed by the A s ~ i a t i o n  of Bay 
Area Govemn~nts as ligely to undergo only 
"very strong" groundshaking. 

The No Project Alternative needs further 
explanation. Although the No Project Alternative 
includes little residential use arid nighttime 
population would be vety low, the entire Project 
Area would be developed for industrial and 
commercial use and would have a substantial 
daytime population at risk, which is greater than 
the daytime population for Alternative B. 
Page VI.K.43 of Volume Two addresses potential 
casualty estimates of Alternative N. 

The EIR Setting sections present information 
about existing (status quo) seismic conditions that 
serves as a basis for evaluating the EIR 
Alternatives. 

With this spectrum of land use development 
scenarios in the ER, ranging from a "No 
ChangelNo Project Scenario" to one that would 
have a substential daytime arid nightti~ne 
population, the decision-makers will have a full 
arsay of prograns before the111 for their 
consideration. 

Properly planned, Mission Bay cun Demn?e o 
ntodel for major resl~ansible urbart dei~elol~nient 
in a very geologically hazardous locatio~t, so 
tyl~ical of California, in contrast with int1,eriding 
n~ajor disasters at ill-l?lart~led or ~rrrplartrred 
urban dei~elopntents such as Daly City artd Foster 
C i v .  (Johri Elberli~ig, Sart Frartcisc'arts for 
Rccrsonablc Gron!tl~) 

Mission Bay does have the potential to become a 
model for responsible urban development in a 
geologically hazardous location. The niitigation 
rneasures on pp. VI.K.45-VI.K.56 of Volume 
Two were written to accomplish this goal. These 
niitigation measures address grourldshaking and 
liquefactior~ hazards; construction measures that 
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New tiuildi~~gs, i f  consln~ctetl as recomtnetltted in 
Mitigatioi~ Measures K.9, K.10 2nd K.l I ,  or1 
pp. VI.K.50-Vl.K.51 o f  Volunie Two,  would be 
struc~urnlly sound. 

V1.N. I-lazardol~s Wastes, in Volume Two,  
conlait~s a detailed discussio~i o f  the regulatory 
f~inrework at the federnl, state mlci local level 
dcsiglled lo insure cleanup o f  ally cxislirlg wastes 
i l l  ( f ie  Project Ai.e.a i111d protecl public s : ~ k t y .  
' l l~ose  t 'eg~~laliot~s are collstar~tly h e i ~ ~ g  refined to 
a t lds t s s  a broad range o f  concerns irtcludi~ig 
carfhqu:ikc-t'clatcd hi~zwds.  

Comment 

Grr~rrrr(l.vlrcrh-ing (Pngc [V f . ]K . / J )  - Tlre se~:(~ro,ld 
qrtote , f i . i~rrr  tlte Corrrt:gie Ct~ritirtissit~ri rel?ort 
citirtg crrr frrterrsiry Grade C (t~er)2 strorrg) for rlte 
area south of tlte Chnrtrrel requir.es antplification 
to trrtder.startd its sigrlificartce. It shonld also be 
stated that a lrortiorr of the Missiorl Bay Project 
,fr-orrr 3ri1 to 5tlt Street rrortl~ of  tire Chartnel had 
1 i r r t e ~ i t  B ( i o l e t )  (See tlte attaclted Plate 5 
,ji.orrr tire Unr~res & Moore r-el~urt of  Jrtlj~ 9, 1982 
fi~r. the estcrtt qf these irltensity crrecrs). Tile 
1 1 1 ~ 1 ~ 0 ~ 1  rC/?Ol'f U / S O  / lr l l l~~lf l?~ ucIditiorru1 
irrforrrtatiort coriccrrririg eartltquake belta14or at 
Missiorr Boy tlzot wws rrot cited irt tire DEfR. 
Esl)eciolly rele~~iirtt are tlre dcscri~itiorrs of 
Irrtcrrsitj~ C;ratle B trrrtl C qltoreci ori pagc 15 urrd 
16 r!ftlrr Dar?ros c t  Moore .Irrly 9, 1 9~32 rel~ort. It 
is irrrl)or.rarrt to rrotc tlmt lrrterlsit)' C &scril)tiorrs 
[lo rtot irtclrtlle arry r-efererice to grotrrid ,failrtre 
forrrril ill tlle GrcrdeA orrd B descrillrio~ls. f t  is 
corisider.cd to hc ,,cry sigrtificorrt rltat orrly a 
~n~r'tiorr of the Missiorr Bay Pro:ject soutlt o f  tlte 
C'l~ortrrel is ~ J I I J I I ~ ~  to /toile ltird groltrid failure irt 
1906. Tlrrts, it is irtcor-rec't to nssocicrte nrore 
sr1.cr.c $rortrrd shokirtg cffrcts to tlte ntcrjority of 
t11c Project A1.e~ tllcrri tlte ei'iderrce or reasorrc~ble 
cvtrrr/~olatiori i!'ouid s t ~ l ~ l ~ ~ r t .  

r o r l  Fni11n.e ((Pages VI.]K-14 nrld 
/1.'1./1<-15) - The ol~ertirrg storerrlent thot, "Escrljt 
fir I ~~or~rl~er~rr olrd s t ~ ~ t t l i ~ ~ s t  corrrers, the 
Pr.[!ject Ar.eo lras poterrtiol ltoznr~ds of strbsider~cc 
ligrrefartiorr orill later-a1 sprcodirrg," is o~jerstated 
11s is tlic secorrtl serrterrce. "The Pi.ojeo Area is 

particularly s~rsceptiblc to liqucfaction beca~rse 
ob~trrdaitt sartd lertses artd lagers are located 
be low^ the sAallohv u~oter table." Tlie 
susc,rlftibility o f  Missiorr Bay soils to adverse 
scisrtric grourtd,faiI~tres cart best be jlrdgcd hy tltc 
rer:orded e~~iderice of tlte 1906 eartlrquak-c a.s 
iriterpreted by ir~~~estigatiort arid resenrclt 
per:fbrnred in tlre last 25 years. Tlris e.~/~erierice is 
sumrnorizecl well in a 1978 USGS publicatiott by 
T.L. Youd arrd S.N. Hoose, H-ic Grourrd 
Failures ir~ Nortl~errr Califorrtia Associated wit11 
Eu~~t!t.qypkcs, Geologic Srn.ifey Professional 
Paper., 993. Yorcd arrd Hoose iderrtified tltree 
areas irt the Missiort Bay (~ruject  hourrdurie.c. 
wlrere grortr~d,fai/nres occurred during 1906. 

I )  f r r  a thvo block area front 4th to 6th Street 
along Tonmnsend, iuhere 2 feet of iriititrl 
settlentent itsas recorded. 

2 )  At the 3rd Street Bridge Crossirtg of rhe 
Charirlel ~idtere a serrlentertt of 4 irtches ilias 
rr(.~r(led at tlre east corrter of rkc south 
ablrtr~reltt location 204. 

3 )  Lateral sl?reodirig at the rrorth abutnzerlt of 
the 3rd Street Bridge. 

111 srtmmtrry, t11e I906 rccorcl re~~caled only 
liriiited grol~rtd failure irt rlte Missiorr Bay Project 
Area, much less rhart in other reclainted baylands 
iri Salt Francisco. Altltough the lack of bltildirrg 
constn~ction bt tlte Mission Bay Project Area, 
cs~~ecially so~rth c?f the Charirtcl, linrited the 
arnourtt of detailed study i~r rl~e area, it is urtlikcly 
tltat sigrtificarrt ground failure effects would have 
gorie ~rrrioticed. . . . 

Groltrld Failure ( P a ~ e  /VI.]K.35) - The EQE 
Seisntic Safety Report of sc/ltelnbel86, 
Reference 40 is cited regardirrg the likeliltood i f  
liyuefiictiort irrdtrced settlentent artd lntercil 
sl~rectclirlg tltrorighour t'lzc? Project Area e.Yce[Jt fclr 
the Nortlteast corner. Ho,vever, the ortly 
srr[?portin$ ei~idence irr the EQE r.e{?ur? k~tot~vr to 
Darltes & Moore is that associated ~ ~ i t l t  tlte likely 
li((uefaction tltat irrduced 2,feet of .rettlenreftt 
alorrg Tawrrsord Street from 4th to 6th Street. 
Tlie cortditiort is associated 11~ir11 tile 
liqttefuctiorr-strsce~~tible durre sartds u~hich ripere 
rrsed fclr fills rtorth of the Chnrrrrel as tltey were 
for olntost all of doivntowrr reclainred nrarsh 
ureas of Sart Francisco. H o ~ ~ e ~ l e r ,  durrc sarrds 
~vere unu~~(rilable , f o r -  fill placed sortth of the 
Cltarrriel artd this area was filled witlr 
norr-liq~refiable ritote~~ials comprised o f  sartd, clay 
arrd rock nti.rtures. (Reference Hot~lorid and 
Dorrogh, 1981). Although there may rlot 1ia1'e 
beerr e,~tertsi~~e im~estigution south of the Chartrrel 
in 1906, it is highly ~ r t l i k e l  tltat liqlcefactio~i 
,failro.es +~.'ould have gone urtrtoticed. Tllus, the 



~ r o h o h i l i t ~  c!f liq~refacrior~ rle~~elol~irfg so~rtlt o f  tlfe 
Clrcrrtrtcl is cor~sider.(~tl ro he s1i~ic.ient1.y r-entote 
rltut ;I sltorrld rtot 1)c corrsider-cd to he u cortstr-crirrt 
t o  hrrildir~g ct~r~str'uctior~. (Robert Dar-ragh, 
Dnrrres artd Moor.e) 

(:;rot~rr(l ftril~~rc is defined by Youtl (1978) /2/ 51s a 
pert~~itr~ettt groutrtl i r ~ o v e ~ n e ~ ~ l .  In this tliscussion, 
only tllose grou~ltl S:~ilures triggered by seismic 
sl~akir~g are cor~sitlered. including various types of 
1:rntlslidcs. 1:lteral sprcatls. ground settlement, and 
prortt~tl cri~cks. Marly of these f:rilrtres are 
cotnnrol~ly c:rnsetl by liquefislio~r ("the 
t r e ~ ~ s l o r ~ n a l i o ~ ~  of a granular tnalerial fro111 a solici 
st:rtc to a liquefied stale as n consequence of 
irrcrc;~scd pore-w;~tcr pressnrcN/2/). Ground 
I;~ilurcs :ire c:~tcgorizetl :IS hillside landslides, 
v:~lley floor Sailures such as lateral spreading rclrct 
grc)und settlement, misccllmeous grountl cmcks, 
and other related phetrotnen:~, such as sand boils. 

The t l : ~ ~ ~ ~ a p i n g  el'fects of strong gronndlraking 
ant1 ground failure can vary over' sntnll distances 
tiepentling on the natore of subsurface materials. 
Altlrot~gli sever:~l boririg sanrples have been 
:~r~:~lyzcd it] Itre Projccl Area, not enoogh 
sul)surl';~ce tl:~ta ;Ire avnil:~ble lo itlentil'y all 
potc~rtially lrxzardor~s areas. Kecortls of ground 
ftrilure duriug the 1906 eartlrqut~ke give sonre 
in l ic~t ior  of :Ircas of p:trtici~l;trly high 
liqwefi~clion o c ~ t  in porlions of the Project 
 are:^. ( i rot~~t(l  hrilure 11:17,:1r(ls it1 ot11e.r wefts trot 
yet filled by I906 are more tlilficult to detettnine. 

Accortlirrg to Wood's I908 tnap, contf~iocd it] the 
~ t ~ e p i e  I~~s l i t r~ le  report 3 ,  n~recgtivocal 
evitlence of i~~telrsity B shaking (Modified 
Melu;rlli intetlsity ranging fro~n VIII to XI) was 
ol)scrvcd in the Mission Bay Project Area north 
ol' the China B:rsitr Channel between 'l'lrir(l and 
FiftI~ Streets. The rea~aiuder of the Project Area 
is in;rppetl as intensity C (Mercalli intensity VS1 
to VI11). It is important to note that while San 
Fr;~rrcisco intensity grade C does not explicitly 
i~~clutle tlescriptions of ground firilure, 
Associ:~tio~~ of Bay Area Governtnents (ABAG) 
conversions (in B~i4di!lg_.S!~~.k.~3!d.E@l:tfl$~.i&e 
Losses. 141) from the San Fr.;rncisco intensity scale 
to the Mvtlilictl Mcrcolli sc;tle indic:rtcd that 
s o ~ r ~ c  types of ground fi1ilut.e Ilrirt arc known to 
o c c ~ ~ r  :rt Mcrcalli interrsily Vlll nlay also be 
:rssociatetl wit11 grade C grou~~tlsl~aking. 

T)r~rit~g tlre 1006 carthqoakc, at least 50% of the 
F'~o,jcct Area located so r~ l l~  of China Basin 
C11:nrnel was underwater. Therefore, no accounts 
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of gro~~ndshaking intensity or possible grottntl 
f:~ilure fro111 the 1906 earthqu:~ke are av;~il;rble for 
a significant portion of the Project Are:~. Areas 
classified as intensity C south of China Basin 
Channel are based on uncertain data, as indicated 
in the legend of Wood's map 131. Lack of 
groundshaking data from the 1906 e;~rthquake 
may Ireve resulted frorn one of two factors: 1 )  
post-earthquake investigation efforts focused on 
building structural failure 'and fault rupture, atrd 
many grottnd failures not critical to co~rstructcd 
work may have heen neglected, ;utd 2) the 
incidences of ground failitre were so irunrerous in 
more populated areas north of Mission Bay 
during the 1906 shock that noting of occwrcnces 
sortth of Chintl Basin Channel rris~y not have been 
exl1:1ustive./2/ 

Estimates of future groundshaking intensity and 
ground failure potential arc often bascd on 
evitle~rce irolrr the 1906 eartlryuake. A 
grountlshaking intensity map by Blume (1974) /3/ 
is in close agreement with Wood's 1908 map 151. 
ABAG's On.S&&-_Gmmd /6/ shows much of 
the area as tnaxitnuni groundshaking intensity 
grade B (except the norther~unost portion of the 
Project Area and a snrall area in the southwest 
corner). Itr addition, the California Division of 
Mines and Geology (CDMG), in its E?~~tll_tl~akg 
Pla!ming ~ c ~ n i ~ ~ i ~ . . . . . ~ L o r . ~  Magr!i(! 
Bnt:thyua ke..t )u~!1~.Sak~.A11dr~~ ~S~F~I .U! I . . .~~E.  Sak! 
F!:ar?cis~~ .Bay..AYea 171, indicate that the entire 
Project Area (except for the northern corner of the 
Project Area) is located in a zone of high failure 
potcr~lial. In the first pnragr:~ph under "Ciroontl 
Rrilure," heginning on 1). VI.K.14 of Volotne 
Two and continuing on p. VI.K.15, the first two 
sentences are revised, and a new sentence and 
references to reports by ABAG, the Carnegie 
I~rstilutio~r, arid CDMCi are added, as Soliows: 

Except for the nonhm comer of the Project 
Area near Third and Townsend Streets and a 
small area in the soulhwest comer where 
badrock is near the surface, the Project Area 
has potenlial hazards of subsidence, 
liquefaction and lateral spreadiog./l9/ 
B-w_of the Pn?ject Area are particlllarly 
susceplible to liquefaction because .&p 
cmrisa.-.me-iail~-~--~--~m 
_&~uakc&_l/InK-R1,~a:~m--~..aSa 
whole3 hasa..N@..~mW..for~Q.ffdure 
becauseof!ocal..geoLog~! ~(I-!e!ssm! 
hyeers-pwalBl. iCI ~ a n d a l l u ~ . l r ~ . e r J  
& p o p o s i ~ a a 4 - ~ ~ ~ . . m d  the preseaix 
of W o w  -groundwater.Mal -- 

The first full sentence in the partial paragraph at 
the top of p. VS.K.15 is changed to start a new 
paragraph. 
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The following new note. /23a/. is added after note 
1231 oft p. VI.K.59 of Volutr~e Two: 

- /23a/ Davis, James F., J o h  H. Bennett, 
Gtcnn A. Bolrhardt, et al., Eanhqwke 
P ~ ~ . . S . c e a a r i o ~ f  wororora.. .-Mag~it.u+-8.3 
. ~ . (~uak . e~~n~Ih~&drcas__Fau lL .raIhs  
San Emiscs-._Bay-&e_a, California 
DFpanmcnt of Conservation, Division of 
Mines and Geology, Special Publication 61, 
1982. 

For clnrification, llle first ftrll paragrapli on 
1'. VI.K.35 of Volutl~e Two is revised to slate: 

- Liquefaction, including possible lurching and 
lateral spreading resulling from tiqn~efaction, 
and rapid settlement are the types of 
seismically induced soil failure likely to 
occur in the Project hrea.1401 The-.~area 
.kwc_wee~-mirQcl~Streets...- ._of 
C h a  Basin ~ e I ,  would be at vrealest . . . 

described darrmge to part of the Project A w n  
nortit ortd west of Clriria Basin," slto~tltl he 
ntoclified or deleted sirrce the qrrorc?d data do not 
up[)ly to tlre Missiorr Bay Pri?ject, but r.atlrer to 
tire ':for.trrer cottr.se of Missiori Creek" 11!1tich 
e.~te~rds beyorrd the project boroidaries wesf o f  
Brrr:y Street ro ahout 18th and Valenc~ia Srrrets in 
tire Missiorr District. Much more adi~erse ground 
fiiilrtre dei~eloped irr tile Missiotr Creek aren rharr 
irr Missiori Bay i f f  1906. It is  iff tlte Missiofr 
Creek area that tire slunipir~g nto~~etirerrts 
occrvred which were cited or1 page 14 of [tire] 
DEIK, "where tlze street lines were shifred 
eastward orrt of their fornrer courses, by arriorrrrts 
11aryirtg fiotrz 3 to 6 feet." No obseri~atiorrs were 
niarle fi~llowbig tile 1906 eartliqrtake of srich 
moi~cr~ierrrs witliin tire Project Area. (For ,frrrtlzcr 
i~for?rratinrt corrcerr~irrg tlre grourrd nrotiorr effects 
of the 1906 eartlrq~take in the Missiorr Bay area 
see the attacked I981 ASCE paper 0)' Hoi~larid 
arid Darragh.) (Robert Darragh, Dariies ar~d 
M O O ~ E )  

risk from Liquefaction. Ibis awa cvnlained 
uncc[uivocal cvidencc of gmuad . fai1.m 
follvwine chc m a t  1906 carth~uakeJ21/ 'l3c Rcspovsc - - 
like!~..imp__c!s.. ~ . o I I s t r o n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n  
v & e ~  yarls-oI..&e _P_rvjcs! &a_ p&ar% 
sou@ a£ @.e...~.c~.elel..-. are..-!css_-_weU 
dw.upl.en_tee&or~~.lI~wev.er ererer.. p ~ c !  . . tests 
su_g$-est.lhat m ~ h f  -!+B.matenal.ls..less 
~ ~ ~ ~ e p . t i b l e . . ~ ~ . h  w&4a~lba~(bal n v f t h t  
~le... ~haon~~.~&~.~e..~n~sd~ndiail~ 
fca$ms. were_wpoft& area after-the 
-~ X!?&!-.CXCQL .mwh.of&areawas. u n d . e r w ~  
at the time and few mIesmeid.  thwea. - . . -. 

d failure may have cone &or-.. 
unrc~&.:m.?his..an~a. 

The following new note, /40:1/, is added after note 
/4U/ or1 y. VI.K.60 ol Volu t~~e  Two: 

011 y. 11.79 or Volrtlne One, ttie first sentence of 
the seconcl ynt.aglaph ttrlder "Secondary 
Earthqu:tke Hazartls" is reviscd to sl:rle: 

Exccpt for the northem comer of Mission 
Bay, where bedrock is near the surface, 
Iiqudaction and settlement could occur 
localty thmughout the Project h. - 

C;rorrrrdslrakirtg (Poges 1 I . K I  arrd 
[Iil .]R.I4) - Tire staterrrcnr. "Ob~erl.'ations qf 
dartrage recorded 611 rlre Stare Cor~tririssiorr 

While ground failure in 1906 was noted iri the 
Project Area, observed failures were corlfirled to 
areas north of China Basin Channe1./3/ The 
cornlnetiter is correct that areas along the former 
course of Missiot~ Creek are not within, but 
adjacent to, the Project Area. The last paragraph 
on p. VI.K.13 of Volume Two is revised, as 
follows: 

Observations of damage recorded by the State 
Commission describe damage &~n&..Lhe 
&?m.m_c.- -of.. ._m_sio.n_ CEmLwhicb 
fl~w-d..hto tbe Project Area attheweslem 
end of China Basin CImnel./211 

Under "1906 Earthquake," at the botton~ of 
p. 11.78 of Volume One, the first sentence in the 
boxed text is deleted and replaced with the 
following: 

Ihe  State Commission that investigated the 
1906 d q y k e  repotted that the area along 
the former course oi Mission Crcek, which 
flowed into the Project Area near the western 
end of China Basin Channel, was one of two 
areas in the City most damaged by the quake. 

Seisnric  hazard.^ (Page I'I.K.13) - Tlie ~tarei)iefrt 
irr the secorrd i r a g r a l  "Miscellarrtoris 
unconrl)actcd fill riiaterials such a s  satid crnd 
rtthble, like!,' to  BE fu~tnd in ports of tire Project 
Area, are expected to perform poorly," does riot 
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11ro11erly reflect the lilcely groundshaking 
hclrcr~~ior on tlte fills. Not all urr(~onrl~actcd fills 
11Jric11 co~rtairr sand and rrtbble n!ill Ira11e poor 
seismic behaviors ca~isirrg settlcrrtent or stability 
~)rohletiis ,far structur-es. The major, ,fill-related 
scisniic l?roblent is Iiniited to loose scrrrdy soils 
belo~~b the iijater table n~lticlr corrld Iiqucfy during 
strong ground shaking. These fills are o~ily 
knowrt to exist riortk of the Chanriel in the Project 
Area. Other ,fills iricluding rilixtures qf sand and 
rubble, o ~ e n  when uncoml~acted, should perform 
satisfactc~ril)~ drrrittg an eartltquake if their 
clraracteristics are considered 11rol)erly in 
desigrr. E11r1r ,for. liqrrefiable loose sarrd fills t11r 
i~iipoct of liqrrqfac~tiort 0 1 1  11ile sripl)orted buildings 
is like/)) to he ~riirrirtral as was demonstrated iri tlte 
I906 earthquake. (Robert Darragh, Darites and 
Moore) 

The stritetnent concerning poor performance of 
~i~iscclli~neous uncon~pncled [ill n~alcrisls relntes 
lo tl~eir groundsl~nking behnvior a i d  not 
necessarily to their liquefaction potential. Tlie 
phenomenon of seismic wave amplificatio~l in 
ur~co~isolidrited materials of all types and grain 
sizes is well tlocutnented. While loose sandy soil 
below t l~e  water table has the highest liquefaction 
potential, other fills including mixtures of sand 
citid rubble c i~n contribute to seistnic wave 
amplification and thus to stronger groundshaking 
in llle Project Area Ilkan in uewby bedrock, 
regartlless of ground failure potential. Soil 
properties in the Project Area. while not as 
urrstitble its loose siiod, woultl riot be expectetl to 
perlortrl well durir~g strong groundsl~aking. As 
described in Table V1.K.2, oli pp. V1.K.28- 
VI.K.29 of Voltune Two, buildings supported on 
pilc foundations wot~ld be thc least likely lo 
sustc~in trrajor structoriil damage in a11 eartkrquake. 

Comment - - ~  

Grorr~rdshakirig (Pnge [VI.]K.33) - The inference 
that the adserse hcltai~ior of Mexico City 
buildirrgs 5 to 15 stories in heiglit l>o.ses similar 
11roblenrs ,fir. brrildirtgs at Mission Bay is 
unsrtl,yo~.ted. Although the seisrrric resporrse of 
dccl~ Bay n ~ ~ d  del>osits is of sr!ficient cortceln 
tlrcrt tltc recerttly adol)ted I988 Uriiforn~ Buildirrg 
Code pro~~ides ,for special corrsider.utioii at sites 
ri~itlr sqji clay gl-eater tharr 4Ofeet irr tltickr~ess, 
,firrtlrer iri~~estigatiorr will be required to 
dctc,r:irirre 11~1retIter more severe proi~isiorrs ,fir 
brtildi~rg dcsig~r 118ill he ieqrrirecl tho11 [tlrose in] 
pr.ior codes. Tlrere are rirajor diflereric.es 
bet~i~eert crrgirteerirrg artd geol7lysiccrl properties 
of Hoy Mrrd irr Missiort Bay and tlre +i!eoker 

Me.rico City soils arid it has not been established 
that Mexico City type soillstr~uctural resonance 
118ill occr~r at Mission Bay. . . . 

Measure K.9 (]>age [VI.]K.50) - The second 
suhparcrgraph inl/?lies that UBC 1988 does not 
adequately cover, "soils, like thick Bay Mud, 
which amplify and prolong seismic 
gro~rndshakirlg beyond that coilsidered in currerlt 
UBC soil factor requirements." This is no longer 
correct since UBC '88 has introduced a new soil 
1)rqfile ( tyl~e S4) for soft clays greater than 
40 feet in thickrtess; for this soil condition a soil 
coefficient of 2.0 is required, whereas the highest 
previous soil cocfJicierit was 1.5. Thus, it is not 
necessary to employ more stringent requirements 
j%)r these soil cor~ditions than UBC 88 would 
reqrtire." (Robert Darragh, Dames and Moore) 

Recently availnble data provide evidence to 
support llie ider~ of seisnlic wave nmplifici~tion in 
areas nnderlain by snturnted clay./8/ Authors of 
the Seismic Safety Commission Report indicated 
in an oral presentation to the Commission that 
altllough there are differences between the type of 
clay in Mexico City mitl that in San Fmncisco, the 
differences, in terns of seismic wave 
amplification, are minor./9/ Mid-rise buildings 
would be most susceptible to damage from low 
frequency (long wave) seismic waves. Delitiled, 
slri~clore-specific, spectral response analysis 
would be required lo minimize building darnage 
in the event of an earthquake. 

711e tlnla indicate that spectral response analysis 
using newly adopted special design requirenieols 
for sites with soft clay greater than 40 feet thick 
would slightly reduce structural damage to 
buildings on Bay Muds in Sarl Francisco (luring a 
tnajor (Richter magnitude greater than 8) 
eatllquake. Those design requirements are 
included in the 1988 edition of the UBC, which 
was adopted by tlle City of San Francisco in 
Jiknuary 1990. However, even with incorporation 
of provisions of tlie 1988 UBC, unforeseetl 
ewtllquake effects could result in structural 
damage to buildings and loss of life and 
property. As a result of the potential for 11umar1 
casually, the EIR includes a finding of 
unavoidable significant impact for seismicity (see 
p. X.l of Volume Two, Chapter X. Sigzlificai~t 
Irreversible Environmental Changes Which 
Would Be Irivolved in the Proposed Action 
Sllould It Be Implemented) /lo/. 

Mitigation Measwe K.9, on p.VI.K.50 of 
Volutne Two, which suggests that San Francisco 
adopt the 1988 UBC, would inclutle tllc ~rlost 
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earthquake indicate that Whitewatcr overpass on 
Inlcrslnle 10 srrl'fered exlensive darnage to the 
retrol'it system./ll/ The eartlrqunke Illat caused 
this clamage, however, measured only 5.9 on the 
Richter scale. A firtire earthquake of  magnitude 
7 lo 8 in the Bay Area (an earthquake o f  mrtch 
higher energy and longer tlur;~lioli) woultl result 
in more severe damage. Elevated highway 
strtatures used in California have not perfonried 
well in eirrlhquakes o f  magnitude 6.5 or 
grcater./l2/ Relrot'it systems, initiated after the 
Sat1 Fer~laritio enrtllclu:tke, have riot been testetl in 
a large il~ztgnilude eattl~quake, t l ~ e  type predicted 
for the San Francisco region. 

Tsrrrrnrrti and Seicltes (Page [VI.]K.15) - The 
secorrd paragrcr~ilt states "Predictions o f  tsunami 
rurrtr]~ ,fr.onr Snrt Frartcisco Boy Area are gil'e~r irt 
sel'ertrl publicatiorrs 1)ut there rentairts 
corrsidcrable urzcertairrr)~ over tlte e.vtertt of 
T,srrrzcrriri rttrtrrp wlticlr ~voold occur irr the Project 
Aretr./22/25/26.'' Ne~'erthcless, the latest arrd 
rrtnst ex.tertsi~'e rc?fet.errce (25) is considered to he 
autlroritati~~e and should be cited for 
cornpletetress. The ,firllon!ing quote fiont Danres 
& Moore's report [Hoi~larrd, H.H. artd R.D. 
Darraxh, "Eartl~quake lriduced Crourtd 
Mo~~ertterzt irt the Mission Bay Area qf  Sari 
Frarrcisco irr 1906," Proceedirrgs 2nd Specialty 
Cortf Techirictrl Corrncil on Lifeline Earlhqrrake 
Engincerirtg, ASCE 19111] sumntarize.~ the 
eslie('te~1 tsunami effec:ts in Mission Buy ,front. this 
rqfe~.ertce. 

"A tsrtnanii is a long period ocean ,t~oiJe 
~~ i t i c i t  carr be gerter.ated by earthqutrkes, 
.suhntarine lurtdslides, or t~olcunoes. UIIOII 
reachiirg shallo~c* coastal looters, these watJes 
rrtay irtcrense irr height to tens of feet carrsi~tg 
c.ocrstcr1 ,flooding arid associcrted cl~rrrtage. Tite 
urztici/~oted tsrcrtariri r u  crlortg 
Srrrr Frartcisco Ba? sltorelirre in the ~'icirtiry of 
the site is -4 (SF Daturtr) for a 100-year 
recrtrrertce irrtert~al arrd -I foot (SF Dnttrrir) 
for a 500-year recrrrrerrcc inter-IJUI." 

(Robert Darraglr, Danres arrd Moore) 

The disc'rrssiorr of "seiche" or? page VI.K.15 
ritakes art urt~i~urrarttcd conclusiorr that a 
dcstructirle sciche irr Sarr Frarrcisco Bay is not 
expected drre to o riiajor. eartltqtrake, giijen that 
rtcrrre occrrrred irt 1906. The 1906 Sort Artdreas 
qrrake lay to the west of the Bay, ,11ith northn:est 
Itrter.ol disl)lacentcrrt of the ~rest~c~ard lartd block: 
the eost~t~ard 1arrdblo~'k rrrrder. the Boy did not 

n t o ~ ~ e  significantly, arid seisntic energy rndiated 
ptim west to east so that the Mission Bay site was 
'uliward' ($any seiche or other u2ase front irr the 
Bay. A frtture major Hayn~ard Fault ear-tltquake 
(sirch as tire 1836 qrrake) would lie to the east of 
the Buy, artd the landblock beneath rite Bay n~ortld 
likely be laterally dis~~lacec1 to the northwest, 
~~oterttially generating ntajor inout q f  energy into 
the Bay waters as well as some possible ivater 
disl~lncemertt, artd producing a large seiche. If 
~~ertic'nl landblock displacemertt occurred as n~ell, 
even a "local tsimcmii" might be generated in the 
Buy. The seismic energy w30uld propagate from 
the fault towards the Missiorr Bay site, which 
would tlteri lie 'dowrtward' of the uxrl'e ,fr.orit. 
Thus there may be very serious peril, trot just 
along the Bay frontage but perhaps elen more 
pronourtced along Mission Creek due to a 
'funneling' effect which niight produce ( I  "bore" 
so~eral feet ltiglrer than the seiche surge itself as 
displaced Bay water enters the narrowing (in 
depth as n~ell as width) ntouth of Mission Creek. 

Detailed and careful technical analysis c$ seicl~e 
dyrtantics at the Mission Bay site dlrrirrg a 
potertrial Haynjord Fault ellent in the Oakland 
Hills is very, very important for an adequate 
EIR. .  . . 

111 the discussion of Seismic Hazards on page 
VI.K.44, possible worst case seiche irnpacts are 
not addressed drre to the ,faulty Setting 
discussion. . . . If a major Hay~lard Fault 
earthquake does pose a hazard, an estinzated 
rttn-up, especially along Mission Creek, could be 
a significant public drmger.  houseboat,^ of less 
stable desigrt might capsize, drowrtirtg tra111ied 
occupa~ts.  If a poterrtially large seiche is 
possible, the EIR needs a map delineatirig the 
possible flooded areas. This ntust be  onsi side red 
in corijimctior~ with possibly higher sea ler~els of 
the future. . . . 

. . . [R]el~ien~ of rite South of Market Rezorting 
DEIR pro~lided additional inj?)rniatiorr. That 
DEIR's ancr1ysi.s of potential earthquake 
iriuitdation int1)ctcrs from tsurianti or seiche is 
ritucit superior to the Mission Bay DEIR's, artd is 
irtcorporated here by this referertce. Tlte map 
therein, Figure 12 . . . [of the South of Market 
Dr.c{ft Ell<], in particular is exactly what is 
needed for the Mission Bay area as n~rll.  
00r~iously Mission Creek is the pro,jected source 
of. . . the possible depicted inundatioit area in 
the South of Market. 

Two EIR's being prepared arid certified alritost 
sintrrltarteousIy coitrtot differ so nfarkedly irt 
hazard analysis of such a ntajor inil~act issue, 
seisniic safety - orte ,for which a finding o f  
sigrrificartt irrt~~act  ill be rrtade - n~itltout o ~ t e  or 
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tlte other being legally irladequate. The Mission 
Bay pr.oject riiay be able to niitigatc tlre 
irrurrdatiorl Itazardfor tlre Sorrth of Market a s  well 
a s  Missiorr Bay. (Jolrrr Elberling, Salt 
Frnrrciscans for ReasorraOIe Gro+vtlr) 

A tsunami is a long-period ocean wave thnl is 
ger~erated by subtnaritie earthquakes, volcanoes 
or landslides. Upon reaching shallow coastal 
waters, these waves mny increase in height to 
tens of fcet, causing coastal flooding and 
associatetl ditn~age. A seiche is oscillatioll of a 
body of water in an enclosed or semi-enclosed 
basit]. It is caused chiefly by local changes in 
atmospheric ressure, aided by winds, tidal 
culrents, an$ occasionally by eartbqutkkes. 
Although tsunamis and serches may produce 
damage and flooding effects, tsunamis are 
generally much more damaging. Both may be 
associated with earthquakes, but they occur in 
mther different situations. 

Tstmatnis are generated when the surface of the 
oceari is offset because 01 an ocean floor offset 
or disturbance. This causes a bulge in the water 
surface autl the initiation of a long-period wave. 
Such waves travel th~oughout large ocean basins, 
causing damage in selected coastal regions. 
Study of historic tsunntnis has shown that wave 
travel times CIIII be predicted autl early warnirlgs 
issued. History has also shown tllat certttirr 
locations are more susceptible to tsunami 
damage. For exan~ple, regardless of the origin of 
art ollkt~ore disturtxtnce (us~rally an e;trtlrq~t;tke), 
Crescetlt Cli ty,  in nortl~emnlost Caliloruia, is the 
hardest hit area of the West Coast. A major 
factor detern~ining the location of damaging 
tslu~amis is offshore topogritphy (bathymetry) and 
co:~sllit~e cotkfigurstion. 

C:oastal California is vulnerable to seistnic sea 
w:nes generated by earthquakes anywhere it1 the 
Pacific Basin, including large earthquakes that 
cotntnonly occur in Jnpnn and Alaska. The 
opportunity for tsutlalni damage lo occur in tile 
San Fraticisco Bay does not depend only on the 
occurrence of a local earthquake, nor does the 
absence of a tsunami during the 1906 earthquake 
represent the only data available. The largest 
tsuna~ni ever recorded, that generated by the 
Alaska eartllquake of 1964, was measured at the 
Golden Gate and died out quickly as it entered the 
Bny, causing some damage along the Bay irt 
Marit1 Co!tnty./l3, 141 Future tsuuatni are 
expected to behave similarly when they reach the 
<;olden Ciate. The Project A e a  has been frec of 
tsunami effects for at least a century, and all data 

suggest that physical properties of the coast and 
Bay protect the area from such damage. 

The nature of faulting along the San Andreas fault 
system also reduces the likelihood of tsunami 
impacts during local earthquakes. Tsuuamis are 
associated with earthquakes that occur on faults 
with major vertical offset, which occurs along 
reverse faults or normal dip-slip faults. The 
faults with the largest amount of vertical offset 
are along st~bduction plate bout~daries, the setting 
for the strong earthquake and darnaging tsunat~~i 
generated in  Alaska in 1964. The San Andreas 
fault is predominately a strike-slip fault, which 
tneans that displacement is wholly or largely 
horizonlrtl (depending on location). Minor 
vertical offset was measured along the fault in 
1906, but nowhere did it exceed two feet./3/ 
n ~ o u g h o u t  the San Andreas system (including 
the Hayward fault), cumulative vertical offset is 
estimated to be no greater than 10% of total 
offset./3/ In addition, only local fault rupture that 
occurs offshore (i.e., the San Andreas and San 
Gregorio faults north of Daly City) is capable of 
generating a seismic sea wave. Earthquakes on 
the Hayward or Calaveras faults, which are on 
land, would not generate tsunamis. 

Although a remote chitnce remains that the San 
Frwrcisco Bay could be affected by future 
tsunatni, lack of any historic data and 
considerable disagreement in published estimates 
of tsunami nm-up indicate that all available 
estitrtates are highly speculative. Tile Seismic 
Irlvestigation and Hazard Survey Advisory 
Comtnittee (SMSAC) has stated that existittg 
maps that show tsunami run-up "give too precise 
a representation on too uncertain a 
paratueter."/lS/ Potential tsunami impacts and 
estimates of total run-up for the 100-year and the 
500-year tsunanli are given on p. VI.K.44 of 
Volume Two, and are in close agreement with 
several published estimates (see notes 1221, on 
p. VI.K.58 of Volume Two, and /25/ 2nd 1261, on 
p. VI.K.59). It is noteworthy that all 100-year 
tsunatni run-up estimates are less than the 
projected elevations for the 100-year high tide. 
Any ~ul:mticiprtted damage would be minor 
compared to other damage that would certainly be 
caused by a major earthquake centered near San 
Francisco. 

A seiche is an oscillation of a body of water 
usuavy caused by changes in atmospheric 
conditions. Wave periods range frotu a few 
minutes to several hours and in height from 
several centitneters to a few meters./l6/ 
Occasionally, seiches are caused by earthquakes. 
This usui~lly affects bodies of water a great 
distance from the earthquake epicenter. The 
precise way that earthquakes generate seiches is 
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complex ant1 trot easily predicted. Ttre 
~~lrrnornen~~rr is gerre~.:rlly Ilro~~glrt lo be :rssoci:~tetl 
will1 surft~ce wave ir;~r~r~o~rics (gror~rrdshaking) 
and 1101 directly with fault offset. Altllough 
earthquake location rnay ;rffect the i~rilialiorr of a 
seiclrc. once estahlislretl lllc origin:rl location of 
tlrc cpicrlrler would 1101 greatly ilrfluencc w:lve 
Ireighl or ;urrourrt of tl:ctnage. 

Scirhes arc trot carrsetl tlircctly by fault offset. 
I':IIIII rrlplurc ~rriry cause (~u!ratllis but only wl~err 
ofl'scl is  herre:rtlr wtrter. Altlrottgl~ seiclres :ire 
more conrmoi~ly c:utsetl by litlal and alrnosplreric 
contlitions (few Irave bee81 recorded in the Bay). 
IIIC 1906 c:!rtlrclu:rke tlitl cause ;~hnor~x~:rl 
v:rri:rtiot~s in title reconli~rgs :\I l l ~ r  Goltletr G;rte 
t I r : ~ t  ~)rob:rbly represent a slrr:rli seicl~e. This event 
is tlescribetl on p.VI.K.15 of Volume 'lwo. 
Records indicate that rro seiche occurred during 
tllc 1868 k-lnywirrtl eart11qu:rkc (trr;rgrrilude 7 on 
llre Richter scele)./l?/ 

IIistoric data irtdicate tbal seichcs (hat develop in 
llre R:ry 11:rvc low wave llci~lrts aird are 
essetrli;rlly ~ttltletcclrrhle wllerr superimposed or1 
tltrily litl:rl flucluntion. Low-lying :rrcss alol~g lhe 
11;1y that are protecletl from nrcarr lrigll litle ore 
likely lo be onaffectetl by nrifkor flucttratioils of 
tlle Bay srtrf:tce. Seiclle rir~r-up would he less 
tl~arr the 100-ye:rr tsunanii cstir)rnlcs fou~ld olr 
1'. VI.K.44 ol' Volr~ole T w o .  

Effecls in irrlcts ant1 creeks ;rd,iacent lo tlre Bay 
woultl he si~rril;tr lo tlrr~se. in tlre R:ry itsclf. 
Oscillnti~lg water wookl slosl~ ahout, hvt water 
would not build up into a bore. A bore, or tidal 
hore. is a wall-like wave 01 water, with an abrupt 
fronl, produced as :ul irrcoming title rushes up n 
slr;rllow, rr;rrrowing esto;r~-y or bay. Seiche wave 
ler~glhs are usrrtllly slror(er zrtld wave l~eiglrts 
smaller tlrarr tsunamis md daily title "waves." 
Wave frotrrs are getitle and irre riot followed by a 
wall of wnler, lypical of litlal bores. 

Tlre risk of tsurla~ni and seiclle d~ll~lage it1 tlle Sat1 
Fratrcisco Bay is gelrerally corrsitlercd lo be 
low./14/ Given this low risk and the relative 
trrinor nature of possible tlarn;rge co~nparetl to Ilre 
tl:~trr:rpe clue to grou~ltlslr;~ki~~p :11rd prour~tl failure 
tlurirrg :I irlqjor cartlrcluake, rarll~qnake-itrtlucetl 
w:tler tlarnagc at tlre Project Area is co~lsitlered 
I I I ~ I I C ) ~ .  

' e r e  ate n o  lexl revisions reqrrirecf for llre 
Mission Bay EIR on tsurr:r~ni and seiche i~i~pacls. 
I-Iowever, revisions are irrcorporated illto tlre 
Soul11 or Miirkel EIR to reflect Isutraori run-rrp 
i~rl'(atn:tlion Ixlsetl otr acluol occurrellces rnlller 
tlran the nr;rtlrernatical estirlrates tlescribed in 
Figure 12 of tlre South of Market EIR. As such, 
itkI'orm;rtion in tlre two ElRs is consistetrt. 

No r~ritigation nteasure is pr.oposed for seicl~e 
irrtl)octs due ro tlre defectivc artc~1)~sis of the 
Setrirrg sectiori - see above. Operi space desigri 
should iric'lude raised berms or other larrdscnl~e 
fcnttves of equi~:nlerir 1~11te to coritoiti esririioted 
iloodirrg. Tlre Missiort Creek charrnc.1 al)])eu~:~ t l~c  
rriost ~~irlrrer.able, n r~d  rc,ater vnlurrre contj~ictariorl 
fr)r cortrairint~nt r11er.e n ~ a y  be coniples due to the 
'bvnter hore' effeo rioted above. Possible ftrture 
irrc,rc~oses in sea I i~i~el  are  ari a~l(litio1ta1 ploririing 
,fir(,tor. (.lohii Elberling, Son Frun~.iscaris fi)r 
Iieasor~abIe Growrl?) 

Comments concerning seiche impacts are noted. 
(See llre previous Rcsponsc, pp.XV.1.14- 
XV.1.15). 

The inlpacts of the "greenhouse effect," the global 
wlrrnring causetl by atmospheric build-up of 
c:rrhotl dioxide :rnd other g;rses, ;tnd :rssocit~letl 
rise in sea level are not corrrplelcly uutlerslootl. A 
report by the Sat1 Francisco Bay Conservalion 
a~rtl Development Commission (BCDC) projects 
a five-inch rise in sea level at the Presidio by 
2006 and about an eiglrt-inch rise by 2036./17/ 
Sea level is expecletl to rise at chis rate (luring the 
first portion of the 21st century. Thereafter, 
"greenhouse effects" may further accelerate the 
rille of rise. (See also tlrc Resporrse on sea-level 
rise on pp. XV.J.3-XV.J.5 in XV.J. Hydrology 
and Water Quality.) 

Increased Bay water levels caused by tsunami, 
sciclre. and nfrusually high tidcs would be 
superinrposed on these elevalions; i.e., by 2006 
the higher high title would be five inches higher 
than that at present. Relative rise in sea level is 
likely lo cause groundwater levels lo rise in 
low-lying areas arountl l l~e  Bay. 

In any case, changes in sea level occur gradually. 
The expected amount of sea-level rise for the life 
of tlre project could be co~lsideretl arrtl accoulted 
for tlrrriug builtling design. BCDC h;~s 
establislled the following plaruring guidelines for 
shoreline develoytnent:/17/ 

To prevent damage. from flooding, buildings 
on fill or near the slioreli~re sllould have 
adequate flood protectiorl inclutling 
consideration of futrrre relative sen level rise 
;IS deternrined by competent elrgineers. As :I 
rule, stroclures on fill or near tlre shorclirre 
slrould be above llre wave ru~iup level or 
sufficiently set back fro111 the edge of llle 
shore so that the structure is not subject to 



clynt~~rric wrrve energy. In :\I1 cases, the 
! t o  floor level ol  structures slior~ltl he 
atlove tlie highest cstinratcd title elevalioti. 

A rrcw niitig:~liori rnetrsrire. L, . l5 ,  dealirrg with 
~)lanlrirrg structures, ilrflastrrrct~rre ant1 open spnce 
to avoid the in~pacts o f  rising sea level is added to 
Voltrri~e T w o ,  V1.L. Flydrology and Water 
Qu;rlity (see the Response or1 pp. XV.J.3-XV.J.5, 
XV.J. Hydrology :end Water Qutrlity, for llie text 
o l  the rueasure). 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 

Vcl:~' littlc discrrssioir is pro~lided on tire capacity 
r!f rlrr C ' i ~ l ' s  crrr~rgerrc~y rireilical ,firc.ilities to deal 
~ t ~ i t l r  (,artlryticrkc cirsrrolties. Tire tIrr~ot~eticctl 
(.al~~rc.itr~ is like/! 1 0  1)e red!rcerl ver.y ,sigrrjfic~atrtly 
drre to t r r ,~~  i;cry serioris pi-obleiiu (ontittirrg 
crccrss corrstr-oirrts): (0)  ckrniagr to Itos1)itals. 
~i(rt~ri(~rrlarl~ rt(irr-strrrc.turaI rlarira,yc, srrclr us 
hr.olccrr rirc~.lturticul systcrrts atrd uur-uf-.seri3icc 
e l e r ' ~ t o ~ . ~ ,  ~i'lticlt ri'ill sererelv r-ecltrc'e tlreir 
cf f~c' t ir:~ ~ ~ r i f i ~ e  dclii:try col~acity, artd (h)  for a 
t ~ r - r r r - t o r  earlqrroe,  flte cli.rl)ersal of 
troirrc(1 rrtedic.trl ~rer,srirrtrel at tlrrir 1-esidetrces, 
rrrarry orrcsirle Sort F'runc'isi'o, ~~'ltjclr n3ill /werlertt 
thcr~r ,fi.oirr beirrg able to proilide niedical ser~jices 
in Sort Frn/rcisco dr~e to gerreral firilur-e of 
t~c~iorrtrl rrvrrrsl~orttrtiorr rorrtes. 

Likcri'isc. rro disc'ussiort is pr'oijided orr rlre 
caj~ocih~ of tire City's otlrer erttergerrc)' personliel 
- c s l ~ ~ , ~ ' i c t l ~ ~  1101ic'e arrd,firc de~lor~trrrertts - to cleal 
rr~irlr eartlryrroke circtrtristarices, Agairt the 
rltc~ir-c~tical (,~rpoc'it,v is likclj~ to he redrrc,ed wry  
si,yrrifi(:rrrrtlj~ drrc! to tlre ~~r~ohlcrit (oririttiri,q access 
(,ortstroirirs) it! o rrorr-rr~orkirrg-11ortr ear-thytrakc c.qf 
the c.lisl1cr.sol qf troirre(1 persorrrrel at tlteir 
I-csi~lcrrces. rntrrry iiticsirk' Sorr Frcrrtcisco, rcslric~lr 
11.il1 ~)rri,~~rrt thcrir forrr Orirrg nhle to l,roi*idc 
crtrergerrcy serl:ices iri Son Frurrc'isco due fo 
,gorcrcrl firi1rrt.e c!f r.egiorrol trorrsl~ortatior1 routes. 
(.lolrrr Ell?cl-lirrg, Sa/r Fro/?ciscarrs ,fi)t. Xeosonahlc 
~ . ~ l ~ r l l l ' l l t )  

The c;rp;rcity of the City's emergency rr~etlical .' tr~rlities. zuid all enuergency resources, depends 
ori (Ire magnitude o f  the tlisaster event. 
r::rrllr(ltr~kc effccls would dicl:rte the course o f  
errrergerlcy operations. City-wide Irospilal 
czrpxity woultl r~ol be able to zrcco~nnrodate the 
I I L I I I I ! ) ~ ~  o f  i11,jul.ies c:rused Oy B large earthquake. 
1 0 s i t s  sl~orrt~l, Irowcver. (eke s[)eciztl 
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precautions to prevent non-strucfural hazards 
(ever1 in the event o f  strialler earlhqoakes). 
I>amage and injury, as well as loss o f  supplies, 
may be reduced by securing storage cabinets and 
eipiprnent to w;tlls and floors arbd by securing 
cor~tainers to shelves. Other types o f  equipment 
failure, such as out-of-service elevators, could 
retluce the overall efficiency o f  patient care. 

Should an earlliqunke occur during non-working 
I~orrrs, the r~eetl for medical care is expected to be 
sigr~ificatitly less tlian it would be for a similar 
event that occurred on a working day. However, 
the need for fire personnel would be less 
dependent on the time when the earthquake 
occurred than would the need for rruedical 
persotrnel. The City of San Francisco has 
arrangements with private ferry boat and 
helicopter operators to transporl San Francisco 
emergency personnel who are outside the City 
bnck to Snn Frnncisco to assist with disztster 
relief. Public notice to alert service personnel 
and irlior~r~ then1 about transport :u-rar~gerne~its 
would be issued through the Emergency 
Broadcast systcm./l8/ 

Tl~ere is no discrrssiorr in the DElR at a11 
regarcling post-quake emergency housing needs. 
Tlris is a sigr~ificarrr ntatter for the Mission Bay 
project, sirrce due to its poor soils ntany of its 
buillirtgs will likely be unoccrrpitrhle after a 
niajor earthquake, although tlrey will not have 
collapsed. 111 fact, the project's large open space 
ar.eos cart be i~ieu~ed as a nzajor resource, but 
tlrose t~ear the shorelines may be tintisable a s  
~ijell dtte to ground failtires. Tlte emergency 
horrsir~g ca(,acity o f  rite Mission Bay ol?eri space 
(torts?) rteeds to be assessed for contparisorr to 
tlte nrlv resi(1ertt yol?t~larion. If nor adequate, 
displaced residents af Mission Bay represent a 
riert,, ud~/itiorial dentand on the otlzer potential 
eritcrgerrcy lrotcsirrg sites irr Sari F'rorrcisco, or for. 
e)~ocuatior~fionr Sort Frorrcisco. . . . 

The Mass Care Focilip mitigation nfeasure K.19 
orr page VI.K.54 is rrwlconie, but needs to irtclrtde 
atr ossociuted enter,qencg housitig plarr, probably 
for l~itchirtg terits irr tlte Missiort Bay operr space 
areas, wit11 storage of supplies artd rttaterials for 
tltat purpose. Sl)ecial attcrrtiori riec~ls to be ],aid 
to satiitatiori requiremerits. (.lohri Elberlirtg, Sun 
Ft~arrciscarrsfor Reasormble G r o ~ ' t h )  

Post-earthquake housing needs would depend on 
the severity o f  the earthqtrake. The distribution o f  

XV.116 
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d:~ln;~pe carinot be k t ~ o w t ~  prior to t l~e  eartl~quake, 
and csti~nating the neetl for disaster relief 
s~t[)plies iukd c t ~ ~ e r g e ~ ~ c y  11oi1sirrg is difficult. The 
~ ~ r ~ ~ r ~ b c r  oS rcsitlc~~ts wlro woultl be displaced fro111 
Mission Bi~y ;tI'tcr ; I I ~  eartllql~nke is unktiown ;uitl, 
:IS notetl by the cotntrletlter, large opeu spaces it, 
the Project Area tnay or n ~ a y  not be a tnajor 
rcso~~rce for sl~cltering tlke ho~ncless, tleperlditrg 
~ I I  tlie extent o l  gro~~nt l  failure surfc~ce tlisruplions 
:III(I tile qc~;~lity o l  access lo llre area. Porliotls 01 
tl~e ir~it~ketliate (but lelnporary) housing needs 
col~ltl bc provided i r k  tlke City's Irkass care 
I ,  : i I ~ t ~ c s  ' .  For longer-tcrtrr liousil~g needs, the 
Ollicc ol Eti~erge~~cy Services ((.)ES) wol~ltf seek 
i~ssist;~~tcc honk t l~c  Fetler;~l Emergency 
M:i~i:~~enient Ageticy (FEMA) to acquire portable 
strt~cturcs lor Sar~ Francisco./l8/ 

Milig;~liol~ Mc:tsr~res K.9 t l~ ro i~g l~  K on 
111). V1.1<.50-Vl.K.52 of Volu t~~e  Two. would 
rctlucc stri~ctural and non-strocturn1 datnage 
suhst;~l~ti;~lly. With tlkcsc special design 
co~~si t lers t io~~s sntl e:~rtl~qu:~ke prepr~reclness, tlre 
project wot~ltl he expectetl to sust:~it~ less tlarnnge 
I~I : I I I  sin~il:~r structures have sustai~~etl in past 
eartl~qtrakes. 

Mass cure lhcililies are :~dministcred by the Retl 
Cross to provitlc food, sl~elter arid solne clothing 
to victi~ns of a rn;!jor tiisaster. Temporary shelter 
ri~:~y 1)e p?ovidetl at a tlesigi~:~ted facility (school, 
l);"k, ctc.) or ill  open sp:~cc near by. Tcrkls cotrltl 
11' iciclutletl will, llke sr~pl~lies kept at a cuass care 
f : ILI I I IY .  : ' If datnage to l~ousilkg stock were tkot 
extcl~sivc, tlkc tcrrts coultl provide a substantial 
p:trI of t~ecdctl ctncrgctrcy slkclter. In e trkajor 
c ~ ~ r t l ~ q ~ ~ i ~ k c  tlis:~strr. i t  is i~t~likely that tl~cre woultl 
I)e s~~l'l 'icict~t tclhs lo Lully ineel llke lkeetl lor 
ctncrgeircy slrclter. nor would there be space irk 
wlkicl~ to pitch tl1c111 iS tl~cre were witlespread 
t l c s t r~~c t io~~  ;\I, autl in llic vicirlily ol, Mission Bay. 

Mitig:~liol~ Measure K.19, on 11. VJ.K.54 of 
Volutrie Two, is revised to incl~rde a supply of 
tents :)I ;I I I I ~ I S S  care facility To adtlress 
s :~~~i t :~ t io r~  ncctls, tools for li;~rrd-tligging pit toilets 
sl~oultl be storetl at a irkass care fisility. 
Measure K.19 is elso revised lo inclutle these 
s;tnil;~ry supplies. The last two sentences of tlre 
sfcolitl lx~rt~gr:lpl~ of Me;tsore K.19  are revised 
: I I I ~  :I new se!lletlce is added, ;IS lollows: 

Design community facilities &l-do--.n@ 
n m U y .  .~o~i@~...emagencyss~~~.es~sa.~~@! 
llley. m y  ~...bc wed ~e?--m..-dq&c... 1.0 
a-ter emergency services to supplement 
llrc primary mass can: facility. Supply the 
mass cam facility wit11 I d ,  water, m d  
supplies to laat rhree days m@ .... l.cm lo 
p r o v i d e  ...!.c.n-mrxy h.uwbgg~ gIwk.for 

Exc;~vnliot~s on a larger sc;~le could be 
accotnplislietl with stnall earlh-nioving equipti~cl~t 
Ilkat would be stored at the site if Miligatior~ 
Measwe K.21, also on p. VI.K.54, were adopted. 

One yroblent is tltar tlte 1~roposcd school sire 
bt~ltich niiglir be ~ised a s  a ntoss care facility is 
loccrtrd rtear Mission Creek, and hence nicr)) he 
sul)jccY In seiclrclhore ,flooding, 1)rr disclrssion 
nbvi,e, aridlor contaminarion hg darnage ro sewer 
otrtfall faciliries not fal- away, also per  ahoi'e, 
~trlless the orher rnirigatiori niensitres pr.oposrd 
rrbo~~e crre iniplemerired trs well. It ic!o~rld be 
,fi)oli.slt to otherlsise site a ntass cure faciliry 
~c~hcre  it ntay n~ell be urtusable after an 
ecrrrhqtmkc. Tliis needs careful EIR nr~al)~sis. 
(Joliti Elber-ling, S ~ r i  F r ~ ~ n c i s c a r i ~  ,for Ri,f~sorii~ble 
Gro,otlz) 

Levees citrrently located along China Basin 
Cl~antkel are designed to contain the 100-year high 
tide, which is higher than the 100-year 
tsur~~~riri/seiche projected rim-up. Most of the 
groutktl surfi~ce at Mission Bay is also above all 
100-year flood zones./lY/ Cornmunily facility 
sites proposed in Alternatives A, B and N would 
not bc at risk of flooding in any foreseeable 
lOO-yc;~r flood event. As such, w:~ter 
cot~l;~rni~lalion causetl by wastewater overflows 
into Cliina Basill Clkantkel would riot likely affect 
the usefulness of emergency facilities. 
Fr~ther~nore, water frotn the cha~rnel is not used 
lor atly tlv~rreslic purposes a ~ a l  is too saline lo be 
used for tlrirtking water, ever1 it, no enrergency. 
Department of Public Health warrring signs 
regartling use of Bay water would reduce any 
I I I I I I I~I I  health hazards. 

Mass care fztcility site-selection ar~tl strucl~tr:~l 
dcsign are regulated by state law to insure 
niinitn;tl datnage to such facilities./20/ Existitkg 
f . ' n~illties ore selected becatrse they ale likely to 
perfontr well in an eartIiqu,ake. 

l e e  is no &tailed di.rcrrssion of 
~~o.st-eart/tqtfcrke niass care and enrergerrc:)' 
I~ousirtg facilities Citywide and near Missiort 
Rr~y. The cal)acity of designcrtecl mass care 
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,facilities is a11 irirl~or.torit factor, as is tlte 
estirrtored dertiorid rhnt 11.il1 be plnced ori tlrcse 
sites fr.orrr arc,as srrr~r.orr~riliri,~ Missiort Bay. 
~ < e , ~ o r ~ l i r i , ~  errrcrgeric)' /rorisirrg, tlre,frrct is tlre Cir), 
Itas 110 pltrrr, a ser.iorrs orrrissiori iri ctirrerrt 
crricrgcricy prel~crr~cdrrcss ~)laririirig ~~,hiclr shorrld 
he (Iisclosr(1, arid b~'lri~'lr slrnrrll he r.crtic~died bvitll 
I 11it11rt M i s i i  flo)). Irt lierr af crrrcr,pent:y 
Itot~sirrg I r i c i a l  ~ I t t r ~ i a t i e  is lortg rerrrt 
e~,ocrrotiori of o'isl?laced resi~lerirs orrtsidc tlre 
i f .  (111rrr l e i / i r i , ,  .Carl Frrrri~~iscarrs ,for 
I<t~crsorrohlc C;r.o~l.th) 

'T'lre ncctls for post-eru'tl~yuake inass care and 
Ilorrsi~rg catr~~ot be relinhly quantil'ied. Alllroogh 
there is clertrly a need ibr Inass care facilities, 
temporary housing and long-term housing 
followilrg :rrr earthquake, the City lras rrot 
l'crrecasletl d:rniage estininfes or the nun~her of 
resitleuts wtio potentially could he tlisplaced. 

Tlrc inr~>:rct of :III c;~rtlr~lu:~ke v:~rics, depentling or1 
tile ir:rlure o l  tlre eartl~clu:tke a~rd tile type o l  
structure. In the event of a ni:~Jor eirrtl~qrrake 
(Richter rnngt~ilutle gre:rter tlran 8), I I I ~ I I ~  areas of 
Salr Francisco rrray srttTer only ~r~irlor to  noder rate 
I I I I I : ~ .  A 1:rrge pcrccllt (IT wood-frntnc 
resitlrtrti:rl htril~litrgs, wlticl~ tnirke up aboitt 83% 
or the resiclential br~iltlil~g stock ill Son Francisco 
IS/, are expected to be habitable following an 
c:u-thquakc. The irr~rcioforced masonry 
resitlcr~ti:rl hrriltlings, however, irt;ry not he usable 
alter arr e;rrtl~tjunke. At Mission Bay, rirosl 
buildings, as ciescribed in the EIR Alternatives, 
ivortld be expected to be habitable following a 
1;rrge eartl~qui~ke (Mitigation Measures K.9 
tlrrortglr K.15, on p p  VI.K.50-Vl.K.52 of Volutne 
Two, describe conslruclion tecliniques tl~at would 
xeduce structual nntl nort-structoral hazards). 

Mass care fircilities and otlier- apc~rcies sttch 11s 
llre Red Cross woultl provide sl~ort-ler~rr hottsing 
for tlisplacetl residents. F E W  plans call for 
providii~g tnobile llonlcs to tlisaster areas to 
eccotrrrnodate displaced residents. Mobilc fromes 
were [~~ovidctl followitig tllc Coalitlga carthqu:~kc 
ol' 1Y83./20/ Mauy o l  tliese fircililies wcre usetl 
Tor Iolrg-term (one lo live yca1.s) housing. 
Altl~ougli some displaced residents are likely to 
Ic;~ve llre City, loi~g-Ierlr~ cvacuatiun to otlrer Bay 
 are:^ cotntntt~rities is unlikely. A large San 
Francisco-blrsetl eartltqonke woultl cause solrle 
tl;un;rge throughout the Bay Area, and there 
woultl likely bc housinp shorl;~ges in otl~er 
comnrrtrrities./2l/ 

!vliligatiorr Measures K.17 Il~ro~rgl~ K.19, on 
pp. VI.K.52-VI.K.54 of Volun~e Two and 

discussed in this document, include emergency 
rcsporrse plans, a nrass care facility, emergency 
supplies, and sliort-lerrn housi~rg provisioris. If 
tl~ese tnitigatiot~ measures are adoptetl, project 
residents would benefit from emergency response 
services provided as part of the Mission Bay 
tleveloptncnt. Improved emergency response arid 
preparetlness :ti the Project Area would reduce the 
denrand on citywide emergency response and 
recovely resources. 

Tlte Enrergericy Resl~or~se Plnrt i~iitigatiorr 
rrieosrrre K.17 orr /?age VI.K.52 is a gootl stcrrt, 
es~ecially sirice it i11ill ol~ply to botlz comrtrcrcial 
and residential prol~erties, birr rreeds ,further 
defirritiori. Iterr~s to carc!fu.lly assess a~trrrld a l s~?  
irlclrrde i~ulriernble poptrlariorrs, srrch ns the 
elderlv ant1 disabled, requirenicrrts ,for storage of 
,srrrall nntr~urits of  ,flamn~ahle arid ho:ardorrs 
rriater~iols (as r~pposed to nrajor antourrts lter. 
rrtitigariorr nleasrrre K.24),  resident edtrcatiorr, 
coor-iliriotcd use of srrp1?lies irt retail stores ,for- 
errrcr;ycrtc.y rtcccls, arid so orr. Of (rurticular 
irrterest is tire ability to ntairitairr a re,sideririal 
structrrre a s  11aDitable after ari ecrr.tlrqunke, 
dnn~nge pernrirti~rg, and tlzereby redlice ove~all  
ernergotcy housing nrtdior ei~ac~ration needs. 
C'rrrrerit huilrliri,q code does not a d d ~ ~ e , s ~  tlris 
isslre - fo r -  ~~,vanr[?le, code-required etirer;qerrcy 
gerrerators for ttrlder-75 foot niirltitrriit Drrildirtgs 
are rrot sized (atrlperoge) to pob11er brtildirtg 
no~t-rittcr~yericy ligliririg or the ~le i~otors '  
t~~rero~iori, urrd their reqtrired ,fuel reserves are 
lir~lited to sellera1 hour-s su11ply rather tharr ntany 
days as bt30uld be needed. Sariitatiort after. an 
earthquake is a nrajor uriresoli~ed qlresriort, sirrce 
it poses serious hecrltl? (101igers for s~~ri!ii~rrrs. 
(.lohrr Elberlirrg, Sarr Frarrciscarts for Reasorrablc 
G r o ~ ~ ~ t l t )  

The elderly and disabled would he at greater risk 
of injury during and following NI earthquake. 
Sound building design and eonstnlction are the 
prinra~y ways to avoid injuty to tlie gener:rl 
populalion and to intiividuals in high-risk groups. 
The OES in San Francisco coordinates ewthqunke 
preprredness efforts that inclutle provisions for 
public edvcatiorr, ernet'gency supplies ntld 
residential acrd business prepwed~ress (see 
pp. VI.K.16-VI.K.17 of Volulrte Two). In 
adtlilion, !he Bi~y Area Regionirl Earlhquake 
Prcp;tretlness Program (BAREPP) coordin:ttes 
these el'forts with resitlents, businesses ant1 
volulrteer orga~~izi!tions. BAREPP (and private 
organizations) work to encourage better 
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e:rrtl~t[~rake p r e ~ ~ ~ ~ e t l n e s s  i t r  B;ly  are:^ 
con~n~~n~i t i e s .  En~ergency response goals include 
~~rovidirig ;~nd org:inizing the tlistribntion oS 
enlcrgcrlcy snp))lies to i:lcilil:~lc post-c:lrtl~clr~:~ke 
rccovcty, :III(I : i i g  ill c fhr ts  10 rebuil(l 
earlI~quake-tlal~~:~ge(l areas. 

Current brliltling codes regartling cmcrgcncy 
geltefiilors b:~l:~t~ce fire risk with e~nergerrcy 
neetls. 011-site slornge of large volurnes of I'oel is 
not sale during a Sire or %I earthquake. 
E~ncrgency generators would provide a minitnum 
amount or emergency power nrkd are not intended 
I O  snpply the norr11:11 energy tlcn~:~nds of :III entire 
builtling. 

Sanilation :iSter an eorlhquuke wonld be a major 
issue. 'I'ools lor hand-digging pi1 loilcls should 
bc :~vail;lblc it1 the Inass care facility, and 
erllrrgerlcy plin~s shonltl i~rclutle Ittrger pic toilets 
: I I  o : 1 1  l i e  r g h t  Sro111 0111side lhe 
slrickelt ;iren. (See Mitigatiotr Measure.K.19 
Irevised irk the Response or, pp. XV.I.16-XV.1.17 
lo inrlntlc llrc provision tllal tools SOT 
l~:n~tl.-dipgi~~g pit toilets be slore(I ill tile III:ISS C L I ~ C  
1. :1<1l11y : ' 1 :nld Milig:rtior~ Me:lsure K.21 orl 
1). Vl.lZ.54 of Volutrre Two.) 

Tlrcrc is no discrrssiorr iri tltc UEIR at  crll 
rcgortiirig potcrrticrl post-qrmlie pvcrter 
c~orrtciriiirrcrtiort. e,s~)r(:ial!)' dtre to (Inritage to the 
C'its's ocijfr(~[~rrt c[rst.vi(lc~ collc(~tor S(!II.'PI. syxterit 
~ r r d  h4issiorr C.'rcek trccrtrr~errt ,filcilities. Serious 
Itcttltlr daitgcrs rrrav r.es111t. (.Tol~rr Elberlir~g, Sarl 
Fr~oric~isr:orts,li,r- Nrctsorrcrble G'roll'th) 

Response 

W:rtcr cont:~n~ination is I conccrn following a 
n~:t,ior e;1rll1(1~1:1ke due I<> rnplnred w:rtcr : I I I ~  sewer 
i e .  'l'llis type oS (lan~:rge is nlosl colnnton 
w l i c ~ ~  grountl failurc occn~.s nod where utility 
corrtluits arc not properly tlesigncd. The need for 
1vo1)erly dcsignctl utilily cont~ectiorrs is tliscussctl 
i l l  Mitigaliorr Me:tsnre K . 2 ,  or1 p. VI.K.47, and 
it1 Miligation Measure K.22, on pp. VI.K.54- 
Vl.lZ.55 0s Volucne 'I'wo. 

I)isruplioi~ ol' sew:lge tre,attnerlt S:icililics would 
at'l'ccl s:lnitiltio~r in entit'e service arc:ls. 
Me;lsurc K.19,  on p. VI.lZ.54 of Volucne 'I'wo. 
recon~n~er~ds s~or:~ge of ;I ilwee-(lay tlrinking- 
w : ~ l ~ r  supl~ly Car eincrpency nectls, anti City 
rnlrrgcilcy rcsl~onsc plans i1rcl11(1c provisiot~s 101 
dislri1)nling tlrir~k;thle w:ller Ironr reserves oS 
Iligl~-ql~:llity water (reservoirs) in lhc event uf 
watcr cottta1nir1stion./22/ Altl~ougb cootari%ina- 

tion oS China Basin C:hannel and nearby Bay 
wafer wottld have adverse effects, no serious 
11i1n1an health hazards would result because the 
w:lter is not tlsed lor human consttnrplion. Any 
contact with or domestic use of {he water would 
be discouraged by ilnpleinentalion or Miligation 
Measure L.14, on p. VI.L.39 of Volume Two. 
This mitignlion tnc:tsure requires that railings atid 
barriers be pl:lced along lhe. ch:tnnel lo reslrict 
:lccess, and tb:tt nlt~lti-lingu:tl expl:~nalioo :~ntl 
warning signs be posted along the channel lo 
explain potential health conseqnences of water 
conti~ct and eating fish from the channel. 

Casualtv Esti~iiate~ 

Comment 

Tlte discrrssiorl of casualty estiniares or1 {Jages 
VI.K.42 ,# does not ploce any suclr esrirncrres in 
their pr01)cr statistical c'orrrc,rt. To e,vl~r~. 'SS  . a 
,for.nrttla-gerrewred predictiori (f "five or. teri' 
seriotrs injuries or deaths in a scenario, ,for. 
esnriil~le, ,fails to note tltat jtrst orte major buillirrg 
i l t r  i t  thot s~~eriorio ntighr us ,cell kill 100 
occul)artts: the Missiorr Bay "snrit[)le" is riot large 
ertotrgh to stotisticcrll)~ 'sntooth out' rurrdotn 
flttctuatioiis irr the dntu which crre norrncrl irt r.enl 
elserrt.s. 7%rrs the n~etl1ocl~11og.y used iit the LIEIN 
is irrap~~rol)riate, arid the erttb-e section rrrecls 
ntajor qrralificatiort arid frtrtl1er assessnreru uf 
'~1or.st case' circrmtstances. III oddition, 
ulthorrgh rtoting nc'cltrcrtc~ly tlte likely clelay irt 
omergerrcy res1)orise to the project area clrre to its 
p(1rtial isolfiriort ,fr-onr the nnrtl~ and ~$'est, the 
irt~l~act rf this itpotr estin~atcd casr~oltics is riot a 
factor irt the DEIR's srlucrure-based forrnuln for- 
estirirntirrg deatl~s. Sonte will die due to lcrck c;f 
eo1.1)~ nredical care bt'lro ,r~ould normtrl!,~ surl~il~e 
l e i  i j r i e  Tl~is ii'ill l i k e l ~  he e.racerhated due 
to the clirrliriutiort of ntedical care cal~acity 
city,~li(le disc~tssed aho~je. Agtrirt, the DEIR rrses 
or! inconr1)lete orrd hcrrce inn~)~~~.opr i~r t r  
rrietl~odolo,yy. Likoc'ise, altltou~yh rtotirrg tlrat tllc 
el~lerly arrd disabled cortstitrrte a iriglrcr-r.isk 
pc~pulariorr, rlteir Missiott Bay resident pol~rrlatiori 
is rror estirttcrted (it slrolrld be se~~ercrl tlrortstrnd) 
orrd 110 coefficient is cr1y)lied to casualty cstiniates 
to acljr.ist tlte Ouilclirig-bcrsctl fornrulcrs irtilized hy 
tlre DEIR for this Iriglr-r.isk grolrp. Tl1cx cire 
serio~rs issues: tlte DEIR is bocll)~,flnn,ed arrd very 
rt~islcridirrg ,for rion-tecltrticcrl r[~aders irt tl7i.s 
r.r,ycrrcl. (.iolzii EIOerlirig, Sari Fr~att~~iscc~rt~s ,fur. 
Reosorrcrble Gron'rh) 

Response 

Pte~iicting the nnmbe~ of dcalhs anti casu;~lties 
caused by an ea~tliquake is dilficult and deperr~ls 
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,on I I I ; I I I ~  unknowri faclors. 'T'lie riietl~otl i~scd in 
(tie Ell< (see Volorire Two, 1). V1.K.39) is based 
on the Applietl Tecluiology Council's forntula 
tlitit  is derivetl front actu:il earthquake cvents./4/ 
'T'lle comnienler is correct: rlte eslitri:ites of 
ni~~iibers  of cnsr~allies derived Llo~n Illis nietliotf 
are less accurate for siiiall areas than estimates 
basetl on calcnlations that takc into account the 
ctilirc tl:r~naged :Ken. Irttlccd, the collapse of onc 
large t ~ u i l d i ~ ~ g  call stro~igly affect the rii~tl~ber of 
tleatlis per 10,000 populatiotl. 

Estir~~:rtcs j~rescnted iti the EIR. I~owevcr. were 
tlcrivctl using t l~e  hest :~v:til:ible tccli~iiclr~e. As 
slateti i t1  lhc EIK. tlrc t iu~i~bers are not exact 
~)retlictio!~s o l  iujt~ries or tleaths ntttl are h;tsetl on 
a,s,srrr~il)tio~i,s tlrat 111;1y or nray no1 be realizcd in a 
tr~:r,jor ct~rtl~clttrikc. Nruribcrs of casuallies are 
i~~lctrtlctl lo provi(le :I nie:trls lor co~~ tpa r i~ rg  the 
poteritial ini)~act 01. each Alternative. They are 
not inlentled to irprcsenr absolute numbers but 
rcl;itivc v;~lucs. In a very large earthquake in San 
Fr:~ncisco tlicrc will he 1n;ruy de;ilhs ant1 irljurics. 
I~nl)lcnietrtntion ol' Mitigatio~i Mcasures K.9 
tl~roogh K.16, on p p  VI.K.50-VI.K.52 of Volutne 
Two, would tnininrize casualties in the Mission 
B:ty area. 

Estin~ates itit:li~dcd ill tile EIR are cotiserv:rtive 
:u~tl are based on 11eavy conslrucliol~ (wliiclr 
yields l~iglier casualty v;rlues tI1rt11 wc)od-liiit~ie 01. 
i t - n i e t  c.ot~slrr~cliorr) etld irssutiie 30% 
1ir1;igc. I'roposctl slrttctrtrcs, eight stories a ~ ~ t l  
fewer, atit1 cotistructed or earlliquake-resistit~tt 
n~aIeri:rls in accortlance wit11 tlie 1988 UBC, 
,slroirltl res~rll in fervcr casuallic,~. 

C':isrt:rily r;rles were tlcrivctl by expcrl earthqv:tke. 
eng i~~ee r s  b;tsetl oti liiscoric eitrtlrqu:rkes atid 
~xolcssior~:~l  experience. Mistoricfllly, tl;ilnaging 
cal.thq~~:tkcs in : I i l 'o r~i : i ,  Al:isk;i. Wesiiir~gton, 
i11111 S t ~ t ~ l l ~  Caroli~iir were studietl. C.:asuslly 
esliniates t;tke into accoulit real populatio~is Ilial 
it~clutlc the elderly, the tlisahled anti ol l~er  
Iiigli-risk populations. Adtlitional casualties 
c:rusctl by tlcl:iyed elnergcncy response are. 
i~itrir~sicrrlly i ~ ~ c l i ~ d e d  i n  the erirtliquirke c;isually 
cslirii;rtes nsetl ill tile EIR. 'l'licre is no reasorl to 
assunie i i  tile populatioli distribution of San 
Fr;i~~cisco is s ig~iif ica~~tly diflercnt rrorr~ ihrrt of 
ollicr U.S. cities tli:rt lrave cxpc~ieticetl tlanriiging 
ertrlliqoakcs it1 the pas(. 

.l'lie huil~lir~g-l~:~sctI tccl~niqrie is the most 
:rpilropri:~lc for cstirt~atinp c:~rtlitji~:~ke-ir~clt~cctl 
c;~s~r;rItics. l'lie l o r ~ i r u l s  nssuulcs Ill;il given n 
c c r t a i ~ ~  pc rcc~~ t  do~iiagc. builtlirigs corislructetl of 
1ic:rvy tn;tlerinls will c:rusc niorc casr~allies 11i:rn 
Or~iltlir~ps coc~~posctl of liglrlweigl~t rr~eleri;tls. 
Strr~clr~rcs t l r i r t  witllsl;intl scistriic s11;tking wittlout 
(liitii:igc will crttise very few dcatlis or injuries. 

As indic:~lctl in Volr~rne Two of the EIR 011 

pp.VI.K.40-VI.K.41, due to Missiori Bay's 
isolated geographic character, there would likely 
be delays in ctnergericy response following :I 

~n:i,ior earthqo;tke. If site access and egress ;\re 
tlin~ic~isl~ed, tliea tielivery of nietlicnl services 
may be delayed, leading to higher casualties than 
might occur in other pnrts of the City. There is 
no way to quantify the magnitude of this impact 
hefore an actual earthquake event occurs. 
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/I L/City and County of Sarl Francisco, 
Departtnent of City Plantling, .Se~smicSafety, 
Mission ...Bay_~~~Sanr&imc~.w~~, preparcd by 
EQE, September 1986. 

/12/Califonlia Division of Mines antl Geology, 
"The San Fernando Earthauake 1971." 
C?LiL~r~G.c..Gsology, April-May, 1971. 
Tonnozada. T.R.. C.R. Real. and D.L. Parke. 

/13/Bishop, C.C., et al. "Geologic ant1 
(;eophysical Investigations tor Trr-Cities 
Seismic Safety and Erlvirorune~ltal Resources 
Study," California Division of Mines and 
Geology, Prelirniriary Report 19, 1973, p. 16. 

/14/California Divisioti of Mirres antl Geology, 
"Urban Geology Master Plari for California", 
Bulletin 198, 1973. 

/lS/Seistnic Investigation and Hazard Survey 
Advisory Committee, Me~norandlun of 
September 2, 1987, "Review comments 
Mission Bay Preliminary Draft EIR. . ." 

/16/Bates, R.L., and J.A. Jackson, Dictior~av .o_f 
Gc~_logis Te~llls, Third Edition, Anchor 
PressIDoubleday, Garden City, New York, 
1984. 

/17/San Fraricisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission, "Staff 
Reco~ntnendation on Bay Plan Anie~idment 
No. 3-88 Concerning Sea Level Rise in the 
Bay," December 1988. 

/18/Thornas Jenkin, Acting Director, Mayor's 
Office of En~erger~cy Services, telepho~le 
conversation, Mly 26, 1989. 

/19/San Francisco Department of City Plamiing, 
Ciinal~.~.Sym,Mis~ion-~!&-,%n F~a.aci~s.~, 
Table I ,  September 1986. 

/20/Califbrnia Health and Safety Code, Sectiorls 
16000 ttuough 16023, "Essential Services 
Buildings Seismic Safety Act of 1986." 

/Zl/Tholnas Jenkin, Acting Director, Mayor's 
Office of Emergency Services, telephone 
conversation, August 16, 1989. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES 
FOR GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY 

The following staff-initiated revisions are made 
to the Geology and Seismicity subchapters and 
appendix in the Mission Bay Draft EIR. 

Volume One - Chapter IT. Highlight& 
C:vncIusivns CG.evlvep & Seismicitd 

To provide information on the 1989 Lorna Prieta 
earthquake, the following paragraph is added 
before the last paragraph in the right-hand column 
on p. 11.78: 

A magnitude 7.1 ea&qwke occutred in 
October, 1989 (the Lana Prieta eanhqnake). 
Its epicenter was about ten miles northeast of 
Santa Cruz. Gronndshaking, which lasted 
about 15 seconds, damaged areas up to 
50 miles from the epicenter. Damage in San 
Francisco and Oakland was widely 
dishibuted, but concentrated in relatively 
small areas. In San Francisco, damage was 
generally greatest in areas of filled land along 
the nonhem and eastan edge of the City. 

The first sentence in the last paragraph, 
right-hand column, on p. 11.78 is revised to state: 

. For planning purposes, a magnitude 
8.3 ea&qwke on the San Andreas Fault and 
a magnitude 6.9 earthquake on the Hayward 
Fault are consided probable. 

The first sentence in the first paragraph under 
"Earthquake Damage" on p. 11.79 is revised to 
state: 

I I ~ L G X & ~ ~ & ,  buildings consbucted on 
unegioeered fill and Bay Mud will shake 
mom than buildings supported by bedrock. 

The first sentence in the second co~nplete 
paragraph in the left-hand column on p. 11.80 is 
revised to state: 

- In Alternative A, an early morning 
(200 am.) eaxUqdxe could cause about five 
to ten serious injuries or deaths and about 45 
to 50 minor injuries to building occupants in . . 

I - casualties hDm an early 
Em% 7Fb pm.) a n t g d e  would be 
about double. 

/22/Tliomas Jerkin, Acting Director, Mayor's 
Ofl-ice of E~nergericy Services, personal 
interview, March 14, 1989. 
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The third sentence in the first paragraph under 
"Mitigation Measru.es," in the right-hand columrl 
on p. 11.80, is revised to state: 

Five measures would mitigate settlement by 
requiring an engineering investigation of soil 
properties, using pile-supporfed ~r-p&a 
a .  te foundations as rea-uiml, reusing 
e c i l e s  where possible, leveling 
jacks ! ~ q @ e r _ ~ v a i l a b l e . .  . t e c ~ g ~ _ ~ ~ f 4  
WilQininwrth shallow foundations, and 
surcharging (preconsolidating soil by placing 
additional fill on site before construction) 
venical drains where warranted. 

On p. 11.80, right-hand column, the second and 
tf~irtl sentences in the secor~d pu.:cgrapJ~ under 
"Mitigation Measures" (the third sentence 
continues on p. 11.81) are revised to state: 

- One measure would compact sandy soil to 
&ce the I'ieliha& of liquefaction and 
lateral spreading, and anotber would require 
automatic shut-off devices on n a t d  gas 
l i .  Five measures would improve 
emagency response by requiring an 
emergency response plan for Mission Bay, 
specifying siting and design features for 
emergency facilities, requiring a mass care 
facility in Mission Bay, installing cisterns and 
$.ucti~n hvdrants for bay water to increase 
fire-fighting capabilities, and storing heavy 
equipment within the Project Area to provide 
transport, open access, and clear debris after a 
major earthqnake. 

VoIu111e Two - V1.K. Geologv and Seismic& 

To provide information on the 1989 Lotna Priet:~ 
earthquake, the following is added after the fourth 
sentence irr the secor~d paragraph under "Faulting 
and E:rrIl~quakes" on p.VI.K.l l .  The fifth 
sentence in this paragraph is changed to stall a 
new paragraph. 

- A major earthquake of Richter magnitude 7.1, 
the Loma Prieta earthquake, occnnxed in 
October 1989. The epicenter was located 
about ten miles northeast of Santa Cm. The 
earthquake produced stmng gronndshaking 
tbat lasted about 15 seconds and caused 
extensive damage in the epicenh-al region in 
Santa C m ,  Watsonville, Holliiter, and Los 
Gatos. Other areas, as far as 50 miles from 
the epicenter, were also damaged. Damage in 
San Francisco and Oakland was widely 
distributed but was concent~ated in relatively 
small geographical areas. 

Damage in San Francisco was generally 
greatest in areas located in fdled land along 

the wxthem and eastern edge of the City. 
Liquefaction-indnced ground failun: and 
ground settlement affected some filled areas 
@arlicuIarly the Marina District and the 
South of Market area), causing severe 
property damage and fire. Older, 
unreinforced masomy buildings performed 
poorly, with paxtial cobpse, foundation 
failure and parapet damage occurring through 
a wide area Some newer buildings (1970's 
and later) were also damaged, often damage 
caused temporary closure, but repairs were 
performed rapidly and use restored. 

One span of the upper deck of the Bay Bridge 
cohpsed. The bridge was temporarily closed 
(for one month) for repairs. Short-tenn 
effects to regional transportation occurred, as 
drivers found alternative routes between the 
East Bay and San Francisco (San Matco and 
Richmond/Go1den Gate Bridges) or used 
altemative travel modes (BART and ferry). 
Within San Francisco, major damage to State 
Route 480 (Embarcadem Freeway) and the 
1-280 extension caused closure of thcse mads 
(repairs are expected to be completed by 
Caltraos within two to three years), and no 
long-term transportation impacts are 
anticipated. 

Data on the Loma Prieta earthquake support 
the groundshaking intensities projected for 
the Project Area by ABAG in "On Sbaky 
Ground" for the &urn credible 
earthquake event (magoihlde 8.3 centered 
near San Francisco). Those projections are 
used in the impact analysis in this EIR. 

On p.VI.K.45, the first sentence of the first 
paragraph of Mitigation MeasureK.2 is revised, 
and a new sentence is added at the end of that 
paragraph. As revised, the first paragraph states: 

Use pile-snpported buildings wherever 
enghexing practices indicate thev are EX@X! 
based on soils reports mpmd as required by 
the Bureau of Building Inspection That 
would reduce the need for excavation and 
mitigate some impacts of settlement and 
seismic events. .Other f o ~ ~  tm 
prdd&Lp. euuivalent mitigation against 
settlement or other s w  dam&?&eto 
seismic impacts also mav be used. 

The first full paragraph on p. VI.K.46 is revised 
to state: 

However, although buildings on piles would 
not settle because the weight would be 
supported by stiff sediments or bedrvck, the 
sumundiag soil would continue to seltle, 
resulting in disturbance or damage to 

XV.I.22 
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infrastruclure connections to the buildings if 
flcxible materials are not used in thc 
conocc lions. 

'I'lre secolltl frill p;~l.apraplr 011 p. VI.K.46 is not 
cl~atrpctl. 011t tile two listed items followil~g rlrat 
1):1ragrap11 arc revisctl. as follows: 

- An earthqttake would aIfa-t pik-sepporlec1 
buildings less severely than builditrgs with 
sliallow Cotmdations for the following reasons: 

I,iclrieC.aclicm in . ~ w ~ . s o l i & t u t ,  saturated, 
sanely sediments would not cause ~ 1 c . r n . i ~ ~  
dmagc to  pile-suppnrtccl buildings. 

- Accclmled scttlcmcnt of unconsolidated 
scdimcnls, duc to ptmdshaking, wwld 
1101 diwlly afImt pile-supln,rtcd buildings. 

Mitig:rtiori Me:lsurc 1<.2b. 011 y.  VI.K.47, is 
rcviscti lo sl;llc: 

- Design contreclions between Ure rued, 
pile-sepponcd structures and unsupported 
sidewalks and driveways  to^ redwc. lhe 
1.ike.Db oori...o r...separa(io~~ . . .  d.~!c...~I.o scllleme~lt. 
' I IC sidewalks ancl driveways would require 
special strengthening lo wilbsland the stress 
created betwccn stationary buildings and 
sclllil~g soil. 

' l l~c lirst serltence of Mitigalior~ Me:~su~el<.l. 
wl~ich hrgir~s or1 p. VI.K.41 ant1 cor~tir~ocs on 
1). VI.K.48, i s  icvisctl, ;is tollows. The second 
srllletlce ol Illis 11lc;lstile is tlelelctl. 

- Alternatives A,B,N - If shallow foundations 
arc ttscd for any buildings, instdl leveling 
jacks as part of Lhe Ioundation orusc.,olha 
av@JaMe me_!@s lo compensate fix 
difkrential scllfcment based 0.n _soil 
engineering recam.mdatiom. 

0 1 1  p. Vl.K.40. tlie plrrase "or plastic pipes" is 
tlelclctl I'rotl~ t l~c secor~tl scrllerlce of Mitip:tlio~t 
Measure K . 8 .  As revised, lliis illcasure states: 

- Alternatives A,B,N - T'cst soils for sulfate 
ancl chloride cunlcnl. 1C necessary, use 
acl~r~ixlnrcs in concretc so it wotdd not be 
suscepliblc to atlack by sslfates, and/or use 
coated tr~ctal p i p s  so that pipes would be 
mcxc resisla~~t to comvion by chlorides. 

01, 11. VI.K.52, the ft~ll p;u.agr;rj)l~ helore the 
Itc:~tlir~g "Groril~d Failure" is rcviscd to state: 

- Require that residential units l~avc braced 
water heaters, and Urat chimneys in 
w e d - f m e  buildings shvv!d not be of 

masonry materialsunles.6 ...I .heyarc_reinfmed 
constructionJ53/ 

0 1 1  1'. Vl.K.52, the first sentence of Mitigalion 
Meast~re K.15 is revised lo state: 

- Make sandy soil more dense if determined 
necessary so  that liquefaction and lurching 
would not cause signiticant impacts lo 
s!mture~.__n_oL o&em.&-. . g i t ~ ! ~ c . d  ag&.sl 
!isu~f~B&D- 

Or1 13. V1.K.53, the followirrg cll~rnges ;11.c or:ltlc to 
t l~e first, thirtl ar~cl lift11 listed itecns u~lder 
Mitigation Measure K.18. As revised, (lie first 
ttuot~gl~ fifth items state, in their entirety: 

- - Construct emergency facilities using 
foundation ddesiw- .. &h~~e4...Uxa! pra~J.9~ 
m-.m..%&.m~ic~safety. 

Do not site emergency facililics where 
Inore than two inches of sctllement is 
expected during h e  next 30 years. 

- h a l e  emergency facilities away from 
elevated keeway structures which could 
shed debris cn collapse in a major 
earthquake, damaging the Iacilily or 
making it iuaccessible. 

- Design redundant infrastructure 
connections. 

- Design a conservative shucturc which 
wouId be likely to surfer limited damage in 
a major earthquake (cqM.xalen(.lo@.~c!.oT 
Risk 2 .comtnscti.m. ..as..Qcscribed l n t h e  
.C-unity-.. Safety .. Elemu!. or~-thc~~.S.m 
Fm.cCisc_eeM;a8f~r_P~.1.54al 

'I'l~e following new note. /54a/, is adtlctl tilte~ 
rlote 1541 or1 p. V1.K.61: 

The Community Safety Elcment of h e  
C0mpyr:bensiV s... k?l.a!!, Sari Frn:rancisco, 1974, 
dermes Risk Level 2 in the following way: 

". No structural collapse or mechanical 
failure should w~ur that could causc loss 
of life. 

". Mechanical systems may fail to operate bur 
failure of mechanical or architeclriral 
elcments such as light lixfures, pipes or 
ducts, suspended ceilings, or elevalors 
should not cause loss of life. 

". Failure of mechanical systcms should be 
limited lo rhat which can be quickly 
repaired with minimal outside assistance. 
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"- Damage may wxur to interior or exterior 
rmishcs or to cvntents of structures. 

"- No damage that would preclude rapid 
restoration to operational capability should 
OCcu1. 

"- Applics generally to structures of 
medium-to-highdensicy occupancy and 
smictures whvse use following a diiasler 
might be desirable but not critical: 

- large stores 
chealres and other places or public 
assembly 
office buildings 

. large apament buildings or complexes 
- larne hotels 
. ]wi/ce stations 
. schools 
- jails and detention centers 
- dormitdes 
- cvnvalescenl hospitals" 

'J'lrc lirsl serrtelrce or Milipatioi~ Measare 1C.19, or, 
11. VI.Ii.54. is revisetl lo slate: 

- Uuilcl a mass care facility, which would 
i n c o r p t e  an area. .~.w.~cbb.e~c~pte~~coulP 
land o n ~ a n c m ~ r g c n ~ y ~ ~ % & .  

Milipirtiori Me:lsnte K.20. on 1). VI.K.54, is 
I cvisetl lo stale: 

Atemalives A,R,N - Provide cisterns in the 
Projccl Area to store water and sucuc@n 
hy-dranls to use Bay water for fighting Ties. 

Sorrre of l l ~ e  notes a1 (he end of V1.K. Geology 
irlld Seisl~ri~iiy i11.c correcled. Book arrtl p1:1i1 
litles :rrc l~trtlctlirrctl ill l11c EIR; ur~tlerlirles 
Iienc;ltlr litles i t1  llre Sollowirrg troles tllerelore tlo 
rlof rtecessfirily iotlicate revisior~s. 

Note 171, orr p. VI.K.57. is icvisctl, as follows: 

- (;oldman, lfnrold B., "Geology of San 
17mncisco Bay," in ~Xxtan,!cf.B. Golrnnan, 
cditor,. Gcologic.m4..EnRia.cerpL: ..&pcct~..f 
S a o  .~F.~isco.. . Say- Fg!. California 
Jhparlmcnt of Conservation, JXvision of 
Mines and Geology, Special Report 97: 
11-29, 1969, p. 18. 

Note 1221, OII p. VI.K.58, is changed lo irrclutle a 
I eleiclrce lo a i~rorrll~, as l~ollows: 

Note 1261, or1 p. Vl.K.59, is revisetl lo stale: 

- /26/ J.R. Ritter and W.R. Dupre, Map 
showing xa-.f pt)tential inundation by 
lsunamis ... . ... .. in the San Francisxo Bay Region, 
California, U.S. Geological Survey 
MscelJammus Field Studies Map -480, 
1972. 

Nole 1431, on p. VI.K.60, is charlgetl to slate: 

1431 Sari. . F~isct?..lkpanmenr of-. City 
Plaonroe. &- Fk&q~&~_Risk  
ASSe~~menl of MissLon Bav P,&tl 
S a c k ~ . D . . f a ~ M . k ~ o ~ ~ .  33. Se&@~S.af_ely 
S~:MSm.@, prepared by-I:Z, 1986. 

Note 1.541, on p. VI.K.61, is revised to slille: 

- 1541 S w - E m i s c o ~ - m . t . . _ . o f _ C t y  
&?Lamin& P r e h b c i  Wq1?ake.--@k 
Assessment.. . w .  ~.y_Pr_o~cc!: 
B;?c~d..~~.-MlssiononBaySccm~cS&ty 
~ i a l S & d y ,  prepared bv EVE, 1986. 

Footnote /a/ in Table XIV.I.2, on p. XIV.1.2, is 
cl~arlged to correct at1 aull~or's name, as follows: 

- /a/ Applied Technology Council, draft, 1985. 
ATC-13 - Earthquake Damage Evaluation 
Dala for California. Prepared by Christopher 
Roiahn and Roland L. Sharpc for the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. Heavy 
construction is steel, masonry and concrete. 
Light carslrnction is wood liame and Light 
melal. 

- ~ l ~ m e ,  John A.. San Francisco Seismic 
Safely Investigation, Gmlvgic Evaluation, 
IJKS Asstxiates, Jnne 1974. 
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DREDGING AND DREDGE DISPOSAL 

Comment 

TItc discirssioti an page 11.82 on the itnpacts of 
dredging Chirta Basitt Charinel and the 
subscquettt di.rl?osal of the dredged material 
sltorild be ttmde more spec(fic. Tlte EIR should 
i[lentify tlte particular disposal site to be used, or 
at /cast discuss the impacts associated with the 
various alterrtatii~es being considered. For 
esattil~le, jf the Alcatraz in-bay disposal site is 
being considered, the EIR sltould discuss how tlie 
China Basiri Channel dredging would contribute 
to the ntoutidittg problem that has developed 
there artd the concern that turbidity caused by the 
t.elease of dredged material at Alcatraz may be 
Itni~itig serious ad~~erse  effects oti fisheries. . . . 
The discussiort i f  the water quality effects of 
dredgirrg corttained on pages Vl.L.24 through 
VI.L.27 should be revised. The ittforntation 
corttained in the DEIR about previous testittg of 
Ckirta Basiri Cltantiel scditiietits irtdicates that the 
sedimcrtt mny be serio~isl~' contaminated witlz 
irtor-garlics such as clironriurtt, copper, lead, and 
sil~jer artd with DDL) arid DDT, cotttaittittg rtiore 
of' rhesc ~~,ollutatits thart ,he sedinzertt at the 
Alcatr.crz disl~osal site arid at otlter nearby 
locations in the Bay. Gii~ert this serious 
corttmtthtation tlireut, the locatioii and nianrter of 
clreclged tiictterial disposal is of more concern in 
this case than perhal~s with otlter dredging 
projec:ts and ttceds to he more fully addressed in 
tlte EIR. 

TIic last sentence o f  Page VI.L.25 indicates that 
the scdinzenr testing that ~jill be required for this 
project should not be dotie urttil sometime after 
rlte EIR is published because testirlg done prior. to 
tltot tinie would be done too far in adi~ance of the 
actuul dredging to be wortltwhile. Consequently, 
rto disl~osnl site has yet bee~t selected. litstead of 
ujaiti~rg to perform all the necessary tcstirtg afrer 
pirbli~~atiori of tlie Elli, M V  would prefer tlmt a 
first round of tests be cottducted rtow with follow 
tip testit~g later as itceded so that the 
corttanti~tation problem cart be fully ei~aluated, a 
spcc(fic disposal site ident(fieri, and t / ~ e  irnj.~acts 
of the disl~osal fully artalyzed artd described in tlte 
EIK. If' tcstirlg cartnot be dortc now, tlte EIR 
sltould at least fully describe the e,rper.ted 
ittt~acts of disl~osal under tlie ilariorts possible 
rcsrilts of tlte testing. There would appear to be a 
strong /ilicli/tood that !lie material to he dredged 
u~ill rtot he suitable for aquatic disposal ancl muy 

haiw to be taken to an uplattd disposal site. The 
EIR should identify the upland locations where 
the ntaterial could be taken, the feasibility and 
cost of transporting such large quantities o f  
material to these sites, and the impacts of 
transporting and disposing of the material there. 

Page Vl.L.26 quotes portions of the Bay Plan's 
policies on dredging but not the most significattt 
portions. We believe it would be more 
appropriate to quote t/ze following policy which 
was added to tlte Bay Plan in 1987: 

"Prior to authorization of dredging or the 
disposal of dredge materials in the Bay, the 
Commission should assure tltat adequate 
testing of the sediments will be done and that 
the sediments will be dredged and disposed of 
consistent with t11e requirements of tlie 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
tlie Enidronmental Protection Agency." 

One ramtflcation of this policy is  that the 
Commission lias generally been requirittg 
applicants to secure all necessary water quality 
certifications from the Regional Board and EPA 
prior to recei~jittg BCDC approi~al. Gii~ert tlte 
current indications that the sediment proposed to 
be dredged is seriously contaminated, the 
Commission would likely follow that practice for 
this project. Therefore, the applicant should 
perform the needed sediment testing prior to 
filbrg a BCDC permit application for the project. 

Page VI.L.26 mentions tlie sedirnettt mozmdirtg 
problem that has developed at the Alcatraz 
dredged material disposal site, but by discussing 
the impacts of disposal of sediment front the 
Missiort Bay project at Alcatraz in light of past 
disposal, the EIR inappropriately downplays the 
significance of the impact. A clearer picture of 
the problem could be presented by discussing the 
prol~osed sediment disposal at Alcatraz in light of 
the remaining capacity of the disposal site. Tlte 
Corps of Engineers recently estimated that tlte 
Alcatraz disposal site has only two million cubic 
yards of capacity lefr. The DEIR poitits out that 
tltere is a demand to dispose of at least fise 
million cubic yards of material there evely year. 
T/tis,five ntillion cubic yards of dentand cannot be 
compared directly to tlte two ntillion cubic yards 
of remainittg capacity because some of the 
material tliat is dumped does, in fact, disperse 
ulitlt t11e tides. Howei~er, with retention rates 
estimated at ranging between 10% to 40%, one 
can see that the capacity of the site will soon be 
exceeded. Given these alarming statistics, the 
project could have a cumulatii'e effect on the 
mounding problem, despite the relatively modest 
antorrrtt of dredging proposed. The DEIR should 
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more fully eitaluate this impact. (William Trailis, 
Sun Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission) 

Dredging in China Basin Channel is included in 
Alternative A. Existing data on channel 
sediments are summarized on p. VI.L.10 of 
Volume Two. The detailed analysis of the 
channel sediments, which would be required as 
part of the application requirements for a 
dredging permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (COE), the Environn~ental Protection 
Agency (EPA), and the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC), has not been 
conducted. The availability of sediment sample 
data from the San Francisco Clean Water 
Department (though more limited) has, however, 
enabled the EIR to characterize the channel 
sediments in a more general manner. To 
emphasize the likely unsuitability of dredge 
spoils from Cbina Basin Channel for aquatic 
disposal, the following sentences are added 
before the last sentence in the first full paragraph 
on p. VI.L.26 of Volume Two: 

Special handling refers to treatments such as 
drying or containment of toxic wastes prior to 
disposal. If special handling were requireQ 
aquatic may or ocean) disposal would not be 
possible. 

As stated on pp. VLL.25-VLL.26 of Volume 
Two, a three-tiered approach to making permit 
decisions for the aquatic disposal of dredged 
material has been established by the COE and the 
EPA. At a minimum, Tier 2 (and possibly higher 
level) testing would be required before an 
appropriate disposal site could be selected for any 
sediments dredged from China Basin Channel. 
Testing likely would occur a short Lime before the 
dredging itself takes place, because if material to 
be dredged is tested for contaminants several 
months or years before the actual dredging 
occurs, the test results cannot be used./l/ 

If either an upland disposal location or an ocean 
disposal location were under consideration, the 
COE, the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB), BCDC, and other permitting agencies 
would evaluate the potential impacts of disposal 
at the alternative disposal sites as part of the 
permitting process. The following statement 
from the Comment is added before the last 
sentence in the third full paragraph on p. VI.L.27 
of Volume Two: 

BCDC would require that all necessary water 
quality certitications from the RWQCB and 

the EPA be approved before BCDC approval 
for dredging would be given. The applicant 
would have to perform the needed sediment 
testing prior to filing BCDC permit 
applications. 

It is unlikely that the Alcatraz Island aquatic 
disposal site will be an available alternative for 
disposal of China Basin Channel dredged 
material./2/ 

The following is added at the end of the partial 
paragraph at Lhe top of p. VI.L.27 of Volume 
Two: 

l%e. COE has estimated that appmxhmtely 
70% of fhe dredged sediment which is 
disposed of in San Francisco Bay rrmains in 
the Bay. According to the RWQCB, an 
rsa:umuIation of mounding dredged sediments 
at the Alcatraz site has d t e d  in a 
navigational hazard and red~~es  beneficial 
uses of the area by degrading benthic 
habitats. Fimbemore, the California 
J k p m e n t  of Fish and Game bas stated that 
the disposal of dredged sediments may have 
an adverse &ect on the fishery resomces of 
San Francisco Bay and has recommended that 
disposal in the Bay be reduced For these 
reasons, the capacity of the AIcatraz site is 
limited.Bla/ 

The following new note, /31a/, is added after 
note /31/ on p. VI.L.42 of Volume Two: 

- pla/ CaLaornia Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. San Francisco Bay Region, 
Tentative Resolntim No. 89. "Policy for the 
Regulation of Dredged Sediment Disposai in 
the San Francisco Bay Region." 

On p. 11.82 of Volume One, the last sentence of 
the third paragraph in the right-hand column is 
deleted. A sentence is added to the end of this 
paragraph and a new paragraph is added after it, 
as follows: 

Water quality standards would be established 
by the Regional Water QuaIity Control Board. 

The Bay Consemation and Development 
Commission (BCDC) would quire that 
water quality certif~cation and state and 
federal permits be obtained before approval 
of dredging. Due to limited capacity at the 
Alcatraz disposal site, it is unlikely that Bay 
disposal would be possible. Sediments would 
be tested before filing a BCDC permit 
application. If testing showed that disposal 
would have a significant effect on water 
quality, the dredge spoils would require land 
disposal. 
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As slalccl on 11. VI.N.28 of Volome Two, V1.N. 
I-l;~z;~rdous Wastes, tlrctlgetl materials that co~llairr 
high concenlraliot~s of hazartlous materials could 
prob;~hly 11uf be tlcposited in Sarr Francisco Bay 
and woultl likely ueed to be disposed of at an 
:~pprt)vetl upl;~utl loci~liorr. Due in pitrt to the 
rrroi~t~tlit~g of ir~eleri;~l at the site and the alrei~tly 
high detnar~d for available space, it is expected 
t11;it the COE will refuse all applications for 
disposal of new ntatcrii~l, ;ukd only material from 
m:iilitel~;u~ce tlredging (dredging necessary for the 
colitir~ued ilse of existir~g waterways atid harbor 
f :~~llltles) .' ' ' will be accepted./3/ 

As ark altert~ativc to an off-site upland disposal 
sile, the tlretlgetl sedimet~ls l'ronr Chiu;t Basin 
CI1:11lnel coultl he disposcd of orr-site withi11 an 
cr~to~rlt~rr~er~t sysccm. Approval from the 
I i o r i  Dcpi~rttr~enl of Hei~ltt~ Services 
(DOHS) ant1 the EYA is required before 
etltombtnent can be used. The entombment must 
be above tlke wiiter table: seismic safcty nust  be 
incorpofi~tctl illto its tlesiga; ;I leaclli~tc collection 
systelli nitd vents for the escape of gases may be 
required. Higll-density polyetllylene lirlers and/or 
cotlcrele could be used to contain the dredged 
setlinkcnts. Clean fill is used to "cap" the 
struclure, which thell must be sloped, seeded with 
grasses, i~nd illaitltai~~ed, in order to prevent 
erosion. Deed restrictio~ks are placed on 
subseqoent property use artd constluction on the 
sitc.141 

There are four general-use Class I larld disposal 
sites in the western Ur~ited States which are 
;~vail;thle: the Cesmalia Resources, Inc., site in 
C'alifornia: the Chcmwaste site, also in 
C;~lilirrrti;~; the Er~virosafe Services of Idaho, Inc. 
site; ; ~ r ~ t l  the U.S. Pollution Col~trol, Inc. site in 
IJtatr. Additionally, other Class I sites are 
:~viI:~ble that ;~cccpt hazardous wastes of a 
s1)ecilic t~;iture or a specific degree of toxicity. 
To sclcct nrttl use o t ~ e  of' these sites, an advanced 
level o l  testing would be required to determine 
the type and degree of toxicity in the dredged 
nl;~terial. All of the Class I sites mentioned 
require tlryirlg and stabilization of' the tlredgetl 
materiaI./S,(,/ The option of Cl:lss I disposal 
woultl cost approximately $300 per dry ton (1989 
dollars). This cost includes loading, 
ttansportatiotl, gate Cees, and npplicftble taxes. 
711c cost may rise, tlepe~lding upon the results of 
sedilnctit testing and the imposition of federal 
larrd b;lrls on the disposal of hazardous wastes. 
The use of nltertlalive tecllrlologies may lower tile 
cost of dispos;~l, petrtling approval :und rcgulnlion 
11y the DOl.IS rilld thc RWQCB. 

It is likely 111111 other treatlncnts and disposal 
optiot~s irray bcco~ne avail;tble in thc fut'uturc with 

new incineration and extraction technologies 
whidr would provide an alternalive to upli~~ld 
disposal. 

As described on p. VI.L.25 of Volume Two, 
compou~~ds in the dredged sediments tend to 
remain bonded to the sediments, rather than being 
released to the water column. Any release to the 
water column would be a short-lived effect. 
Therefore, the effects on water quality are not 
expected to be significant. 

(See also the Response to "Disposal of Dredge 
Spoils" in XV.L. Hazardous Wastes, p. XV.L.24). 

SEAfGROUNDWATER LEVELS 

No discussion is presented regardiiig possible 
cliaiiges ill sea lel~el clrrring coming clecacles. 
Estimates vary and data is uncertain, but there is 
a growing scientific conserlsus that global cliniate 
wcrrntirrg will lead to a significant rise in seer 
lei~el, up to sei~eral feet, which would affect San 
Francisco Bay. This would raise ground water 
lei~els a t  Mission Bay a s  well, which may present 
major new proDlerns for building fourrdatiori arrd 
~ttilities constr~tctiort. It may lead to hydrological 
con~plications in Missiori Creek [China Basiri 
Chanriel] and its stormwater ourfall, it niay 
redrice boat clearances a t  the two existiiig 
b~.iclges, and it may increase potential seiche 
run-up areas. The latter is intportant since such 
considerations would affect the desigii of 
+voterside open space inil~rovenients, if berms arc 
em11loyed therein ,for containment purposes. 
(Johrt Elberling, Sarr Frarrciscarrs for Reasonable 
Growth) 

H O M ~  does the configuration of Altematii~e B's 
+~'etla~ids account for the effects of sea-le~~el 
rise? . . . 

Also, be sure that the buffer arecr arourtcl the 
~~~c t la r id  is large ertough to allow inland 
nro~lentertt of tlre wetland due to projected 
sea-leitel rise. (Toby Lei~inc, Missiori Creek 
Conser~~ancy) 

In note 1201 on p. VI.L.41 of Volume Two (this 
note references BCDC's rising sea-level report), 
the EIR states that a sea-level rise of two to 
eight feet could occur in San Francisco Bay 
during the next century. 
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BCDC's report projects a five-inch rise in sea 
level at the Presitlio by 2006 atld ahout an 
eight-inch rise by 2036 (based on historic 
sea-level rise)./7/ Sea level is expected to rise at 
this rate tluring the tirst portion of the 21st 
century. Thereafter, "greenhouse elfects" nroy 
ftlrther accelerate the rate of rise. (See XV.F. Air 
Qui~lily, pp. XV.F.1-XV.F.2, for a discussion of 
the greenhouse effect.) 

111 ;!riy case, cliarrges in sea level occur grndually. 
Because cha~rges in sea level occur slowly, the 
report considers about an eight-inch rise in sea 
level by the year 2036, as tlescrihcd in the BCDC 
rcporl, as the most practicel plannir~g scenario. 

The following text is added to p. VI.L.19 of 
Voliilne Two, as the second paragraph under 
"Flooding": 

- If sea levels were to rise, flooding would 
occur more GEquently. Changes in sea level 
have been constant and gradual over the past 
5,000 years. Recent studies by Lhe 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
bowever, indicate that a global warming trend 
will lead to an acceleration in the rise of sea 
levels worldwide. According to a report 
prepared by the San Fmcisco Bay 
Conservation and Revelopment Commission, 
the mean sea level at the Presidio would 
risc 0.43 foot (5.16 inches) by Ihe year 2006, 
and 0.65 loot (7.8 inches) by the year 
2036J2W 

The following new note, /20a/, is added after 
nore /2W on p. VI.L.41 of Volulne Two: 

- f2Oa/ San Praucisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission, "St& Recom- 
mendation on Bay Plan Amendment No. 3-88 
Concerning Sea M e 1  Rise in the Bay," 
December 1988. 

The expected atnount of sea-level rise for the life 
ol' the project could be consitlered and accounted 
lor (luring building tlcsign. BCDC has 
establislretl plarlning guidelines for shoreli~le 
clevclopmenl, which state:/7/ 

7'0 prevent tlalnage frotn flooding, hr~ildirlgs 
oil l i l l  or near the shoreline shoultl have 
atlequi~te llood protectiorl irrcludirtg 
cotisitler:~lion of future relative sea level rise 
;IS detertitined by competetrt engineers. As a 
rule, structures on rill or uear the shoreline 
shoold be above ttte wave 1.uriup level or 
sufficiently set back lroln the etlge of the 
shore so that the structure is not subject to 
tlynamic wave energy. In all cases, the 
bottoln floor level of structures should be 
above the highest estilnated tide elevation. 

Since grou~ldwater levels at Mission B:iy arc 
about niem sea level, as sea level rises, the 
groundwater level will on average rise the same 
atnount. Higher groundwater levels of the 
~nagnilutles discussed in the BCDC report in the 
next 50 years or so would not present "major new 
problems for building foundation and utilities 
construction" at Mission Bay. These problerns 
are present now. 

The following text is atlded to p. VI.L.19 of 
Volume Two as the third paragraph under 
"Flooding": 

Provisions for higher groundwater levels can 
be accommodated at Mission Bay in the 
design stage for struchues and infrastructure. 
Higher water levels would result in more 
flushing of the channel but would not 
otherwise cause hydrological complications. 
CI-es for boats would be reduced at ihe 
two existing bridges, but deeper water and 
more flushing would reduce the need for 
dredging to clear the channel for navigation. 
Seiche run-up is discussed in XV.1. Geology 
and Seismicity, pp. XV.114-XV1.15. 

To atldress potential impacts of such a rise in sea 
level, the following new mitigation measure, 
L.15, is added lo p. VI.L.39 of Volurne Two lo 
follow Mitigation Measure L.14: 

- Alternatives A$& - Structures in the Project 
Area should be designed and located in such a 
way to assure the reasonable d e t y  of 
struchues and shoreline protective devices 
built in the Bay or in low-lying shoreline 
areas Crom the dangas of tidal flooding, 
including consideration of a rise in relative 
sea level. BCDC recommends using a 
sea-level rise estimate of 0.005 to 0.05 foot 
per year as a phming guideline for 
developing waterhnt Iand uses. Detailed 
conslNCtion specilications to mitigate against 
impacts of a sea-level rise, however, would 
r e q h  s p i f i c  flood protection enginwring 
and building analysis by a licensed engineer, 
using the criteria identified by BCDCCDC/20a/ 

Measures include: 

- setback from the water's edge; 
- installation of seawalls, dikes, andlor 

benns during construction of infrastructure; 
- provisions for dewatering basements; 
- elevated upIands near wetfands and design 

of wetlands so that islands and refuges for 
small mammals and birds may be 
periodically increased in elevation if this 
becomes necessary (Alternative B only); 

- conslNCtion of streets and sidewalks above 
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existing grades by reducing the amount of 
excavation for utilities or basements; 

- use of tupsoil to raise the level of public 
often spaces; 

- use of half-basements and partially 
depressed garage levels to minimize 
excavation. 

(See p. XV.J.4 for the text of note /20a/.) 

The following new sentence is added to the end 
of the pirr;rgrnph in the right-hitntl colmrrn on 
p. 11.85 ol' Volunre One: 

- The last measure applies to a l l  Alternatives 
and would reduce flooding impacts at 
Mission Bay associated with a potential rise 
in sea level. 

Because a new mitigation measure is added to 
V1.L. Hydrology zrnd Wirter Quality, p. 11.85 also 
is cl~icngetl i ~ r  the following ways. U~itler 
"Mitigictiotr Measures," in the left-hatrct column, 
the first sentence in the first paragraph is revised 
to state: 

- E.ifttee_n mitigation measures related to 
hydrology and water quality am included. 

111 the fourth complete sentence in the right-hand 
column, the first two words arc dclctcd. Tlris 
Serlterlce thos States: 

Three measures apply to all Alternatives, and 
involve the investigation of potential 
gro)nndwater contamination prior to site 
development, use of corrosion-resistant pipes 
and underpnnd storage tanks, and 
installation of railings and wanring signs to 
discourage direct contact with water in China 
Basin Channel. 

As a rriitigatiori fifltrtre, EIR suggests [orr p. 
W.L,.39 (To.vic problcnis)] tlrat "To protect the 
111il11ic ,fi.orir lrecrlrlr 1rtr:ar~ls l)oscd 0)) c?.v/~osure to 
~~~cttc'r in Cltirrct Basirr Charrrrel, irrstall rtrilin,qs 
arid har.rier:s to r e ~ t r i ~ f  ( I C C ~ S S  to tlte charrrtcl. 
Place nrrrlti-lirigtrcil e.~plarratiorr arrd !i8nr.nirrg 
si,qrrs alorrg tlte chnrrrrel esl~ltrirrirtg puterrrial 
healrlt c~or7scqucnces of +voter corituct or entirlg 
fish cerrrglrr iri tire clrrrrrrtcl." Urtless efforts are 
rrrutlc tlrrorrglrour tire Missiori Boy Project ro 
clenri-rrl) rlre tosics, rvarrrirrg si,yrrs ~c'ill l r n ~ ~ e  to he 
plac~ed tl~r.orrgho~ct the errtir,e cle~~elopriicnr. 7'17is 
El[< is rcol!y rrselcss 11,ithotrt a thorolcgh 

uriderstandiiig of the to,rics preserit arrd clearly 
l~reserited mitigatiorr pr.o]?osals. (Toby L e ~ ~ i n e ,  
Mission Creek Conservancy) 

Mitigation Measure L.14, on p. VI.L.39 of 
Volume Two, which suggests that warning signs, 
railings and barriers be placed along China Basin 
Channel, refers to potential health hazards due to 
overflows of untreated sewage into the channel 
during wet weather, as a result of lertks causetl by 
accidents or emergencies, such as earthquakes. 
Such overflows cause temporary contamination 
of the channel by raw sewage unsuitable for 
human contact. The first sentence of Mitigation 
Measure L.14 is revised, as follows: 

To p t e c t  the public from health hazards 
posed by exposun: to water in China Basin 
Channel following wet-weather sewaq 
oyexfbws or leaks caused by awidents or 
mergcncies. s l ~ ~ h  as earthquakes, install 
milings and barriers to resbrict access to the 
cbanoel. 

The issue of overall site testing or phased testing 
for toxic wastes is discussed in XV.L Hazardous 
Wastes, pp. XV.L.3-XV.L.ll. Hazardous wastes 
are tliscussed further in the Responses on 
p1).XV.L.ll-XV.L.l3,andpp. XV.L.17-XV.L.18. 

NOTES - IIydrology and Water Quality 

/ I /  Kenneth J. Theisen, Water Resoi~rces Corrtrol 
Engineer, California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, San Francisco Bey Region, 
telephone conversation, Febru;u'y 1, 1989. 

/2/ Dean Smith, Manager of Regulatory Permit 
Program, U.S. A m y  Corps of Engineers, 
telcpilone conversation, Januxy 31, 1989. 

/3/ California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Tentative 
Resolution No. 89, "Policy for the Regulation 
of Dredged Sediment Disposal in the Sicn 
Frnncisco Bay Region." 

/4/ Robert Feather, Waste Management 
Engineer, Site Mitigation Division, Toxic 
Substances Control Division, Region 2, 
California Department of Health Services, 
telephone conversation, July 17, 1989. 

/5 /  California Administrative Code, Title 26, 
Section 22-66900, Land Disposal Regulictions. 
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/6/ Cotic of Fetlcral Regulations. 40 CFR, 
Clispter I ,  Part 264.90, Subpart F (July 1, 
1987 Edition), Ertviron~llerital Protection 
Agency. Relcascs From Solid Waste 
M;~nagenrcnt Units. 

171 San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Ueveloprnent Commission, "Staff 
Recon~rnendalion on Bay Plan Amendment 
No. 3-88 Concerning Sea Level Rise in the 
Bz~y," December 1988. 

STAFF-INITXATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

The followi~~g staff-inilirtled revisiolls are rn:lde 
to tl~e E4ytlrology rintl Wi~ter @illity subchapters 
al~tl appentlix in the Missio~l Bay Draft ELR. 

011 p. 1.4, left-h:tntI column, the third sentence 
t~ndcr "Hydtology & Water Quality" is revised to 
state: 

Dredging of the channel under Altemalive A 
w_ould-Lewp~~rarik affect water qualily at the 
dredge site, and, if Bay or ocean disposal 
were selected, at the disposal site. 

On p. 11.82, the following is added lo the first 
p:~r:lgrapl~, Ielt-hantl colunln, after the third 
sentence: 

Dredging of the channel under Alternative A 
would temporarily affect water quality at the 
dredge site, and, if Bay or ocean disposal 
were selected, at the disposal site. 

On p.11.82, ll~e first sentence of the third 
paragraph in tile rigtit-hand colutnn is revised to 
stitte: 

Dredging oC 45,000 cubic yards of sediment 
rrom China Basin C b m l  proposed in 
Alternative A -d-d t e m p - m y  affect wafer 
quality at the dredge site, and, if Bay a: ocean 
clisposal were selected, at the disposal site. 

On p.Il.87, "lo impsovc its navigability'' is 
tlcleted I'rorn the l'irst sentence of the secolld 
pari~glapl~ 1111t1er "Aquatic Lil'e." in the right-hand 
column. The sentence thus states: 

Alternative A would dredge C h h  Basin 
Channel. 

On p. 11.98, the first sentence of the first fr~ll 
paragraph in the left-hand column is changed and 
the phrase "to improve its navigability" is deleted 
from the end of the sentence. As revised, this 
sentence states: 

AlternativeA assumes initial dredging of 
45,000eubic yards of sediment from China 
Basin Channel. 

Lolu.rne Two - V1.L. hydro log^ and Water  
(Lu!1_ty 

An atldition is made to footnote Id/ in Table 
VI.L.1 on p. V1.L.17, as follows. ( U a . a  
Storm.waterHydmlk?gy is underlined in the EIR. 
The underline beneath this title in the following 
cilange therefore does not indicate a revision.) 

Id/ C = Coef3icient of nmoff. Codkicients 
were obtained 6mm City Subdivision 
Reeulations. the Clean Water P r o m .  and 
"Q&sk-~op ' ~ e t h o d s  for Urban ~ k r m k a t e r  
a-mb&m" by David Kibler in_&!i 
Stormwater-.HyYdroJogy. See Appendix J. -. . . - - ~  ~ 

Hydrology and Water Quality, p. MVJ.3. 

The first paragraph on p. VI.L.24, which follows 
"Water Quality Effects of Wet Dredging,'' is 
1.eviset1 <md the first and fifth sentences ftre 
deleted. As revised, this pitritgraph, in its 
entirety, states: 

Approximately 45,000 cubic yards of material 
would be wet-dmlged from the channel ia& 
initial phase of development under 
Alternative AJ24l Installation of T-walls to 
improve the appearance of the edges of the 
channel would require dry-dredging of an 
additional 85,000 cubic yards. The dredging 
plans have not been drawn; but it is Wrely that 
material would be removed from the north 
side of the channel near F i  Street, where a 
mound of sediments has developed on the 
channel bottom. The dredging activity would 
last appmxhately two months. Additional 
maintenance dredging could be p&wmed in 
the future; it is eslimated by the project 
engineer that dredging would not oc_cls more 
fnqtenUy Ulan once in every ten years. Mmt 
dredging would be done from shore with a 
dragline but some could require the use of a 
dredge rig in the channel./Z4/ Dredging and 
disposal of dredge materials are considered 
one process. A permit is required, as 
clisas.sed below under Regulation of Dredge 
Spoils Disposal. 
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Air acronynr is atlded to the sentence that 
irrtrotloces tllc quotation on p. VI.L.26, as k'ollows: 

The Bay Conservation and Developmcnl 
Commission CB-CK) Bay Plan states the 
pulicy tbat: 

The iirst sclltence of rrotc 1241, on p. VI.L.42, is 
(fcleletl. Tllis irotc thrts slates: 

- 12.41 K.W. Barton, President, KCA Jkgioeers, 
lelcpbonc conversations, Jdy 16 and July 20, 
1987. 

One of tlie years in llle source cited at the hotlorn 
of Tnble XIV.J.l, on p. XIV.J.2, is changetl, as 
follows. (Witter Quality C v n t ~ : ~ l . P l a n  is 
oi~tlerlir~etl i r ~  t l~e  EIR. The t~rrtlerlir~e he~reath Illis 
litlc in t11c I'ollowilrg chrcr~ge tl~exefore tloes not 
it~dicate a xevision.) 

SOURCE: San Francisco Bay RcgionaJ 
Watcr Quality Control I3oa~J, v\!~c~..Q.u.~.~Iy 
Cmtml~lan, San Francisco Bay Basin, 1982, 
and Amcndrncurs, 1987. 
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Comment 

, , . Rrgnrdirrg tlte p1crrit.s arlcl cirrintals, rhe 
Or~~ir~~rtr trr~rlul  Itrtl~trcr I<c!/~or-t does sfcite sorrlc of 
t11e ~ i t e  i t t ~ t . s  tltat cotrld occrrr if tlte 
Missiorr Bay 11r.oject is built. Brit I'nr afiaitf t l~ar  
it rtrirtirtii;es tltr intl~ormrice of rhe ,t!ildlife wlticl~ 
is rro~i~ presrrtf orr r11(, site, trrrd it glosses oiler tlte 
iritl)~~.t tltrir rlte cticr~ouclriiig tlct~clo/)rricrit corild 
Imrtc. It also irra~ieqrrarely discr~sses the relei~arrr 
~~o l i c ies  rlmr slroriltl he rt~eritioned in rlte setting. 
(Ntrrll C;r-a~~ortis) 

Kes~l,~!se 

'l'lie. water-depentlc~~t species present in the 
Prvjcct Area itre co~nrrlo~i to the Bay inergit~s, and 
the site tlocs tiot provitle any special cond~tions 
that are notably advantageous to those species. 
The site tlocs mcet ;it least sonie habitat needs of 
the o0scrved species for ;II lettst some periods, but 
give11 the over;~li ~nagnilotle of the atiticipatect 
intpacts, a delailetl descriptioti of existing and 
possible needs of eac11 species is tlot corlsidered 
~tcccss;~ry. As rcportctl in the EIR, the cstt~arine 
;trrt l  terrestrial l~;~bil ;~ts  arc lriostly dcgr;alcd (see 
1). VI.M.1 of Volume Two) and the shoreline 
h;tbitat (see p. Vi.M.2 of Volume Two) is very 
li~nitctl in extent. Froni n regiol~tl wildlife 
I I I ; I I ~ : I ~ C I I I ~ I I ~  perspective, the existing Project 
Area provides lnit~itr~al support for wildlife and is 
IIOI c:~pitble of susti t i t~i~~g significait populatiot~s 
of the species. Mucli of the Project Area is 
heavily disturbed ;~nd supports low numbers of 
species Sour~ct on similar rudcr:~l (i.e., growing in 
w:tstc places or on robbistt) sites tl~rougl~oul the 
Bay Area. These large "upliurd" parts of the 
Project Area, wit11 their fill, distiwbnnce and 
:~ l~ ;~~~t lonc t l  struct~~res, provide some but limitetl 
Iri~hititl l'or op~)ort~nistic I I I ~ I I I I I I ~ I ~ S ,  feral species, 
i ~ t ~ t l  possibly SOIIIC for~ging 1.~1pIo1.s. It is highly 
uttlikcly that additior~nl datn collection would 
:~ltcr that basic conclnsion. 

At isstre is wl~etl~cr the developments proposed 
nr~tlcr Altertratives A ant1 N would cause a 
sip~~ificar~t itnp;~rt oil wildlife. It is the judgetnent 
o t  the EIR prcp1rers tIi;tt, trot11 a wildlife 
I I I I : I ~ C I I I ~ ~  pcrspectivc, the polet~lial 
tlisplacemertl of lhe residetit species, primarily 
the birds, does 11ot constitute a significmt effect. 

While some individuals of give11 species niay be 
displaced, it is by no means certain that 
displacement would result in their mortality, and 
it certainly would not jeopardize the viability of 
the populations of those species in the region. In 
sum, the impacts may be regarded as cumulative, 
but insignificant, from a wildlife management 
perspective. The real significance of the impact 
lests more in the potet~lial loss 01 the enjoyment 
afforded to wildlife observers - which is an 
aesthetic or recreational impact rather than a 
wildlife impact. 

The preceding considerations do not lessen the 
need to take care that existing wildlife individuals 
are not lu~necessuily injured or that some habitat 
be plovided for them on-site. By virtue of its 
location along the Bay and channel, the Project 
Area has poter~tial to support wildlife 11 a b' rtat. 
Alternative B and Variant 11 provide a response 
lo that potential. (Varianl 11 [EIR Hearing 
Proposal] is discussed in XV.P. Alternntives crr~d 
Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26.) It is 
recommended that, if the City and project sponsor 
decide to pursue wetlands, some of the studies 
suggested by the commenter on needs of the 
marille mammals, fish and birds be undertaken in 
support of a wetland developtnei~t plan. 

The EIR notes an area of open water aquatic 
11;tbitat in Cllirla Basin Charu~el and ru~  extremely 
narrow and disco~~tinuous wetland strip along the 
cli'mnel edge, mostly of pickleweed. This area in 
and about the channel and the channel itself is the 
most significant wildlife habitat in the Project 
Arci1. 

The EIR documents some of the wildlife use 
along this channel and its shores. Wildlife 
surveys indicate a wide range of species present, 
but in low numbers. Bird species with the 
highest cour~ts included aquatic species such as 
seagolls and sea ducks, with the notable presence 
of foraging egrets and black-crowned night 
I~erot~s. Some herons and egrets appear to be 
year-round users of the area. 

Sampling and species data collected by 
Euviror~u~ental Science Associates, Inc. (ESA) 
;~nd otl~er authors, and presented in the ELR, are 
atleqllate for the needs of the assessment, itnd 
provide a good indication of the range of plant, 
bird, mammal, and  quati tic species present and 
possible impacts. Highly detailed surveys woultl 
be appropriate only for habitats of exceptional or 
distir~ctive quality. In this respect, while China 
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Basin Channel is notable locally, it is similar lo 
many degraded open water habitats around the 
irldr~strialized margins of tlie Bay. Bcc;~use 
wildlile conditioris appear to linve improved it1 
the charinel, some changes in species composition 
from those observed earlier are possible. 

Vo!L.!!~.L.~ILM~~.~et~ri~!andWil.dlif_~i. 
ScrLir~g. The Setting does riot adeqrrately describe 
the bt~ildlife-related asl?ects of the project area's 
history. I.Vhile the David Chavcz report is 
ntetrtiorted, it is not clear whether- the reference 
actrtal!,~ irrcorl~orates tlte "Cultural Resources 
E~~altrc~tion" info tlie EIR itself. The Cha~lez 
pol~c,r, I>]). 16-38, should he made a part of the 
Setting ,for Vegetatiorr and Wildlife as 11vl1 as far- 
C'rrlr~ircrl Resoutr.es Oecarrse it docrrnterrrs sorlte of 
the historic prescrice a f  wildlife or1 the site, 
irt(.lrrdir~g e~jiderice of a comnier.c.ia1 fishery a s  
late as the 1850s (a Chinese fishing !)illage was 
loccrted ti>lrer.e Missiorr Cl'eek etirptied into the 
Bay). 

111 odditior~ to the t~irrssels, salnion and seals 
nterrriotted lty Chavez as Oeirtg used by the 
Ohlorte, a cot~tplete list of flora and farina of 
Missiorr Bay and its marshes slrould be 
del~elol~ed. The list ~ ~ o u l d  ltrobably irtclrrde: 
si1i~c.r salnton, steelhead, halibut, starry flormder, 
chub, clal~per rails, Peregrine falcon, Canada 
geese, salt ntars/i harivst ritorrse, iiatir~e oyster, 
Ollie mud sltrintp, bent-nose clunt, to nanie ortl)l a 
,fel.v. 

Pages 2-5 of V ~ ~ ~ i ~ f ? . c d ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ A ~ ~ ~ i ~ z ~ ~ y . ~ ~ ~  
So~F:r~!icisco's  Missiari.&ly by Natic)~ 011~rnred 
slrotrld be ntade part of the EIR for its record of 
plant arid artinial life. (Ruth Gra~!anis) 

The co~nrnenter appears lo request a cotnplete list 
of flora and Sawla tliat were present in Missiori 
Bay at the time of the Ol~lone Indians. Such a 
sumtnary of species existing in the former 
Mission Bay marsh or a food web for the whole 
Bay Area would provide an interestiug context 
for the project but would riot necessarily improve 
the effectiveness of the resource inventory for 
iriipact evaluation. The early fishing industry and 
wildlife cotltlitions reported by Chavez and 
Ollristed provide interestir~g informatiotl about 
early conditions of the site. "Cultural Resources 
Ev;tlualion for Itre Mission Bay Project. Sar~ 
Frarlcisco, Califorr~ia," prepared by David Cllavez 
& Associsles for ESA in Deceu~ber 1987, is a 

background document for the EIR and, as such, is 
oart of the environmental record. The Olmsted 
study, Vanished Waters: A Historv of San 
&ncisco's Mission Bay, was used in preparation 
of both the EIR and the cultural resources study 
by David Chavez & Associates. 

All the species common to San Fr,u?cisco Bay 
marshes probably were present in the original 
embayment. Many of those species no longer are 
present, e.g., the salt marsh harvest mouse, and 
do not appear to have been present for marly 
decades. 

Vol. 2, Irt.lVI.M.1-Setring. The statement tltclt the 
filliitR which rook place in the late 1800's 
redirced the habitat to the cliannel, "as it 
currerttly exists," is not frrre. The habitat has 
been undergoing cotttinuoris cltattge since the 
filling occurred. Salicornia, an important 
indicator of wetland habitat, has establislied itself 
or1 the chaririel bariks oiler time. Bird life, absertt 
for years, Itas beeti steadily increasirig in nuniber. 
and diversity. It is essenrial to note this trend 
and the likelihood that the area's wildlife t~alues 
w~ould corttirtue to increase if the channel were 
left alone. (Toby Le~dne, Mission Creek 
Canser~~anc)~) 

The En~~ironmental Impact Report states that 
u'lle~i Mission Bay was filled it? the 1880's, the 
chartnel was leff pretty much the way it is today. 
Tl?at8s riot true. It was a terrible open sover at 
the time. Tliere was no wildlife at all. As a result 
cf tlie reduction in tlte raw over;flnws of sewage 
irrto tlie channel and as a result of the narrrral 
healing power of the bay, the wildlife has beer1 
steadily retrrrning. The trerid o f  that return of 
w3ildIife is totally ignot-ed in the EIR. (Ruth 
Gravanis) 

The statement in the EIR appears to have been 
interpreted very literally by the commenters. It is 
evident from the discussion in the EIR that 
changes i11 vegetation, as well as in bottom 
corlfiguration of the channel and water quality, 
have occurred since the filling of the former inlet 
in the late 1800's. The EIR intended to convey 
the basic point that the overall character of the 
habitat of Mission Bay was substantially altered 
by that filling and has remained so ever since. It 
is recognized that ch'mges have occurred over the 
irltervel~ing decades, but tliese have been inirior 
compared to the filling of the original embaynient. 
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Ciiven tlie major sewer stormwater overflow 
outfall at tlie head of tlie channel, the houseboats 
i111t1 other boats, gcneral conditiori of the channel 
anti shore areas, presence of degraded water ;~nd 
scdi~neitts, and abundance of human activily, 
limited reestablislunerit potential exists for native 
species of vegetatioli and wildlife. In sum, it is 
possihle tlrat about as much recstablislunent of 
wiltllife hias occurred as is likely lo ever occur 
without a major alteration of land uses and 
errvirotunent, such as that suggested in 
Alternative B. 

The ~nodificatio~is given below are made to tlle 
text of Volume One. 

On p. 11.82, left-hand colotnn, tlie first sentence 
ol' the first pari~gr:~pl~ ontler the heitding "Cllioa 
Basin Chiu~nel" is revised to end after "Mission 
Bay." The lasl clause of this sentence is revised 
and incorporated into a tiew second sentence. 
The first two seriler~ces of Illis paragraph tlius 
state: 

- C h i  Basin Channel is the last remnant of 
the original Mission Bay. W e  Mission Bay 
over 100 years ago was a shallow extension 
of San Francisco Bay w i & a r i c h h ~ I . ~ f  
tidal flats, salt marsh, and sloughs, very little 
~m-w.!.day. 

011  p. 11.83, the caption to Figure 11.57 is replaced 
wit11 the following: 

. While Mission Bay over 100 years ago was a 
shallow extension of San F m i s c o  Bay with 
a rich mixture of tidal flats, salt marsh, and 
sloughs, only China Basin Channel remains 
today. 

0 1 1  1). 11.86, left-hand colutnn, the following 
selrteuce is inserted at the end of the Zirst 
paragraph under the heading "Wetlands": 

Only minor mormts of wetland exist in the 
Project Area in the form of an ifirlermittent 
pickleweed fringe along China Basin Cbanael. 

A new pm"'grapll is added to p. 11.87, to follow 
the first paragsap11 in the left-hantl colutnn: 

- 'me open water habitat of China Basin 
Channel, while contaminated by occasional 
sewer overflows, supports a variety of 
foraging water bids. Shoreline habitat along 
the channel provides feeding areas for wading 
biids, such as herons and egrets, and 
shorebids, such as sandpipem. Few, if any, 
of the birds nest in the area. U g e  mammals, 
such as the California sea lion and harbor 

seal, occasionally swim in the channel. 

Comments 

VI.M.2 . . . - Wildlife. Tile "lack o f  terrestrial 
~~egetatiorr for food and co~jcr" is a result of 
deliberate rentoval by the project sponsor. 
.lackrabbits were seen in the area as  recently as 
3 years ago. (Toby Lei~irte, Mission Creek 
Coriser~~aitcy) 

One statenierit that really bugged me was tliat the 
lack of suitable cover limits tile terrestrial 
r~lanlrnals. Until four years ago, jack rabbits 
were seen ort the site. Tlte landowner removed 
tlte r~egetatir~e roller arid titat's wily tlte jack 
rcrbhits are no longer there. . . . (Ruth Grcri~anis) 

Altl~ougB the ir~forn~ation provided by t l~e  
comlnenter may be correct, the Setting sections of 
Chapter VI. Environmental Setting, Impact and 
Mitigation, in Volim~e Two of the ELR, accurately 
reflect condit io~~s existing in 1985, the base 
analysis year for the EIR. Maintenance of 
wildlife habitat has not been a concern of existirlg 
busiriesses in the Project Area, and has not been 
requested by tlie City or other public agencies, as 
the area is generally an industrial zone. 

Tile fourtit paragr.ap/t [on  1). VI.M.71 should state 
rite possible intl~acts of arly fertilizers, pesticides 
01- herbicides to be used in tlte landscaped areas. 
Other-wise, the alternati~~es should irtclude 
exl~ress prohibitions on the use of suclr 
chemicals. (roby Leiline, Mission Creek 
Conservancy) 

The followit~g new mitigation measure, M.3a. is 
atltled to "Tenestrial arid Wetland 
Vegetatio~i/Wildlife" on p. VI.M.21 of Volurne 
Two: 

Alternatives A, B, N, - To the maximum 
extent practicable, use organic controls on 
pests and weeds in terreslrial landscaping. 
Avoid use of pesticides and herbicides known 
to create adverse effects on buds. Prepare a 
list of chemical pesticides and herbicides to 
be avoided by park personnel and property 
owners of Mission Bay. 
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A new sentence is added after the second 
sentence in the paragraph alfer "Mitigation 
Me;lsures" on p. 11.88, right-lrantl colutnn, of 
Volu~ne One: 

- Two measures, also applicable to a l l  
Alternatives, would limit the use of pesticides 
and herbicides to the extent possible and 
devefop wading bud and shorebird habitat 
along Ule channel equal to or greater than the 
existing habitat. 

(A new mitigation rneasilre tlealing with wading 
bird and shorebird habitat is discussed in the 
following Response.) 

Potential itnp:lcts on wetl:tntls related to tlecliiies 
in water qu;~lity, including surface run-oIf 
contaminated by pesticides, fertilizers and 
resitlues, are covered in Mitigation Measure L.1 I 
on p. VI.L.38 of Volume Two. If this mitigation 
me:isure is i~r~ple~nertted, rnost of this runoff' 
woultl he collected in the City's conlbined 
scwcr/stormwatcr systetn. Continued impacts 
Stom treatmcr~t plant outfalls on the China Basin 
Ch:~rrrrel woultl occur in the fitture, although the 
nu~nher oS overllows into the cliamiel would 
tlecrcasc to about ten events per year due to 
itnprovcrnents installed by the Clean Water 
Progr;nn. 

OI~j~~:tl'~i~~ll.,E~1~.u~e~fIle~z:~~e~~tk~!~.~y~larit crud 
I . U . ~ ! . .  "Tlte ecologicul halartce 
o f  i~~ildlife arrcl plurrt corirrrnirriries slro~tlcl be 
17rorected ngnirtst ,fitrtlter ericroochn~ertts." 
Alterrinri~:e A is clearly iricorrsi,stertr with the 
Br~~ir.onnr~~rrtirl Prorecrir~rr Elenlent in tltor it 
rrlb~itv crrr~rou~~lrntorr orlto, urid destrrrcriorr qf, 
Itohitnt areos ~t'irhotrt l)ro~lidir~g arry alternate 
sires. Tlre errd(rrrgerc~d Br.obvrz Pelicarr hvoulcl be 
IC,S.Y l i l ~ ~ ~ l y  to ~vi.sit. . . . 

\,"o!.,..~..[I?..J ~!~~.~..~s~..~~!!J!~~:~?~?!~?~~!~~~. .q~a!ltj~~flL.ti~.c 
Lla)%. Orre o f  tlre goals of  tire S.F. Bay Seal~or.t 
Plorr is ,for. c i y  nrrd corrrrty go~~errrrtrerrrs to 
rrrtrirrroirr or- irnl~ror'c tire errr~irorrrr~errrcrl qucrlit,' qf 
Scrrt F'rc~ncisco Bay arrrl its err~,ir.ons. I f ,  runder 
(rltcrrratit~e Plurr A, tire birrls tlrnt Ita11c heyrrrt to 
fi!c(l olorrg Missior! Creek are e~~icred,  arld rite 
hcr-ring sl~crr~~rtirrg rrr-eo is clesrroyed or clnnrag~d, 
rlrert itobi! is tlint goo1 to be i~ill~l~rl~erired? TItis 
rrccds to he corlsidered irr rite Dr-nf~ ElR. (Toby 
Le~airre, Missiorr Creek Corlser~~orrcy) 

. . . We t~,otrIl criso point otit rhnt the existirig 
Irnhitcrt nlorrg Cl~irta Basirr Chnrtrrcl, altltough 
degruded, is cr f i~lal  ht'etlnrrcl b~itlr si,qrrificarrt 

colorries of Comnton Pickleweed (Saliroc-rlia 
i )  Fillirig or niodificariort of tliis rtletlarrd 
%trsr be mitigatecl, sui>jecr r the rcgularory 
autl!ority o f  tlte Ar-riiy Corps of Engirreer-s rrrldcr 
tire Clear1 Water Act. Of tlte three alterritrtil'es 
presented in the DEIR, ortly Alternati~~e B u~c~rrld 
ntitigare iiobirnr loss at Missiort Bay, by creatirrg 
a tic101 salt marsh flint ~vould serve ns enhnrrced 
IraAitat for. a sariety of birc1.s and ortiwrals. . . . 

(Scott Morrical, Golderr Gate Audribori Society) 

On p. VI.M.8 and p. VI.M.13 of Volume Two. 
the EIR acknowledges that displacetnent of 
iritlivitluals of some species, notably herons and 
egrets, would occur under Alternatives A and N. 
Ciiven the extent of wading bird and shorebird 
habitat at present in the Project Area, the impact 
is adverse but insignificant with regard to wiltllife 
popul;~lions and wildlife rnan;~gement 
considerations. From these and other Coointents, 
the displacement of individual birds is a concern 
to some people, and, in a literal sense, the 
clispl;lce~nent tloes constitute a conflict with the 
policies noted by the commenters. For the latter 
reasons, the following new riiitigation measure, 
MSf,  is added to "Terrestrial and Wetland 
Vegetation/Wildlife" on p. VI.M.22 of Volume 
Two: 

Alternatives A, B, N - Develop wading bird 
and shorebird habitat along the channel that is 
equivalent to or greater than the existing areal 
extent of that habitat. Planting in the arm 
would need to include pickleweed (S.&C_Q~ 

and monitoring by a biologist for at 
least seven years. The biologist would report 
to the San Francisco Office of Eovhmmental 
Review yearly on the amount of cover the 
plants achieve. It is expected that in three 
years, the pickleweed would attain a cover of 
more than 50%. This means that in randomly 
selected sample areas, the plant canopy would 
cover more than 50% of the bare mud. 

The Volume One text change that corresponds to 
this new mitigation measure is shown in the 
previous Response. 

The Sollowing new mitigation measure, M.59, is 
also added to p. VI.M.22: 

Alternatives A, B, N, - To ensure minimal 
displacement of individual birds, phase 
development of wetlands under Alternative B 
and habitat under Alternatives A, B and N so 
that existing individual buds would have 
places to use on-site while wetlands are being 
developed 
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A new serllence is added after the fourth sentence 
in the paragraph under "Mitigation Measures," in 
the right-hand column on p. 11.88 of Volume One: 

One measure would phase the development of 
wetlands in Alternative B to ensure minimal 
displacement of buds. 

This sentence is also added to p.11.100 of 
Volume One, at the end of the paragraph i n  (he 
right-hand column ("Mitigation Measures" under 
"Construction"). 

See :rlso tile text chitr~ge lo p. VI.M.7 of Volume 
Two, given on p. XV.K.10. 

While the Mission Bay project is an 
encroachment of development on a wiltllife 
habitat in the B : I ~  Area, sevetxl consitlerations 
should pill this issue in perspective. Conditions 
along the urbanized lands north and south of the 
Project Area are distiu.hed, and these lands 
contain limited habitats. 111 olller words, 
encroi~chtrrent has already occurretl in Illis 
region. Alternative B, with its proposed 
wetlands, would to some degree reverse this trend 
by providing semi-natural ilnbi(nts. 

The conformance of Alternative A with several 
City plans, i.e., the Enviromnentnl Protection 
Element :~nd the San Francisco Ray Seaport Plan, 
policy of the state of California, and regulatory 
guidelines of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
has been tluestioned. For discussion of the 
Seaport Plan, see the Responses under "Port of 
San Francisco" beginning on p. XV.A.1 in tl~is 
volunie, and p. VI.A.18, p. V1.A.23 and 
pp. Vl.A.53-VI.A.57 of Volume Two. 

The following text is added bcfore "Initial Phase 
of Developl~lcnt" on p. VI.M.9 of Volurnc Two, 
t~egi~uiing with a new yaragfilph: 

- The U.S. Army Caps  of Engineers (COE) 
automatically has jurisdiction, and thus must 
permit actions, up to Mean Wigb Wata 
(MHW) level based on Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act as tbis defines the 
upper edge of "Navigable Waters." The COE 
also takes jurisdiction in "Waters of the 
1J.S.," which includes coastal wetlands, under 
Section 404 of Ihe Clean Wata Act. 

7he poniom of the channel banks that 
s u p p  picklewced and are saluratcd with 
tidal wata meet the requirements of the U.S. 
Amy Corps' Wel-hds ~.!ioearim 
!%mu&./22a/ 

Channel development that involves removal 
of vegetation and new riprapping would 
require Corps Section 10 and Section 404 
permits (see Table VLAA on p. VIA.69, and 
text on pp. VI.A.70-VIA.71). Channel 
dredging also would require a Section404 
permit. W i g  the Corps permitting 
procedure, the Corps is rapired to consult 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sevice, the 
California Department of Fish and Game, and 
other state and federal agencies including the 
Environmental Protection Agency; in this 
way, these two non-regulatory agencies 
would have a mle in directing the conditions 
of regulatory permits. BCDC has direct 
regulatory permitling power along the 
channel. 

The removal of the intermittent, narrow band 
of pickleweed, however marginal it may be 
in habitat value, is not in conformance with 
the Wetlands Resources Policy of the 
California Fish and Game Commission /22b/, 
Finding 14 which states "projects which 
impact wetlands are damaging to fmh and 
wildlife resources if they result in a net Ioss 
of wetland acreage or wetland habitat 
value."fZ2c/ Thc action is, therefore, not in 
conformance with the San Francisco Master 
Plan. Environmental Protection Element, 
Objective 8, "to ensure the protection of plant 
and animal life in the City," Policy 1, 
"cooperate with and otherwise support ihe 
California Department of Fish and Game and 
its animal protection pmgrams," and Policy 2, 
"protect the habitats of known plant and 
animal species that require a relatively natural 
environmenL"/Zzd/ 

The following four new notes are added after 
note 1221 on p.VI.M.27 of Volu~ne Two: 

- D2a/ 'Il~e definition of wetlands fmm the 
Corps of Engineers (COE) (Federal Rerista 
1982) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) (Federal Re_@ter 1980) is 
"those areas that are inundated or saturated by 
surface or gmmd water at a fTeqnency and 
duration sufficient to support, and under 
normal conditions do support, a prevalence of 
vegetation typically adapted for life in 
saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally 
include swamps, marshes, bogs and similar 
areas." The three characteristics that the 
COE uses as diagnostic of wetlands are: 
1) vegetation - prevalent vegetation consists 
of species of plants placed by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), COE, EPA 
and the Soil Consemation Service (SCS) on 
the "National List of Plants that Occur in 
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Wetlands," published by the USFWS. 
Pickleweed is not only on the list but is Listed 
as "obligate," i.e., a plant that occurs in 
wetlands with a frequency greater than 99%; 
2) hydric soils - soils are flooded or saturated 
for a long enough period of time to develop 
anaerobic conditions; and 3) hydrology - 
soils arc regularly innndated or saturated. 

- /ZZb/ This policy was developed in response 
to Senate Concment Resolution 28, in which 
the state legislature, in recognition of the 
importance of wetlands, indicates its intent 
"to preserve, protect, restore and enhance 
CaliIomia's wetlands and multiple 
resoumes wbich depend upon them for the 
bcncfit of tbe people of the State." Tbe 
legislature further declared its desire lbat 
wetland habitat acreage be increased by 50% 
by the year 2W. 

- D2cl Uon Lollock, Chief, Envimmental 
Services Division, California Department of 
Fish and Game, "The Wetlands Policy - 
interpretation and Implementation," presented 
to the Association of Environmental 
Prolcssionals Conference, May 6,1988, 
Sacramento, California. 

- /22d/ San Francisco Department of City 
Planning, SaaJm.isc~-~Dlas1ei~~Plaa 
~nv.t~?.nm~tat ~-mation. .. n~mm, adupted 
July 9, 1987, pp. 1.6.10-I.6.11. 

Comments 

Tlrr, ,first 1)artrgrol)lr [OII  11. VI.M.7] should state 
tlrc I-rle~'arit stute orrd,federal1)olicies: 

ti. Sciratc Corrcriverrt Resolotiorr #28, ,t!hiclt 
(.trlls ,for a 50% iricrease in the bay's 
~ ~ ~ c t l a r t ~ l s  by 2000, arrd; 

b.  The Erii~irorirtiertral Protec'tiorr Agency is 
chor;yed ~ ~ ~ i t l t  protecrirrg >~wtlarrd resources 
cirrtl tlre National Wctltrrrtls Po1ic.y Forrrrir is 
c ' i i ~ r t l  rir;yirig tlrc udol~tiorl o f  s1~ecific 
r.eqiiir~ertrerrts. 

c. Airy olter-xrtiori qf the cltor~riel's harrks n,o~rIl 
corrie rirtrler Sectiort 404 o f  tlrc CIeari Water 
A1.t. 

( I .  Sec'riorr 10 of the Nii1er;c. arid Harbors Act rnay 
also a)']'lp. 

I f  SCR #28 is i*icit~c(l a s  /rot up~ ly ing  to Mission 
bay ,  1)y t1.1rtrt critcritr is it eserirl~tcd? Hoiv does 
!Ire Missiorr Bti?' project irrrl~act the City's ability 
lo 11ar.ticil1ote iri the ir~rl~lenierttation of 
SCI? #28? . . . ( T I  L e i e  Missiorr Creek 
Corr,scri~c~ric'y) 

As to the policies, there is a statement that t11et.e 
are rto state policies I-ele~larrt to Missiort Bay. I 
k18orrld like to remind you of Senate Concurreitt 
Resolutiort No. 28 which calls for [a]  50% 
irtcrease by 1990 in the wetlands iri the state. I 
think this EIR should talk about how the Mission 
Boy deselopnte~tt would impact on the state's 
ability to fulfill that ]?olicy i f  Mission Bay were 
built withotit arty restoration because the 
restoration opl>orturtities are so i~ery lintited. 
(Ruth Graijanis) 

L)el~artntent of Fish and Garlie persoriitel hai'e 
re~'ietvecl the Draft EIR f i ~ r  Mission Bay, and we 
belieile Alternatii~e B u~ould optimize conditions 
for fish artd wildlife, Tlze Department has beerr 
charged, under Scriate Concurrent Resollttiorr 28, 
~vitlr the resporisibility of increasing the anforrnt 
of vvetlands in the Stare i ~ y  50 percent t)y the year 
2000. Alternutive B ,  by oeating 33.8 acres of 
>ijetlands, not ortly ntoi~es the Departtttertt closer 
to its goal, but provides wetland resources irt an 
area where few srrclt resources now e,~ist. (Pere 
Borltadelli, Califnrnia De[)artntent of Fish arid 
Game) 

Response 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 28, passed in 1979 
states that it is the intent of the legislature "to 
preserve, protect, restore and enliance 
California's wetlands and the multiple resources 
wlricli depend upon thein for the benefit of the 
people or the State." Its application has been 
studied primarily in the context of the California 
inland wetlands that were not protected by the 
McAteer-Petris Act of 1965, which provided for 
the establishment of the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC). 

The resolution, however, is broad and applies 
equally to salt wetlands in San Francisco Bay, 
Central Valley wetlands, vernal pools, and 
riparian systems. All state agerlcies are obligated 
to tL&e the resolution into consideration in their 
application of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), the National Environmental 
Protection Act, the California Coastal Act, the 
Clean Water Act, and the San Francisco Bay 
Plan. This i~iclutles consultation with the Army 
Corps that occurs in connection with permit 
applications. Plans that increase wetlands will be 
favored./l/ 

It has not been determined that the Mission Bay 
project is "exempt" from Se~iate Concurrent 
Resolution 28. Wetlands proposed in 
Alternative B or Variant 11 would address this 
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issue. Variar~t 1 1  ( E I R  Elearir~g Proposal) is 
discussetl i l l  XV.P. Alten~:~tives ~ I I I ~  V:~ri:u~ls, 
pp.  XV.P.0-XV.Y.26. 

As showr~ irr T:~blc VI.A.4, on p. Vl.A.69 o f  
Volu111e Two,  V I A .  P~ttilic Plaus, Policies, :lrrct 
Pertr~its, autl i r ~  text cl~ar~ges for p. VI.M.9, given 
in the T<cspot~sc on p p .  XV.K.4-VI.K.6, 
Alternative A woultl require a Sectior~ 404 C o ~ p s  
per~nil for t l ~ c  cl~arrrrel dredging, :lnd the 
reconfiguratiot~ ol  ch:~r~ncl bar~ks would rccluire 
SectioalO :lnd Section 404 perrrlits. I t  is 
expected that Alternatives B and N and 
Variant I1  would not require Section 10 permits 
because the c l ~ n ~ ~ n e l  would not be drctlgcd autl the 
wetla~~tls would be created by dry excavatio~~ in 
Alten~ative B and in Variant 1 1 .  They would, 
however, rcquirc Sectio11404 permits for any 
ch:~nt~cl bank alterations resulting from the 
pli~ccmet~t of fill (glbions). See also the previous 
Respouse, o t ~  p p .  XV.K.4-XV.K.6. 

WILDLIFE 

The LIEII? rrrrclerestirrmtes botlr tire rttr~irbers and 
the species diilersig cf birds that crirrerttl)~ use 
the China Bnsirt Charrrtel and orher portiorts of 
[Ire Missiorr Bay u~aterfio~rt. AS a resrrlt, the 
1)EIR ur~d<!rrstiniates tire effects c?f del~elol,nient 
orr ~r,ildlife. 111 rltis regard, rhe priritary flaw' in 
tlte DEIR is tltc lack of adequate bird census 
datcr. The clam corrtairted in the DEIR was 
collected ort ortlv tlrrce days il'itlrin a sirtglc 
one-iitortth 11eriod (February througlt Mar-ch, 
1956). A~l(litiorto1 bird lists proi~ided /I? Alart 
Hol~kirts wjere r,ecorded ortly dtcriirg the fall 
seasort. Since nrcritg o f  the bird sj~ecies that use 
rl.lissioit Bog are ntigratory, this ccrtstrs clfrta (lacs 
irril give a trrre picture af tlir clii~crsity urtd 
aburr~l~i~rce of bi1.d life /hut OCCIII.S a~trirr(illy u,itIriit 
tlre project area. A year-rorrrtd strrdy i f  Missiorr 
Buy bird lifi  is rtrrded. Tlrr DEIR stares tltat the 
irurirher nf re~iderif bird sl>ecie.r is ?tot kitowrr. 111 
,fact, Great Eg~.et, S~roli:)~ Egret, Great Blrre 
Neroir, and Black-crol~~ted Nigltt Herort are 
presertt iii tlte 11roject al-etr tltrougltout rhe year. 
I I i~tcorrectly states tl~rrt tlte Califurrticr 
Bro~vrr Pelicair (&!~car!us occidertta!M is tire 
only federnll)~ endartgered sl>ccies rl,lrich occurs 
~vitltirt tlte project area. 111 firer, Chirta Basin 
C.'hortitel artd otlter waterfront arms  crre furagirig 
grouuds for tlte endangered Peregrine Falcorr 
( a  : which itow breeds in 
dowrrtow~rt Snit Frartcisco. Firtally. tltc DEIR ,foils 
to poirtt ortt tltat rite clrnrirtg o f  terresti.ia1 
~~rgcrtrtioii ir+~ic/t has taken place in rrceiit years 

is in large part responsible ,for tile IOU)  disersir,~ 
af luwd birds and aiiinrals at tlic project sire. The 
1)otcrrtial Itabirat for. birds and artinlals at Missiorr 
Buy is ritucli greater thart is irrdicated, sirtce 
ceiistrsirtg was coiid~rcted after large-scale 
c.learirzg of u111aitd vegetation had occurred. 
(Scott Morrical, Golden Gate Auduhon Society) 

Tlte EIR is grossly inadequate in assessirig the 
iniportance of Mission Creek Cltannel to 
~vildljfe. A year-round census shoull be tak-en, 
sirrce different species use tile chnr~rtel at different 
tinres of the year.. Tlte nlildlife iir!for.ntatiort irt the 
EIR is higltly ssrrsl)ect because tire bird list 
~ i r o ~ ~ i d e d  (Appendices, TahleXIV.K.1) is 
cr~ttateurislt (being out of ta,vonornic order) artd it 
lisrs sort~c species as typical of tlte Suit Frartcisco 
Bay ~vaterfiottt which are actrmll)~ dabblirig ducks 
(~vhich prefer a differertt ltabitat). There are also 
se~~cral  sl)ec,ics wltich mu& be exl>ectetl to rrsc a 
restored Mission Bay nzur-sh wltich are missing 
front the list. 

Tlte bird list should be rrpdated to irtclude the 
folloi~~ing species obser~~ed by Alart Hol~kins 
subseclrreiit to his cerlsrts cottdtrctedfor the MCC: 

- Barrt s~i~allow - Seen regularly irr srrnrriier 
ntoitrhs 

- Caspiart tern - Seert regrrlarl)~ irt srrrrinler 
nioiiths 

- Red-u!i~i,~rd hlockhird 
- Anna's ltuntntingbird 
- Greert-backed heron 
- Anierican robin. . . . 

Tire EIR fails to rtote titat many of tlte birds ~tsirig 
Missio~r Creek are w i a r e ~  ~r:.e.sideus of 
Salt Francisc.o Bay. (Toby Levirte, Missiort Creek 
Coitser~~artcy) 

The hird census /hot was clone, only tkrer clays, of 
corrrse, couldri't possibly adequatel~~ tell rts wkar 
tire ~~!i/dl i fe  MWS.  I'ni pleased that Alart Hopkirts' 
three-rnontlt inventory ,t!as inclurled. A full year 
certsus really sl~ould hala beer? poi-t af tlte EIR 
process. 111 this case, we catr't sa)~ we diclrt't have 
time. Alart Hol~kirts has since oDser~w/ six inore 
sl~ecies. Two of tlteni, tlte bani s i ~ ~ a l l o n ~  and the 
caspian tern, were regrrlar. sunlriier i~isitors all 
srrnrntcr lortg. (Rut11 Gra~ja~tis) 

Year-round bird surveys were judged to be 
unnecessary on the basis that the rniljor itnpacls 
of all Alternatives fall in areas of upland that do 
not at present support a significant r~u~nber of 
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rn;~tnlnnls, reptiles or birds. This Inearls that the 
site currently does not provide habitat in the for111 
of rood anti nesting sites, afttrough it does provide 
widespread r e s t i ~ ~ g  areas. 

American peregrine falcons are not regarded as n 
species of concern in the case of China Basin 
Channel. These birds travcl large distances to 
11i1n1, arrd prefer substar~lial rr~arshlat~d areas 
irltersyersetl with water bodies. Wetlnrlds 
developed as part of Alternative B would provide 
niore areas of suitable habitat in China Basin 
Clralutel. 

7'11e 1 i 1 1 1 l  open writer ;~re:~s are cnpnhle of 
provi<li~ig resting :u~d li~nited feeding areas Tor 
winter-resitle~rt water bircls such as grebes, 
pclic:llrs ant1 cormorants, and for winter visitors 
such as snrf scotcrs. Altcn~ative A would have a 
triu~sitory i~irpact because of dredging, but no 
long-[el-rrt negative impacts are predicted as a 
rcsult 01 any of the Alternatives. A positive 
itnpnct rnay resnlt from the sm:~ll increase in net 
opct~ w:~ter which woultl r e s ~ ~ l t  front 
Alterllntive B ant1 Variant l I .  Variant 11 (EIR 
Hearing Proposal) is discussed in XV.P. 
Altcrnativcs and Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26. 

The pickleweetl-coveretI channel edge would be 
rct~loved in Alternative A, and it is true that fall 
and winter surveys might have given the exact 
tn~rl~ber of fall- and winter-resident egrets and 
Iteror~s whose feeding groulrcls would be lost. On 
the basis of the date of Alan Hopkins' 
ohservatiott, however. i t  is likely that the r~umbers 
of these birds would be less in the spring when 
most of thetrl would be inatirtg, nestit~g and 
raising chicks ;it one of the regional rookeries. 

Ciiverr these conditions, the gathering of detailed 
bird c o u ~ ~ t s  on a year-rountl basis is not likely to 
rcsult in a charrge in the cor~clusiorts in the ELR. 

The species lists in Table XIV.K.1 on 
pp. XIV.K.1-XIV.K.3, in Volume Thee ,  
Appendix K, were arranged in groups based on 
gcncrnlizcd types of birds to make the 
irrforrr~etio~~ niore availrtble to the lay reader. The 
lists are footnoted, .and it may be observed that 
tile "dabbling ducks" were listed citing CH M 
Hill as the sonrce of the report. Species of &is 
subfamily 01. ducks will ilse any sl~allow salt, 
breckish or freshwater ponds or marshes for 
[ectling and may have been attractetl to the site by 
I;~rge putltlles of slandit~g water. 

'J'ttlile XIV.K.1 is revisetl in the ftollowir~g way. 
.l'l~e positior~ of the heading "Shorebirds" is 
~rlovcti froln itnmetliately preccdirrg "Spotted 

s;lnclpiperw on p. XIV.K.2 to immedi;ltely 
preceding "Killdeer" on p. XN.K. l .  The heading 
"Waterfowl (continued)" on p. XIV.K.2 is 
deleted. Also, additional species reported by 
Mr. Hopkins are added to this table. Under 
"Herons," p. XIV.K.l, the following species is 
added after "black-crowned night heron": 

. Common name: Green-backed hemn/d 
Scientific name: Butorides v u s B  
High count: NA 

Under "Gulls and Terns," p. XIV.K.2, the 
following species is added after "Forster's tern": 

. Comtnort name: Caspian temle/ 
Scientific n'une: .Sterna_c.as&h 
Highcount: NA 

Under "Songbirds," p. XIV.K.3, the followillg 
species are added after "American goldfinch": 

Common name: Barn swallow/e/ 
Scientific name: Hinmdo mstica 
High count: NA 

Common name: Red-winged b l a c k b i i e l  
Scientific name: Agelaius phoeniceus 
High count: NA 

Common name: a ' s  hummingbirdlel 
Scientific name: Gal-wte a m  
High count: NA 

Common name: American robinlel 
Scientific name: k d u s  m i ~ o r i w  
High count: NA 

The following is added to this table to precede 
footnote /a/: 

NA - Not available. 

The following new footnote, referenced after each 
of the new entries, is also added to this table: 

- /el - ObSe~ed by Alan Hopkins subsequent to 
his census conducted for the Nission Creek 
Conservancy. 

In Volume Two, the fourth and fifth sentences in 
the last paragraph on p. VI.M.2, are changed and 
new sentences are added, as follows: 

- Snowy earn, great egrets, great blue herons, 
and blackcro.w&night herqqs an: amortg 
Ilruse species conmom-!waging-in  the..^^ 
of C b j ~  Bash  Channel a t  _various times and 



on a year-round basis. Several d v m  of these 
birds may he obsewcd here, but it is unlikely 
Ihe~n~tin.lle~eaforrkckof.~~uat.e 
hahi~.he.mmmdnthcr_w_a!tatab& 
have been obscxved along the channeLw_e_i! 
!?ey0ndFFirth.-SEwt. Many of the species 
noted .h.thc.~...Bash~~el.larea...we.~ 
m!cr=rel.a!~d.w!! an: migratory and use the 
area for resting periods of vaous duration. 
QU~m..~~.wialerer_re~iQe~~ssssssW.~te 
elsewh~aforbr_m!&g. 

Comment 

The possible loss of the senti-soft edge of Missiorr 
Cr.rch has rrot beerr iderrtified, orrd therefore !tot 
nriti,qcrred, irr PIarr A: arri1,firr-tlrerntnre the loss of 
tlte it~etlarrd irrider PIart A is rrot adequately 
rtlitigated. There is rro plarr for ensurirrg the 
srrr~~ii:nl nf the evistiitg bird 1,ol~ulatiort k ~ ~ h o  
(~rrr.rarttly fead irr the Missiorr Creeli Chanrrel. . . . 

Tire EIR should stcrtc the irtil7ortance of Missioii 
C'r-eek as ( I  restirrg c~~rd,fee(lirrg 0r.ea ,for ntigr.arory 
1 1 .  Tlrc' slreltered rratlrrc of tlic chorrrtel make.s 
it rr ,yooil pluf:e ,for ririgrarory l~irils to wait out 
~~,irrter. stor.rrts. . . . 

11/01, 3 . p  ... XIV,K.I .,. K.Z,..K3.~LBirrLList)l proljidcs 
I e,vrrrr,sii~c~ list of hir(1.s ,forrrtd in tire general 
ar.eo, 11rrt rrrost of the hirds crre fuurrd sl~ecifically 
or! Missiorr Creek, sirrce rirost of the sightirigs are 
,fi.orir Alorl Holjkirrs (Auiiubon) ari(1 flont ESA. 
The purr that is irrtl,ressive is tlte lnrge nuntber. 
Tlrc clucstiorr is kc~lrot kt~ill /ial7])en if tlir)~ are not 
1~011erly provided for in t i e  t r  This is rtot 
ailrlr~essed irr tire DEIR. Fur.tliernrore, since the 
shore nrrd u~adirig birds (egrets, herons, artd 
111011y otlters) hove rro other feeding sites 
~~rtrrc~rttl)~ irr Son Francisco they will probably 
/ r i r r r ~  urourrd arrd die flour lack o f  rto~~rislmrnent. 
Tlrc 11oirrt beirrg that Sarr Frnrtcisco has beconre 
so "ltord c(lge(l" tltat ther.e ore ,fekv altcrnatii~es 
fijr shore trrr(1 k~'irdirig bir(ls. Rip rnlnl, u~on' t  el(?. It 
c.oi,i2r:s rrl~ ,fecdin,q ar.ecrs. Gii~rrr the trentendous 
i~,ct/crrtd I D S S ~ S  thr~orrgIro~t rlrc area, it is ivr-ortg to 
ossrrrrre tlrnt there is nrr)I "elscti~ltere" ,for tltc 
1 i 1 i  t i  I I Missiorr Cr-eek 11rollides a 
i~isihlc Ircrhitat ~i~lrich rirrrsr be protected or 
r~y~lar~cil gn_sice. 

I<e,qardirtg the irii1)crct on k~sildlifc, it says that the 
rli,s~)ltrceil birds --  it ackrro~~~letlges that some 
lrir.ds ntuy be displaced urrdcr Alrerrtative A. 
L)is/~laced b i l l s  it'oltld ,filr.age irr other parts of 
the Otry Area. What other- parts of the Bay Area? 
Tire Bay Area has lost so rrtuch of its n~etlarrds 
tlrnt 11'e carr't osslrnre they are going to,find other 
plat,es to,furage. 
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Rentemher that Missiorr Creek is a pretty 
degraded habitat. I f  there [ ~ j e r e ]  all kinds of 
clroiccs that these bir-ds herd crs to where to feed, 
rhe:y nrighr not even be there in the first place. 
They rnigltt rtot go else+vhere. They might sintl)ly 
,firrd the conditiorts so bad that they n~ill stop 
,feedirtg and certairrly stop reprodncirtg. The 
inrpacts are greater tlrart are stated. 

Se~jercrl if the birrls that are discussed in tlte EIR 
are referreel to as beirrg nrigrator-)I n31ren they are 
actuall)~ winter resideizts. They rteed that area all 
winter lortg. 

Also, the importance of Missiorr Creek to the 
ritigratory birds has been dowrrl~layed. The 
nrigratory birds, as Scott nterttioned, nttrst /rave 
stoppirtg arid feeding places. Missiort Creek, 
0ec.ause it is a sheltered [tidal] irrlet, pro~~icles cr 
r-eal haven in the winter storms that car! be 
esl)ected. (Ruth Grailanis) 

Nearly 5,000 birds have been counted by the four 
sets of observers. The question of the fate of 
t~iost of these ariitrials under Alterrrative A ciui be 
answered using information fro111 the EIR. 

Alternative A proposes to dredge China Basin 
Cl~nlu~el initially and then approxirn:ctely once 
every ten years (see p. VI.M.16 of Volume Two). 
This m a n s  that during this dredging the water 
birds wonld be disturbed but not permanently 
displaced (see the Volu~ne One text change to 
p.11.87 given in the Response on 
pp. XV.K.11-XV.K.12, and the text change to 
pp. VI.M.8-VI.M.9 of Volwne Two given in the 
Response on pp. XV.K.12-XV.13. The water 
birds comprise the vast majority of birds counted 
:~titl include grebes ant1 loons (36 individuals); 
cortnorants and pelicans (65 individuals); diving 
docks (58 individuals); and sea ducks 
(1,259 individuals). Gulls also rest on the water 
at times, and gulls were the largest group in 
number of aninials. There were 2,790 gulls, most 
of them Mew gulls who were over-wintering in 
the area. 

Altern:ilive A proposes to remove much of the 
wetland edge of the channel and replace it with a 
hard edge (see text changes to p.VI.M.7 of 
Volume Two, shown on the following page). 
This impact and its result are discussed in new 
text changes in the Response on 
pp. XV.K 4-XV.K.6. This would have impacts 
on shorebirds (180 individuals) and wading birds, 
herons and egrets (24 individuals) whose feeding 
sites would be covered. A new mitigation 
measure, MSf,  is added to the text on p. VI.M.22 
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n l  Volume Two, as also shown in the Response 
on pp. XV.K.4-XV.K.6. If impletnerrted, 
Mitigation Measure M.5f would, for all 
Alter~rativcs, provitle hahitat of a quality equal to 
or better ttiarl the existing habitat's. Mitigation 
Measure M.Sg, zllso shown in that Response, is 
atlded directly after Mitigation Measure M.5f. If 
irnplcmerited, Mitigation Measure M.Sg wotrld 
provide for the habitat to be replacetl before ttle 
existing liabit:~t was destroyed. 

The species that specifically require the wetland 
pickleweetl arid soft-edge habitat at the channel 
woultl 1101 likely be able to find other suitzlble 
1i;tbital in Sarr Francisco, although it exists 
elsewhere along the Bay margin. 

The herons :~rr t l  egrets that use the pickleweed 
cllo~l~rel m:~rgitr ar~tl the shorebirds ttlnt use the 
nrutl and rocks irr the Project Area are believed lo 
be srriall in i~mnber. While it is true that 
shorebirti nr~tl wading bird habitat h:ls 
experiencetl significant tlecline in the Bay Area. it 
is by no ~i iea i~s  cerlain tllal existitlg areas could 
not accomrnotl:~te (lisplaced birds from Missiorl 
B y  I t ~ t  mortality is cert:riil. 011-site 
111111galiott of i ~ h i t ~ t  losses is :I preferretl 
approach. certainly, lo displacctnel~t and assutried 
relocation elsewllere in the area. 

The only bird referred lo in the EIR (see Volume 
Two, pp. VI.M.1-VI.M.6) as migrating is the 
brown pelican, which are tlescribed as "reglllar 
sutntner migrants lo [eiitphasis added] San 
Frtmcisco Bay" (see Volume Two, p. VI.M.3). 
This statement is true although pelicans do not 
Irlove great tlisltltlces beiweer~ breetling areas aud 
their sun~lr~er-tlirough-wirl~w feeding areas. 

All migratory birds move between breeding 
grountls in the rlorlll to over-wintering feeding 
grotlntls in tlie soulli. Some species stop nncl 
over-winter in the San Fmi~cisco Bay and otlrers 
stop only temporarily. Not all meinbcrs of a 
species slop in the same area for the wi~rter. 

Morrt waterfowl except tnallards and cinnan~on 
teal6 are lnigratoty so tlre ducks observed on 
China Basin Channel are both tnigratory and 
winter visitors arld may, in fact, be winter 
residents. The shorebirtls are riearly all lnigratory 
and winter residents. A few shorebirds like 
killdeer and black-necked stilt are resident 
year-round. Herons and egrets are essentially 
resiclent but, like the pelicans, they move away to 
breed in the spring. The other resident birds are 
the western irnd pied-billed grebes, the B r a ~ ~ d l s  
cormorant, and possibly the double-crested 
corttlorant. :uld all of the terrestrial birds except 

rlre white-crowned and golden-crowned sparrows 
and the palm warbler. 

The commenter is correct in stating that Chinn 
Basin Channel provides important resting areas 
for tnigratory birds. However, existing data do 
not suggest that the channel is an important 
feeding area for migratory birds. 

On p. VI.M.7 of Volmne Two, the last two 
sentences in the second paragraph under 
"Alternative A" are revised and two new 
sentences are added, as follows: 

Thus, most existing h e r ~ e g c e t - i d  
shorebird feeding sites would be lost. 
Hard-edge trratment eliminates exposed soft 
mud adtickleweed which provides feeding 
areas Tor _sr_ . fm shorebirds. lit 
is..pt!saIe% ? 2 e S & ~ r ~ ~ ~  
.. .. animals . - may die.. However, that loss of_.% . . .  
manyY..w..20. m&vl.W-~.e.d-dnot.pres~~_a 
threar to the survival of anv of these ~KCB-S. 

On p. VI.M.10 of Volume Two, the first sentence 
of the last paragraph is revised to state: 

- The 1 3 2  acres of tidal wetlands created by 
2000 along China Basin Channel west of 
Fourth Street (mid-cbannel site) would 
contain mudflats, qmceater salt marsh, 
and an island. 

The first paragraph on p. VLM.3 of Volutne Two 
is deleted. 

See also the text change t o p .  VI.M.11 of Volurrle 
Two, given 011 p. XV.K.22. 

Comment 

Tlie EIR states that ntallards arid coots rvould he 
expected to nest on the islarid iri tlie restored 
niar.slt. But sirtce mallards prefer ,freslt ilvclter and 
coots build ,floatirig rrests, it again raises the 
questior~ of tlte accuracy of tlre EIR. Aclditiorial 
w~ildlife arrd wetlarid e,vper.ts rrr~rst rel'iew tliis 
sectiori. (Toby Levine, Missiori Creek 
Coriservar7cyJ 

It is important to keep in mind that no wetland 
tlesigrl exists; the EIR presents conceptual 
possibilities for the wetlantl. A goal of the 
wetland design would be to create diverse 
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l~ahitats willrit~ the wetlaod area. There may be 
or1c or more islat~tls. Sotne islands, or at least 
part of one island, would be at an elevation above 
the diurnal or se;tso~~al level of submergence by 
titles, as stipolatccl it1 Mitigation Measure M.10 
otr 1). VI.M.24 or Volutne Two. The higher 
]x)rtiotis of the islar~tl could have depressions illat 
would contain fresl~water or at least brackish 
w;~ter illat could support nrr~llartls arrd ducks tlrat 
prefer Illat ltabitat. Itr any case, trrall;rrtls :u1d other 
(lucks ere c o ~ ~ ~ n ~ o r ~ l y  seer1 i i ~  estu;~rit~e walers, 
c.g., Ille lagoons of Foster City. There woultl also 
be cor~ditiotrs ptesent it1 t l~e wetl;u~d design to 
i~llow coots lo t~cst. Specific o1)jectives for 
well;~~ltls woul(l 11;lve to he l'urtlrer tlelit~ed were 
l l~e  City to proceccl f~~rtller with the wetlar~d. At 
present, a wide range of possibilities exists for 
wetl:tnd design, nltl~ough space lilniti~tions would 
he all itnportant cot~sidrration. 

Comment 

2 1 1  M 3 .  cot~rts.] states that 
"While rile rrrcnrl~er qf sl~ecies that coril(1 use the 
urea is r.elari~~el.~ large, the actual rtrmrbcr of 
irrdi~~idtrals is IoII~,"  iterr err referr-irrg to tire bird 
cr~rirrts (lorre I))> MCC ortd ESA. Tlris is a 
j ~ i i ~ ~ i r r t .  M/lti~sc? Arid is it correct? Alnrr 
Ifopki~is sl,ortcrd 1,240 Sur:f Scorcrs ot orre time. 
(To11.v Lcvirre, Missiorr Creek Corrser~~urrcy) 

The stntetnet~t in the EIR is based on an 
nsscssmctit nlntlc by ESA biologists. Tlie site is 
pro1):1bly usctl by rnosl of the bird species 
cotntnorl to t11e Sar~ liratlcisco Bay margins. 
Sonle of these birds use the site for restit~g, but it 
is of litnitcd i~abit:~t value to ~natiy species for 
olhcr i~rrportar~t life cycle furlctiorrs such as 
brcctlit~g atrd fcedit~g. Corrsequently, lhc rrutnhers 
of itltlividuals witl~ir~ a species that car1 use the 
site for tiiese other fuiictior~s is correspol~dingly 
low. The large trutrrber of surf scorers observed 
by Mr. Hopkins is t~ot srrrprisir~g -- tiicy were 
restit~g otr the w:~icr of  chit^:^ Basin Chrn~nel -- 
hut i t  is higl~ly ~ ~ ~ l i k e l y  that t l~e  birtls use tlie site 
for other irnportnl~t lr;~hitat functions. 

Comment 

The i?r.eserrtatiorr of irrt(~nc'ts or t i  hir.ds who 
ctirr.orrly ,f(,ed or! h4issiorr C'reck is artrhigrrotts 
1 1  ~ ~ i l i ~ i l r t .  Or1 page 11.57, the ,fi)llott~irig 

stutenrertt is,found within the text: 

"Foragirrg by iterons and egrets alorig tlre 
clrorrrrel shorelirre ~ ~ o r r l d  be subs tart ti all)^ 
reduced or elimirrated by increased acti~jit)) 
near tlte churtnel irt Alterncrti~~es A and N." 

Tlris is cortfirrwerl by Dr.  Michael Josselyn, tlrc 
Del~artnrent's Wetlarid Biological Consultartt for 
Mission Bay in his Mayl6,  1988 letter to 
Mr. Raslt: 

With less tltan tlte Wetlarrd in titc 
Del~armtenr's Mission Buy Piari -- a Proposal 
for Citizen Re~~iew "the residerit pcrl~ulatiori of 
exrefs and irerons would prohoDly nor remairr 
irt tlte Missiorr Bay area due to srrbstar~tial 
irrcrease ir~ de~~elopmertt uitl~irr artd 
srrrrorcrrding tire Chirta Basirr Chartnel." 

Yet, iri spire cf this e,q?ert oyiriiort which is 
obscured in rlte test, the captiort [for 
Figrrre 11.591 on page 11.87 mo(ls: 

"Rird use of the chanrrel usould continue 
rtndcr all al ter~iati~~es." 

Tlris caj)tiort, a t  a r?trtck nrore obvious location to 
the render. who is siml~ly perusing the documertt 
is exactly contrary to the . . . starenze~it [in tf~e 
teat ori y .  11.871, and is nzisleadirig or1 a rltost 
sigrt~ficarit issue. 

If tiiesc intl)ressi~~e birds will be removed pant 
Mission Creek u'itltout a Wetlarrd irtcluded irt the 
Mission Bay Plari, as is apparent fr.ont tile two 
expert opirtiorrs, tlten tl~ar conclusion shottld be 
clearly artd boldly stated a s  a guide to 
decisiorr-ntakem, !rot effecti~~ely denied by an 
ambiguous preserttatiorr, as is dorte or1 page 11.87. 

This error, or  evasion should be corrected on 
[the captiort fix Figure 11.59] page 11.87 in tlte 
Firrul EIR, not siml)ly corrected in an al~l)endi.~- 
tc~itich ntay be ellen rrtore obscure. (Robert 
Isaacsort) 

Response 

The caption is a general ststetncnt ahorrt water 
birtls :IS a group ;e1d is cot~sisterll will1 the 
statemerlt on p.II.87 that the ctrat~nel would 
cot~tit~ile to provide feeding and resting habitat for 
some species. The report ;~lso is in agreetnenl 
with [Ire letter of Dr. Josselyn with respect to 
l~erous and egrets. 
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To provide additional information, the caplion to 
Figure 11.59 in Volunle One on p. 11.87 is 
changed, as follows: 

- China Basin Channel is used by a variety of 
gulls aM) watertiMs. That use would 
continue wi&..&lcmt&e~.. A.. and. N add 
would likely base with Alternative B. - 
.W&tbirds.sucb~heronsand&cge!s, 
would be dis&cededb_y_A1ieey_AvesAmd.N, 
.bthu!_.wcruldddlilreIv in~-- with adjacen! 
we_tlana.mdw~N-temtiveB, 

Comment 

0 1 1  ],age VI.M.9 it states tliat constrrtctiort 11~ou1l 
temporarily clisrrrpt birds in tlte area. Sirtce the 
feedirrg sites wotrld be lost, ther-e is rtotlting 
tenrlJorary abotrt it. (Toby Leilirre, Missiort Creek 
Corrser~~arrcy) 

The EIR statetnent refers to the bird use in the 
channel, as opposetl to t l l i ~ t  on the ch:~nnel banks. 
L)isruption in the cl~annel for dredging woultl be 
tenlporaly. It is expected that birds would return 
to the chauiel shortly after dredging activities end. 

Comments 

Tlte facts . . . irtdicate that deielol~rnent at 
Missiorr Bay will hoi~e a heavy intpact or1 
wildlife. Large rrumbe,;~ o f  birds, including all o f  
Mission Bay's residctrt herons and egrets, will be 
displaced frortt Missiort Bay urtder eitlter 
Alter-rratii~e A or Alterrrath~e N. Alterrtati~~e A 
11~ort1d directly elirnirrate bird habitat alorrg Chirta 
Basirr Cltortrtcl, ~vhile Alternati~~e N ivould allow 
Itrirrtct~t errcroacltntertt to contl~rontise bird 
l a i t a t .  Tlre bearttifrrl, stately lterons orrd egrets 
of Missiort Bay ore a sorrrce of errjoymertt to 
rtrcrrry ~ ~ e o l ~ l c ,  orrd tltey play on iml~ortont role iri 
th(? ec'ologj of Sort Frurrcisco Bay. It is irr~porta~rt 
tlzat we cortserl~e tltis resource. Neitlter 
Alter-rratil~e A rror N, Iro,c,ei~er, offers arry 
rniti~tmort ,for tlte loss of bird Ircrbitar. The DEIR 
states that hirds ~r~lticlt are dis(7luc~ecl hy 
de~~elo~~rrrerrt at Missiorr Bay ~vill forage at otlrer 
sites irr Sort Frzrrtcisco Bay. Tltis assertiorr is far 
too o~prinristic. Biologists lra~le deternrirred tlrot 
shorehir~l and ~t'ater:fow!l habitat in Sari Frarrcisco 
Bay is already beirrg used to cal~acity. Ratlter 
tlrarr a sintple reslttrfflirrg of n'ildlifc, the 
trrrrrritigated loss cf habitat at Missiorr Bay lsill 

instead result in a ,furtlter erosiort of the 
biological resorrrces of Sarr Frartcisco Bay. . . . 
(Scott Morrical, Goldert Gate Atrdubon Society) 

Marry aaljiart scieritists believe tltat nearby hahitat 
areas are already saturated. Any further losses 
of habitat i~alue at Missioit Creek must be 
mitigated on site. 

Tlte EIR outlines tltree possihle alternutii~es. 
Alternatii~eA ntakes no [>ro~jisiort for- the 
corttirrued dei~elopnterrt artd errhartcenierit of 
~vildlife at Mission Creek. (Toby Lei~irie, Missiort 
Creek Consersancy) 

A displacen~ent of individual herons and egrets 
would occur as reported in the EIR, but the 
impact does not create a "heavy impact" on 
wildlife or the displaced species. The nurnbers of 
herons and egrets that use the site are too few to 
constitute an "important role in the ecology of 
San Fr;~ncisco Bay" and the existing habitat is so 
limited that it also would not of itself represent a 
significant loss. The impact, therefore, is more 
an aesthetic or recreational issue related to the 
very limited remaining opportunities to observe 
such species in San Frrmcisco. 

Temporary losses of habitat would occur with 
Alternative N. Permanent losses would occur 
with Alternative A, from the loss of semi-soft 
channel edge and installation of gabions and 
wooden walkways. Some birds would continue 
to use the open water, but availability of foraging 
and roosting areas along the shallow edges of the 
channel would be eliminated. As indicated in 
Volun~e Two, p. VI.M.8, herons and egrets would 
be displaced. The issue of displacement is n 
complex one. Unless this were a nesting territory 
(which it is not) many of these birds utilize a 
variety of available habitats in the Bay h e n ,  of 
which China Basin Charmel is only one. From an 
ecological perspective, this regional habitat 
complex may be used to capacity. Displaced 
individuals such as those at China Basin Channel 
would likely have opportunities elsewhere, but 
the overall decline in the limited regional 
ecological food base from cumulative regional 
development probably would cause a decline in 
the long-term productivity of these water birds. 
Thus, the impacts associated with edge 
tnotlilication along China Basin Channel would 
contribute to long-term ecological impacts on a 
regional basis. 



In Volutne Two, p. VI.M.8, the last sentence of 
the last p:rragraph, continuing on to p. V1.M.9, is 
cl~anged :tnd two new sentences itre added, as 
follows: 

'Ike small number of displaced birds, notably 
b . e m - c g c I s ,  would Ek&~mthcB 
fvrage in other parts of #he Bay Area. 
b n ~ e r m  loss oL-dg~&&ita.t~d&! 
c.mmIhyteA..~m~~~.~Wvel~to 
s_'i..regi&-~habitat l.med_.lhus..?o 
d~lines..Sa_the~~~userbirds~ics~Aowe?r_e~, 
t h s _ r c & ~ ~  ! z i h ~ s . ~ ~ f a r J h a L ~ . d o c L i n !  
w o u 1 4 ~ - ~ ~ w . ~ p P u l a u l a ? i m f  herons 
andxs.ts..&-@e.B.zy-r~im 

111 Voli~rne Two, p. VI.M.9. t l~e  tl~ird and fourth 
sentences ur~der "lniti:~l P l~ ;~se  of Developn~errl" 
are reviseil to state: 

Thc shoreline of tbe channel would be 
developed and most existing shorebird and 
wadingbkd . . feadig sites, incluclioc @&! 
egc%s.m.dh.~, would be lost. h-dging 
the channel and consunction nearby would 
dismpt birds uskg $pen waters durinos 
period of cmhuction. 

AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

Pn,zrgral~lt 2 [on 11. VI.A(i.41 me~itions that ser12a,ye 
o~~er f lou~s  11ai~e ?-educed the i~ultce of the aqrrotic 
hahitat, but fails to nteritior~ that tlte reductiort irt 
1 rturrt/~er of ar~r~~ia l  oi~erfloflo,~~~ has increased 
uc[trcrtic ~~allres. Horv else to i2,rpIrirt the 
cnntirilred increase in r11e rtun~ber. artd dil,er.sity of 
birds? It is ir~e.vcrtsable rltat the rnost rccerlt data 
or! ,fish, ber~tl~ic O ~ ~ ~ I I I ~ S I I I S  u ~ i d  irt~~ertebrates is 
.fr.onr IY7Y! I.Vltere is rl~e irii~erttor:~ of tlte 
nrollusks, worrirs ortd crustatrcarts +vlrich irtltabir 
I r a t ?  Frequent ,fora$i~w on tlre ntrrdflat.~ 
ill t l ~ e  i~icirlity of Fiftli Street by Blacls-cro~?ted 
?right her-orts arid Great egrets irtdicates tlte 
/)rcsence of sontethirig cdilrle. Wltnt is it.? An 
irr~~erttory nrust he corrducted ofall  tile biota irt tlte 
bay's,food M~eb bgfi)re t l~ is  EIR car! be corisidered 
coriil~lcte. Tlte preserrce of ,fish-eatirtg birds 
ri~JStrerln1 of Fifth Street iridicures that rlte EIR 
grossly uurlder.states the ~ J U / U C  of the charirrel's 
aqlraric hahitat. . . . (Tol~)) Le~~irte, Nissio~i Creek 
Corrserlztrtcy) 

Thc eviilence suggests tl~at tbe cl~at~riel is not a 
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healthy ecosystem by virtue of its hydraulic 
configuration and the periodic addition of 
contaminants from sewage overflows. While 
improven~ents in water 2nd lii~bitat quality 
assuredly have occurred because of Clean Water 
Program improvements, it must be recognized 
t l~ i~ t  the ch,mel continues to have signilicant 
constraints to wildlife because of periotlic poor 
water quality and benthic sediments. The 
presence of herons and egrets should not be taken 
as an indication of good habitat quality, and the 
food sources which they may be exploiting in the 
area may, in fact, be contatninatcd. 

Adtlitionally, while the increased number and 
diversity of birds may be related to Clean Wnter 
Program improvements, the correlation may, in 
Sxt ,  be false; that is, the increases could be 
related to causes totally unrelated lo water quality 
conditions. 

The second paragraph on p. VI.M.14 of Volume 
Two does identify dredging of Chilra Basin 
Channel as a potential short-term impact on water 
quality. However, because benthic organisms 
that live in the sediments of the edges and bottom 
of Clrina Basin Channel are short-lived and 
recolonize from swimming larvae, it is unlikely 
that a local, short-duration action such as 
dredging would have a long-term inipact on the 
species diversity or number in the population of 
invertebrate animals in the ch,umcl. 

As Mission Bay Alternatives would not be 
expected to have long-tertn adverse impacts on 
benthic conditions, even though water quality 
corrilitions nlay have improved somewhat since 
1979, no furtlter studies are needed. 

{l>./IfI.M..? (Califor.?iia Sea Lio~rs a d  Uur/~or. 
Seals). California Sea Liorls hale already beert 
obser~~ed deep into rlte cho~~rtel,  nor just in the 
urea around the nroutlt. . . . In a(l(lition, Harbor. 
Seals are ufteri. ,found at tlte n~outh of Nte creek. 
(Toby Lei~irte, Missior~ Creek Corrset-11aricy) 

First of all, goirtg back to the senirty. T11e 
~ ' i / d / i f c  irt~lentories tltat were dortc are very 
iriadeylrate. A most astourtdirtg eaorrtl~le is the 
,fact r h ~ t  the California sea liort w3asn't ellen 
rtteritiuited. I would like to pass arorrnd this 
~ihotogruph of the Califorrtin sea lion on a 
11uu.seboat dock. They ore seeri i ~ e i y  frequer~rly. 
(Ruth Gra~'ariis) 
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The observations of the coinrnenters axe noted, 
and in Volume Two, p. VI.M.3. the first sentence 
of the fifih paragraph is revised, as follows. 
(Phoca vitulina richardii is underlined in the EIR; 
t l~e  underline beneath this name in the following 
change therefore clues not indicate a revision.) 

- While no large tenestriat mammals are 
r c s i d e n ! L i ~ . ~ . B a s i n ~ ,  harbor seals 
(rn.=a ~ i 1 !  r i _ c C ~ ) ~ a ~ ~ _ ~  
livns (Z&p!ms cabf-m) are regular 
visitors to the outer reaches of ihe channel 
and.cn ...m c ~ a n a n h e s n  bevond Fifth.& 
Sixth Streets. 

On p. 11.87 of Volume One, the last sentence of 
the left-hand column, which continues in the top 
of the right-hand column, is deleted and replaced 
with the following: 

- Sea lion and seal use of the channel would 
pbably  decrease with development because 
of boating and other human activity. 

The second sentcnce of the top paragraph, 
right-hand colutr~n, on p. 11.87, is revised lo state: 

Sea lions and seals wodd pbably continue 
to reed occasionally near the mouth of the 
channel. 

In the first lull paragraph on p. VI.M.9 of Volume 
Two, the first sentence is revised to state: 

- Harbur seals m ~ !  would not be 
expected to use the open water habitat 
provided by China Basin Channel because of 
disturbance from boating and other human 
activity. 

Comments 

Tl~e  starentertt [on p. VI.M.61 that "srrbstarttial 
rises of the ritiddle and ulq~cr reaches of the 
clto~rrtel by herring has not beer? obscr~~ed," is 
sirtrl~ly rirrrrrre. Not only l t a ~ ~ e  the her-ring beerr 
ol)scr~vd by hrtriiur~s, bur certainly i,y the B ~ C M J I I  
Pcliccirts wltich al?pcar- in irtcr.casirtg rtrmmbers 
durir~g tlte i~ii~tter Irerrirtg runs. . . . 

[VcL.-J2_yy XI11. KK5 (Fis?)] jx'o~~icles a list qf 
the Missiorr Creek fish. . . . The problent is that 
tire date of the troth is 1979, Y years ago. Fish 
and birr1 life has changed dra~lrctticcrll)~ in Mission 
Creek sirtce tlrc Clean Water Progrant was 

inaugur-ated. A recent update is required. 
Otherwise we will never understand what we are 
losittg i f  the wetland is not developed, or i f  tlte 
fish life is not attended to. The additional studies 
must include upstream areas as well as the mouth 
of the creek. We need to know specifically . . . 
what we could possibly gain or lose economically 
and physically depending on how Mission Bay is 
developed and whether or not o wetla~td is 
/)r.o~~ided with regard to the possible enhancement 
or degradation of tlte fish habitat. . . . 

VI.M.7-9 (ne~ative results qf Alt. A)] states 
ga t  most existing shorebird feeding sites would 
he lost under Alternati~~e A. Seals would not be 
espected to use the open water habitat provided 
by Ckirta Basin because of tlte disturbance @om 
boatirig and otlter human acti~~iry. No mention is 
made as to what will happen to the fish in the 
area. What is the mitigation to this negative 
result? What will rite mitigatiort be? This is not 
clearly spelled out and must be done before the 
DEIR is certified. (Toby Levine, Mission Creek 
Conservancy) 

We also know the fish are there because the birds 
are there. You wouldn't have 21 pelicans in one 
day diving into the channel i f  you uddn't have 
her-ring ,for them to feed on. (Rut11 Gravanis) 

Response 

Because of the improvements in the Clean Water 
Program at the channel, it is likely that water 
quality conditions have improved and a resultant 
increase in fish use of the channel would be 
expected during periods of low wastewater flow 
when sewage is not present in water. The 
development of new data on fishes for purposes 
of impact assessment for the Mission Bay project 
is unwarranted, however. No significant impact 
is expected from development if Mitigation 
Measure M.14, on p. VI.M.25 of Volume Two, is 
employed, avoiding dredging during herring 
spawning season. Proposed changes to the 
channel under Alternative A would not 
significantly alter aquatic habitat with adverse 
consequences. To the contrary, the proposed 
dredging may improve circulation of water in the 
cl~aonel and, therefore, improve aquatic habitat. 
There is no evidence to suggest that the fishing 
industry would be in any way affected by 
development of any of the Alternatives as long as 
dredging does not occur during spawning season. 
While some benefits to fish populations might 
result from wetlands developed under 
Alternative B or Variant 11, the impact may not 
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be tneasnr;thle. (Variant I I [EIR llearing 
ProposaII is tlescribed in XV.P. Alterr~;~tive.s it~ld 
Varialtts, pp. XV.P.6-XV.Y.26.) Irnprovetl 
coritlitions for hrown pelican feeding ntay also 
rcsult f ro~n  Alter~rative B or Varittnt I I .  

111 Volun~e Two, p. VI.M.6, the last sentence o l  
tlte first paritgraplt is revised, as follows. Also, 
tllc reference inark for note 1161 is tnoved up from 
tlte entl of tlte sentertce. 

- The shoreline east of the Project Area is  
herring spawning habitat m, sane  use of 
the middle and trppe* reaches of the China 
Basin Chamel by hening has been obsaved 
and rewrted by local residents. 

The following is added as a new paragraph after 
the first paragraph on p. VI.M.6 of Volume Two: 

- '[Be 0.5- to 1.5-meter-wide pickleweed strip 
that sporadically occurs along the sou* side 
of che channel, where subject to  ticlal 
flooding, could provide some habitat for fish 
spawning (other than herring), but conditions 
are marginal. Pickleweed edges also are an  
imporrant feature of large areas of some 
tidally influenccd wetlands. 

M,L$ - Tlre Pacific herring is rrot the ~~rrly flslr 
sl~ecies to be p~'Otectc?d. T1rcr.e rn~rst be a 
tl~orouglt irr~~errtory of all n'ildlifc using Missiorr 
Creek Charrrtel alorrg ~li t l t  a l~pro~~r ia te  life cycle 
I-csear.ch so that the iritpnc.ts or1 all species cart be 
nri~rintized. (To1)y Le~~irre, Missiorr Creek 
Corlser.l~arrcy) 

Response 

The tletailed research progrnrn suggesletl by llte 
~on~t i t e r~ te r  ~~ppears  wtwarrantetl given tile linrited 
level of iinpncl tltst is anticipated. Wltile suctr 
inl'or~nation ,nay be of value in assessing tile 
Iwnel'its of tlre Clean Water Progratn 
in~provetnerits. it woultl not be inforn~atiort 
needed to assess impacts of developmenl in the 
Missior~ B;ly area. However, if a wetl;tntls 
concepl is carrietl forward, il is reco~n~nentlctl 
Illat stutlies along tllese lines be corrducled for 
purposes of preparing an optimum wetlantl 
design. Construction of a wetland, if included as 
part of a plan for Mission Bay, would be subject 
to l~urtlier eovironrnenlal review at some point 
after a design has been proposed. 

Tlre statenrerrt of  ~ 'ct land berrcfits shorilrl irtclude 
the dej)enderrce of fislt o ~ t  the salt ntarslf 
ecosysterii. Tlte role of salt ntarsh plants irt 
purifiirig and o~:ygencrting tlte  later shotrll be 
rtrentioncd. Among tlte many bericfits ,far humans 
is tlre link to the seasorts -- obscr~ling different 
sl)ecies at differertt tinres of the year heighterrs 
our crbt~ure~tess of the natural rlrythnts. . . . 

Vol. 2 1. !).I. ..VI.M.17 IErivirorrmerital lnt!)act af 
kK&ud& "Wetlands are used e,~tensii~ely as 
nursery grounds for mang conintercially and 
recreatiorrall)~ ini~~ortarit ,fish species, such as 
to])snielt, nortlzern ancho~~y ,  striped bass, and 
.surfifi,erclre.s. Those species are irnportartt to tltc 
diets of ~,aterfofn~~I and shorebirds. Tltcre ~jould 
be a net herrefit to tltese fisheries if ~,etlarrds were 
established at Mission Boy." Considering that it 
is or! tlre agenda of i~arious political errtities to 
ertlrarrce the ,fisheries irt tlrc bay, t/ren tlre buildirrg 
of tlte ~~etlurtd slro~rld be a top en~dr-orrnterttal 
cortsiderntion. (Toby Levine, Missiori Creek 
Corrserl~aney) 

Fislt also beriefit from ir~etla~rcls which increase 
tlteir food suppl)~ in tlre form of ini~e~.tebratcs 
bt~hich live irt tlte salt ntarshes. Other artintals use 
tlre salt marshes , f ir  hahitat, including tlte 
endurrgercd salt ntarsh ltar~~esr [ntousel. (Scott 
Mor,rical, Golden Gate Aud~ibort Society) 

It has been the City's policy to retain and enhance 
tlie fisheries industty. To date, much of the 
fishing irtdustry in San Frnncisco has lbcnsetl on 
cztpture and processing of Pacific Ocean fishes. 
111 e cumulative sense, wetland developtnent at 
Mission Bay would enhance tlabitat and 
popt~l;~tions of some fish species, stcch as the 
Ilerrit~g. However, it is unlikely that ;I tneasumble 
benefit lo tile fishing industry cart be expected to 
result frotn wetlands of the size envisioned for 
Mission Bay. The key benefit would be that 
wetlands would provide additional protection of 
in~portant herring spawning beds in tile Bay ol'f 
[lie channel. It is unlikely that salrnon or striped 
bass would obtain signifie'mt use of the wetlands 
at Mission Bay. 

Allltongh there is no evidence of salt tnarsh 
harvest mouse presence at the channel, a wetlarld 
habitat would support that species. With tlte 
closest mouse populations believed to be in the 
East Bay and North Bay, this is, however, an 
nnlikely future condition. 
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liolirntr [Olrc] sltoiild include a brief discussion 
of the Bay fill iitil>acts of tlte prol~osed Ou~eiis 
Street BI-idge. Iri particrtlar, tlie EIR sltould 
proilide an estii~rate of the total arnourir of s~rrface 
area of the Mission Creek Charinel tltat worrld be 
cotjered by the br-idge, discuss what effects 
sliadirtg fiorti tlie bridge u~orcld Itale on fish a~td  
wildlife resoirrces, tirid describe the bridge's 
effects on water circulation and navigation, if 
niiy. The Bay Plari calls for riiitigatiort of the 
inil~acrs of Bay fill. Accordirtgly, tvlien tire 
Contnrissiorr has approi~ed roadway bridges irt 
tlie past, it has iisually required the perrttittees to 
opert rio13 arctrs to tidol actiort, restore degraded 
still riror~sl~es, or tokc sirriilar nrcasirres to offset 
tlre dcti~ii~terital effects or1 Bay r~esottrces of tlte 
project. The EIR shoirld discuss how tlte 
particular inil~acts of Ow!eiis Srrvet b r i d ~ e  cotrld 
be iiiitigated. (William Trrr~~is, Sari Froricisco 
Bay Coriseri~atioir arrd Dei~elol~ntcrrt Contntissiori) 

No specific bridge design has been proposed: a 
two-lane roadway for autos and a separ81te bridge 
for MUNI Metro are likely. Because the bridge 
would cross close to the head of the cha~lnel 
under the 1.280 overhead freeway, no impacts on 
fish or other wildlife would be expected from the 
Owens Slreet Bridge. Shading would have a 
stnall effect on surface water temperature w a r  the 
bridge, but this likely woultl occur only in the 
uppermost few centimeters of the water column 
and would have no significant effects. No effects 
on circulatior~ or navigation are anticipated given 
the loc;itio~~ or the bridges near the lleatl of the 
channel. As a result, off-site mitigation related to 
the effects of tlre Owens Street Bridge are not 
anticipated to be necessary. 

Developnlent of the bridge, however, would be 
subject to additional enviromnental review if a 
plan is approved for Mission Bay. At that time, 
dcsign details of the bridge would enable a more 
detailed evaluation of its potential in~pacts and 
possible identification of mitigation measures 
with respect to the concerns raised in the 
C o ~ n n ~ e n  t. 

Comment -.- 

M,I? - The EIR sliorrld iltclrtde rttitigariorts for. 
tlie loss offi.eslt water ir!flows to the Missiort Bay 
Estuory. The 1r.ertierrdous abrtirclartce arid 
dit~crsity of   illl life tli~it irrliobited tlie Missiort 

Bay Estuary (300 acres of Bay arid 200 acres of 
ntarshl~nd) was partly due to the mining of 
saltwater and fresh which occurred at the mouth 
of Missioit Creek, a year-rourtd streant which 
jlouled down from its headwaters or1 tlte nortlt 
slope of Twin Peaks. Because the creek itself has 
been cuh~erted and diverted into the sewage 
system, it offers little hope of a freshwater source 
for the restored wetland. But other possible 
sources should be thoroughly e.rplored, suclt as 
roof runoff. Instead of diverting roof runoff into 
tlte sewage system, where it increases the 
possibility of raw o~wj%~ws, it could be directed 
irtto a scttlentent pond and tl~eri into the wetland. 

Becattse the Mission Bay Project will, in some 
ways be de~~eloped from scrarch, it allows us to 
take adi~aiitage of the latest technology and 
eri~~iroiinteittal sensitivity. Tlte right experts 
should be cortsulted to explore creative ntitigatiori 
measures to assure that we "do it right". (Toby 
Leifiite, Mission Creek Conser~~ancy) 

The Mission Bay project is not required by 
CEQA to provide mitigation for impacts on fresh 
water inflows that have occurred over the past 
100 years. No records of the culverting of 
Mission Creek exist in the San Francisco Clean 
Water Progra~n Engineering Department. 

The concept for directing roof runoff into a 
separate drainage collection system could be 
considered. Construction of a separate collection 
system would involve dual pipes to collect 
stormwater separately from roof m ~ o f f .  

WETLANDS 

Comment 

M L Z  - How will we mitigate the impacts of 
coritiiiued sewage overflows at the Divisiort Srreet 
outfall, as nterttiorted on page VI.M.16? Tlte EIR 
is inconzplete without such mitigation proposals. 

One ol~l~ious a{~proach is the esrablishment of 
marsh plarits in tlte area rtear tlte ourfall. This 
may necessitate some recortfigurarion of rhe 
charinel bartks to create the genrle slope required 
by cordgrass. It is common knowledge that 
iirarsltes can filter pollutanrs, remose pathogens 
and s~tpply oxygen. (See "Sewage Treatme~lt 
Naturally" from world W& . . .), and 
San Frartcisco should look into tltis iites~~ensive, 
effective arid environntentally sourtd solution. 



. . . [Alccor(li~ig to thc rcl)orts 6y Mic'ltocl 
.I(~sselyn, [Altcrrrati~~e A t~~orrlrl] elintiirate irl~crt 
~vogrcss  has beerl r~tade as a result of the Clear! 
Il'atcr Prograrfi. (Toby Lei!ine, Missiofi Creek 
C'o~~ser.~~crrrcy) 

Mi1ig;rtion of sewage ovedlows is the concern of 
llre Sat1 Frar~cisco Cle;lrr Water Progr:krn. While 
Mission Bay development car1 corktribute to 
itn~)rovements in water qi~ality in various ways, 
the problerrr is I'u~~dan~ent;~liy related lo 
sewer/rur~ofl ove~ilows ar~d poor circulatiot~ in 
I ~ I I I I I ~ I ~ .  I! is 1101 a result of any proposetl 
develop~nent in Mission Bay. Alternative A 
would resnlt in some improvements of the aquatic 
cr~viro~kmcnt of the channel :IS a result of dredging 
which would help to improve water circulation. 
Creation of a wetland ur~der Alternative B would 
provide some minor improvement of water 
quality, but thc srl~all size of tlic wetland wonld 
restricl its possihilily to bririg about signilicant 
irnyrovements. 

Wetlar~tls can serve as Zillers ant1 help oxygerlatc 
w:~lcrs, but they have li~rkils on their capacities lo 
tlo illis. 11' supplied will] ;III irl~~i~erlse anlount of 
~ t r i e t s .  wel la~~~ls .  which are only transitory 
successional plnr~t communities, can quickly 
ovcrgrow n r ~ t l  overtake a chsnrrel, thereby 
i~~ltil)ili~ig good w;tter circul;~tiorr. Little is krrowr~ 
 bout how well wetl;~r~ds can absorl) pollula~~ts 
that are often co~~sidered toxic and lhat may be 
present in  overflows or in the channel sediments. 
011  the whole, wetl;tr~ds are widely regarded as 
utlv:~nlageous to i~nprovirlg w;ller qu;llity 
co~~tlitior~s, but little reliable informntion has been 
collected on how wetlantls process pollutants, 
Iheir toler;mces to pollutants or the fates of 
pcillutants in the wetl;md. For example, some 
pollutnnts th:~t might ortlinarily remain relatively 
inert in the setlirnenls may become absorbed by 
pl:nits in a wetland that beconke a food source Six 
fish or w;~terfowl. Conce~itrations irk the food 
i may leail to evcnttkal poor heallli of the 
wiltllifc or of tlke wetla~~d pl;~ots themselves. In 
surrl. 1111lcl1 rnore ir~forr~~ation is r~eeded before 
111ars11 plar~tir~g, as suggested in the Com~rlent, 
coultl be ider~tilletl as a rtrc;ms (or co~rkplelely 
solvi~~g w;~tcr pollutio~r problcrns. 

. . . P i c k l ~ ~ ~ ~ e c ( l  is sonretlti~~~q thtrt is basic. ,for the 
et:ological clrairr. If you ~~ 'a r t t  to i t a ~ v  rlre ~~lhole  
cc~ological chair? resrored irr Missiort Bay and irr 
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the Son Francisco Bay, yo11 need to Ita11e the 
pickleuleed because it's there that the shorebirds 
feed, that the eggs of fish are  lairl. . . . (Toby 
L,e~dne, Mission Creek Cortser~~ancy) 

Pickleweed is recommended for inclusion in the 
wetland design in Alternative B, as described in 
the Response on pp. XV.K.19-XV.K.22, and in 
Mitigation Measwe M.l l  on p. VI.M.24 of 
Volume Two. 

Comment 

One of the things that happened n~lten the 
de~~eloped part of Caridlestick occurred is that the 
wildlife use of the area dropped considerably. 
Par t  of the creation of the park that is now at  
Cai~dlestick ini~oli~ed riprapping over the feeding 
areas of the birds and the rento~~al  of the kind of 
grassland that the birds were using for c'o11e1-. 
It's absolutely essential that a n~etland 
restoratiort occur a t  Candlestick to nlitigate the 
>c2ildlife losses on tltcrt site. 

It is esserttial in Mission Bay to do the same 
thing. YOIL can't nritigare off-site. You can't 
nritigate rhe possil~le loss of wetland ilalues or1 
Mission Creek by doing sontethirfg that bve are 
~ilanrfir~g to do onyn2ay in another location. 

Also, the restoration a t  Candlestick is being held 
~cp by the fact that a tosic study needs to he done. 
The nioriey hasn't yet been released for that 
p~irl)cise. It's quite possible that the restoration 
may Iirove to he unfeasible anyway after the study 
is dorie. (Ruth Grailartis) 

The conclusions of the Mission Bay EIR were 
reached without consideration of the Catkdleslick 
wetland development, although wetlands in that 
area, if developed, would provide (or restore) 
additional habitat for birds displaced from 
Mission Bay. If wetlancts were developed at both 
C;lridleslick Point and Mission Bay under 
Alternative B or Variant 1 1 ,  it would help to 
ir~kprove wildlife habitat for wet la~~d species 
along the bayside shoreline of San Francisco. 
(Variant 11 [EIR Hearing Proposal] is described 
in XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, pp. XV.P.6- 
XV.P.26.) Toxic pollutanl studies would be 
performed for Mission Bay wetland sites, as well 
as for the rest of the Project Area (see 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
K. Vegetation and Wildlife 

Volornc Two, V1.N. IIazardoos Wastes, 
pp. VI.N.39-VI.N.45). See tllc Response on 
pp. XV.K.4-XV.K.6 for new ~nit igt~tio~l lneasilres 
corlcerning h:~bitat reternion. 

City decision-tnakers would determine whether 
wetl;~tltl l~ttbiti~ts are provitled at Carltllestick 
Point, Mission Bay or bolh locations, outside of 
the enviromnental impact review process. 

Comment 

2 1  - T e e t i a l  M I  - Pla~tti~rg witlt 
1,egetation npes  rrs~ful to wildlife sltotrld alwags 
stress rltc irnl)ortaiice of using a&& where~!er 
~>nssil~le.  . . . 

. . . Only a1)l~ropriate riatii~e sl~ecies slrould be 
pla~tted in tlte irplartd areas, and arty iri~~asii~e 
exotics should he renioued,fr.ont the project site to 
ntirrirrrizc the rlifficrrlf)~ qf kael)irrg e.\-orica out of 
the restoratiori ar.eas. Lartdscape gliidelirtes 
+t~hic/t yroltibir plarttirtg of irri~asille exotics should 
he odol)ted for the entire dei~elol?nrerrt. (Toby 
Lei~irte, Missiort Creek Corrser~~arrcy) 

Mitigation Measure M.4, on p.VI.M.22 of 
Volwne Two, suggests use of native species in 
planting buffer areas. 

Irlvasive exotic species of eucalyptus, acacia, 
Spanish broorn, African cape-weed, ice plant, and 
pampas grass have become weedy pests in many 
i~plar~d areas of California and should be avoitled 
in le~~tlscicpit~g the Project Area. However, 
invasive species of cordgrass have become 
established at several locations in San Francisco 
Bay, but are not expected to be a problem. 

Wetl:~nd creation would also use only sttlt marsh 
plant species, most of which are native to 
California, if Mitigation Measiu'e M. I I ,  on 
p. VI.M.24 of Voit~rne Two, is implemented. 

To Curther itlerltify native species appropriate to 
the uplands nbove the wetland awa, the following 
is added to the end of Mitigation Measnre M . l l  
on p. VLM.24 of Volume Two: 

- 5. Coast live oak (auen:us a@i&o&), toyon 
(Hetemeles _arbumlia), coyote brush 
@- p & d !  var. mg&mg&m and 
& p. ?win peaks"), sandbar willow 
Hindsiana), dune tansy (Tanaceturn sp.), 

St- Catherine's lace @%io&mm g&mt_eum 
and E. arborescens), Pa- wild rye grass 
(Elmus pacificus), paintbrush (CastiUeja 
sp.), and seeds of W o m i a  poppy and lupine 
between +6 feet NGVD (-2.6feet San 
Francisco City Datum) and the crests of the 
berms and knolls which sunuund the wetland. 

Comments 

Benefits of Wetland Restoration. The creatiort of 
a tidal salt marsh at the mouth of China Basin 
Channel, as described under Alternati~le B in the 
DEIR, is the only pro~fision of the Mission Bay 
Project which would adequately ntitigate the loss 
of existing wildlife ltabitat at  the project site. In 
addition, wetlartd restoration at tltis site would 
directly benefit The City of Salt Frartcisco in 
several important ways: 

( I )  Tlte Enidronniertt. Wetlands are crucial to the 
healtlz of San Fraricisco Bay. The Bay wetlands 
enltartce water quality and provide crucial 
breeding ltabitat and foraging grounds for 
dii~erse shorebirds, waterfowl, fish, arid animals. 
Unforturtately, most of SunFrancisco Bay's 
wetlartds Itave been destroyed. Biological 
diijersity arid water quality have declirted to the 
eartent that every acre of wetlands whiclt can now 
be created or presersed is critically important. 
The restoration of wetlands at  Missiori Bay will 
Itaiw a direct positil~e impact or1 tlte health of 
San Francisco Bay and therefore on the City of 
Sun Francisco, which depends an the Bay for its 
economy and for its quality of life. 

( 2 )  Tlie Econ~amy. T l ~ e  restorarion c$ werlarids at 
Mission Bay will have a direct positive effect on 
the economy of San Francisco, [benefitrirtg] 
San Fraricisco's fishing industry, . . . tourist 
industry, . . . [and] ecortontic i~iability of the 
Mission Bay Project itself. Housirtg adjacent to 
the wetlartd open space will have a higher value 
tltan housing in a high density setting. Tlte 
irtcreased reitenues from tltis property could kelp 
defray tlie costs of affordable hortsing projects. 
Sintilarly, the wetlands would be an antertity to 
Itotels built on or near the project site, and would 
increase their economic potential. 

3) Public Educatiort. A salt nzarsh at Mission 
Bay, so close to the urban center of 
San Francisco, will be a powerful educatiorial 
tool. Here is an opporturtity to teach 60th 
childrert and adults about tlte intportance of 
wetlands to the natural enviroitntent and to our 
quality of life. 
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(4)  Re.w.e.&m_gu$~.Qpe~Lsyace. The recreation 
poter~tial of an urban salt marsh at Mission Bay 
is enormous. According to a recent survey by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, over 50% of adult 
Anicricans participate in wildlife-oriented 
outdoor recreation activities. The proportion is 
certainly higher in tlte BayArea, where we live 
surrounded by natural wonders. At the new 
Mission Bay n~etlands, people ntay engage in 
passive recreation suclt as bird watching and 
otlter fornis of nature study, or they may simply 
enjoy quiet contemplation in a natural setting. 
Tltc need ,for this type of recreation is acute in 
San Francisco, since trafjic gridlock and 
irradequate public transportatiort are ntakiitg it 
irrcreasirrgly difjicrrlt for people to get out of the 
Cit,y to enj(1.y riatrtre. The natural wetland area 
will diversify and complement the public 
access-ol~err space plan of the Mission Bay 
Project. 

(.T) &&onalLdershi-0. As tlte largest Bay Area 
population and ecoriomic center, Tlte City of 
San Francisco ntust play a leadership role in 
maiiitainirig en~~ironmental quality. Tlte creation 
o f  this wetland will demonstrate to other 
Bay AI-ea cities that San Francisco is ready and 
willirtg to do its part to restore the health of 
Sort Francisco Bay. 

It is urtfortunate that tlie Mission Bay Project 
DEIR does such a poor job of pointing out tltese 
ber~efits of n~etla~id restoration. Tlie DEIR 
~~ndersells Alternati~je B, which is by far the most 
envirortmentally sound of tlie tliree alternatit~e 
de11clol)ntent plans, and which tvoirld bring ttre 
most OertEfits to Tlte City. (Scott Morrical, 
Goller~ Gate Auduborr Society) 

[Ill Vol. 2 ,  p. VI.M.12 in the EIR states that:] 
"The pro~posed n'etlarids would serve to enhance 
the presence of ~uildlifc, provide public benefits 
artd augnierit tlte number of marslies existirig iri. 
the Bay." Please note tlte discussion that Itas 
occurred of late of the 11er.y serious problems 
related to tlte dcgradatiorr of the Bay, and tlie fact 
that, i f  tlte wetland is built, we will be making an 
important physical and sy~nbolic statement 
regardirrg the restoration of tlie Bay of 
Sarr Francisco. (Toby Levirie, Mission Creek 
Cortser~~artcy) 

Tltere is little corlcerri about the tvetlartds shown 
irr the EIR, orice again lending arr air of 
irrcont~)Ieteness or urircality to the discussions. 
(Arderr Smith, Potr-ero Boosters arid Mercharits 
Associatiorr) 

. . . Wetlartds are  ital all)^ important to wildlife. 
For b ids ,  tlie wetla~rds i~fSarr Frartcisco Bay are 

a key link in the Pacific flyway which has been 
eloquently called by author Peter Steinhart, "a 
river of birds." Over one million shorebirds use 
San Frartcisco Bay on migration according to a 
Pt. Reyes bird observatory 1988 census. 
Hundreds of thousands of water fowl and 
shorebirds winter on SanFrancisco Bay and 
many live and breed here, including the 
endangered species like the California 
Clapperrail. (Scott Morrical, Golden Gate 
Audubon Society) 

I f  the wetland is not developed, it will surely 
mean that tlte creatures who have begun to return 
to the area will in a sense be evicted. It will also 
mean that a great opportunity, similar in many 
ways to Lake Merritt in Oakland, will be lost . . . 
and that is the opportunity to provide residents of 
San Francisco to experience a natural wetland, 
the peace and quiet of observing sltorebirds and 
other creatures in tlteir natural states, and to 
provide residents with recreational opportunities 
which are not age specific, but readily available 
to all. (Toby Levine, Mission Creek Conservancy) 

Under Alternative B, the creation of wetland 
areas, notably along China Basin Ch'mnel but 
also in two other areas, would enhance wildlife 
values on the site. The total area of the proposed 
wetlands is limited in size to about 33 acres, a 
valuable, although relatively small, addition to 
total Bay Area wetlands. 

These wetland habitat "patches" would provide 
opportunities for wildlife, including stopovers for 
migratory species and restinglforaging areas for a 
variety of water birds including shorebirds, egrets 
arid herons. These wetlands would reinforce 
current trends of increased wildlife use along 
China Basin Channel. They would provide scenic 
amenities to the overall development, a sense of 
open space. They would probably also be 
beneficial to fish stocks along the chantiel and 
those utilizing bayfront areas. They could, 
depending on design, provide some recreation and 
educational opportunities. 

Mitigation Measure M.5, on p.VI.M.22 of 
Volume Two, is revised to acknowledge the 
mitigating value of including wetlands in 
Alternative B. A new sentence is added to the 
beginning of the measure and tlie first sentence is 
revised, as follows: 

- B~~~stlan.ds sites wollld a@iwe-the 
marginal wetland area currently located along 
Ihe ba~& of China Basin Cbanne1, 85 well 
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m - p - n ~ ~ a p a a d c d h b i t i l l  
4 p 4 P ~ h e s  in the Proiect Area. Wilme 

coul be incr- f l m a A 2 y  
z&ng c-~tiguom unbroken blocks of 
open space and wetland habitats by 
consolidating as descxibed in the 
following measures: 

While it is difficult to argue against the logic and 
positive philosophy contained in the Cotnments, 
it is the responsibility of the EIR to present 
ohjeclive infortnation. In this regard, i t  is 
important to also identify some of the limitations 
related to wetlands development at this site. 

First, the site presents significant constraints of 
size such t l~at  :tny contribution to the overall 
health of wildlife populations ‘rind water quality 
improvements would likely be small. Second, 
direct economic benefits to the fishing industry 
arid lot~rism are also likely to be minimal in 
comparison to other factors. It cannot be stated 
categorically that housing would have higher 
value because of its location adjacent to a 
wetl;tnd; tnarry would argue that housing adjacent 
to a public park rather than a wetland would 
generate higher values for homeowners. Third, 
development of the wetland would be a costly 
untlertaking. It has not yet been determined 
whether a wetland would be included and, if so, 
who would bear this cost. If a wetland were to be 
developed, given the constraints of available 
acreage, adverse water quality, potentially 
polluted soils and sediments, and difficulty in 
planning for an open space feature in a densely 
populated area, considerable further study and 
planning would be required to derive a workable 
plan. Fourth, wetland restoration, much less 
wetland creation, is not a well-developed 
science. It is more art than science at present, 
and any wetland created in the inanner proposed 
here must he regarded as experimental. In short, 
evcn the best designed wetland rnay not be 
fensihle. One most conclude that the idea of 
creating a wetland is a concept worthy of furtlier 
consideration for the reasons noted by the 
commenter, but it may not be an easy undertaking 
to obtain snccessful results. 

In Volutne Two. p. VI.M.9. the third sentence of 
the second paragraph under "Alternative B" is 
revised to state: 

An increase of.appro_lrrma tel~three-acreg in 
open water habitat over present conditions is 
plaaned 

The sixth sentence of this paragraph is changed to 
state: 

shorebind feeding sites along the midchannel 
would be removed and replaced by a larga 
area of wetlands. 

The eighth, ninth and tenth sentences of this 
paragraph, which continues on p. VLM.10, are 
deleted. A new subheading, "Wetlnnds Context 
and Design," is added after the second full 
paragraph on p. VI.M.12, and the following new 
paragraphs are added before the subheading 
"Initial Phase of Development": 

In order for developed wetlands to bener 
function as wildlife habitat, it would be 
desirable to marrImize the width of the 
wetland in the elevation range between +2.5 
and M.0feet NGVD (-6.1 and -4.6 San 
Francisco City Datum) which would be the 
appropriate elevations for a marsh plain. At 
least one of the islands should be at this 
elevation with high-tide refuge (Bxbeme 
High Tide is +6.7 feet NGVD or -1.9 San 
Francisco City Datum) areas for small 
mammals. The marsh plain would q p o a  
the growth of wmaon pickleweed, fleshy 
jaumea, and salt grass, three perennial plants 
capable of producing about 8,800 p d s  per 
acre of plant tissue each year./24,24a/ This 
plant material would enter the Bay waters or 
be buried in the mud and serve as food for 
bacteria, fungi and s m d  animals. 

The pickleweed may invade ~ a h d y  and 
esIablish, but large amounts of natural 
invasion are not expected because there are 
few sowces of seed or plant parts in the area 
Planting of the marsh plain is recommended. 
Small slongbs cut through the salt marsh 
plain would provide feeding sites for great 
blue herons, yeat egrets, shorebirds, 
blackcrowned mght h e m ,  and snowy 
egrets. The plain would be used also as a 
resting area for shorebii,  hams  and egrets 
during flood tide and high tide while the 
mudflals are covered with tidal water. 

A secoad elevation range which should equal 
the marsh plain in extent is that between -2.5 
and +I feet NGVD (-11.1 and -7.6feet San 
Francisco City datum). Tbis is the elevation 
appropriate for San Francisco Bay mudflat 
which is very important in providing habitat 
for colonizing invertebrates a s h  as the 
clams, worms, amphipods, detritus feeding 
snails, and tube wormsJ24bI None of these 
animals is native, but they do account for the 
majority of the animal biomass in the mud of 
San Francisco Bay12Qc.MdM and form the 
basis of the diets of many shorebirds and 
some fishes. 

By the year 2000, &ma. e g ~  and sane 



ies which may feed on thr: 
ID.-t SboaemC we the marsh plaia ~ Q X  msting 
would i n c l d  western sandpiper, sm-billed 

avocet, waet, lolkllrbled 
plover, bkk-wked 

(or M h k a d  m i p e s )  and 
ated plover which are oRen 
or very c m o n  on San Francisco 

Bay rnm@ mf,24g/ and in m u o n  
sites IHbl. 

'X1Pe transition between (he marsh plain and 
the mudaat (elevation +1 to +2.5 feet NOVD, 
-7.6 to -6.1 feet San Francisco City Datum) 
m y  be a oarnow zone and, hxefore, have a 
sleeper slope Ulan the pla i  or the mudflat. 
lhis slope should be planted with Cal'iornia 
cordgrass, a call grass which 
unde~pmd dhnnes  binding 
miurally soft xdiments of rlhe m e .  

wbkh feeds on ribbed msels,  clams, yellow 
shore crabs, and spidersJL// 

Due to the absence of rails in central San 
Francisco Bay norlh of Foster Cily, south of 
Riclwdmn Bay and west of E m m e  /Xi, 

close e m @  to 
apeas with rock 

a n d m u d o r s a n d o n i s l a a d s m y b e o & ~  
killdeer. 88nwp and & m J 1 9 f l 2 3 /  

Tbe shallow m a n s  of the lagoon axeas m y  
be used by hherars, egrels, dabbling ducks, 

W W I ~  and cmomia guus. avipng 
birds slscb ss western and pi 
carmorants d t m  would 
water. Scaups and m y  ducks 
the hebaymat. Qccasiom, 
may s* about the lagom a d  
the istan&. 

NO sulpssanlial lem impacts to wildlife 
fm creation of ihe wetlands axe expected, as 
(he sire cutrenay receives little use. 

In Volulne Two, {he following new notes are 
added after note 1301 oti p. VI.M.28: 

lu(al . U., "San Francisco Bay Salt 
Uarsh Vegetation Geography and Em10gy: 
A Baseline for Use in lmpact Assessment and 
Restoration Phming," PhLD. Dissertation, 
University of CMEornia, Berkeley, 
California, 1987. 

/24b/ Ilhmpson, J.K., and F.H. Nichols. 
"Bentbic h a a c d o d  Biomass of San 
Francisco Bay, California: January/Febxuary 

~ichols, FH., " ~ a t ~ r a l  and 
h w o ~ e n i c  Mmes on Bentbic 
C-unity Stnscture in San Francisco Bay," 
pp.409426, in TJ. Conmos, editor, 

the Advpulcement of Science, San Francisco, 
1979. 

124dl Nichols. PJI., and M.M Pamatmat, 
"The Ecology of the Soft-Bottom Benthos of 
San Francisco Bay: A Cmmunity Profile," 
  re pared for U.S. Fish and Wildlie Service, 
Washington, DL?.. 1988. 

L?Ae/ Niesin, T.M. and E.B. Lyke, "BenIhic 
Colonization" in T. Niesin and U Josse 

San Francisco State University and T~bumn 
Center for E n m e n t a l  Studies, 1981. 

Storea, R.W.. "The Seasonal Occurrence 
of Shoreb'i  on Bay Farm Island, hllarneda 
Coppnty. C M f d , "  The Condm 53:186-193, 
1951. 

124d Rwher. RF.. "Some h m x t s  of the 

Cogswell, HA.. "P-tim of Birds 
Using New Tidal Lagoons Compared to an 
OPIter Tidal fmat on San Francisco Bay at 
Waywerd, Womia," in T. Niesio aod 
U Jomlya, editors, The Navwerd. Re~i0nal 

M?ra--xolr,m 
lc&mirg 
Biological 

Sciences, San Francisco Sme Universily and 
Tibunrn Center for Env-enLal Studies, 
1981. 

12Bil b e y .  T.E., "California Ciapper Rail 
Survey, 1978-1979," Job Final Report, Job 
V-1.8, Pro&t E-W-3, California Department 
of Fish and Game. Sacramento, C a l l d ,  
1980. 

Volume Two, p. VI.M.10, the fifth sentence of 
second full paragraph is amended, as follows: 

lbis woufd favor human-tolerant s p i e s  such 
as rock dwe @gw@, Eu~opeaa starling, 
Brewer's blackbird and house spanow. 
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The last sentence in the last paragraph on 
p. VI.M.1O is deleted. 

In Volume Two, p. VLM. 11, the last sentence of 
the first paragraph is deleted. 

In Volr~tne Two, p. VI.M.11, the second 
paragraph is revised and the third sentence 
deleted. This paragraph states, as amended: 

. As vegetation matures, the island would 
provide a protected area for waterfowl, 
s b b . ~ . a n d e e r e t  w m g .  
Brewer's blackb'i from the pa& area may 
atso use the island for feeding and resting. A 
bunex 7me of vegetation, W o n  
@&xmc-e-lmx would be required 
muad the wetlands to shield tbe area fnno 
human activity and disturbance (see 
Mitigruion); this would enhance the area for 
use bv other more sensitive. human-intolaant 
birds,' such as fhe shorebirds. egrets a d  
h e m . / 2 3 3 1  

The third paragraph on p. VLM.ll of Volume 
Two is deleted. 

In Volume Two, p. VI.M.ll ,  the third sentence of 
the fourth paragraph is revised to state: 

- Each area would contain aom~apep sam, 
mudflats, salt marsh, and a vegetated island. 

On p. 11.86 of Volume One, the second sentence 
01' tlie secotid paragraph in the left-hand colurirtl 
wider "Wetlands" is revised to state: 

- Each wetland would contain mudflats. salt 
marsb, open water, and an island. 

The third sentence in this paragraph, which 
contitlues in the top of the right-hand colutnn, is 
revised to sticte: 

- The mudflats and salt marsb would provide 
feeding and resting sites for wading birds, 
such as great blue hernos, gteat egrets, 
blackcrowned nighl herons, md snowy 
egrets, md sba b i i  such as killdeer, 
sandpipers, and sanderliags. 

At tlte hottom cf page(Vl.M.]ZZ it shorrld be 
noted tltat detailed design to be done later should 
iri~~oli~e not only   vet lands restoration experts, 
biologists and lty~irol(~gists, but ulso la~idscape 
architects u'itlt art artistic orie~ttatioit far 
nrasin~rrr~t aesthetics and wildlife i~alue. 

More important, it must be specified that any 
wetland restoration 1 re-creation to mitigate 
wildlife losses at Mission Creek must take place 
ort the Mission Bay project site. (Rut11 Gravanis) 

Both preiitninary studies and actual design for the 
wellat~d would necessarily involve a 
multi-disciplinary effort. If implemented, the 
creation of the wetlands would be a "showcase" 
effort, as few other models have been created for 
this in the past. It would be important to define 
clear objectives for the wetland, as these 
objectives would drive the basic design concept. 

Wetland planning is a complex multi-disciplinary 
procedure that irivolves biologists, hydrologists, 
lnridscape architects, and land use specialists. 
Factors taken inlo account would include species 
biology for fish and birds, tidal and freshwater 
patterns of flow, appropriate plantings and 
monitoring of plant establishment, among others. 
These wetlands must, for example, be designed to 
be compatible with mosquito abatement. The 
wetlarld design suggestions, Mitigation 
Measures M.6 through M.13 presented on 
pp. Vl.M.23-VI.M.25 of Volume Two, are only 
conceptual. Given acceptance of Alternative B 
by the City, or any other option involving 
wetlands, they would be subject to refi~ieinent on 
a site-specific basis as detailed site-design 
procedures come into play. In tlie planning 
process, site development would be subject to 
further refinement and enviromnental review, 
iricluding possible problems from any toxic 
contaminants in the fill. If those studies proved a 
wetland habitat to be feasible, it could be sited 
within Mission Bay (if approved by the City's 
decision-makers). 

Comment 

. . . W e  ,feel tlzat tlte EIR was pretty deficier~t irt 
addressing tlte wetlands, especially in tlte benefits 
that it would bring to this project. W e  see it as 
one of tlte reasons tltat this project ntay be 
successful with the amount of people wlto are 
niovirig iri as a result of tlte number of ltousing. 

Whicltei~er alternatii~e is there, there ar-e going to 
be thousarids of people ntoidng into a relath~ely 
sniall area. This is going to be a dense 
erivironment. And the denser an environment it 
is, tlte more necessary it is ,for people to haije an 
escape from the urban pressures tltat are entailed 
by suck art environnlertt. . . . 



III Mission Bay, with size being restricted, you 
are going to rieed sorite kind of an opeti space that 
is goirig to provide the escape in a relati~~ely 
s~nall nlmlber of acres. And a wetland is uniquely 
~)usitiurred to do that. . . . 

A bt~etlartd allows - prolddes - immediacy with 
nt~t~rrc that ,fcrv other outdoor c.~periences can 
r i d e .  The wildlife is there right at your feet, 
birds, t/te water, Harbor seals, as you have 
1vobably heard, have cortte into Mission Creek. 
There is a tremendous amount of wildlife that is 
there now. The creation of a wetland will pro~jide 
a tremendous amount more. This is going to 
provide a treritendous benefit to all those 
thorrsands ofpeople who are li11ing there. 

In addition, there have been a lot of comments I 
have seen in the papers about outdoor activities 
for children n~itli the assumption that perhaps 
wetlands do not provide that. I'd like to dissuade 
you,front that idea. 

. . . [The] Audlibon Ca~iyort Ranch, . . . in 
Bolinas, . . . is a heron rookery arid also has 
sorne wetland areas. W e  provide outreach to 
al)[)rcuiniately 6,000 school children per 
year. . . . Not just suburban, but we do reach irtto 
Suit Francisco and the denser areas. These are 
trentendously slrccessful. Teachers are knocking 
at our door. We base to turn away people e v e y  
year. 

. . . [In addition,] the National Wildlife Refuge in 
Fremont turns away people. . . . Crab Cove over 
in [the] East Bay, which is another wetland area, 
also has to turn away school trips who are now 
seeking that. 

. . . And it's beconting more and more difficult, 
esl~ecially with the traffic. And Mission Bay is 
riot gobig to help the traffic, especially with the 
traffic for people to reach out to natural areas to 
get away. 

If you cart provide that right within the project, 
you are goirig to be pro~~idirrg these kids with 
sonietl~ing they're not goiirg to get anywhere 
else. It's very intpot.tant that we provide this kind 
of resource to the p e o ~ ~ l e  who are contirig here. 
(Arthur Feiristeirt, Golden Gate Audubort Society) 

The ed~~cational value of a wetland in Mission 
Bay tnay be its greatest benefit. fn the EIR, 
Mitigation Measure M.8, on p.VI.M.23 of 
Volume Two, identifies mitigation measures to 
promote observation uE wetland wildlife. 
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While the proposed wetlands would provide 
scenic/visual amenities, there are limits to these 
benefits. Wetland areas 7 to 14 acres in size and 
adjacent to urban development, traffic and Port of 
San Francisco activities cannot provide a 
complete sense of the natural Bay edge, or natural 
solitude and detachment from the surrounding 
urban environ~nent. Unfort~mately, these wetland 
values have not existed within San Francisco for 
decades, and current opportunities for these 
experiences are located in various San Francisco 
Bay locations. Wetlands capable of providing 
these amenities are generally in the 100 acres and 
upwards range. The Hayward Regional Shoreline 
Marsh, which has an interpretive center, contains 
about 200 acres of salt marsh and 50 to 100 acres 
of freshwater marsh. The Corte Madera Muzzi 
Marsh natural area, which has levee-top trails, is 
some YO acres. Other marshes with public access 
include the 43-acre Arrowhead Marsh, on San 
Leandro Bay, which has catwalks and is 
maintained by the East Bay Regional Parks 
District; the 233 acres at China Camp State Park; 
and the 160 acres at Palo Alto Baylands, which 
includes Hook Island. 

Audubon Canyon Ranch consists of 1,000 upland 
acres with the entire Bolinas Lagoon for Irerotis 
and egrets to feed in, far from the disturbances of 
its many visitors. 

Tlie limitations of a wetlands at Mission Bay 
should not be taken to negate the positive effects 
in Alternative B. As proposed, wetlands would 
have many beneficial effects, locally and 
regionally. 

[JA VI.M.10 ( f e r z c z L w m  expresses a very 
elitist idea of wetlands stating that their use 
would be limited to nature obsen~ation and 
appreciation from walkways and obserl~ation 
platforms along the perimeter of the wetlands. 
The "steep-wall construction" idea sounds more 
like a zoo exhibit than the re-creation of a natural 
bay edge. As one of the ntain groups interested in 
the reestablishing of a wetland, we have a very 
different concept. Our concept is one in which 
the huntan population would have, through an 
interpretii~e center, guided walks and infiirntation 
systems, an intimate experience with the n~ilrllifc 
present. Therefore, we would like this paragraph 
eliminated, as art o~~inionated, narrow 1~ien1 af the 
role of rtatlrral areas in the urliaan en~~irortmcwt. 
It should be noted that wetlands serve irnl?orta~tr 
hutitart recreational needs. According to 
Natio~ral WilcII~fe niagazitie (Aug. - Sept. I987), 
more than half of all adnlt Americans erigoge itt 
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wildlife-related recreational acthlities. The EIR 
ignores tliis kind of inforrrtatiorr in statirrg wildlife 
benefits. . . . 

Ericlosirlg the restoratioii area with a concrete 
retairii~ig wall shottld be ailoided i f  at all 
possible. The idea is to let the urban dweller 
exl>crience the natural bay edge. . . the gradual 
tr.arrsition from open water, tlirough the ijarious 
irrterridal zories and to the upland areas with the 
naturally occrtrririg changes in geology, 
~~egetatiort and w'ildlife. If co~ttaminated 
grouridwater riecessitates a walled-off wetland, 
so be it; bur tltoroltgli testirtg sliould be done so 
we k~iou' ahead of tinie. 

Altcrrtatii~c B ,  of course, is riot an alterrtati~~e that 
Missiorr Creek Corrserr~ancy has yroposed in the 
past. Tlie Missiorr Creek Conseri~ancy, when we 
j~rescnted orrr alternatiiles to the City Plaririirtg 
Departnie~it through the Clearirtghouse, had the 
1rrefer.r.c.d alternatir~e u~liich was tlte werlartd 
Ociri~ placed in the area of Pier 48 and 50, and 
tlteri the second alterrtatii~e for the wetlarid to be 
placed in the Missiori Creek area, . . . near the 
Fortr.tli Street Bridge. 

What you would have, if[our] alterriath~c were to 
be de~~eloped, would be art area where people cart 
w!alk, ~lliere tliey can hike, where they can kite, 
where they can watch the birds, where they can 
kaije art eni~irotirnent where they are able to 
retitrrt and see what the Bay was once like. (Toby 
Lerfine, Missiori Creek Conseri~aricy) 

The Mission Creek Conservancy's concept of the 
wetland is better suited to a large wetland like 
that at Coyote Hills Regional Park. The very 
small size of the wetlands in Alternative B would 
not permit the type of interaction suggested by 
the commeoter (hiking, kiting, etc.) if the wildlife 
is to remain. ln general, wildlife and human 
visitols tlo not mix well -- which is why zoos 
provide physical separation. In wetlands, human 
intrusion results in flight or abandonment by 
wildlifc or in increased stress on wildlife that 
catrnot easily escape. The close proximity of the 
wetland to a large, dense, urban population with 
frequent intrusions would make it very difficult 
for all but the most human-tolerant species to 
irritobit the wetland. In setting objectives for the 
wetlands, decisions would have to be made 
whether wildlife or human use values tdie 
priority. In preparing the EIR, the priority was 
plncetl on wildlife enhancen~ent values; thus, the 
apptoach was to provide lintited access to tlte 
wctlands. In planning for the wetland, it must be 

kept in mind that not all visitors would respect 
wildlife with the same concern expressed by 
colnmenters. As noted, some may be expected to 
view the wetland as an area to exercise dogs, a 
wasteland, or the site for "midnight dumping" of 
toxic materials and trash, events that could have. 
disastrous effects on the wildlife. Marin County 
recently had a problem with bird mutilations. 
While there is no need to be pessimistic in taking 
such concerns into account, the EIR must be 
realistic. Rather than being "elitist," the proposed 
measures in the EIR provide a means to protect 
wildlife from these very practical problems that 
could most certainly arise. 

In Mitigation Measure M.8, on p. VLM.23 of 
Volume Two, the fourth sentence is revised and 
two new sentences are added after it, as follows: 

Specific measures that should be taken to 
achieve this inclmle: constructing a fence 
between the footpath and fhe wetland high 
m g h  to prevent people from easily jumping 
or stepping wer it, and planting upland 
vegetation along the wetland/foorpath 
interface in a "buffer zone" dense enough to 
discourage lbrough ldfic. Tbe fence W d  
M a & t % w h  to m e 8 m e v e n f d o q l e M  
from moving throagh it inlo the wetlands. 
'Ibe  ark s _  i m  should discourage 

The use of fencing and concrete retaining walls is 
thus a realistic measure to maintain the wildlife 
habitat qualities proposed in these wetlands. 
Concrete retaining walls have the further 
advantage of allowing the wetland gradient to 
begin directly at the edge of the site, thus creating 
a larger area over which the sedimentation 
essential to wetland formation can occur. In other 
words, larger portions of each site could be made 
functional wetlands. The top elevation of the 
wall would he as high as the sidewalk 
(approximately eight to ten feet NGVD [-.6 to 1.4 
San Francisco City Datum]) and the marsh plain 
would range from 2.5 to 4feet  NGVD with high 
areas to provide refuge for small animals and 
birds during extremely high tides (6.7 feet NGVD 
[-1.9 San Francisco City Datum]). Another 
possible advantage of the walls is that they can be 
designed to look like piers and to provide vantage 
points for wetland viewing. 

The soils 'and groundwater would be tested for 
contaminants, as noted in the E1R. See Volunie 
Two, V1.L. Hydrology and Water Quality, 
Mitigation Measure L.9 on p.VLL.38; and 
Volume Two, V1.N. Hazardolls Wastes, 
Mitigation Measures N.l through N.5e on 
pp. VI.N.39-VI.N.45. 
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Alterrtati~~e B divides the total wetland acreage 
aritortg 3 separate sites. Titere should be sonte 
discussiori of rite relative nierits of contiguous 
~letiarid acreage, sirlce a larger mass would 
allo~v greater distarice between the center und 
atry ltutuarr iml)acts at the perinleter. (Toby 
Leilirre, Missiotr Creek Cortservartcy) 

As noted in the Comment, a larger wetland would 
also allow greilter separation of htnnzu~s ant1 
wildlife, which would benefit the lictter. A 
wetland about 20 acres in size is considered in 
Variant 11. (Variant 11 [EM Hearing ProposalJ 
is discussed in XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26.) 

Tile following new paragraph is added to the end 
of the third full paragraph on p. VI.M.12 of 
Volume Two: 

In general, Ihe larger and more contiguous the 
wetland, che greater the benefits wolald be for 
wildlife. A larger and possibly more diverse 
wildlire population could be supported by one 
large wetiand in comparison to fkee small 
wetlands. 

Comment 

M,l.5 - This mitigation nteasure is extremely 
intportattt, but it doesri't go far enouglt. We blow 
titat the de~~elol)nicttt of Mission Bay will 
negati~fely impact tlte wildlife values of the 
cltannel. Wctlartd restoration is being proposed, 
irr part, as a niitigatiort for t l~e  loss it1 u~ildlife 
salue. The EIR niust not be certified unless we 
kriow titat the proposed mitigation is feasible. 
Titerefore, thorough testing f ) r  contantinants 
~rtust take place or1 & the possible wetland 
restoratiort sites befor-e the EIR is certified so 
that rite project .111art tvill be able to specify tlte 
rftost feasible site($). (Toby Lei~ine, Mission 
Creek Cortser~~arrc~y) 

The EIR suggesls that the wetlarrtl be constrocted 
of clean soil (see Mitigation Measure M.6 on 
p. VI.M.23 of Voluine Two). Mitigation 
Measure M.15, on p. V1.M.25 of Voltune Two, 
suggests testitrg to determine if in &u soils are 

free of contaminants. A detailed discussion of 
procedures for conducting site investigatiorl and 
clean-up of toxic wastes is presented in Volume 
Two, V1.N. Hazardous Wastes, Mitigation 
Measures N.l-N.5e on pp. VI.N.39-VI.N.45. 

In. VI.M.10-131 Can't jaumea, saltgrass, alkali 
bulrush und sea lavender be established wit11 
lturnurt assistaitce? . . . 

M2 - Establishmertt of vegetation should nor 
wait until construction begins. Creation of the 
uztlands should be done so that the wildlife 
will have somewhere to go during construction of 
other phases. . . . 

M.16 - "Gently sloping banks" are also 
necessary for colonization by spartina. (Toby 
Leldne, Mission Creek Conservancy) 

Reswnse 
It is assumed that direct plantings of jaumea, 
salt-grass, gumweed, salt marsh lavender, and 
spartina would be done in order to create the 
wetland (see Mitigation Measure M.11 on 
p. VI.M.24 it1 Volume Two). As the commenter 
observes, the spartina would also be planted on a 
very flat slope between +1 and +2.5 feet NGVD 
(-7.6 and -6.1 feet San Francisco City Datum). 
Plant establislunent would require monitoring. 
After planting, it is assumed that the marsh would 
have to function "naturally"; that is, minimal 
mi~intenance would be required. 

In order to ensure that disturbance of wildlife is 
minimal, the wetlands should be built before the 
chainel banks are riprapped. Even if the 
wetlands are not fully vegetated, they would 
provide habitat for invertebrates and they, in turn, 
would provide food for egrets, herons and other 
wading birds and shorebirds. See new Mitigation 
Measures M.5f and MSg, given in the Response 
on pp. XV.K.4-XV.K.6. See also the Response 
on pp. XV.K.9-XV.K.10. 

NoTEs - Vegetabion and Wildlife 

111 Bri'ul Hunter, Manager, Region 3, California 
Department of Fish and Game, Yountville, 
California, lelephone conversation, 
July 27, 1989. 
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STAFF-IMTIATED TEXT CHANGES 
FOR VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 

The followirig staff-initiated revisions are made 
to (he Vegetation ar~tl Wildlife subchapters in the 
Mission Bay Draft EIR. 

Volume .. U.ne.--C_hagt.a-ILLI Highlighk&. 
Conclusions ( V e g m o n  and Wildl~fe) 

On p.11.88, the first sentence of the first 
paragraph under "Mitigation Measures," in the 
right-hand column, is amended, as follows: 

Nineteen miligation mea8ures are included. 

Yy!u-m.e-'Pww_rr - V1.M. Veeetation and 
Wildlife. 

Mitigation Measure M.12, on p. VI.M.25, is 
revised to state: 

- Constnst the wetlands islands with clean 
m e  spoils bc!o,ow *feet NGVV-(4.6 iwt 
S- I'mckoXity mtw_Land clean upland 
soil q b u ~ d f e e t  NGYD to provide a viable 

Note 141, on p. VI.M.26, is revised to state: 

- /4/ Rick York, Botany Research Assistant, 
California Natural Diversity Data Base, 
Sacnunento. telwhone conversation, 
October 20,1986. 
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(NOTE: Much of the discussion of Hazardous 
Wastes in the Dr,dt EIR, including mitigation 
measures, was based 011 infoimatiori contained in 
I I men. .._Bay Hazards MltjgtioI! 
I'r~grzm (the .Mitigatiori Plogmn), a companion 
document to the EIR. Portions of that document 
1i:lve beer1 revised; the Final Mitigation Program 
is on file and available for public review at the 
D$parlment of City Planning. 

The words "Remedial Action Plan (RAP)" as 
used in the Environmental Impact Report are used 
in their generic and not specific sense. As used in 
the EIR, a Remedial Actiori Plan refers to a site 
remediation plari developed after appropriate 
investigation whicli will be implemented after 
review by tlie applicable govenunentnl agencies. 
It does riot refer to any specific type of site 
remediation effort under the jurisdiction of any 
specific governmental agency. 

Cli;~tiges to Section V1.N. Hazardous Wastes, it1 
Volurne Two of the EIR, resulting from changes 
in the Mil&ation Proxrm., Responses to 
Comments, and Staff-lnitiated Text Changes are 
identified where appropriate throughout this 
seclion. Adtlitional staff-iriitiatecl text changes 
are nresented in XV.T. Staff-Initiated Text 
~ l ianges  for the Mission Bay Hazalds Mitigation 
Pro~ri~rn. ] 

APPROACH TO SOILfGROUNDWATER 
SAMPLING DATA AND ANALYSIS 

Comments 

The other area is that the report proposes tltat 
ta,rics be clear~ed up on o phase-by-phase basis, 
titot the project ivould be divided essentially irtto 
15orious distinct areas which would be developed 
at d[ffer.errt tintes. It would be e~~aluated for tosic 
wastes as they + I > C ~ E  pro/~osed fi)r. dcl,elo[?ntent. 
At lecrst that is rlty undcrstar~ditrg o f  it. 

I gue$s rrry qtrestiorr is, ccrrr we certificate art 
err~~ir~orrrnertml ei~al~totiorr if we delay urttil 
rrrtotlter drry the artal.ysis crrtd clen~tup of tosics, 
tosic, t~jastc? on the p~.ol)ert)l? It suggests that we 
dvrt't itat~e all the ir!forrrtation before us at this 
poirrr to determirle rite effcct of that toxic cleartirp. 

I guess nty quesrio~t is a tecltnical one, a~rd tltar is 
~~,ltetiter we ha11e enouglt ir!forrnatiort to certify 
titis Ell< jf we dart't krtow the estertt of the toxic 
waste in the area at tlte tinre tltat we certify. 
(Conrntissiorter Morales) 

Tonics are talked about in the Environmcrttal 
Irtrpact Report. I don't urtderstand any answers 
to them. I don't krtow what the toxic situatiort is. 
The EIR secnts to indicate we've got a bad one, 
maybe. And we are worried about that. We don't 
krtow what that means. And we under;~tand 
testing has been done. We are concerrted. 
(Arden Smith, Potrero Boosters and Merchartts 
Association) 

Tlte [Program] is just the starting point for 
preparing the discussion whiclt should be in the 
EIR about the impact of the toxics on the Missiort 
Bay project. We need to  have core drilling, 
sampling arrd analysis of the tosics found now, 
before the City signs the development agreement 
with Santa Fe Pacific Realty. Now is the time for 
the public to know what potential intpacts toxics 
could have on the developntent of the Mission Bay 
project. . . . 
The EIR should have provided tlte comntnriity 
with tlte best information tltat could be obtair?ed 
from a complete and thorough testing for toxics 
itt the Mission Bay project area. Because it failed 
to do so, the EIR cartnot be certified. 

Tlte Plan [Program] proi~icles that tlte real 
testing, core drilling, sampling and analysis 
would start at the beginning of the first phase -- 
but ortly for that phase, with minor e~ceptiorrs. 
Any toxics found at that time must be cleaned up 
before any development can begin. However, no 
one knows at this time where tile first phase will 
be Iocated in the project, or what roxics in what 
quantity are also located there. For that reason, 
tlte [Program] is silent about the methods to be 
used to mitigate the impact of those to.xics on the 
environment, the range of costs likely to be 
expended in that mitigation effort, tlte time 
rteeded to complete the mitigatiorl effort, rite 
impact tltat any delays in the mitigation effort 
may have on the environment in the remaining, 
urldeveloped part of tlte project, and arty 
~lterrratii~e mitigation efforts titar migltt be used 
to remoile the tonics located in that area. In 
short, all the [Program] tells us is that toxics arc 
a serious problem in the Missiort Bay project 
area. Tlte [Progrant] does tell us wtore about the 
problems with to.rics irt that area than we knew 
before, but the informatiort provided does not 
irtclude an adequate discussion of the impact of  
those tosics on the eni~ironntertt wltich would 
ertable anyone to be reasonably n~ell-infornted 
about proceeding witit the de~~elopnte~tt of the 
Mission Bay project. . . . (Sart Francisco Grorrp 
of the Sierra Club, San Frartcisco Tornorrou~, artd 
the Mission Baj~ Clearirtghouse) 
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There are other documents and other ninterials 
tltat the Departntertt of City Plartning staff ltas 
al,ailable to review which does go into greater 
detail artd says to us that there is a serious 
],roblent in Missiort Bay with the toxicity in the 
lurid. The extent of the problern is not known at 
this point. Tltere hai~eri't been many core, if any, 
core saml>les done to find out just exactly the 
extertt of tlte problem, where it might be, and 
,vliat it's going to take to clean it up. It's going 
to be importaitt to do tltat. (Jim Firth, Potreru 
League of Active Neighbors) 

Tlte entire toxics isstre ~riust be analyzed, 
iricluding all of the essciitial testing, before 
certifyirtg the EIR. This is necessary before 
conmritting arty human life, or bird life, to 
Missiort Bay. (Toby Levirte, Missiort Creek 
Corrserl~anc)~) 

Tltr EIft does rtot discrrss a hazards mitigation 
plarr fi)r a specific project: as a result, it does itot 
adeqrrately consider artd describe the clearttrp of 
tosics artd ritirigatiorr measures which would 
actually he takert to r entove toxics in Missiort Bay. 

The EIR does !tot discuss cleait up and mitigatioil 
efforts for each of the alternati~~e projects 
discussed in the EIR, ud~iclt efforts could vary 
significantly del~crrdirig or! the alterrtatii~e 
actually choseit ,for dei~e1ol)ment of the project. 

. . . 111 addition, the [Prngrarn] does riot discuss 
the alterr~ative nrctliods ,for dei~elo/micr~t of 
Missiort Bay addr-essed in the main part of the 
EIR artd the ntitigatiorr of Iiazardous wastes in the 
project urtder each of those alternati~les. (Sun 
Francisco GI-ou11 of the Sierra Club, Sar~ 
Frartcisco Tontorrou~, artd the Missiort Bay 
Clearinghouse) 

The comtnenters state or imply that extensive 
"core" or subsurface sampling of the Project Area 
is required for an adequate EIR or is an integral 
part of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), and that such infostnation is needed to 
analyze the impacts of the alternative projects 
proposed. 

The City has concluded that it is not necessary or 
reasonable to require in-depth subsurface 
sampling and analysis to be included in this EIR. 
The Mission Bay E R  is n program EIR for a 
stnged project. The degree of specificity in the 
EIR shoultl correspond to the degree of 
specificity involved in the underlying activity 
described in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines $15 146). 

As discussed in the EIR, the proposed project 
would involve the following approval actions: a 
development agreement between the City and 
project sponsor; a Sub-area Plan or Special Area 
Plan for the Project Area (Specific Plan); 
Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments; and 
Tentative Subdivision Map approval (see the EIR, 
pp. V.40-V.41 of Volume Two, Chapter V. The 
EIR Alternatives and Approval Process). The 
approvals, if granted, would establish the 
conditions and procedures for the future 
development of the 300+ acre Project Area. The 
construction details for a given parcel under a 
given Alternative are not known at this time. 
This kind of information is needed to devise 
site-specific renlediation plans, if such plans are 
required. Detailed subsurface investigations, as 
suggested by the Comments, would represent a 
much greater level of specificity than required by 
CEQA. 

The City has never required detailed subsurface 
analysis as a precondition to the type of approvals 
contemplated. This project differs from prior 
Master Plan / Planning Code amendment projects 
in that it includes a development agreement with 
a single property owner for most of the property 
covered in the Alternatives. However, a 
development agreement, like the Master Plim or 
Planning Code, merely specifies the terms and 
conditions under which project development may 
proceed; it does not in itself convey entitlement to 
development permits. 

The program EIR includes the results of sutface 
reconnaissance and review of historical 
information about the prior uses within the 
Project Area (see the EIR, pp. VI.N.5-VI.N.27 of 
Volume Two). The comprehensive historical 
review and site reconnaissance provide an 
overview of the types of hazardous substances 
likely to be present at the site. The evidence 
obtained from the preliminary analysis of site 
conditions indicates that remediation to the level 
appropriate for any of the proposed uses included 
in the various Alternatives would be 
technologically feasible. This is an appropriate 
level of anitlysis, given the level of detail of the 
"Project" (Alternatives) discussed in the EIR. 

The Final Hazards Mitigatinn Program 
(Mifigalion Pro&m.), if adopted, would ensure 
that City decision-makers will have the necessary 
information at the appropriate level of detail prior 
to approving any development activity in the 
future. (See proposed additional mitigation 
measures discussed in the Response on 
pp. XV.L.6-XV.L.11, following.) The Mitieation 
BQJ!~_  proposes that the City require an 
Areawide Survey of the entire 300+ acre Project 
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Area. The M.@af- also proposes an 
in-depth investigation of each development phase 
area and buffer zone (see the Draft Mitigation 
Bggra~~ ,  p. 89, and the EJR, pp. VI.N.40- 
VI.N.41 of Volunie Two). If this information 
reveals the need for site mitigation, the City 
would require preparation of a remediation plan. 
The investigation results and any remediation 
plans would be available to decision-makers prior 
to granting of any discretionary approval. 

The approvals described in the EIR, if granted, 
would not limit the City's police power authority 
to protect public health and safety. If information 
provided from the Areawide Survey and in-depth 
investigation required further environmental 
analysis under CEQA, that analysis could be 
provided to decision-makers prior to granting of 
any subsequent discretionary approval. 
Additional mitigation measures could be devised 
and imposed to address significant adverse 
impacts newly identified. Further, since site 
remediation is largely within the jurisdiction of 
state regulatory agencies, those agencies are not 
constrained by any prior action by the City. 

Even if subsurface sampling reveals the presence 
of hazardous materials, the precise measures 
appropriate to remediate those conditions will not 
be known until more details about the 
development of a particular parcel are known. As 
one commenter from the Department of Health 
Services noted (Susan Solarz, under "Standards 
For Clean-up of Hazardous Substances," 
pp. XV.L.18), "Responsible parties are expected 
to clean-up contamination to levels consistent 
with the intended future use of the property. 
Minimum standards or clean-up levels are not 
explicitly stated in tlie law." The appropriate 
level of cleanup and thus the Remedial Action 
Plan (RAP) for a given parcel may vary 
depending upon the future land use of the site, the 
building type, and tlie construction tnetliod. For 
example, remediation requirements for a park 
could be very different from those required for a 
parking lot, with identical subsurface conditions. 
Each Alternative proposed in the EIR involves a 
different mix of residential, industrial, and 
commercial land use. The cleanup level and the 
appropriate remediation measures for a given 
parcel may vary depending upon which 
Alternative is selected. 

Finally, it is not reasonable to require the project 
sponsor at this point to conduct detailed 
subsurface sampling and to develop and seek 
approval for RAPs for each of the vitrious 
proposed alternative land use programs. The 
process by which a specific site is fully 

characterized for hazardous substances, and n 
RAP is developed and approved, is a lengthy 
one. Multiple rounds of sampling and analysis 
may be required, and as remediation progresses, 
new information may come to light requiring 
more sampling and substantial changes in 
remediation techniques. The process can take as 
long as several months to several years, 
depending on site conditions as well as the 
availability of review-agency staff. Moreover, 
detailed development site and construction design 
may be important factors in the RAP process. 
Those details are not known at this stage in the 
project. Further, remediation techniques are 
changing and improving rapidly arid a plan 
proposed today may be outdated in a few years. 
Given the long-term nature of the "project" 
(Alternatives), the scarcity of details about 
site-specific developments, the rapidly changing 
nature of remediation techniques, and Llie 
complexity of devising and reviewing 
site-specific RAPs, it would be an unrcasonablc 
expenditure of project-sponsor ;md 
regulatory-agency staff time and effort to develop 
and review RAPs for alternative land use plans. 

PROPOSED PHASED APPROACH TO SITE 
INVESTIGATION AND POSSIBLE 

REMEDIATION ACTIVlTIES 

After tlte City signs the development agreement 
with Santa Fe Pacific Realty, and a specific plan 
is designed for the project, tlte [Mitigatiorz 
Program] proposes that tlte project wiN be 
dei~eloped in phases iri order to deal with the 
I-emoval and mitigation of toxic?. However, this 
phased development plan is not discussed in the 
main portion of the EIR, and neither the 
developer nor the City have agreed to a phase by 
phase dei~elopment of the project. (Son 
Francisco Group of the Sierra Club, San 
Francisco Tomorrow, and the Mission Bay 
Clearinghouse) 

The EIR's inadequacy with respect to the cleanup 
issue is the focus of other comments. I note, 
however, that in situ treatment and disposal is the 
preferred ntethod for cleanul~, and prior a ] ~ ~ ~ r o i ~ a l  
[ofl sensitive land uses (such as housing, 
commercial, and oflce) u~ould militate against 
it. . . . (Zach Cowan, Mission Creek 
Conservancy, San Francisco Group of the Sierr-a 
Club, San Francisco Tomorrow) 

. . . [Bjased on what is in the EIR to date and 
the . . . Hazards Mitigation [Progrant] that was 
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done as part of the EIR, yoti catrrtot certify the 
EIII. . . . [TIIre EIR does not talk about a 
~~articrtlar plan as far as the project is 
cotrcertted. It provides alternatii~es and it talks 
abotit a lot of cuntrilarii~e ititpacts if the project 
goes ahead, but it doesn't talk about a particzrlar 
plan. . . . [E]~!en if you had a plan, it wouldti't 
frtatter. You could not certify the EIR because of 
the problenrs witlt the hazardous waste itt 
Missiort Bay. 

. . . [Tlhere is no real discussion irt the EIR about 
the impact of those hazardous wastes on Mission 
Bay. There is the [Hazards Mitigation Program] 
supplement wltich was prepared by a consultant 
irt consultation witlt tlte City wltich indicates how 
the ltazardotts waste tvould be attenipted to be 
taken care o f  once the EIR is certified and orice 
there is a cle~~eloptitertt agreentertt signed. What 
that study is is art atteml)t to ntake a historical 
analysis of wltat, first of all, wetit intu the fill in 
the Bay, b ~ c a l t ~ e  it lcras a Bay. 

Secortdly, [that sttrdy identifies] ~c~hat the uses 
nwre 0 1 1  rhat,fill oi:er the periods been used up to 
date. Based orr a lot of historical inj?)rrnation 
tlrat . . . t~~eti t  parcel by parcel . . . , they tried to 
detcrnritte fr.0171 tlte uses and rvlrat went into tlw 
fill irr the h ~ ) '  tlte kinds of chenticals tltat might be 
there now. They also walked tlie premises to try 
and deternrine what that might be. They did no 
core saniple drillirigs whatsoei~er. Tltey do not 
know what is acttmlly tltere. Tltey don't know 
where anytlting actually is. Tltey don't know 
nzltat quantity of hazardous materials may be 
there. But they do know arrd they base said that 
they think tltere is a substarttial cltance that there 
are hazardoris wastes tltrorigltout Missiort Bay, 
and tltere are more in sonte areas than others. 

Wltat the Hazard Mirigatiort [Progranr] does do 
is sa)~: Well, we can't do ar~ytltirtg now aborit a 
tr~itigation plan. We don't krtott! what's tltere. 
But this is how we worild lta~tdle it offer the EIR 
is certified and after the deljelopntent agreement 
is signed and the cotittitiftee is contt~titted to this 
project. 

[The Hazards Mitigatiort Progrant] stiggests that 
Mission Bay be developed as a phase-6)'-phase 
project, atrd 1 4 ~  pick . . . where we nsorrld start the 
first phase. Before the first pltase, we would do 
the kind of testirtg that is needed to really find out 
what is there at that ,first phase. That's all we 
~r)ould do. We would [test in] a buffer zone 
arourtd the area. Basically we ~11ould go for that 
,first phase, arid we would. . . [ h l a ~ ~ e  to cleart NIJ 
at that time. 

Any of  yoo lr1~1to haile had arly esperiettcc wit11 
what a cleatr-rip ntearts jf tlte)t find hazardous 

waste knows there are a number of regulatory 
agencies int~olved. You haire to drill to find out 
what is there. You have to analyze it. You have 
to dei~elop the alternatives that may be a~~ailable 
and the best process to get rid of that stuff. Theti 
you have to get all of this approved by the 
regulatory agencies, and then you have to do it. 
It could take a substantial time. It could take a 
year, two years. You just don't know until you 
know what's there. Basically, what the problern 
is is this Hazards Mitigation [Program] doesn't 
really tell us what's there and how we are going 
to deal with it. It just kind of tells us how they 
would go about dealing witlt it once they start to 
find out what's there. . . . 

. . . [Wje hove to find nut what the hazardous 
wastes are there right now before the EIR is 
certified because you can't ntake arty kind of 
statements and analysis about a Mitigatiort 
[Program] and hotv tu deal with it and the impart 
on the environment and what the impact of the 
ertvironmettt is going to ltai~e or1 Missiort Bay for 
art EIR unless you know those kinds of things. . . . 

. . . The other ways it works are you really have 
to discuss wltat hazardous wastes are in tltere on 
a curttulatii~e basis in your EIR. . . . W e  feel [the 
approach of the study] is inappropriate because 
then you are starting to deal with it on a piece- 
meal basis where you should be dealing with it 
all at once on a cumulative basis and you ought 
to know what your problems are with the impact 
and the environment because of all of these 
hazardous wastes. It's an integral part of the 
EIR process. We don't know e,xactly why it's left 
out now. . . . 
. . . [Tlhere is this concept that, well, we will do 
it in a johased basis and that will really take care 
of the problems. . . . 

If you can imagine a project stopl~itig in 
nridstream and some of it has been cleaned up 
and some of it hasn't, and there are kids playing 
out there and maybe tltere is open space in one 
place. Yotr have got a lot of problems right 
around what has been clearted up arid built. I 
don't think anybody considers that 
satisfactory. . . . (Neil Gendel, San Frattcisco 
GI-oup of tlte Sierra Club, San Frattcisco 
Tomorrow and tlte Mission Bay Clearirtgltortse) 

Miss io~ Bay's Hazat-dous Waste Mitigation 
[Program] states tltat hazardous wastes may be 
found tltroughout the project. . . . The [Prograntj 
admits that no core testing of the soil has been 
done to determine what hazardous wastes are 
where and in ivlrat quantity in Missiott Bay. . . . 
Instead, the [Program] proposes to do tile testirtg 
atrd cleart up afrer the Development Agreement 
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has been sigried, but ortly with respect to the site 
where a 11ltase of tlie dei~elopnrent is about to 
hegin. Since tlte Mission Bay project will be 
deilelol~ed irt phases, tlte e,xistence of hazardous 
wastes fotcitd at any phase in the project could 
seriously delay firrtlter dei~elopnient cf the entire 
~~ro jec t .  In fact, the delay arid tlte cost to mitigate 
cottld ~ubsta~ttially intl~act tlte econon~ic 
feasibility ofpart or all of tlte project. 

Tlte ntain poirtt of tltis discussiort is that the eritire 
clesign o f  the Missio~i Bay project is  based on 
wltat Santa Fe Realty and the City planners want 
to hrtild on and aboi'e the ground u~irltout taking 
into cortsider-atiori what olreacly exists or1 and 
helow the grourtd. Wltile that is the sta~tclard 
nic?thod for developing project plans in most 
cases, Missiott Bay is rtot a itornml larid site. As 
tlte Mitigatiort [Prograrit] states, hazardotts 
wastes wltert ,found cart take se~feral moritlis to 
sc~~cr-a1 years to contplctely clean up, depending 
on wltat is faurtd at any particular location. 
Substattrial tirne may be I-eqt~ired to decide nlltat 
is tlte best ntetkod,for removing tlte waste and to 
get the rtecessa~y autliorizations to do the 
rernoval. Tlte actual clean up must then be done 
and that procedure can rurt irtto trouble. In 
addition, tlte actztal costs to do the clear? up are 
diflcult to estimate arid often turn out to be 
greater t1ta11 tlte initial estimate. . . . 

Tlte arglmrertt irt faifor o f  tlte 11roposed Mitigatiort 
[Progrant] [is] . . . tltat tlte espertse is just too 
high to justify core testirtg and cleart trp of 
Itazardous wastes before the project begins. 
Further, the mitigation of  tltc hazardous wastes 
problertt /ton1 could substarttially delay tlte entire 
project. . . . [Tlhose are the precise reasons why 
tlte testing and clean up, i f  required, sltould be 
done now. Otherwise, tlte entire planning 
/ ~ i ~ c e s s  ~ttay be illusory and we will all be 
u,astirtg a great deal of tirtte working on a project 
tl~at w~ill Itor be dei~eloped as planned. (Neil 
Gendel) 

. . . [Wlhat you niay be contntitting tlie City to, 
and ei~erybody else who is ini~oli~ed in tltis 
process, is  a failed project. Because basically 
ivltat could happen is because of tlte delays 
invoh~ed irt the clean-ttp, as you go tltrough phase 
by pltase arrd yau don't know wltat you are going 
to find, you niay reach tlte point where it's just 
ecoltornically urtfcasible fi)r the dellelol~ers out 
tltere to do artythirrg about this project because 
tltey haiv had to wait so lorrg and interest rates 
Itctiv changed, tlte u~hole dei~elopnicttt deniartd ,for 
wirmte~~er tltey rvanred m build has cltanged. . . . 

What 11,e are really talkirrg about here is a sery 
scriorts problem because tltis deilelopnte~rt rttay 
not really hal)l~en. I f  it doe*, because 1 krtow how 

the City intends to deal with it, and it's trying to 
be as flexible as  possible and each l~hase be as 
integrated a s  possible, is  that n~ltatei~er tlie plart 
is that eserybody agrees upon before Mission Bay 
starts to be developed is not going to be what it 
looks like several years down tlte road. It niay 
change substantially over the period of time. It 
may be much more costly than anybody knows. 
There is nothing t/tat anybody has done to 
artalyze how much tltis is going to cost. 
Hazardous waste renioi~al is treniendous~ 
expensiiv itself; much less tltc cost of delay and 
changing demand and things like that. . . . 

. . . [llf the toxics there are bad e n o u ~ h  that it 
would delay the whole project, tlten you base to 
say -- you have to discuss that a!?$ what tlte 
alternatii~es are to deal wit11 that because of tlte 
impact on tlte project. It's rtot just what tlte 
project will do to the en~)iro~inient, but it's how 
tlte eni~irunment will affect the project. 
Tlterefi~re, i f  the project is delayed, then yoft. hove 
art impact on the ertidronment as this project is 
delayed and things cltartge. Tltere will be ntore 
iml~acts on the environment because of that. It's 
a little bit of a convoluted process, but that's tlte 
way it works. (Neil Gendel, San Francisco 
Group of tlte Sierra Club, Sart Francisco 
Tomorrow and tlte Mission Bay Clearirtghouse) 

Tlze EIR does not discuss tlte potential iml?acts 
tltat hazardous waste ntitigatiori efforts ntay base 
on the dei~elopineitt of the project, and, therefore, 
the impact on the eni~iroiiment in the project ifthe 
developme~tt is delayed or is not completed 
because of tltc problems caused by trying to 
mitigate the impact of ltazardous wastes in the 
l ~ o j e c t .  . . . 

. . . Will tlte final project plan be designed to 
alv~id dealing with the worst toxics at tlte 
beginnirig of thefirst phase or soon thereafter? 

. . . Wlmt will the impact be on tlte entire 
dei~elopment if significant amounts o f  toxics are 
found in an early phase which results in 
substantial delays in de1:eloping later phases of 
rlie project? (San Francisco Group of rite Sierra 
Club, San Francisco Tomorrow, and tlte Mission 
Bay Cleari~ighouse) 

. . . Because tlte EIR does not address an 
identifiable project, it is inil~ossible to corisider 
what cleariup measures might be necessary, sirtce 
sl7ecijic cleanup would depend, at least irt part, 
or1 what tlte project is. 

. . . Federal stattrtes reqrtire cleanrtp of hazar~lorts 
substarrces. This cleanup ntust be considered 
part of the project elen i f  the agency has rto 
preserrt irtterttiort to [do] arrytltirrg but stud)' its 
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alternatir~es. (ML.Quceij. il. E R B Q  (1988) - 
Cal.A111?.3d -, 249 Cal.Rl)tr. 439.) A fortiori, 
tlre EIR mrtst corlsider cleor~ttl~ irr tlris case, now 
tltot it is uctually cor~sider-irrg alteriratii~es. . . . 
. . , Cleartiip is a ,form of intiriguriori. Leaidng 
dctermiriatiorr of ntitigatiorr nieasrrr.es to the 
,future is trot permitted. Surtdstrom 1'. County of 
Me j~d~.du .  (1988) CalApp.3d -, 248 Cal.Rptr. 
352, 358-359. (Zaclt Corvart, Missiori Creek 
Conscrr~orti~y, Snrr Francisco Grnttp of tlie Sierra 
CIlib, Sun Flznrcisco Tomorro~v) 

These commenters express concern over the 
proposed phased approach to site investigation 
and, if necessary, remediation activities. The 
corrlmenters suggest that the possible presence of 
toxic substances in cotnbinalion with the phased 
development approach may result in a risk to 
workers and residents located in newly developed 
portions, delay development. force changes in the 
Iilrrd use plim for the project, or cnuse 
developmet~t to stop. Comnienters also suggest 
that the phasing approach prevents the analysis of 
specific remediation measures for each 
Alternative aud impesmissibly puts off 
deler~ni~r~~tion 01 rniligalio~l measures wltil a later 
time. 

As to the concern that phased development may 
rcsrllt in toxics impacts to workers and rcsidents, 
that possibility is minimized by the proposed 
~riitigalion tneaswe (Measure N.l of the EIR, on 
p. VI.N.39 of Volwne Two) requiring an 
areawide survey of the entire Project Area prior 
to approval of any development activity. 

The purpose of the areawide survey is to identify 
and locate 'my toxic substances at the land 
surface, toxic gases, and the migration of 
co~~t i~mina t~ t s  into or out of the Project Area. 
Those types of conditior~s could pose a hazard to 
construction workers or residents. Once 
itierltifiecl, those areas would be suhject to more 
itrtertsive i~lvestigation ar~tl stitbilized ur~til a 
lie~rretlial Actior~ Plan was prepared and 
approved. Remedial acliori would then be 
undertakerr in a sequence consistent with the 
protection of public healtb atid existing law. 

As described in the _Mi!i~;?!.ig~rograln, the 
areawide survey would include salrlpliog of 
surface soils, groundwater around the perimeter 
of the Project Area, foreign materials, and soil 
gas, as well as a site recor~naissar~ce to identify 
localiorrs warrantir~g "hot-spot" sampling. 
Surface soil satriples would be collected and 
aualyzed at approximately 70 target locations and 

50 to 100 r;mdomly selected locations. The major 
objective of the Areawide Survey is the 
identification of possible hazards in portions of 
the Project Area not being developed in the iriitial 
phase, but which could pose problems during 
developtnent or habitation of later phases. 

This approach would prevent future residents or 
occupants of Mission Bay from coming into 
contact with toxics in undeveloped portions of the 
Project Area, since the initial Areawide Survey 
would include sampling of surface soils a ~ d  soil 
gas throughout the entire Project Area. Surface 
soils and soil gases are the two environmental 
media through which exposure to hazardous 
materials in undeveloped areas could occur. 
Irnpletnentation of the Areawide Survey prior to 
any development activity would greatly reduce 
the chances that a n  unforeseen occimence (such 
as discovery of a significant aniount of toxic 
lr~aterials midway through build-out of the 
project) would jeopardize the health of residents 
or employees or seriously affect the schedule of 
later development phases. 

In addition to requiring an Areawide Survey prior 
to initiation of any development activity within 
the Project Area, the City could require in-depth 
investigation and remediation for each area 
proposed for near-term development activities 
(MeasureN.2 of the EIR, on p. VLNAO of 
Volume Two). As proposed in the Mitigation 
Program, the initial step preceding development 
of each phase would be an investigation (soil and 
groundwater sampling and analysis) of the 
development phase area and a swrounding buffer 
zone. This would be followed, if necessary, by 
preparation of a Remedial Action Plan, which 
would then be reviewed and approved by 
regulatory agencies before remediati011 could 
proceed. Through this two-tiered approach to 
identification and, if necessary, remediation of 
hazardous substances, the itlcremental 
impleo~errtation of the project can be 
accomplished safely. 

As shown in Figure XV.L.1, the Areawide 
Survey aud satnplirlg ant1 relnediation by 
development phase area would provide broader 
protection than that afforded by City Ordinance 
#253-86 (Hazardous Soil Analysis). The City 
ortlinal~ce provides for testing and remediation of 
each building site before a building permit is 
issued. 

Methods to minimize interactions between 
already developed project phases and possible 
ongoing remediation efforts or unrernediated 
areas are discussed in the -, 
Chapter VI, Sections F-H. Remediation activities 
would be isolated from the community to the 
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greatest tlepree possible. Such methods might 
irrclude long-term sclieduling of project activities 
to coordinate with site development, short-term 
scheduling of work crews to minimize public 
it~leraclions, estahlislunenl of hufler zones aronnd 
re~necliation areas, or tempor,u.y street closures. 

Trucks hauling contaminated soil, if any, would 
have lo travel Tor short distances on City streets 
to the Sixth Street/I-280 or Filth Street/I-80 
on-ramps, but all waste haulers would he required 
to comply with applicable federal regulations as 
specified in 40 CFR 263 ("Standards Applicable 
to Transporters of Hazardous Waste"). 
Inconve~iiences to the community would be no 
greater than those caused by normal constluction 
activities in an urban area. Environnrental effects 
of truck traffic and associated equipment 
oper;~lions, and rel;~leci effects on noise arid air 
quality, are expected to be indistinguishable from, 
and small in comparison to, those from other 
ongoing site preparation and construction 
activities. 

Adtlitional mitigation measures are proposed to 
ensure that future residents and workers in the 
cerly increments of development would not be at 
risk due to existing conditions, or subseqnenl 
reliietlialion activities, in otller prtrts of the Project 
Area. 

The following new mitigalion measures are acitled 
aSler the second lull p;~t'agraph or1 p. VI.N.43 as 
Measures N.3a, N.3b, and N.3c, respectively: 

Alternatives A and B - Divide the Project 
Area into specitically delineated development 
phase areas for purposes of in4epth 
investigations, which would define the 
minimum area tbat must be investigated for 
toxic contamination prior to allowing 
development to proceed on any property in 
that area. 

Prior to approving any development activity 
(e.g., final or subsequent tentative subdivision 
map, building permit) within any given 
development phase area, require completion 
of an in-depth investigation of: (1) the entire 
development phase area; (2) a 300-500-fwt 
M e r  zone around the development phase 
area; and (3)any areas designated lor 
infrastructure linked to the sites proposed for 
development. 

Tbis approach would ensure tbat the City bad 
detailed information concerning the location 
and extent of hamdons substances in a 
development phase area and in a M e r  m e  
around the development phase area prior to 
authorizing any development activities in an 

identifed development phase area. The 
delineation of the development phase anas 
for investigation pluposes prior to Project 
development would make the process more 
predicbble. 

A preliminary map dividing the Project Area 
into delineated development phase areas for 
the purposes of h;wardons waste investigation 
is shown in FigureXV.L.1, on p. XV.L.7 of 
Volume FOW. 

Alternatives A and B - Require tbat each 
Remedial Action Plan for a development 
phase area and its buffer 7me include an 
implementation schedule which will take into 
considmtion the anticipated sequence of 
development, the prospective use and 
occupancy of sites which may be alfected by 
remediation activities, the sb-eet and traftic 
pattern, and the nature of the remediation 
measures proposed. Thus, the remediation 
schedule could be formulated to avoid or 
minimize adverse environmental effects. 

Alternatives A and B - Require that the 
project spoasor take steps necessary to secure 
undeveloped areas and certain existing uses 
in order to prevent unaulhorhd access. 

Some commenters suggest that the City should 
consider additional niitigation measures, 
i~icluding: ( I )  requiring an in-depth invesligation 
of the entire Project Area prior to approval of any 
specific development activity: and (2) requiring 
that the entire Project Area be remediated prior to 
approval of any specific development activity. 
Those proposed measnres are consictered 
unseasor~able, unnecessary and economically 
inefficient. 

A requirement that the entire Project Area be 
subject to in-depth hazardous materials 
investigation before any developn~ent could occ~u. 
is unrealistic, given the size of the project. The 
economic analysis of the proposed land uses 
indicates that market absorption would take about 
30 years, regardless of which of the Alter~~atives 
is selected (see the EIR, p. IV.8 of Volume Two, 
Chapter IV, Study Approach and Organization). 
'Illus, many of the existing (1990) uses may 
continue to operate for many years after the first 
stage of development is initiated. Therefore, 
in-depth hazardous materials investigations which 
greatly preceded actual developlnent would have 
to be repeated because of the possibility of 
changed site conditions. Retesting may also be 
required as more detailed information becane 
available concerning site-specific design or 
because of new information about potentially 
hazardous substances. 
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The level of detailed information generated by 
in-depth investigatior~s is not necessary for the 
errtire Project Area as a precondition to iriitiation 
of development activity in a developtnent phase 
area. The EIR's proposed requirement of an 
Aseawide Survey would provide illformation 
concerrrirrg chemicals in surface soils, and 
possible surface gases, which may adversely 
affect larrd uses in the early stages of 
development. If information produced by the 
Arcawidc Survey indicnted that follow-up 
investigation or retttedial measures imposed by ;I 

regulatory ctgency were required prior to any 
devcloptrrent activity, sucb work would be carried 
out. Otice develop~ncnt or cor~struction proposals 
are initiated, the EIR's proposed requircment for 
iti-depttl ir~vcstigatior~ (and remedial measures 
required by :I regnlatory agency) for each 
development pltase arca and its buffer zone would 
provide further protection to the ultitnate 
itrlnrbital~ts. 

'I'hcse measures, if adopted, will provide 
sufficient i~lfhrmation concerning hazardous 
substances ;kt  the appropriate time. Thus, tlie 
proposal to require in-tlcptlr investigation of the 
etrlile 3001- acre site as a pre-contlition to any 
devcloptnent activity is cor~sidered to be 
ulueasonc~ble and eco~iotnically inefficient. 

For similar rerisons, tlre proposal to recluire 
rernediation of the entire Project Area prior to 
initiation of cmy development activity is 
considerctl nnrecrsonable and unnecessxy. First, 
to require retnedi;rtion of all hazardoos substatlces 
to ;I level appropriate for tlre proposed futt~re uses 
would be uru~ecessarily disruptive of the ongoing 
(in 1990) ccor~omic activities within tile Project 
Arcn. 

Secorrtl, retnetliation irieasnres cannot tie fully 
developed in the abserrce of information 
conccming specific developtnent proposals. The 
project proposed is a plan for the long-term 
development of the Project Asea. The City 
cannot reasoncrbly require developmerrt to be 
initiated if it is not economically feasible to 
proceed. It would not be reasonable or 
ecorrolnically feasible to require innnediate and 
comprehensive impletnentation of the plan 
alternative selected. It is not reasonable to 
requite detailed design information for tlie entire 
site, given the 30-year build-out perioct projected 
for tlre :u.en. Prern;rtnre inlposition of such a 
rcqniretncnt may foreclose options fhr desir;lblc 
amerrdiilcr~ts to the larrd use plctn which rnight 
otherwise evolve over tirrre in response to 
comlnunity concerrrs or new information. In 
atltlition, snch a requirernetrt would utlr~ccessarily 
disropt existitrg (in 1990) productive ecotroniic 
uses on tlre site, leading to premature loss of blue 

collar jobs and abandonment of existing 
structures. 

Finally, phased implementation of remediation 
facilitates better lnanagenletli and oversight of the 
process. In f;rct, feLcr;~l procedures cncour:rge 
nh:~sctl il~lnlct~rclrt:rrio~~ 01' rcn1edi:rtion :rcrivitics. ~ ~ 

s it fost4.s more effective lrranagement of the 
process and is more likely to lead to more rapid 
and effective implementation of the RAP (see 
U.S. EPA, March 1988, Guldance.forC~.~duc!.i~lg 
Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies 
Urrder CERCLA). 

Another concern was that remediation needs 
cot~ld delay the project or lead to reevaluation of 
the econonric feasibility of the devclopnrcnt :IS 
plarmcd. 

Any orre of a number of sitoations or conditions 
could lead to a delay in project development. 
These include adverse econornic conditions as 
well as technical obstacles that were unforeseen. 
Delay of the overall project, or portions thereof, 
may temporarily impede the achievement of 
desirable econotnic or social conditiorrs, but delay 
in and of itself is not an environtnentat issue; it is 
not necessmily an adverse condition. The project 
sponsor is aware of the possible presence of 
hazardoos wastes and tlas included potential 
remediation activities in plarinir~g and phasing. 

Mission Bay wonld be developed in increments, 
although the reason for this phasing is n.01 t l~e  
remediation of toxics as suggested by one 
cotntnenler. Development of a 1,urtl area of 
300+ acres, given the intensity and mix of 
development proposed in the various 
Aitem;ttives, must necessarily occur 
incrementillly. It is normal practice with large 
developtnetrts to construct the overall 
developn~ent in stages or phases. That permits 
coordirration and concentration of efforts and the 
itnplelnentation of an orderly marketing and 
leasing plan. A series of stnaller develop~nerrts 
car1 be nlanaged by a relatively small 
marragelnent team that becomes increasingly 
efficient and experienced, and is employeti on the 
project over a lor~g period. This approach allows 
Sarlta Fe Pacific Realty Corporation (SFP) to 
finance a portion of the developtnent, construct 
that portion, and use the proceeds from that 
development to finance succeeding increments; 
this is sound business practice that any developer 
would follow. The irrcrernc~ital approach also 
allows SFP to adjust the development schedule to 
reflect nrarket conditions. 

The first set of mitigatior~ ineaslrrcs adtlcd earlier 
in this Response emphasize the physical 
considerations it~volved in staged investigation 
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and remediation of hazarclous tnaterials. The 
following new n~itigatiot~ measures, err~pl~asizir~g 
the related planning and economic considerations, 
are added to the EIR on p. VI.N.43 of Volume 
Two, following added Measure N.3c, as 
Measures N.3d and N.3e, respectively: - Altanatives A and B - Require lhat once 

development of a portion of the Project Area 
is initiated, that it be pursued diligently to 
completion. In the same way that a City can 
require bonds a o k  h c i a l  security for 
completion of infrastructure and publii 
facilities necessary to serve a pmposed 
development, the City could require bonds or 
other financial security to ensure completion 
of investigation and remediation once 
initiated. 

Alternatives A and B - A h  require lhat the 
area covered by an indepth site investigation 
include all uses which are W e d  for plarming 
reasons. For example, prim to issuing a 
building permit for an office project, the City 
c w l d  require site investigation and, if 
necessary, a remedial action plan for the areas 
where housing W e d  to that &ie p j e c t  is 
to be developed (il.lading areas where parks 
and infrastructure necessary to serve the 
residenlial use will be located). lhis 
approach would ensure that hazards 
m e d i a t i o n  would not be an impediment to 
the development of a balance of uses at any 
given stage 01 Project implementation. 

This  measure cannot, of comse, ensure that 
the whole Project Area will be developed 
precisely according to whichever Plan 
Alternative is selected. The Land owner 
retains the right to seek amendments to the 
development plan. The City, however, has 
discretion to appiwe or disapprove proposed 
amendmenls in whole or in part. 

Another concern was that the phased approach 
prevents an analysis of specific remediation 
measures for hazardous substances as part of the 
alternatives analysis. The commenter cites 
M L Q U V -  (1988) 
202 Cal. App. 3d 1136 to support this 
proposition. ln McQueen, a regional open space 
district improperly approved an open space 
acquisition, clairnirlg a CEQA exetnption. The 
Court held that the District had impermissibly 
divided the project into segments to evade CEQA 
rcvicw by not addressing the property 
maintenance obligations which the District also 
assumect, including storage, if not use or disposal, 
of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and other 
specific hazardous waste already known to exist 
on thc site. 

Unlike the situation in the M.&&UIII case, an EIR 
has been prepared for the Mission Bay project. 
The Mission Bay EIR does not ignore the 
possibility that remediation of hazardous 
substances may be a consequence of Itre Project. 
The EIR provides a comprehensive discussion of 
the historic use of the Project Area, and the 
hazardous substances that may be found there as 
a result of former and existing uses. Further, the 
EIR proposes a Mitigation Program for 
investigation and remediation of the Project Area 
which establishes a comprehensive approach to 
this potential problem. The M & g & m J w ,  
if adopted, would ensure that decision makers and 
the public have information about hazardous 
subst~lces  at the appropriate time, prior to 
approval of a specific development activity. 

The same commenter asserts that the remediation 
of hazardous substances is a form of mitigation, 
and that CEQA does not permit a local agency to 
leave determination of mitigation measures to the 
future. The cotnmenter cites Sundstrom v. 
Quntv of Mendocino (1988) for this 
proposition. In Sllsadstanna, the county issued a 
negative declaration for a private sewage 
treatment plant. The county argued that the 
project could not have any potentially significant 
impacts on the environment, because it required 
that any such impacts be mitigated if a future 
study of the site's hydrology revealed the 
possibility of significant impacts. The Court held 
that the county violated CEQA Guidelines 
$15070(b)(l) goven~ing the use of "mitigated" 
negative declaratiol~s, which requires that the 
mitigation measures be incorporated in Ole 
proposed project before the negative declaratior~ 
is published. 

The Sundstro~n holding is not relevant to the 
approach taken in the Mission Bay EIR. Most 
notably, an EIR has been prepared for the 
Mission Bay Project. Therefore, the rules 
governing a "mitigated" negative declaration are 
not applicable. Preparation of a program EIR is 
appropriate where the project involves a series of 
actions which are related geographically or as 
logical parts in a chain of conteniplated actions. 
The CEQA Ciuidelines recognize the need for 
evaluating subsequent site-specific activities for 
impacts not analyzed in the program ElR. One of 
the benefits of preparing a program EIR for a 
phased project is identification of the types of 
detailed studies that are necessary to proper 
consideration of the potential environmental 
impacts from subsequent activities (CEQA 
Guidelines $15168). 

For example, the EIR on San Francisco's 
Downtown Plan (EE81.3) recognized that 
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development impacts on ground-level wind was 
an etivironmental issue that should be addressed 
when a precise building form was proposed for a 
given location. The Downtown Plan EIR noted 
thi~t wind tiurnel testing would be reqoired, and 
itletitified a general standard for tnaximutn wind 
speeds. Here, the Mission Bay EIR identifies the 
potential need for remediation of hazardous 
substrnices as part of subsequent developtnent 
activities, and proposes the Mitigation Program 
as a mechanism for analyzing and mitigating any 
impacts which niay arise due to subsequent 
activities. 

The City, unlike the lead agency it1 Sundstrom, 
has not delegated away its power or discretion to 
subsequently review or act, nor has it eliminated 
the possibility of future public input. It is 
appropriate for the City to reserve discretion to 
impose tr~iligalion rneasilres if future analysis 
associated wit11 subsequent specific developmetit 
proposals yields new illformation coriceming 
environmental itnpncts. CEQA provides for, atid 
in [;kc( enconriiges, this type of tiered approach to 
envirotunetilal review (CEQA Guidelines 
$15168). 

POTENTIAL SECONDARY A N D  
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS FROM 

HAZARDS REMEDIATION OR 
MlTIGATION MEASURES 

. . . Tlte EIR does rtot identify, evaluate and 
analyze specific impacts on the environment from 
tlte remo~~al ofsl~ecific toxics in specific locations. 

. . . Tlte EIR does rtotfitlly consider the impact of 
kozardous waste mitigation on tlte environment 
and i1ti1)rol7erly Iea~les discussion of sl~ecific 
toaics mitigation efforts to be done in piecemeal 
fasltiori irt tlte ficture. (Salt Frartcisco Gro~ip of 
rlte Sierra Club, San Francisco Toritorro~v, arrd 
tlte Missiort Bay Clearingltouse) 

. . . Tlte EIR ar~d Supplentent admit that cleanup 
(n~itigatiort) w'ill be rtecessary, but tlte EIR does 
rtot identify or e~laluate the intpacts tltereof. 
Clea~rrrp irr~~oh'es excavating, dredging, treating, 
artd tlisl~osing of ~lariorrs hazardous substances, 
poterttially iricludirrg PCB. These activities in 
t i  irivoh>e eri~~irortnrerttal iinpacts on 
grotrrtdw~ater, air and bay water quality, habitat, 
and rrearby htrrttan and ariintal receptors. Tltese 
iritpacts nttrst be cortsidered (Guidelines see. 
15126(c); S t e ~ e ~ i ~ :  v. Ci@ qf Glertdale (1981) 125 
Cal.Al11~..7d 986, 178 Cal.I<ptr. 367.) Wltltorrt 
iderttificatiorr of tlte constituents, their amourtts 
arid locatior~s, this artalysis is iml>ossible. 

. . . Cleanup is a major part of the project. What 
alterrtatives might be available tltat would avoid 
tlte impacts of cleanup? Tlte EIR cannot say, 
because there has been no investigation as to 
what may be involved in cleanup. Informed 
decision making and balancing of costs and 
benefits is impossible. (Zach Cowart, Mission 
Creek Consen~ancy, San Frartcisco Group of the 
Sierra Club, San Francisco Tomorrow) 

. . . Tlte EIR does not discuss and analyze the 
cumulative impacts of each mitigation effort 
made during tlte differettt phases of the project, 
and it does not discuss and analyze the 
alternative mitigation efforts which might lessen 
those impacts. . . . 

. . . The [Mission Bay Hazards Mitigation 
Program] contains an historical study of the 
materials used to fill the Bay over the years, as 
well as  the uses of that land afrer the Bay was 
filled. Based on that survey, the [Program] 
attentpts to describe what hazardous wastes ntay 
exist in and on the jill. Unf)rtunately, the attempt 
is nothing more than an educated guess since no 
core drilling, samplir~g and analysis was done to 
find out what toxics are actually where and in 
what quantiry. The [Prog~am] does not describe 
Itor does anyone know what toxics are acttcally 
located where, nor does it attempt to describe 
what impact toxics could Itave on the envirortmertt 
in the project from dredging, digging, 
groundwater pumping, bioremediation, 
transporting toxics and the like. I~rstead, tlte 
[Program] states that nun~erotrs toxics exist 
throtcghout Mission Bay and describes in very 
general terms how those toxics wotrld be dealt 
witlt the City is contmitted to tlte 
developmertt agreement. . . . 

. . . How will already de~~eloped phases be 
impacted by mitigatiort of tosics efforts ill latter 
phases witlt respect to problents like air 
pollution, hauling tosics through tlte contmtrnity 
artd tlte like? (San Francisco Group of tlte Sierra 
Club, Sun Francisco Tomorrow, and tlie Mission 
Bay Clearirtghouse) 

While the concern of the public over the potential 
for hazardous wastes to be discovered on the site 
is under~t~mdable, the potential impact on the 
environment by the project -- as concerns 
Ilazxdous sobstiuices -- may be characterized as 
beneficial. 

The current sitnation is that hazardous substances 
may be present in the Project Area, with the 
potential for the public or the environment to be 
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exposed. The project would cause the site to he 
thoroughly investigated for the presence of such 
materials, turning an unknown potential hazard 
into a specifically identifiable situation. Existing 
federal and state laws require remediation of 
contaminated property, if it poses unacceptable 
risks to health and the environment. Moreover, 
San Francisco requires the Mission Bay sites to 
be remediated to safe levels before development, 
so each part of the Project Area must be 
remediated in connection with issuance of 
building permits. The regulations concerning 
toxic-substance handling, neutralization, 
treatment, and disposal are among the most 
comprehensive and strict regulatiuns goverlling 
any environmental activity; these activities would 
also be closely supervised by local, state, and 
federal public health agencies. While unforeseen 
accidents, such as traffic mishaps, could occur, 
the potential for substantial public exposwe or 
release of hazardous materials to the environment 
during remediation is low. (See, for example, 
Mitig;~tion Mei%sures N.3-N.5 of the EIR, on 
pp.Vl.N.41-Vl.N.45 of Volume Two, and 
~ ~ ~ I Q . . . Q ~ &  pp. 134-1 35 and 146-147.) 
The potential impact on construction workers 
wing proper equipment and precautions would be 
slight and the potential impact on futwe 
occupants negligible, as indicated in tile ELR and 
Mitigation P r a g r m  citations above. 

The rcn~etliation of hazardous materials in the 
Project Area -- if any -- may be a beneficial 
impacl of the project in that the control, 
neutralization, or ren~oval of such materials to a 
disposal facility specifically designed for their 
contniu~nent would lower the risk of 
erivirorunental damage. 

The expected beneficial nature of remediation 
activities is recognized by state law and 
regulations which provide that toxic site 
reoledialion orders issued by regulatory agencies 
would normally qualify for a statutory or 
categorical exemption from CEQA requirements. 
For exnntple, waste discharge requirements 
issued by a regional water quality control board, 
the mechanism typically used by these boards to 
initiate toxics cleanup activities, are statutorily 
exempt from a requirement to prepare an EIR or 
negative declr~ration by Califon~ia Water Code 
$13389. Further, CEQA guidelines allow a 
categorical exemption for enforcement activities 
taken by a regulatory agency when issuing an 
atbrtinistr;~tive order, such as n toxic site 
re~nediation order issued by the California 
Department of Health Services (CEQA 
Guidelines $15321). Environmental factors are 
obviously important in devising a reulediation 
plan, and it is recognized that if a project were 
sensonably expected Lo have a significant adverse 

impact on the environment, a categorical exemp- 
tton would be inapplicable. Nevertheless, the 
CEQA exemptions for remediation activities 
reflect the fact that these actions are presumed to 
have a positive environmental impact. 

The contaminants present, their concentrations, 
the proposed land use and levels of remediation 
mandated by concerned agencies all would affect 
the remediation measures to be selected. 
Therefore, remediation measwes would be 
analyzed more appropriately when specific 
development authorizations are sought. Impacts 
ant1 m~tigation of retnediation activities can be 
discussed productively in a generic manner. 
Available remediation techniques are well known, 
and potential environmental impacts and 
appropriate mitigation measures for these 
techniques can be described with some degree of 
confidence. The Mitigation Program discusses 
several potential remediation alternatives in 
Section VLD. The process for selecting the most 
effective remediation alternative from 'unong 
several is illustrated in Figure 8 on p. 133 of the 

Each remediation technique would have certain 
potential impacts or disruptions associated with 
it. At the same time, site retnediation processes 
include a number of effective techniques to deal 
with such problems. Methods used to mitigate 
impacts and minitnize public concerns generrtlly 
fall into three groups: comniutiity involvement, 
engineering techniques, and environmental 
monitoring. 

A major concern of local residents and other 
commenters is the amount, con~prel~ensibility, 
and quality of information available to them 
concerning remediation and mitigation plans and 
activities. Currently, such informati011 is 
presented to the greatest practical degree in the 
W j g a t i ~ ~ m ,  and will be expanded 
considerably in the Remedial Action Plan 
prepared prior to each specific remedintion 
action. Technically, a remediation sequence 
includes first a r ~ s k  assessment to evaluate 
potential hazards from existing conditions that 
have been revealed during sampling and analysis; 
followed by a feasibility analysis that considers 
various removal, treatment, or other senledintion 
alternatives for the specific problem at hand; and 
finally a Remedial Action Plan, which explains 
exactly what will be done and includes, among 
otlier things, metlrocts to be used for mitigating 
environmental impacts of remediation activities. 

Engineering and monitoring activities appropriate 
to a specific remediation action typically wo~tld 
be included in the Remedial Action Plan, which 
would incorporate health and safety measures 
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designed to protect both the general public and 
workers on the site. Remedial Action Plans also 
illclutle decontnlnirratioil requireiilerrts, dust 
control, arrd other mitigation procedures to 
preverit tnigration of co~~talnirlation to nearby 
areas, as well as measures comlnorr to all large 
projects, such as noise ntitigation and traffic 
control. These pltttrs are public docmnents and 
would be discussed witb concerned citizens at 
comtnui~ily meetings prior to approval arrd 
itnplen~etitation. plans would be submitted 
to regtrlt~tory agencies for approval before work 
could conrtnerrce. 

Principal activities associated willr hazards 
rernediation that would be expected to cause 
environmental impacts include: excavation and 
tre:~tmelit/transport of contaminated soils, ill-situ 
treatmetit of soils, installatiotl of monitoring 
wells, and extraction and treatment of 
contaminated groundwater. To further elaborate 
or, inlormaliotl presented in the ELR, 
Table XV.L.1 lists the various remediation 
activities and techniques, potential environmental 
iinpacts of each, 'and corresponding types of 
mitigation nleasures. 

For example, excavation of contaminated soil 
lnigltt require temporary stockpiling of the 
material prior to treatment or disposal. A 
potential impact might be short-term emissions of 
volatile organic compounds, and a mitigation 
measure would be covering of the stockpile with 
a low-permeability liner. Inforination presented 
in Table XV.L.l is not quaotitative, nor is it 
i~ecessatily exhaustive. However, all foreseeable 
iterris are listetl, and the table should provide a 
good overview of the types of remediation 
activities, potential effects, and nritigation 
measures that would be expected to occur as p a t  
of ;my effort to remediate hazardous malerials. 
As noted previously, the City would conduct 
additional er~virorunerltal analysis if required. 

REMEDIATION COSTS, FINANCING, 
LNSURANCE. A N D  GUARANTEES 

FOR TRANSFER OF REMEDIATED 
PROPERTY 

. . . The purpose cf an EIR is to provide enoirgli 
information ,for a decision maker to nrake a good 
decision, rneanirig whoel'er approves this 
project. If you don't kai~e the iriforntation, tiieri, 
ob~fiously, they can't niake tize right decision. 
For e.uaml~le, if the clean up [of toxic 
coritamirlation] turns out to cost $I billion, that 

mearis norie of the 1?rojects can he huilt becatise 
there won't be any nioney lej?. . . . (Mike 
Varideman) 

. . . Who is going to pay to clean up the torics irr 
the Missiori Bay project, and it obi^ riirtch is that 
clean up effort goirig to cost. (Son Fraricisco 
Grolrp of the Sierra Cluh, Sari Francisco 
Tontorru~c,, and the Mission Bay Clearinghouse) 

. . . [D/e~!elopers are going to be a little hesitarit 
to get involved [where the property is 
coritariiinated with toxic stibstances]. A barik is 
going to be hesitant to lend money to a doleloper 
to de~jelop in that situation. Arid an insurance 
conxpany is riot going to want to toricl~ it at all. 
(Jinx Firth, Potrero League of Actise Neighbors) 

At this time it is not ciear that Santa Fe Realty 
will pay for the entire cost of cleanirig up the larid 
irt the Mission Bay project area--including ariy 
land owried by the City or donated for ol?en space 
and wetland or ,for- affordable housing. Neither 
tile City nor any of the nonl?rofit groups cart 
afford to pay for Iiazardorrs wastes cleartup. This 
raises the questiori of witat Sarita Fe Realty 
should be required to pay and when that qriestion 
should be decided. . . . 
At this stage of the  discussiorr, it ap1xar.s that two 
important points mtrst be resoli~ed in order to 
develop a rneanirigful Missior~ Bay project plari. 
Fir-st, we need to know what hazardoris urastes 
are where, in what quantity, arrd the estiniated 
cost to cleart up tltose wastes hefore the 
De~~elopnierit Agreerne~it is signed arid a project 
plan is al)l)roved l?y the City. Second, Sorito Fe 
Realty must agree to pay the entire costs to clean 
up the wastes before the Dei~elopment Agreement 
is signed or the project plan approved. If these 
two l~oints are not resolved as iridicated, the 
Mission Bay project may nei'er be de~lelol?ed as 
jinalty proposed eitlier to the satisfactiort of Santa 
Fe Realty or the City. (Neil Geridel) 

Remember, the City is goirig to have a lot of this 
property and there [are] goirtg to be solire trades 
and there is going to be sonle open space. Santa 
Fe is going to give this to the City. Is it clean or- 
isn't it cleari? Who is going to pay for it? . . . 

. . . [Ell~eryhody is coricerried hecatrse of the cost 
and rtiaybe Sarita Fe Pacijic will just walk a ~ ~ a y  
arid riot cleari trp the property, and people don't 
want to scare them away. . . . 

. . . But you hase got to remenxber sonxethiiig, 
lenders waiit clean property. Tixey are not going 
to lend on property they don't know whether it 's 
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TABLE XV.L. I :  POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
ASSOCIATED WITH REMEDIATION TECHNIQUES 

Potential 
Re~iiedid. ti.p~~..T.ec~~ique_s. Environnmental h n ~ a c t s  

Soils Remediation 

Mitiaation Measures 

Excavation and Trcatmcnt Short-term air emissions 
andlor Off-Site Disposal during excavnrion 

Air monitoring and en@necring 
controls, dust control 

Covering the pile with low- 
pemleability liners 

Tempornry Stockpiling Short-term air emissions 

Contact with soils Secured fencing. covering the 
pile, posting wxning signs 

Leaching to groundwater 

Visual 

Liners and monitoring 

Contouring and fencing 

Treatment 

Aeration Air emissions Aerating only when wind is 
blowing away from sensitive 
receptors 

Controlling emission rate by limiting 
anlount of soil aerated per 
BAAQMD rule 

Contaminated dust Dust control and air n~onitoring 

Landfarniing Same as those for aeration 
(Bioremediation) 

Same as those for aeration 

Extrnction and Filtration Wntcr "so Using enpheering dcsign to 
minimize water use 

Noise Temporary noise bem~s or 
portable sound barriers 

Fencing Visual 

Combustion Air emissions 
Energy 

Noise 

Visual 

Truck traffic 

Efficient design, controls and 
monitorhg 

Portable sound baniers 

Fencing 

Selecting best truck route Off-Site Disposal 

Conti~minated dust Dust control mensures includhg 
undesfiUing art1 tarpule, of trucks 

Sprendiu~g cootmiinntion Decontaminating e q u i p n ~ e ~ ~ t  
leaving the site 
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TABLE XV.L.1: POrENTIAL ENVIKONhlEN'I'AI. IMPACTS AND h1ITIGATION hlEASURES 
ASSO(:'Ir\'I'I:[) WI'I'H L<EhlEDIATION 'I'ECHNI()UES (cont inuct l )  

R~111e<Iintio11 T e c l ~ n i q ~ e s  

It,-site Trenr~nent 

Soil-Gns Extraction 

Flt~shing as Pnrr of 
Groundwnter Trentment 

Cnpping or Contninnleot 
Wall 

Treatn~ent System 

Activated Catboa for 
So~nc Orgnnica 

Ion Exchange for Some 
Metals 

UV Lipl~t and Ozone or 
Peroxide 

Air Stripping for Some 
Volntiles 

Frccipilatiu~~ and Filtr:~tion 

Potrntinl 
Environmental ~ I I D -  -ion Measures 

Noise Using mufflers on equipment 

Air enlissions 

Arcit kept wet by recl~arge 

Using filtrntion eqeipnlent to 
comply wit11 BAAQMD stnndnrds 

R e c l ~ q i n g  severnl feet below 
ground surface to keep sorfnce d ~ y  

Area wit11 restricted uso Notifications required by law 

Noise/<lust nssocinted with Snnie as regular excavntion 
cor~sl~uclioz~ activities activities 

Visual , u ~ d  lloise 

Proper installntion of wells 

Sllori-tern, (one clay per well). no 
r~iitigntion proposed 

Trnt~spoti of used carbon Using Departmeot of 
replncct~icnts Transpo1tati011-approve~l 

transportable camon vessels 

Visttnl Fencing 

Noise Wnlls or other noise barriers around 
system 

Generation of liquid waste h~frequent: using lice~lsed haulers to 
remove liquid wastes for 
tleatnlerlt and/or disposal 

None None 

Transpoll of used cnrbon Using Depalinment of 
replace~~~ents  Transpuaation-approved transpo~?able 

carbon vessels 

Carbon ~rgenerittion would Infrequent: using licellsed llaulers 
yield n liquid waste requihig removal to remove liquid wastes 

Disposal of hazardous sludge Ap loplidte off-site disposnl. 
p roLb~;  a t  a Class 1 facilily 

SOUKCE: B~viromnentd Science Associates, Its. 
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clean or rtot first. Develof~ers tvarit clean 
property. 11rsurer.s want clean pr-ol)erty. The 
affordable l~ousirtg people wjarrr cleart property. 
Ei~erybody rvarrts clean property before tliey are 
goirig to start committirig to onytliirtg. 

Who tlie hell is going to cleart rip irr tlre teirst 
plncc? Tliere is nobody else arortnd to do it but 
Sarrta Fe Pacific and the City and Corritty of Sun 
Frarrcisco. (Neil Gendel, Son Fraricisco Group 
($the Sierra Club, Sun Francisco Tontorrow and 
tlre Missiort Bay Clearirtgkouse) 

. . . The cosrs of clearrrc~~ may be so great that they 
stall, change or scuttle tlte whole project, either 
unbuilt, or, more likely, partly built. This would 
hase e~rvirortniental in7pacts. (Citizens 
A s m a i u n  for Jerrsible Deil&u~rient q f  the 
Bishon Amz I ,  o f  1 (1985) 172 
C U I . A ~ ) ~ J . ~ ~  151, 217 Cal.Rptr. 893; Guidelines 
sec. 15131.) What would these ilii1~acts be? How 
likely are they to occur? HOMJ can tliey be 
niitigated or avoided? Ei3al~tation of these issues 
rrquires corefir1 study of the costs <$ ccleanu[? anrid 
the pl~asirrg plart. (Zach Cowan, Missiorr Creek 
Corrser~~arrc)\ Salt Frarrcisco Grorip of the Sierra 
Clrrb, Sari Francisco Toniorro~*) 

. . . How will we know, that the lawd granted by 
Sarrta Fe Pacific Realty to the City for civic 
intproi~enrents and to dellelopers ,for affordable 
housing u~ill be toxic ,free at the tintes of the 
trarrsfers; or, jf there are delays caused by rlre 
efforts to clean up the roxics, when those 
trarrsfcrs w~ill actually occur; or, because of the 
proble~r~s witli the toxics, if the land origitially 
designated fir transfer i l l  actually be 
trari,sferred 6ecouse af tlte problems encountered 
in the efforts to clean up the property? (Sun 
Francisco Grorip of the Sierra Club, Sail 
Frarrcisco Tortlorrow, and the Missiort Bay 
Clc~oririglrorrse) 

The commertters raise several points: what will 
cleati-up cost and who will pny, can Santa Fe 
Pi~cific Realty Corporation (SFP) walk away and 
not clean up, will the project not be built because 
clcitrt-up costs too much, will lenders, developers 
and insurers avoicl the project because of potential 
cont;~tnination on the site, ant1 will the City obtain 
clean land from SFP? 

The first question raises the legitimate issue of 
potential costs of the clean-up program. A 
nutnber of significant variables, however, make it 
int'easible to provide a reasonable estimate of 
clcan-up costs in advance. The chemical nature, 
degree, anti physical extent of contamination in 

the Project Area cannot be known until the 
Areawide Survey, and later the in-depth sampling 
called for in the &tigat1:onnPr4grm, are 
completed. Similarly, actual technologies used to 
temediate cont'uninated portions of the Project 
Area cannot be specified in advance of obtaining 
the necessary field data on types of 
contamination. Complicating this picture are 
concwent advances in clean-up technology that 
take place even as planning continues. 
Technological advances tend to reduce actual 
costs over time. Because of these uncertainties, 
there are no justifiable assumptions on which to 
base a reasorlable cost estimate. 

As to who will pay for clean-up, land ownership 
within the Project Area is shown in the EIR in 
Figure 111.3, on p.III.9 of Volume Two, 
Chapter 111. Background and Area Description. 
As the primary landowner in the Project Area, 
SFP would have the primary obligation to pay for 
most of the remediation costs. However, other 
current or previous landowners in the Project 
Area, including the City of San Francisco, could 
contribute a portion of the remediation costs 
under a formula to be negotiated with the project 
sponsor and included in the development 
agreement. 

As to whether SFP could walk away and not 
clean up, current local, state, and federal 
regulations require contaminated sites to be 
remediated whether development proceeds or 
not. Although the cost of remedidtion would not 
be known until in-depth investigations are 
completed, a comprehensive scheme of local, 
state and federal laws require existing and former 
owners and users of contaminated property to be 
responsible for the costs of cleaning that property, 
whether the work is done by the landowners or 
users themselves or by the government. This 
financial obligation cannot legally be avoided by 
disposing of the property, doing nothing with the 
properly, or some corporate action such as 
reorganization or filing for bankruptcy. 
Redevelopnient of the area, however, niay result 
in ren~ediation sooner rather than later, as the 
development would give the site higher clean-up 
priority with state agencies. Under such 
conditions, SFP has a strong incentive to develop 
the property in order to recover the remediation 
costs. As a result, hazardous-material issues 
would not be likely ultimately to interfere with 
project development. 

Lenders and developers have moved away from 
the need to deal only with "clean" properties in  
recent years since there is very little "clean" 
property available in any urban environment, and 
because urban real estate, in general, is so 
valuable. Although it is true that lenders often 
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prefrr that the property that is security for their 
loans be free of toxic contamination, it is quite 
cornmon for such property to be accepted as 
security provided that the lender is otherwise 
assured that the property will be remediatecl and 
the lentlcr will not be held responsible for the 
costs of that remediation. To the extent the 
developers' obligations to remediate 
contamination are secured either directly or as 
part of security for subdivision improvements, 
lenders often accept the same or similar security. 
The developtnent lending industry has created 
appropriate assurance mechanisms to deal with 
the eventuality or possibility of toxic 
contamination. That this is true is evidenced by 
the contirn~ing financing and refinancing of 
dcvclopn~ct~t of urban and industrial property a11 
over the United States. 

As to whether the City will obtain clean land 
frorn SFP, the City can take measures to ensure 
tl~al the costs of remediating l~azardous 
substances will not impede the timely delivery of 
pasks, housing and public facilities necessary to 
serve private development. Tentative subdivision 
maps frequently include conditions requiring 
completion (or posting of adequate financial 
security to ensure completion) of infrast~ucture 
and other public improvements necessary to serve 
the proposed development. The costs of 
investigation and remediation are simply part of 
the overall costs of the physical improvements to 
the underlying land dedicated for public purposes. 

The following new mitigation measures are added 
to the EIR on p. VI.N.43 of Volu~ne Two, 
following added Measure N.3e, as Measures N.3f 
and N.39, respectively: 

- Alternatives A and B - Require that the 
in-depth investigation be compleled, and the 
costs of remediation be secured, if necessary 
remediation is not ahwdy  implemented, as a 
condition to issuance of the f i  subdivision 
map@). 

- Alternatives A and B - Tbe City could require 
that all necessary remediation of land 
designated for linked housing, public 
facilities, infrastructure, parks, etc. be 
implemented or secured as a condition of 
approval of final subdivision maps or 
building permits. Thus, the City cwld be 
assured that prior to its accepting a dedication 
of property, empty would be Ih0-y 
investigated, remediafed, and improved. 

T11ere is no measure that could guarantee that the 
Mission Bay Pl;in will be itr~plemented precisely 
as adoptetl. However, by establislunent of 
ap))ropriate linkages between private develop- 

ment and public improvements or uses, tile 
potential costs of remediating hazardous 
substances would not interfere with achievement 
of plan objectives for each increment of 
development. 

SCOPE OF HAZARDS ANALYSIS 

Comment 

Tweilty-sellen hazardous moterials itai~e been 
identified as  potential contaminants irr the Project 
Area. However, many more chen~icals were and 
are associated wit11 the types of businesses 
located on or near the Project Area. Therefore, 
initial analysis of soil and groundwater samples 
should not be limited to the twenry-seven 
I~azardous materials listed. (Susan Solat-z, 
Department of Health Sendces) 

The reviewer's Comment is correct. The 27 
hazardous materials identified from analysis of 
historic businesses in the Project Area and 
discussed in the Mitigation Progam should only 
be considered typical of the types of contaminants 
potentially present. Analysis of soil and 
groundwater san~ples would be for all 54 
substances included in City Ordinance #253-86 
(Hazardous Soils Analysis), not just the example 
contaminants discussed. This provision is 
already i~lcluded in Chapter V, Section B, p. 79, 
of the Mitigation Program, incorporated by 
reference into the EIR (p. VI.N.20 of Volume 
Two). It should be noted that the City ordinance 
does not address groundwater analysis, which is, 
I~owever, required by State regulators and is 
included in the M&i@Lbn Pr-m. The 
Mitigation Program also explains that in addition 
to the 54 substances specified for analysis in the 
City's ordinance, confirmation investigations of 
the Project Area would concentrate on other 
known or suspected contaminants. 

CONSISTENCY OF REMEDIAL 
ACTION WITH SUPERFUND 

METHODS 

comment 

The Eni~ironntental Risk Assessment should be 
co~lsistent with the Environmental Protection 
Agency's S~~vet:fund Public Healtit Evaluatior~ 
Mkmul, EPA-45011-86-060, 1986 attd DHS's 
Culi.~rnia-ion T r g .  (Susan 
&jlarz, Department of Health Senlices) 
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The hazardous substance studies to be conducted 
in the Project Area, inclutling site evaluations, 
risk assessments, and remedial activities (if found 
to be needed), would be consistent with local, 
state, and federal law (see the EIR, p. VI.N.20 of 
Volume Two). Although not all sections of the 
Superfimd Manual would seem to apply to the 
Mission Bay Project Area (riot a Superfunti site), 
the documents cited by the reviewer provitle 
general guidance within which the scope of the 
studies is expected to fit. 

STANDARDS FOR CLEAN-LJP OF 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 

Resl~onsible parties are expected to clean-up 
coritantiriatiori to lei~els cortsistertt with the 
iriterided future use of the property. Miriimuni 
startdards or clean-ui~ levels are not e,rf~licitly 
stated irt tlte laul. (Susan Solar-z, Departntent of 
Healtlt SerilicesJ 

The reviewer's Comment regarding lack of 
~ninimun~ remedintioo standards is noted. The 
evaluation of potential health risks to tu~ticipated 
users of the Project Area, which will be 
determined partly on the basis of designated land 
uses, would be included in the site-investigittion / 
remedial-itction process. The topic also will be 
covered in the formal Risk Analysis that will be 
prep~ired for each contaniilimt of concern. These 
items are discussed in Chapter IV, Sections C and 
D of the M&&ation Prosram, and are implicit in 
Mitigation Measures N.l-N.5 of the EIR, on 
pp. VI.N.39-VI.N.45 of Volume Two, and 
explicit in added Mitigation Measure N.3b, 
shown in the Response on pp. XV.L.6-XV.L.11. 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES OVERSIGHT 

Uncler C i q ~  Ordinarrce #2.53-86 (Analyzirtg tlie 
Soil ,for Hazardous Wastes), both DHS arid the 
Regional \Voter Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
would be asked to approije site remediation platts 
arid to cert@~ their srrccessfirl conipletiort sliould 
the site cor7ze under the proi~isions of the 
Ordinarice. Due to staffirig liniitatioris, DHS may 
not be able to proi~ide conmlerits or oi~ersight in a 
timely fashioti. . . . 

There [liai~e] beeri no Memorarida o f  
Uiiderstaading between DHS, tltc RWQCB, and 
the SWRCB. This may or may not affect 
coordiriation of effort at this site. (Susari Solarz, 
Department of Health Services) 

The imporlance of Ordinance #253-86 and the 
support roles of DHS and the RWQCB in 
reviewing site remediation plans is discussed in 
Chapter 11, Section A, of the MtigaimEr.mm. 
The inf'ormation concerning anticipated staffing 
levels of DHS is acknowledged. The City's 
Ordinance has been revised recently to rerliove 
the requirement for State agency approval of site 
investigation and remediation plans. The City 
Ordinance now allows designated qualified 
professionals to certify to the adequacy of 
investigation and remediation efforts. Despite 
this change in the City law, the development 
agreement could provide for regulatory agency 
approval of investigation and remedintion plans 
and their implementation. Regulatory agency 
participation, coordination and approval are 
covered in the last two paragraphs of Mitigation 
MeasureN.2 of the EIR, on p.VI.N.43 of 
Volutne Two. To address the concern raised by 
DHS, the development agreement could provide 
further that the project sponsor and the City 
would seek to obtain a Memorandum of 
Understanding wilh the relevant State agencies. 

It is hoped that up-front planning, active agency 
coordination, and ample lead time will facilitate 
the necessary State review. Execution of a 
Memorantlurn of Understanding atnong DHS, 
RWQCB, and the City and/or project sponsor 
prior to the beginning of remediation at the site -- 
should such remediation be needed -- would 
facilitate coordination of efforts in the Project 
Area. 

SOIL SAMPLING METHODS 

Comment 

Hazards Mitigation [Program] Page 90, 
Paragraph 3: "Surface soil sarrtples will be taker? 
at the flagged santpling point, and at tliree points 
. . . a distance of three feet from tlie center 
sanzpling point. For sampling points with 
e.x/~osed soils, a six-inch-square, one-inch-high 
r?tetal frame will be tapped into the ground at 
each sampling point, and a tr.owel used to remoile 
the soil to the deptli of the franze." 

Tlie [Program] proposes one method of 
collecting surface soil samples, whereas other 
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sintpler ntetl~ods (use of a clean trowel without 
the nretal ft-ante) may, ill fact, be more practical. 
Additiortally, it is recommended to collect surface 
sarry~les d o ~ v ~ i  to a depth of about four inches, 
sirrce soils below the upper inch may be e,Xl~osed 
as a result of erosion or casual hurnatl activity. 
(.lames W .  Augustir~o, Sar7ta Fe Pacific Realty 
Corporation) 

Tile Mili~ation Procrratn proposes an objective 
method to collect soil samples (such as the 
6"x6"x1" frarne described on p. YO) in order to 
enhance objectivity and comparability of 
samples. Sampling with a trowel can result in 
samples of varying areal extent, depth and 
volutne, and tnay introduce a greater element of 
selectivity into sample collection. 

The commenter's concern regnrding the depth of 
surface satnples is noted. Although soils below 
the upper inch may be exposed as a result of 
erosion or casual hmn'ul activity, nlost such 
exposure woultl be to soil within one inch of the 
surface. Sittce any contaminants present would 
probably be tnost concentrated at the soil surface, 
extending the satnple depth to foiu inches may 
excessively dilute the sample with 
uncotrtiuninated soil, resulting in misleadingly 
low analytical results. Sampling with a 5"x5" 
frame two inches deep also would yield an 
acceptable sarr~ple volume while addressing the 
cotnmenter's concerns. Accordingly, the fo~lrth 
sentence in the first paragriiph under "Surface 
Soils" on p. 90 of the Draft Mitigation PrGram 
quoted by the commenter is changed to read: 

- For sampling points with exposad soils, a 
five-inch-square, two-inch-md metal h e  -- 
@r quivalent techno log^!) will be tapped into 
the &n,undat each sampling point, and a 
(rowel used to remove the so8 to the depth of 
the Frame. 

In the last sentence on p. 90, which continues on 
p. 91, "144 cubic it~chcs" has been chilnged. As 
revised, this sentence states: 

- Together, these four samples will yield a total 
sample of cubic inches, which should be 
suff~cienr for all necessary tests (the sample 
size may he adjusted as needed to obtain 
sufKcien1 material for testing. 

In the first sentence of the first full paragraph on 
p.91, "36-cubic-inch" has beer1 changed. As 
revised, this sentence states: 

- Each of the individual mubic-inch samples 

will be placed in a laheled polyethylene or 
glass container. 

COMPOSITE ANALYSIS 

[Hazards Mitigation Program] Page 105, 
Paragraph 5: "For composite samples of surface 
soils, sample concentrations will be multiplied by 
a factor of 4.0 for the purpose of classifying the 
sample . . . where composite samples are 
classified as hazardous, the individual samples 
from which the composite was taken will be 
tested directly for the contaminant of interest to 
determine the actual concentration." 

We ~bol tgly  disagree with the proposed approach 
to interpreting the composite sample analysis 
results. The multiplication procedure described 
above generally is used only when the composites 
are taken from different areas [ f a  giver1 site, not 
where several closely located subsamples are 
used to make up one mare represenrarive santple. 
In this case, multiplying the result of the ar~alysis 
by a factor of 4 has no statistical validity and 
would produce an over.1y corrservative estktate of 
the actual concentrations in each of the 
componertt samples. This approach will likely 
lead to many unwarranted analyses (false- 
positives), particularly for naturally-occurring 
contpounds such as lead, zinc, and other metals. 
Ratl~er, we recommend that the four subsamples 
making up each surface sample be treated as one 
combined sample, since the subsantple locntions 
are close enough together to warrant such 
consideration. (James W .  Augustino, Santa Fe 
Pacific Realty Corporation) 

The approach described in the Mitigiltin 
Procran~ is intended to be conservative. Beciiuse 
of the discontinuous natiue of some types of 
pollutants, it is possible that cornpositing of 
samples would result in combining clean and 
contaminated samples, thus diluting 
concentrations and obscuring the true 
corlcentrations of hazardous substances. 
Compositing is justified as an economic 
screening technique only if it does not result in 
missing areas of contatnination. 

There are no City or state guidelines regarding 
interpretation of analytical results from composite 
samples. The comnkenter's primary concern 
seems to be that multiplying the results of 
four-part cotnposites times 4 will yield too many 
"false-positive" results leading to unwarranted 
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that need to be screened to prmide inflow of 
water for samples. Other method!..of weU 
&Wm-c~d..-bebe~-aplrm~k.to 
&sptxific w~dit ions .  n K ~ e f m - m e ! l  
will be selected by the consultant and agencies 
!zEzsccirrgtbework. 

SAMPLE PRESERVATION 

Comment 

Soil cores taken dttririg strbsurface drilling nlay 
rreed special preserl~atiori techiliques. If obsious 
orgarlic 1ja1,ors are rioted durirlg the geologist's 
initial c~-arnination of t/te continuous soil bor-ings, 
cuttirzg a one cubic inch santple of tlte suspect 
nzater-ial artd sealing it in a glass l~ial ntay not be 
sufficiertt to characterize tltat santple. 

Soil-gas VOC analytic results should not be used 
to dismiss the possibility of VOC corltantination 
irt a giver! area. There are too ritany ijariables 
which could affect soil-gas results. (Susait 
Solarz, Department o f  Health Services) 

Regarding core sampling if organic vapors are 
detected during the geologist's initial 
examination, the following two sentences have 
been added lo replace the last sentence of the 
second paragraph on p. 93 of the Mitieation 
F L Q ~ ~ :  

- If soil diswlorarion is  noted maing ahe 
geologist's iaiW eexamMon of the 
c o n t i n m  soil brings,  small 
one cubic inch) samples of 
m a t e d  will be cut hlQ the COre 
p r m e c t  as a iate (typicdy, sealed 
glass vials) to mainrain the integrity of the 
sample. E orgaaic vapors are detected daring 
the beiW examination of sbe continurns soil 
br ings ,  samples of the snspcct material will 
be peaken h ebal sampling p i n 8  using a 
split h P  device with brass or stainless sleel 
liners. U p  recovery, the m p I e  tubes -will 
be &mmed'iteBy sealed, labe1d. and preserved 
by cooling at 4OC for VOCs analysis by a 
StatecerGEed 1alwmmy. 

At leiist one soil sample per boring would be 
analyzed for VOCs using EPA Method 8240, 
irrcspective of whethcr significmt VOCs ere 
dclecled by soil gas testing of thc area. These 
samples will be collected and preserved as 
described above for sanlples collected when 
organic vapors are detected during the geologist's 
initial examination. 

Regarding soil gas screening, there is probably no 
sampling design that would guarantee foolproof 
discovery of all contaminants in all possible 
situations, especially at trace concentrations. 
While not perfect, soil-gas analysis is one good 
method to detect volatile organic contatninants in 
soil, especially in a screening operation. Soil gas 
sainpling is described on p.98 of the Draft 
Ml!iga?ionprOaram. The rationale for the 
prefenetl use of soil gas sampling is discusscd 
beginning at the bottom of p. 87 therein. An 
aclvantage of soil-gas sampling is that 
contaminant hot-spots may be detected by this 
method even though the source of the 
contamination might be some distance away. Of 
course, the melhod detects. only volaiile 
constituents. 

As described in the Miligation Program, sampling 
would not be limited to soil gas but would also 
include approximately 120 to 170 soil sa~nples 
collected at hot-spot and random locations within 
the Project Area, as well as samples of 
groundwater, foreign materials, and soil cores. 
Used alone, one sampling method or mother 
might miss some types of contarnination, but 
together, the proposed sampling methods have a 
goocl likelihood of detecting significmt or 
extensive contamination in the Project Area. 

TRIGGER LEVEL FOR ADDITIONAL 
SAMPLING 

(Hazards Mitigation Program] Page 106, 
Paragraph 1: "Portions of the Project Area 
nnhere contaminant conccntratiorzs are 50 percent 
or ntore of tlte concentratiort considered to be 
hazardous . . . n~ill be subjected to more tltorough 
characterization in a Stage 2 irn~estigation, as 
pre~liously described. For extremely hazardous 
substartces, carcinogens, and 11er.y mobile 
substarrces, portions of the Project Ar-ea where 
cortfamiriant concentrations are 10 percent or 
more of the concentration considered to be 
hazardous . . . will be subjected to more thorough 
cl~aracterization in a Stage 2 investigation." 

W E  agree that coricerirrations belobv l~azardorts 
lintits should be selected to trigger expatided 
santplirig for defining poteritial hot spot areas, 
and we would accept tlte 50 percerit criteria 
stated above. We do not, hon?eitcr, concur n~itlt 
tlie 10 percerzt criteria for nlore hazardous 
substances, since the hazardolts criteria for those 
conlpo~rrlds is us~tally set at a lower number 
anywccy. As such, I 0  percent of a low threshold 
miterla ma)' not be a suitahle across-the-board 
criteria. We njould reconimertd usirig tlte 
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SO~~ercerrt criteria f i~r  all cont(tourtds as general 
grlidarrce, e.vcept where site-specific and 
conrpound-specific factors suggest this would 
/)ro~bide irradequute protection. 

We further suggest that tlte percentage of a 
ha:ardorts concentratiort, ~ ~ l t i c h  will trigger 
,fiirther santpling arourtd a point, be based irrstead 
or1 a statistical or spatial ei~aluarion of data 
trerids ,for each compound of interest. Tltis 
ei~aluatiort should irrclude cortsideratiort of 
cor~certtratioris iri cases where all measured 
concentrations of a compound are below the 
lrazardous concentration. Spatial interpolation 
techrriques, such as Krigirtg, cart also be used to 
iriterpolate concentratiorrs between data points, 
tlius redrrcirrg tlie ririnlher of ad(liriona1 samples 
needed to dcfirre the i~ouridaries of a potenriol hot 
spot. (.lames W .  Augustirto, Santa Fe Pacific 
Realty Corpor.atiori) 

As described on pp. 85-86 of the Mitigaion 
Pr~gu_t.n, tlie pulpose of Stage 2 activities is to 
dellr~e the rtreitl 'md vertical extent of haznrdous 
substances detected in Stage I. Therefore, tlie 
50% criterion for hazardous substances and the 
10% criterion for extremely hazardous substances 
were included. 

With regard to the 50% criterion for hazardous 
substances, the commenter first states that the 
50% criterion is acceptable, then recotnmends 
that it be replaced with a method based upon 
"statistical and spatial evaluation of the data 
trends." What criteria would result from this 
vaguely described method are uncertain. 

'rhe initial round of sampling, which would 
cor~sist of a coarse grid, could miss concentrated 
toxic "hotspots." The 50% criterion, therefore, 
was adopted in order to trigger additional 
stlmpling ill areas where h;~zilrdous substances 
tniglit be migrating from such hotspots. 
Statistical techmiques such as Kriging for 
interpolating between known sampling points 
would not work well for discontinuous hazardous 
sltbslar~ce deposits that do not meet the 
assumptions upon which the statistical teclmique 
is based. 

Any hazardous substance that is detected at a 
concentration greater than 50% of the 
concentration considered hazardous, or any 
extremely hazardous substance, carcinogen, or 
very mobile substatice that is detected at a 
concentt.;ttion greater than 10% of the 
concentration considered hazardous in the Project 
Area will be investigated thoroughly, irrespective 

of whether the substance is listed on Table9, 
p. 102 of the M i t i g a I i o ~ P ~ a m . .  A satisfactory 
Remcdial Action Plan can be prepared and 
implemented only if the extent and concentrations 
of such materials are characterized completely. 
The margin of safety built into the Mitigation 
Pragram should not be reduced by modifying the 
"trigger levels" that would lead to Stage 2 
sampling. This is particularly important for 
extremely hazardous materials, where even a very 
low concentration should trigger additional 
sampling to determine the extent of 
contamination. 

RECREATION AND PARK 
PERSONNEL EXPOSURE 

Comments - 

Poteritial exposure to tosic n~aterials by 
Recreation and Park Department persorrnel is a 
serious concern. The DEIR identifies health risks 
from ltazardous waste for areas to be developed 
as parks (Vol. One, p. 11.93). Tlte [Deijelopment] 
Agreement will need to specify in detail how a 
hazarclous w'aste clean up pr.ogram bcdll be 
initiated and demonstrate 11ow health risks would 
be mitigated. (Mary Burns, Sun Francisco 
Recreation and Park Departmerit) 

Although actual threats to public health from 
toxics at Mission Bay are currently only 
speculative, health risks to all workers, residents, 
employees, or visitors to the Project Area are of 
primary concern. Details of the hazardous 
subslance remediation program will be 
incorporated in the Development Agreement to 
tlie satisfaction of the City decision ~ilakers arid 
the project sponsor. 

Upon proper execution of the remediation 
program, no threat should exist to Departmer~t 
personnel. Confirmation investigations would 
fully characterize soil conditions in the Project 
Area so that any hazardous substances can be 
identified, treated, and removed. Remediation 
activities would be completed to make the site 
satisfactory for park use before any parcel is 
developed as a park. 

Prior to initiation of remedialion activities, to 
assure that remediation is appropriate for the 
proposed new uses, a Risk Assessment would be 
prepaxed for each contaminant that potentia?ly 
poses a threat to public health; the Risk 
Assessment would include the identity of the 
contaminant, its properties, origin, concentra- 
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lions, pathways, and environmental fates, as well 
as a descriplion of exposed receptors ~ I I I ~  an 
integrated exposure 'analysis that would assess 
and quantify health risks. After the Risk 
Assessment and a subsequent Feasibility 
Arralysis, a detailed Remedii~l Action Plitn tlrat 
addresses public concerns would be prepared in 
consultation with local and state agencies to guide 
the actual remediation process. In addition, 
Heall11 ;u1t1 Safety Plans tbat satisfy 
Environtnenlal Proteclion Agency and National 
Institute of Occupational Safety and E-Iealth 
gnictelines for work performed at sites containing 
I~azartlous snbstmces wotdd be prep'ued before 
any personnel actually begin working in the 
Project Area. Tliese items are discussed in more 
detail in the Mitigation Progran~., Chapters IV and 
v 

REMOVAL OF UNDERGROUND 
STORAGE TANKS 

The DEIl< states that the project area corttains 
ttndergrolcnd,fNel storage tanks and corttantinated 
soils. Please be adifised thut remo~~al  of 
urtderground fuel tanks is subject to RAAQMD 
Regulatior~ 8-40, Uepertdirtg on the nature and 
t e n t  o f  the corttarilirtatiori, excai~ation of 
contaminated soils also may be subject to 
Ne.girlation 8-40. . . . (Milton Feldstein, Bay Area 
Air Quality Munagentent District) 

BAAQMD Regulation 8-40 -- wllicli specifies 
acceptable procedures for controlling emissions 
from underground storage tanks intended for 
removal, and for limitil~g emissiot~s from soil 
contaminated with petroleum or organics -- would 
apply to all appropriate remediation activities in 
the Project Area. The permitting authority of the 
BAAQMD for all processes having the potential 
to release air pollutants is mentioned on p. 130 of 
the MAig&bn Progam. 

DISPOSAL OF EXCAVATED 
MATERIALS 

In discussing Disl?o.sal of E,vcal~atcd Material on 
11agc VI.K.22, the statentent that "locations of 
dis1~0,sal sites and routing have riot beert 
dctermiited" for the ackr~ou~ledged 
"contaniinated" 111(1terials is a grossly inadeqtrate 

assessriient of potential en1)ironmental intpacts. 
HOUJ to dispose of these materials @on1 the 
Mission Bay site is one of the biggest problents 
for the Mission Bay project, both in ternzs of 
sinlply being able to accomplish the disposal, arid 
the costs thereof, as well as the impacts upon any 
receiijer site. A major analysis is necessary for 
legal adequacy of the EIR, arid the applicable 
'permitting' process - if any - should be discussed 
as well. . . . 

No mitigation nteasure is proposed to address 
disposal of contarnirtated soils fr.ont the Mission 
Bay site. The dei~eloper should be required to 
prepare and submit n plan for suclt disposal to 
the City ,for City approval prior to 
contmencenterit of each project phase for the area 
cf that phase which will not innpair other 
eni~ironniental and ecortornic resources of the 
City of Sun Francisco, such as Bay u~crter qualiry 
or damage to marine fisheries, and which will nor 
pose any hazard to Mission Bay residents. (.rolrrr 
Elberlirig, Son Franciscans for Reasonable 
Growth) 

As stated in earlier Responses, it is not feasible to 
prepare a tletailed plau for disposal of hazardous 
or contaminated inaterials that might be present in 
the Project Area so far in advance of 
development. The transport and disposal of 
contaminated soils is subject to detailetl 
regulation tuider the Federal Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act and the 
California Hazardous Waste Control Act. It is 
expected that over the 30-year build-out of 
Mission Bay, regoli~tions pertainir~g to i~azardous 
waste transport and disposal will change, as will 
the sites authorized under those laws to accept 
such wastes. Further, remediation techniques 
other than offsite disposal are possible. Specific 
methods of treatment and/or disposal of any 
hazardous materials found woilld be developed 
concurrently with development plans for each 
phase of the project; the treatment/disposal 
n~etliods would be described in detail i n  Remedkll 
Action Plaiis prepared for each coritalninant of 
concern. 

The reviewer's concern that disposal of 
contaminated materials may be a major 
problem -- in terms of both feasibility and cost -- 
is acknowledged, but may not be realistic. Given 
tlie r~ange of treatment options currently rwailnble, 
it is certain that feasible treatment/disposal 
tnetliods can be formulated for all possible 
contami~iants. For mimy contaminants, off-site 
disposal may not be required. In part, the very 
niuriber of viable treatment options -- coupletl 
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with rapid developments in the field of hazardous 
waste management -- makes preparation of 
specific remediation plans impractical in advance 
of characterization. In addition, the nature, 
location, extent, physical matrix, chemical 
properties, and health threats of contaminants 
must be identified and evaluated prior to final 
remediation planning. Additional discussion of 
the proposed testinglremediation program is 
presented above under "Approach to Hazardous 
Waste Investigation." Principal remedial 
alternatives applicable to Mission Bay are 
described in the &&gation Program, Chapter VI, 
SectionD, pp. 116-131. The reviewer's concern 
over cost of remediation is addressed under the 
"Remediation Costs, Financing, Insurance, and 
Guarantees lor Transfer of Remediated Property" 
Response, on pp. XV.L.16-XV.L.17. 

DISPOSAL OF DREDGE SPOILS 

Comment 

. . . If mitigation efforts include dredging the 
Mission Creek area, what will be the impact on 
the immediate area j?om that dredging, and 
where will the toxic wastes be taken at what 
cost? (San Francisco Sierra Club, San Francisco 
Tomorrow, and the Mission Bay Clearinghouse) 

Dredging of the China Basin Channel (referred to 
as Mission Creek by the commenter) is an 
element of Alternative A. Aquatic scientists and 
regulatory agencies now generally agree that the 
primary impacts of dredging occur not to water 
quality in the dredged area or in the disposal area, 
but to the benthic (bottom-dweller) enviromnent 
at the disposal site. Sediment testing procedures 
emphasize the need for compatibility between the 
dredged material.and the disposal site substrate. 

Disposal of dredged sediments is an unresolved 
problem affecting many new Bay-related projects, 
as well as ongoing maritime activities in the Bay. 
Dredged material disposal in the Bay Area is 
regulated by the EPA, San Francisco RWQCB, 
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The current 
disposal site, off Alcatraz Island, is proving 
unsatisfactory, and EPA proposed in early 1989 
to restrict future disposal at this site. At this 
time, no alte~native sediment disposal sites have 
been designated, either upland, along the Bay 
margin, or outside the Golden Gate. Should the 
sedirrients from China Basin Channel be 
contaminated above. acceptable levels, no 
approved sediment disposal site would be 

available in the Bay Area as the matter stands 
currently. This issue is now being discussed by 
the responsible agencies and, because of its 
importance for maritime activity in the Bay, is 
expected to be resolved far in advance of the time 
when any dredging for Mission Bay would occur. 

ODOR EMISSIONS 

Comment 

The DElR discusses potential odor ~?ro/?le~ns that 
could arise due to hydrogen sulfide generatiort in 
China Basin Channel. The DEIR implies that 
odors are a problem only if they cause human 
Izealth effects, and not if they are "of nuisartce 
nature ortly." We believe that odors can be a 
sixnificarrt nuisance. Indeed, citizen comylaints 
rega;.ding odors can trigger BAQMD 
Regulation 7 limits on emissiorrs of odorous 
substances. Under Alternatives A and B, 
residential areas ~ ~ o u l d  be located near China 
Basin Clrannel. We recommend that the Final 
EIR discuss in greater detail poterttial exposure 
of project area residents and entployees to 
objectionable odors. Measures to  mitigate 
potential odor problems should be considered. 
(Milton Feldstein, Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District) 

Odors could result either from exposure of Bay 
muds or from the Channel Street Pump Station, 
as discussed in the E1R on pp. VI.F.20-Vl.F.21 of 
Volume Two, V1.F. Air Quality. 

Odors from the Channel Street Pump Station 
would be subject to Regulation 7 and Regulation 
9, Rule 2 of the BAAQMD's Rules and 
Reg&&m. Under Regulation 7, the BAAQME) 
may impose limitations if ten or more odor 
complaints are received within a 90-day period. 
Regulation 9, Rule 2 addresses H S, one of the 
more noxious sources, setting am&ent standards 
of 0.06 ppm for a three-minute averaging period 
and 0.03 ppm for a one-hour averaging period. 

As noted in the EIR, no odor complaints have 
been received by the BAAQMD regarding the 
Channel Street Pump Station since its 
construction in 1980, nor have any complaints 
been received regarding similar pump stations 
elsewhere in the City. The potential for odors 
from the Pump Station to annoy new residents of 
the project is considered on this basis to be low. 
Should an isolated odor episode occur, however, 
the operations of the Pump Station likely would 
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not be limited by the BAAQMD under Yolume One - Chapter II. Highlights &_ 
Regulation 7 because of Section 110.4 of Rule 2 Conclusions (PIazardous Wastes) 
of the regulation, which exempts sources that 
emit strong odors "for reasons of public health 
and welfare, and where no suitable substitute is 
available and where best modern practices are 
etnployed." 

A more likely source of continuing odor 
complaints, specifically M2S odors, is the Bay 
muds adjacent to the project that would be 
exposed :kt low tide. Potential impacts from this 
source we discussed in the Eli7 on p. VI.F.21 of 
Volutne Two. This primarily natural source 
would not be subject to BAAQMD Regulations 7 
or 9. It should be noted that settled matter from 
Pump Station overflows is probably contributing 
to the organic content of the muds, especially 
those close to the Pwnp Station. The potential for 
nuisance odors from exposure of Bay muds, and 
complaints from residents, cannot be determined 
qoantitatively, depending as it does upon the 
extent of muds exposed, their organic and oxygen 
contents, the oxygen content of local inshore 
areas, ,and weather factors such as temperature, 
and wind speed and direction. No mitigation is 
suggested because no practical methods exist for 
enhancing the oxygen content of the muds or 
reducing their organic content. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
HAZARDOUS WASTES AND 

CONSTRUCTION 

The following staff-initiated revisions for the 
Mission Bay Draft EE1 are made to the 
Hazardous Wastes subchapter in Volurnes One 
and Two; to Appendix L in Volume Three; and to 
the hazardotrs wastes discussion under 
"Construction" in Volutne One. 

Yd.umeOne - Chapter I. Executive 
St~mmarv (Hazardous Wastes) 

The word "ctraft" is deleted from the last sentence 
in the paragraph at the top of the right-hand 
column or1 p. 1.4. As revised, this sentence states: 

- m e  Bay Nazards Mitieation 
Propwn (a background document for the W 
on file at the Department of City P)aaniag) 
addmsses hazardous materials in more detail, 
outlines an  investigation program, and 
@dm a framework for any necessary 
clean-up. 

On p. 11.89, the word "draft" is deletetl from the 
last sentence of the paragraph followirig 
"Hazardous Wastes." As revised, this sentence 
stales: 

- m 
p , ~ ,  a background document for Ule 
EW, addresses hazardous materials in mom 
detail, oufliaes an investigation program, and 
provides a framework for any necessary 
clean-up. 

The word "draft" is deleted from the last sentence 
in the right-hand column on p. 1192, wbici~ 
continues on p. 11.93. As revised, this sentence 
states: 

Tbe &&QB 
Propun, a backgmund document for the 
EW, addresses  dou us materials in more 
detail and includes a parcel-by-parcel 
summary of industrial activities, infomarion 
from soil m a s ,  discussion of site 
investigation ani clmn-up approxhcs, 
recommendations for additional investieat~ua 
and a framework for ibe phasing 2 any 
necessary clean-up. 

The word "draft" is deleted fro111 the first 
sentence in the first full paragraph, left-hand 
column, on p. 11.93. As revised, this sentence 
states: 

Tbe Mitiration Promam presents a 
framework for further site investigation and 
clean-up uader Alternatives A and B. 

The second sentence of the second paragraph 
under "Health Risks" on p.II.93, left-hand 
column, is revised to state: 

Clm-up crews and transportem would face 
direct risks; indirect risks to nearby residenIs, 
workers, and wildlife could also occur 
though contact with the materials at the site 
or in transit- 

Volume Two - V1.N. Hazardous Wastes 

On p. VI.N.2, the first two sentences in the first 
paragraph under "San Francisco Public Works 
Code" are revised and "Hazardous Soils Analysis 
Ordinance," in the first and third sentences, is 
changed to lowercase letters, as follows: 
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Article 20 was added by Onlioance 
No.253-86 ("Analyzing the Soil for 
Hamdous Wastes: adopted Jm~e 27, 1986, 
and amended in Auyst. 1988; also known as 
the hazardous soils _analysis _ordinance) to 
require a site history and soil analysis for 
building pennits on W e s  in designated 
portiom of the City suspected of bemg 
conmuhated with hazardous wastes. The 
ordinance applies only to poposed work Chat 
would involve disturbance of more tban 
50cubii yards of soil xilhh designated City 
mas, on pqex&es that have not been 
contiouously zoned for midartid uses since 
19211. The bmtlous &oils analysis 9.rdioanoe 
is discussed in Appendix L., p. XIVL.8. 

In the second paragraph under this heading on 
p. VI.N.2, the first, fourth and sixth sentences are 
revised and "Hazardous Soils Analysis 
Ordinance", in the fourth sentence, is changed to 
lowercase letters. As revised, ttiis parztgraph 
states in its entirety: 

The designated portions of the City include 
proaeay located bayward of the original high 
tide Lioe as indicated on a mag of San 
Fmcisc~ ,  available from the Department of 
pub&-W-; the e&e Project Area is 
included in this area. Other areas 

be subject to the pmvisions of the 
nance if designated by the Director of 3 

Public Works (Dm). ~ ~ D P B !  
re&afions.the site history m s t  include 
properties within 100 foet of the pimeter of 
the groQ98ed excavation area. The bzardous 
soils analysis ~nliaance U c g & t h m  
mpk that a hiptory of the site proposed for 
disturbance be prepared by a --or 
p e - r w &  experience in hamrdous waste, 
SsnPrancisc0 h i s t ~ .  and eogiueea~or 
geo&gy; Chat the soil be sampled by a 
registered engineer or e n m g  geologist 
or caiif~ed labcmtasy; and that the soil 
samples be by a certified -tory 
for the presence of hazardous materials. The 
site history and soil analysis must be 
submitted to the Directors of Public Works 
and Public Health prior to issuance of the 
building permit application. If lwzm!mus 
w a k i s A m s i n  llre sail samples, the 
applicant must submit a site_&ig3lj4~or 
clean-up, plaa Once site clean-up is 
completed, the appropriate  cation is 
submitted to the Director of Public Health. 
The building permit application will then be 
deemed complete, and the application will be 
considered by the City. 

A new eotty is made lo Tahle VI.N.2 on 
p. VI.N.19 wider "Material." "Lead is added 

after "Diesel fueI/Gasoline," and, under 
"Hazardous Properties," an " X  is added to the 
Toxic" column and to the "Bioaccumulative" 
column. 

On p. VI.N.20, last paragraph, the word "draft" is 
deleted from the first sentence and a new 
sentence is added after it, as follows. The 
docunient title cited in the first sentence is 
utiderlit~ed in the EIR; the underline beneath this 
title in the following ch'mge therefore does not 
indicate a revision. 

- A separate document, Ute Miaeion Bay ~~~ (the Mitigalh 
Propam), has been prepared and is 
incorporated by reference into this W.18/ 
Information in that docum ent is ed 

o f t l u s ~  

In Table VI.N.3 on p. VI.N.30, an "Xu is added to 
the "Physical" column, under "Treatment," for 
"Lead Tetraethyl/Tetratnethyl." 

In the first sentence of the first full paragraph on 
p. VI.N.33, "More than 500 ppm" is deleted and 
"would" is changed to "could." As revised, this 
sentence states: 

As another example, if residual DDT were 
present in soils in the Project Area, and if 
playing children should ingest soil parlicles 
contaminated with DDT, then symptoms 
cc4Jd include facial tingling, headache, 
malah, sore tbraat, and fatigue. 

On p. VI.N.46, note /8/ under "Impact" is revised 
to state: 

/8/ Environmental Science Associates, Inc., 
Mission Bay Hazards Mitigation Program 
San Francisco, April 1990. 

a l u m e  Three - Avpend&C,Ha&us 
Wastes 

On p. XIV.L.8, the first, second and fourth 
sentences in the first paragraph under "Local 
Regulations" are revised. As revised, this 
paragraph states in its entirety: 

Sa_q-Emm.&o "Ana l -ue  Soil for 
kJa7adow Wastes" Ontiname WL53-86 
Eta-u. Chapter 10 Public works Code. 
~rticIe20. Sm Francisco Muuici~al Code -- 

establishes, as of June 27, 1986; LUI&.B 
amended A u m t  2. 1988, the requirement for 
a hazsrdauswastes analysis in conjunction 
with applications for certain building 
permits. A ba7ardous wastes analysis 
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consisling of a soil analysis and site history is 
required for building permits if more than 
50 cubic yards of soil an: to be disturbed, m d  
either the site is bayward of the &J& high 
tide line .as iodicatcdon-a ... -f 3.m 
Em.~&~._av~blefromfromthe~.ent._of 
Pub&. ..W~w_ks, or is otherwise required by the 
Dimtor of Public Works. If evidence of soil 
contamination is found, a site mitigation pian 
must be submitted, a p e d ,  and carried out 
prior to issuance of a building pennit. Ihe 
types of analyses must include inorganic 
persistent and biuaccumave toxic 
substances listed in 22 CAC, Section 66699; 
volatile organic toxic pollutants listed for 
40 CFR, Part 122, Appendix D Table U; 
PCBs, pH levels; llammabiliiy; cyanides; 
sulfides; methane and other flammable gases; 
and other hazardous wastes designated by 
the Directors of Public Works or Public 
FIealth. 

In the first paragraph on p. XIV.L.9, the third 
sentence through the last (and the two complete 
sellfences it1 the first paragraph on p. 21 of the 
M i , i i  P a )  are deleted and replaced 
will1 the following: 

If, on Ute other hand, hazardous wastes are 
detected in tbe soil samples, a site mitigation 
report must be prep& by a "quWed 
person" and implemented by the applicant 
before the heparment of Public Works will 
act on the building parnit application. The 
site mitigation report will describe any 
problems posed by the hazardous wastes and 
explain bow the material will be handled in 
order to minmvx threats to public health and 
safety. As part of report preparation, 
additional soil sampling might be called for to 
derme the extent of contamination. 

Tbc site mitigation report will contain the 
following information: 

(1) A determination by the qualified person 
whether the hwardous wastes in the soil 
pose significant environmental health and 
safety risks, and if so, detailed measures 
recommended to miligate those risks. 

(2) A statement signed by the mprt 
preparm certifying U~at he/she is qualied 
wiUlin Ute meaning of the law, and that the 
mitigation measures identified in the report 
will mitigate significant nvimnmental or 
health and safety risks. 

When completed, the site mitigation report 
will be submitted to the Department of Public 
Health and the Department of Public Works. 
Upon receipt of the report and at the 
applicant's request, the Director of Public 
Works will issue any permits necessary for 
the applicant to carry out site mitigation, and 
clean-up work can proceed accordingly. 

To complete the process, the applicant must 
certify under penalty of perjury that eitha: 

(1) the quatiLied person bas deternlhed 
that m, hazardous materials in the soil an: 
causing or are likely to cause significant 
envinnunental or health and safety risks, 
and the q d t e d  person recommends no 
mitigation measures, or 

(2) the applicant has performed aU 
mitigation measures recommended, and 
has verified that mitigation is complete, or 

(3) the applicant bas received third-party 
cexMication born the appmprhte stare or 
federal agency that mitigation is complete. 

Certification must also contain a formal 
statement that the applicant remaios 
responsible for site mitigation and retains any 
associated liabilities. 

Upon receipt of the soil analysis repoa, the 
site mitigation report (if necessary) and final 
cM~ca t ion  horn the applicant Ihat 
mitigation either is unnecessary or has been 
completed, the Director of Public Health will 
so notify the Director of Public Works in 
writing. Thereatta, the Director of Public 
Works will consider the building permit 
application to be complete and may appmve 
or dary the appticatioa 

filumel?n~Cha_pt_erIIII 
HiphIights & C~.n&lLsions (Construction) 

In the "Hazardous Wastes" discussion, the 
following change is made to the fourth sentence 
of the second full paragraph, left-hand colutnn, on 
p. 11.99: 

Indirect hazards to nearby residents. workers, 
and wildlife could also occur thmugh cont;sct 
with the materials at the site or in uansit. 

Persons quamed to prepan: site mitigation 
r p s  include registered environmental 
assessors, engineers, and geologists, and 
cerN~nl industrial hygienists. 
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M ~ s c e l l ~ u s  Mitigation Measuses 

M. MISCEUANEOUSMITIGATfON 
MEASURES 

We have reviewed the suggesred mitigation 
measures far impacts of the project on land use, 
business activity, and em1)loyment (1~articulorly 
on port actii~ities), transportation (rail freight 
ser~lice), geology and seismicity, hydrology and 
water quality, i~egetation and wildlife, artd 
Itazardous wastes. These mitigation measures 
appear. to be reasorrabl~ and appropriate and 
they should be gi~~ert full consideration. (William 
Travis, Sat? Francisco Bay Conser~lation and 
L>ei~elol~nient Conmntission) 

The Comrnent is noted. 
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N- STCIDEYASPROA!_CN 
ANQAPYROVAL PROCESS 

Tltis EIR does not tell rts what kirid of an EIR tltis 
is or. how it will be used . . . 

We rltiglit liaile actually completed a prograrn EIR 
,fi]r Ckiria Basiri plat1 arnendrnents. Tltis would 
Iiase been the first step before a specific project 
was dc1~elo11ed. But no, we have beot tied to the 
old MOU as a project and have planrted 
backwarcls arourtd that ccs~rcept. Would /tot it 
have beer1 better for the city, [if] we have dealt 
witli such policy qrtestioris as what to do with tlte 
Port or how to nwet the affordable housing riceds 
of //re city or /low to cr-eate guararttee a 
jobslhousirtg halance iri tlte city to keep tl~ir~gs 
1ii:able before we were lookirtg at a project. 

We hol,e testified niarly tinies irt the past about tlte 
pirfall,~ of follon~ing this parallel track in 
]~larirriiig, of hasirig a proposal oft tlte table at tlte 
same tirite that you're doirig tlze zoriirig or the 
aren plari. Perhalis we would base beert better 
off i f  ive lrad done tltat sequentially up to this 
poii~t and we had just looked at the China Basin 
area and said: Okay, what decisions do we want 
to niake ahout tlte port? What decisiorts do we 
need to make in the City about providing a 
surl~lus of affordable lzousirtg to meet tlte huge 
deficit iii t l~e  City -- aitd ltai~e r~tade some of tltose 
decisioris without ail MOU artd a particular 
preferred plar~ drivirtg that process. (Regina 
S ~ ~ c e d ,  Mission Bay Clearinghouse and Sun 
Frarrcisco Torrtorrow) 

Itr (tlte] case [of Mission Bay], ( f  you recall, . . . 
rite Itad a lirocess which, in effect, said tliaf tlte 
dc~~clopcr ,vould put funds, arid really, iri effect, 
set rqi the scope of n~ltat ti!ill be done as a study to 
preloare for an EIR, cIe1feIo11 a data base for crrt 
EIR, arid really alr~tost, iri effect, have coortrtuirtg 
irtvolver?terrt wit11 the staff, Aiid in prior 
testimony, evert four- years ago, it was i~ery 
clearly e.~pressed qf your prior Commission that 
that process was a horrible ~ roces s .  

It was tlrought it was dor~e wit11 tlze Downtowri 
PIarr when the Cltarnber, in effect, proijided the 
data base ,for tlte EIR for the Downtown Plan. 
Arid tltis was, in effect, a cornl~letely irresl)orrsible 
resl>orrse liy tltc City, where the City deyartntertt 
was being collul~sed as part of tlie de~~elo~~rncnt 
])l.ocess of the dei'eloloer. What was always done 
irt the l ~ a s t  about arty project is, a deseloi~er -- 
orrd you l i a ~ ~ e  dorre this corrsistently eacelit ,for 
t l~is develoi/)er -- w'ould come before you about a 

yrol~osal for either a zoning change: arid if it was 
required, a Master Plan change; a s~~ecif ic 
project, and also an EIR put togetlter based or1 
tlteir funding and so forth, contpletely apart ,from 
what was involi~ing tlte City's staff and delitlt. 
The EIR esen would have beert seyarate, doi~e by 
the corisuitartt of the delleloper. Then the 
departmerrt itself woull have been an objective 
body, and the Commission, to review what is the 
proposed project, to review a Draft EIR process, 
artd tlten conte to a Final EIR. 

Right now you don't exist as a Comniission. You 
don't exist as a department. You're art extension 
of Santa Fe Pacific, Sarita Fe arrd also Soutlierrr 
Pacific. You are really, in effect, joirttly working 
out changes in the Master Plan, changes of what 
would be a del~elr~j~ment agreenzertt, chaitges in 
terms of reclassification of prolierties. Tltis is 
really a horrible process. 

Yoir're absohitely correct. What you haia here is 
really a paud in terms of what deals wit11 
crri~ironntental resiew. Tl~ere is no project before 
y o  Tltere is really no project that cart be 
described about impacts. Tltere is !to EIR before 
yrnr. Tltis is a non-hearing, norr-ljroc.ess 
al~llrclach. . . . 

Tltis is  the process. . . begun by another 
administration. We expected wheii rve ijoted last 
year that we would have a new administratiort 
and a new Commission and, hopefully, sontcthirtg 
tltat will get us back oit track. We'd like to see 
front your actions artd your response to process 
whether we are back on track. (.lohn Bardis) 

The Mission Bay EIR is a program EIR, as 
defined in the California Enviro~unental Quality 
Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Section 15168. 
This is described in the EIR on p. IV.l of Volume 
Two, ChapterIV. Study Approach and 
Organization. The program EIR for~nat was 
selected precisely because it must evalu~tte 
alternative areawide programs for the Mission 
Bay Project Area. In the absence of a "preferred" 
plan for the site, the Draft EIR evaluated a range 
of alternatives that encompass a spectrum of land 
use objectives based on input received in the 
planning process. 

The advantage of this program EIR analysis is 
environmental inlpact considerations directly 
nssociated with potential components of a 
Mission Bay Plan can bc identified at an early 
point in the plal~ning proccss. Such 
considerations can tbe~nselves help reline 
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planning objectives for Mission Bay. In addition, 
the program ELR assists the plann~ng process by 
developing various databases itnd new research 
with which the general public, decision-makers 
and City staff can better evaluate potential 
aspects of a plan and make more informed 
decisions. 

As stated on p. 1.1 of Volume One, Chapter I. 
Executive Summary, the Draft EIR analyzed 
three development Alternatives and ten variants 
on Illem for the 325-acre Mission Bay Project 
Are;t. A1tern:ttive A is based on the land use 
program suhnlitted by Santa Fe Pacific Realty 
Corporation in its application for environmental 
review in 1986 and is most similar to the 1984 
Mayor's Letter of Understanding (MOU) (see 
p. 1V.2 of Volome Two). The other Alle~natives 
and most of the variants do riot reflect the 
Mayor's Letter. Alternative B is intended to 
incorporate higher quantities of housing and open 
sp:tce than those contained in Alternative A, in 
response to comments from various citizens and 
co~ilrnunity groups. The "No Project" 
Alternative N, required by CEQA for analysis in 
EIRs, allows the evaluation of development of 
industrial uses under existing zoning on the site. 

While the Alternalives establish the parameters of 
the program analysis, the ten variants provide a 
fine-tunetl evaluation of impacts that isolate 
pote11li;rl land use changes as identified in 
response to ongoing public comment arid review 
conducted during the planning process. (In 
atldilion to the ten variants in the Draft ELR, two 
vari;tnls :Ire discussed in this volume in XV.P. 
Alternatives and Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26 
and p p  XV.P.27-XV.P.46.) One of those, 
Variant 12, reflects Santa Fe Pacific's 
Developnient Agreement Application. 

The discussion on the approval process for 
Mission Bay (see pp. V.40-V.41 of Volume Two, 
Chapter V. The EIR Alternatives and Approval 
Process) stlmntarizes the actions that :ue covered 
by the EIR. They include a Subarea Plan or 
Special Area Plan for the Project Area that would 
alnerld the objectives and policies of the Central 
Waterfront Plan for the China Basin and Central 
Basin subarees. 

It is anlicipated that, based on the broad scope of 
the :t~iiilyses, the Mission Bay EIR woultl satisfy 
applicable provisions under CEQA to allow the 
City to adopt arnetldrnents lo the City's Master 
Plan, a developnient agreement, and a zoning 
reclassification as necessitated by whatever plan 
is adopted for Mission Bay (assuming the 
environtnental effect of eacb program conlponent 
of the Plan is covered in the range of EIR 

analyses). However, this program ElR is not the 
only environmental review document that is 
likely to be needed. Construction and/or imple- 
tnentation of development phases will be subject 
to subsequent environmental evaluation 
(including public review and comment) that 
examines in detail environmental implications of 
proposed designs that are not available now. 

Applicable policies are reviewed in the EIR, 
including those related to the Port (see Volume 
Two, VLA. Public Plans, Policies and Permits). 
The balance between jobs 'and housing supply is 
also discussed (see pp. VI.C.67-VI.C.92 of 
Volume Two, V1.C. Housing and Population, and 
XV.C. Housing and Population, pp. XV.C.3- 
XV.C.30). As indicated on p. 111.5 of Volume 
Two, ChapterIII. Background and Area 
Description, those issues will be considered by 
decision-makers in their deliberations on Mission 
Bay. 

The first sentence of the second paragraph under 
"Objectives of this EIR" on p. 111.5 of Volutne 
Two is revised as follows to clarify the intent and 
purpose of the Mission Bay EIR: - The principal purpose of the EIR is to provide 

the City Planning Commission, other public 
decision-makers, and the public with a clear 
and objective assessment of the environ- 
mental coltsequences of d e v e l w t  in the 
_ma b a d  on the A l t e r n a t i v U ~ & ~  
_&mild, and to identify mitigation 
measores to eLiminate or minimize adverse 
impacts. 

With regard to the preparation of the EIR, it 
should be noted that the San Francisco 
Department of City Planning assumes full 
responsibility for the contents of the EIR. 
Although most of the analyses were initially 
prepared by Environmental Science Associates 
and various consultants, all material has been 
thoroughly reviewed and revised as necessary by 
City staff. The Office of Environmental Review 
(OER) in the Department of City Planning 
maintains a neutral approach to the EIR process. 
The project sponsor is not pennitted to pre-review 
any portion of the EIR, so that the consultants' 
professional opinions and analyses are protected 
and presented in full to City staff. Any changes 
to the analyses are determined by OER staff, 
which may take into account review by City staff 
and the project sponsor. These are standard 
procedures for preparing EIRs in San Francisco. 
The preparation of this EIR has been conducted 
pursuant to all applicable provisions of CEQA 
and the State CEQA Guidelines. 
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Although some of the funding for the Mission 
Bay plstntinp i~nd  cnvirontnet~tal review work has 
l~eert provided by thc project sponsor, much of the 
wotk also has been carried in the Departmenl of 
City Planning work program and budget. In any 
case, as a staled condition in Board of 
Snpervisors Resolution 345-85 (adoptetl April 10, 
1985). the City's acceptance of funds from Satlla 
Fe Pacific does not constilute an approval of, or 
comment upon, any plm or development 
agreement bctwcert the City and the project 
sporrsor. 

A ,frrndanrcntal requirerrrent qf CEQA is titat an 
EIR describe the project it is purporting to 
atta1)~ze. Tire Missiori Bay EIR does riot satisfy 
tlris rrqrrire~rtertt. It char.acterizes itself as an 
alternati~~es arralysis tfrat brackets all possihle 
de~~eloy~nterrt progrants that are currently 
corrterrrplated by trhe Cit)). This is rrot near 
ertortglr. Witlrorrt art horrest and nieaitirigfiil 
descril~tion of rite determinants and objecti~~es of 
tlre City's plarrrring c f f~ r t ,  the EIR proiddes no  
clue as lo the starrdard agairrst the alterriatives 
~vill De jullged by tire decisio~r rrtakers, and 
therel~y clel~rii~es tlte public of a nteanirtgfirl 
o/?portrcnity to c'ornmenr or to judge wherlter other 
alterrrati~u!s should he corrsidered. 

CEQA also reqrtires tltat an EIR include "a 
statenient briefly describing the intetided uses of 
rite EIIt." Tlte EIh' states that its o1)jective is to 
"analyze alterrrati~~es tlrat aniong them cover tlre 
rarrge cf land use program elentents artd issues 
contentplared in tlte oft-going plari~ting effort for 
Mission Bay." ( J .  1 . 2 . )  Titis is  trot s~cficient 
because it does riot ir!fornz the public how this 
EIR  rill be used. TIte EIR states titat it is being 
l)rcpa?ed irt response to an aj?plicatiori fi)r 
err~~iroitrrrental e~~aluatiari subriritted by Sarrta Fe 
([ / ) . I  111.5), but it does not describe tlte Sarttcr Fe 
project r~~ltich is the sul?jcct of that application. 

I f  tltere is irtdeed a pra~?osal that is urtder 
considercrtion, it rnrrst be disclosed atrd analyzecl 
iri tire EIIt. [ f  not, tlris EIR is really rto more tltan 
a ~?larrrtirrg study, aud carrriot be used as tlte 
erri~it~orrrtrcr~tal documerrt for a de~~elol~nent  
agreer~er~t or nraster pla~t ,for a specific 
dei~~l~~p~rrertt .  

Tire EIR's tlreory of artalyzing alterrrati~~es titat 
nrnort(! tlterri bracket all feasible arid reasorrable 
dci~cla~~nrcrrr pr.ograrrrs is illogical. First, CEQA 
requires tltot an EIR consider all reaso~table 
atter1iati1:es wltich nritigate or ai~oid a project's 
irrryacts cotrsistertt witlt achievement of basic 

project goals. 111 the abserice of an iderttified 
project, there is no arialyrical basis for defining 
/~r (~ jec t  goals or determining whetlter alter~icrtives 
acconi[~lisir them, are feasible, or rnitigate or 
aijoid predictable impacts. . . . 

. . . [Artother] problem with the EIR's oi~erall 
ap1)roach; the i~rrpacts cf a gillerr deiwlopment 
program result porn the syrtergistic combination 
of its constituent elcntents. Alterrtatii~e C [EIR 
Hearing Variant] contairts a different 
conibi~tntion of housing, employment and open 
space titan either of the other three alternatives 
(A, B and N), resulting in a sulplus of housing, 
(ntore nearly) adequate open space, arrd fewer 
office jobs. While its indiilidual housing, open 
space and employment ,figures may be bracketed 
in. indisidual instances by alternatives A,  B, and 
N, its oi~erall intpact is not. (Zach Cowan, 
Missiorr Creek Conser~~arrcy, Sierra Club, 
Sait Francisco Tomc>rro~v) 

Variatiorrs on the Alterrtatii~es. Tlte existence of 
so-called "Variations or1 Alternati~~es" gii~es me 
hope that the bare A, B ,  and N choices are not 
meant to be taken seriously, but nlust be 
substantially nrodificd by these and other, as yet 
urrlisted, i~ariatiorts. (Richard H. Mass, Potrero 
Boosters and Merchants Association) 

The EIR describes the history of recent 
developmertt proposals and planning efforts for 
the Mission Bay Project Area. An updated 
chonology of that planning process is provided 
in XV.S. Summary of Testimony Related to the 
Mission Bay Plan, pp. XV.S.1-XV.S.3. As 
discussed in the EIR, the City, with funds from 
Santa Fe Pacific, undertook a planning process 
that has spanned several years, involved 
numerous public hearings and community 
presenti~tions, and produced several 
comprehet~sive planning reports, as well as 
20 special studies on selected topics. One 
product of that effort was The Mission Bay Plan. 
Proposal for Citjzcn Review, published in 
January 1987. A further refinement of that Plan, 
entitled The Mission Bay Plan. Pro~osal  for 
Adopbn ,  was published in March 1990. 

As stated in the EIR, the City's objective was to 
produce "an in~plementable development plan for 
a mixed-use Mission Bay community" (see 
p. 111.4 of Volume Two, Chapter 111. Background 
and Area Description). Volnme One of the EIR 
sinnmarized the limd use program which the City 
proposed in tlte Mission Bay Pl'm. Pro~osa* 
C k e n  Review. (See p. 11.2 of Volume One.) 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
N. Study Appmach and A m v a l  Process 

The policies and objectives set forth in that 
M.Ls~icn-Bz.fP represent "the determinants and 
objectives of the City's Planning effort" 
requeste(l in the Comment. The Mission Bay 
Plan was widely distributed before publication of 
the Draft EIR. Copies of the Propwal for Citizen 
R e y i e ~  and the ~ Q p Q & d f ~ ~ d ~ Q @ b ~  may be 
obtained from the Depiutrnent of City Planning. 

The policies and objectives identified by the City 
for the Mission Bay Project Area are too 
numerous mid detailed to be duplicated in the 
EIR. Nor does CEQA require such duplication. 
The EIR should be viewed within its proper 
context, as part of the overall planning and 
environmental review process to evaluate 
possible Ii~rtd use and developlnent alternatives 
I'or Mission Bay. When viewed in that context, 
the relationship between basic project goals and 
the EIR Alternatives and variants is more readily 
app;lrent. 

One of the Comments critiques as "illogical" the 
"EIR's theory of analyzing alternatives that 
among thein bracket a11 feasible and reasonable 
development programs. . . ," because, "in the 
absence of an identified project, there is no 
analytical basis for defining project goals or 
determining whether alternatives accomplish 
them, are feasible, or mitigate or avoicl 
predictable impacts." The Comment implies that 
CEQA requires an EIR to 'identify a specific 
proposal or preferred alternative. In fact, 
although selection of a preferred alternative is 
permitted, CEQA Guidelines recomnlend that the 
environtne~lt:~l review process begin as early as 
possible, hc- the agency has become 
corntnitted to a particular project. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126 (d), which establishes 
guidelines for analysis of alternatives, states 
merely that "a there is a specific proposed project 
or a preferred alternative, explain why the other 
alternatives were rejected in favor of the proposal 
if they were considered in developing the 
proposal." Thus, the Guidclines make clear that 
CEQA does not require that ,an EIR contain a 
preferred alternative or specific proposed project. 

It is not "illogical" for an EJR to attempt to 
an:~ly'e "alternatives that among them bracket all 
feasible and reasonable developlnent programs." 
In fact, CEQA requires analysis of a reasonable 
range of alternatives which could feasibly attain 
the basic objectives of the project. (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126 (d).) 

the Final EIR is completed" (see p. 11.2 of 
Volume One). Therefore, the approach taken in 
the EIR was to 'analyze three alternative 
development programs at equal levels of detail. 
In addition, ten variants on the EIR Alternatives 
were discussed and analyzed. (The Miss i~n Bay 
Elan is similar to Alternative A, analyzed in detail 
in the EJR [see p. IV.2 of Volume Two, 
Chapter N. Study Approach and Organization]). 
This approach was taken in order to satisfy an 
inlportant CEQA objective, that of incorporating 
environmental considerations into project 
conceptualization, design and planning. (CEQA 
Guidelines $15004 (b).) The EIR's approach was 
intended to exemplify the principIe advanced by 
the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR), 
that "early preparation enables agencies to make 
revisions in projects to reduce or avoid adverse 
enviromnental effects before the agency has 
become so committed to a particular approach, 
that it can make changes only with difficulty." 
(See OPR discussion following CEQA 
Guidelines $15004.) 

The EIR identifies the environmental impacts 
associated with the various Alternatives, and 
provides further analysis of ten variants of those 
basic Alternatives. Thus, the EIR does present 
the decisionmakers and the public with sufficient 
information to determine whether a given 
Alternative or variant is feasible, or mitigates or 
avoids predictable impacts. 

Until the decisionmaking bodies undertake the 
formal hearing and review process on the project, 
there is no way to determine whether the EIR's 
analysis of the various Alternatives and variants 
is broad enough to encompass the evolving plan 
concepts and programs which they may seek to 
consider. This is the case for every project 
subject to CEQA in so far as preparation of the 
EIR must precede the approval action. 

The Mission Bay EIR was designed to provide 
information to decisionmakers about a broad 
range of alternatives in order to facilitate the 
evolution of the plan and the programs associated 
with a project of this magnitude and importance. 
In fact, the organizations on whose behalf the 
first Comn~ent was submitted presented a 
proposed land use program alternative referred to 
in the Comment as "Alternative C," which is 
discussed at length as Variant 11 (EIR Hearing 
Proposal) in XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26. 

As statetl in the EIR, "the 'Plan' for Mission Bay One Comment stated that "the impacts of a given 
is recognized to be an evolving program, one that development prograln result from the synergistic 
will continue to be refined in respollse to public conlbination of its constituent elenkents"; thus, the 
review and cotntnent, and ongoing negotiations corrrmenter concluded that while the "individual 
between the City and project sponsor even after housing, open space and etnployment figures may 



be bracketed in individual instances by 
alternatives A, B, and N, its overall impact is 
not." The analyses of the enviromnental impacts 
of "Alternative C" do not support this criticism of 
the EIR approach. (See Variant 11 [EJR Hearing 
Proposal] and Variant 12 [Development 
Agreement Application] in XV.P. Alternatives 
autl Variants, pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26 and 
pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46, respectively.) 

Those additional variants involve a mix of 
residential, commercial and other uses which, 
while not identical to the basic Alternatives A, B 
or N, are nonetheless "bracketed" on both the 
high and low end of the spectrum by the amount 
of square footage per each use in the basic 
alternatives. The analyses of the proposed new 
c ~ ~ l l b i l l a t i ~ n ~  of land uses for each variant do not 
reveal that there would be new significant effects 
not discussed previously in the Draft EIR, or that 
significant effects previously examined would be 
substaritially more severe. 

This r e s ~ ~ l t  is not surprising considering that 
Variant 11 (EIR Hearing Proposal), referred to by 
one of the commenters as "Alternative C," closely 
parallels Alternative B and Variant 12  
(Development Agreement Application) closely 
resembles Alternative A. For example, the mix 
of land uses proposed by citizen groups in 
Variant 11 would result in 1,940 fewer residents 
and only 490 more jobs than Alternative B. (See 
Table XV.P.1 in XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
p.XV.P.7, for a comparison of the major 
attributes of Variant 11 compared to those of 
Alternatives A, B ant1 N at build-out [year 202Uj.) 

While these variations of the mix of uses 
proposed for the Project Area may reflect a 
dil'feretil emphasis in tenns of basic policy 
objectives, they do not yield significantly 
different environmentnl impacts. Thus, the 
Mission Bay EIR provides decisionmakers with 
sufficient information concerning the 
environmental consequences of a reasonable 
r.;mge of alternative development programs which 
Ineet the basic objectives of the project (e.g., "an 
implementable development plan fox a mixed-use 
Mission Bay Community.") 

Tlic (EIRj rai.res serious ni~tlzodological 
q~rcstioris !i~ltich uriderniirre the irrtcgrity of  the 
rcpor.t. Also, the 1e1,el of detail (much of it 
arbitrarily ui~l~leasarrt --  e,g., the "required" 
dcritolitiorr of Fire Station 30 iii Alterriative B)  
achic,i~ed irr del~elol,riient scertarios without basic 
facts in relatioil to tlie site or rlie co~isi~l~rotioir of 

basic relationships to the immediate urban 
emjironment belie the professional adequacy of 
the document. (Leigh Kienker) 

The commenter cites the demolition of Fire 
Station 30 in Alterrrative B as an arbitrary detail 
that undermines the integrity of the report. On 
the contrary, in order to demonstrate the range of 
possible environmental impacts (including 
impacts on historic resources) due to 
development of Mission Bay, it is appropriate 
that one of the Alternatives analyzed incorporate 
a development program in which the fire station 
would be demolished. That is an appropriate 
assumption for the analytical purposes of the 
EIR. It does not imply that the fire station 
necessarily would be demolished under any plan 
eventually agreed upon for Mission Bay. It 
siniply brackets the possibilities and highlights 
the fact that there is such a resource within the 
Project Area that could be lost unless provision 
was made to retain it. 

. . . The issue of time and bresity in the [EIR] 
process is one thing, but the kind of opportrmity 
arid obligation that you have in dealing with this 
huge project is one where I hope you can 
continue to weigh the effects on the commuriity 
versus the time frame o f  the development. (Nancy 
Nederhauser, Potrero League of Active 
Neighbors) 

We also believe that Santa Fe Pacific Realty 
Corporation should be given some flexibility in 
de~wloping the project, not just in the interest of 
fairness, but to encourage and enable the project 
to change as the con~munity's needs and ecoriottty 
changes. Without this ability, we don't see a 
truly ljiable project. It's impossible to second 
guess the City's needs over a span of 20 to 30 
years. And the del~eloper should rightly refuse to 
build anything it feels it can't market. (Gloria 
Van Winkle, Potrero Boosters arid Mercl~ants 
Associatiort) 

One task of the decision-makers considering 
Mission Bay will be to ensure that in the 
development agreement, flexibility allowing 
changes in context or economics to be considered 
over time is balanced with certainty that the 
City's needs are met. 



XV. Summay of Comments and Responses 
N. StadyApproachdApprovaJProcess 

Comment 

Yotr have with tlte Draft EIR an opportttnity 
really that is very rare, 300 acres, a project 
which undortbtedly is the largest one in sight. 
The EIR should really reflect something of that 
scope. The EIR should irt that respect be 
addressing, in a sense, how this project really 
meets and fits the needs of the City and to what 
eAtent it really impacts the overall picture c$ the 
City. 

The EIR sitorrld have alterrtath~es for that reason 
that may not have any popular support, yorr might 
say, but certainly very valid ones which have 
been mentiortcd irt the past. 

One, for esantple, wottld be the issue or the 
possibility of actually taking over the properties 
by eminent domain and the City proceeding on its 
owrt to really apply for all the zonirtg and ntassive 
plarr changes arid titer! proceeding with the 
dei~e1of)ntent. And then, of course, benefiting 
,porn the iulue that has been enltartced in the 
]>roperties through those legislative actiotts which 
orrly tlte City cart proidde, which might be of a 
niagrtitrtde of $5 billion. 

Arid mayhe irt that project, . . . they could do 
trtaybe all housirtg [or subsidize ntore housing 
through entinent domairt]. . . .That is an 
alternatiise tifat is rather frtndamcntal and not to 
be addressed irt that possibility which will create 
that kind of housing to nteet arid produce the 
impacts on the City v,itat is happening in 
terntinatiort o f  a housing crisis would be a rather 
serious oversight. . . . 

. . . Artd it's very interesting that we would have 
an EIR that would propose artd support 
a/ternatii!es which dort't go to the point where we 
irrclutfe that ntuch housirtg in the project, and 
then demonstrate that that u'ouid have a very 
bertcficial effect irt ternts of the intpact to the rest 
of our City irt ternts of the dentolitions and what 
hal)perts irr t/ie neighborhoods. (John Bardis) 

The Mission Bay EIR is one component of the 
overall public program established to adopt a plan 
for this major development opportunity site. The 
three Alternatives and 12 variants analyzed 
reflect the range of land use program possibilities 
identified during the public planning process that 
responds to SFP's stated desire to develop 
Mission Bay. The EIR must be responsive to that 
planning process by providing information on 
potential environmental impacts associated with 
the various progmm options being considered. 
Where impacts of those planning options are 

identified, it is the responsibility of the EIR to 
identify possible mitigation measures to reduce or 
eliminate them. 

The EIR does subject each of the Alternatives to 
an analysis of the employment and housing 
implications for the Mission Bay Project Area, 
the greater downtown area (referred to as 
"Downtown & Vicinity"), the City and the B?y 
Area region. It concludes that housing in 
Altetnatives A and B would meet the housing 
supply needs of Mission Bay employees. 
However, Alternative A would not provide a 
sufficient number of affordable units. In addition, 
under both Alternatives A and B, there would be 
some households containing Project Area workers 
with incomes below the levels needed to pay the 
affordable housing prices assumed in the 
analysis. Alternative N would not meet either 
supply or affordability needs of the project 
employees. 

The prospect of declaring eminent domain over 
the Project Area is not being contemplated. 
Sl~ould the City propose to exercise its powers of 
eminent domain to develop Mission Bay, that 
City-sponsored project would be subject to 
separate environmental review at that time. 

. . . I am actually going to compliment the EIR, 
which I [have] never been able to do in a decade 
of this. 

It's readable. It's understandohie. It clearly 
focuses on the issues. That's the good news. 

The bad news is some of the issues clearly ,focus, 
especially in terms of cumulative intpacts, at 
reallyfiightening implications. . . . 

What I would like the Planning Comniissiort to do 
when it looks at the Mission Bay EIR is not just 
look at the Mission Bay site specific impacts. 
This EIR is a wealth of information about the 
cumulatiije impacts that are goirtg to happen attd 
how nobody around the bay is really building 
affordable housing. You should start to develop 
policies and take actions on transit, 
transportation, and affordability for housing that 
address the cumulative intpacts, because that is 
the scary thing about the EIR. It's a warning. 
We are giving a ten-year warning on the year 
2000. Don't get lost in the site specific issues of 
this EIR. Take advantage of the information to 
start formttlating policies to address the 
cuntulative impacts of development in the City. 
(David Jones, Sun Franciscans for Reasonable 
Growth) 

XV.N.6 



XV. Smmary of Connmants and R e s p w  
N. Study Approach and Approval Process 

The EIR presents information on both cumulative 
and project-specific impacts of the Alternatives in 
2000 and 2020. Mitigation measures are also 
identified. Public decision-makers will corlsider 
all of this information, along with public 
testimony, in their deliberatiot~s on Mission Bay. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
STUDY APPROACH AND APPROVAL 

PROCESS 

The following staff-initiated revisions to the 
Mission Bay Draft EIR are made in the Study 
Approacli & Organizatio~i discussions in Volume 
One; ChapterIV. Study Approach and 
Orgatiization, in Volume Two; the Approval 
Process subchapter in Volume One; Chapter V. 
The ElR Allernatives and Approval Process, in 
Volunie Two; and Appendix A. The EIR 
Alternatives, in Volume Three. 

On p. 1.1, left-hand column, the first sentence 
under "Study Approach & Organization" is 
revised to state: 

- Tbe Mission Bay EIR analyzes three 
development Altemalives, and &f&z 
variants on t h w  Alternatives. 

On p. 1.2, left-hand column, the first three 
sentences under "Approval Process" iue deleted 
and replaced with the following: - 'Xbe Final W cansists of the revised Draft 

BIR (Volumes One h g h  Thrac) and the 
Summary of Comments and Respolnses 
(Volume Faun). The Find EUR requires 
ceaification by the City P M m g  
Cammission; no city appmvals for the project 
may occur until cerbilicillion takes place. 

Volume One - Chapter II. NigIlli&s & 
(lu_ckusions (Studv A p p r o a c M  

Organization) 

On p. 11.4, several changes are made to the first 
paragraph, left-hand column, under "Study 
Approach & Organization." The second sentence 

Together, the bevised Draft EIR (Volumes 
One h g h  'Ibree) and the Summary of 
Comments and Respouses (Volume Four) 
comprise the F i  W for Mission Bay. 

111 the sevenlh sentence of lliis paragraph, the 
nutiiber of variatits is changed, as follows: 

The Mission Bay EJR snaly7.m three 
development Alternatives, and !w&s 
variants on those Alternatives. 

In the right-hand column on p. 11.4, this change is 
made also in the next-to-last sentence: - Tbe EIR also analyz-~s, in less detail, 

variants of the Alternatives. 

The following new sentence is added to the end 
of this paragraph: 

- Together, the Alternatives and variants 
encompass the range of land uses raised for 
consideration in the Mission Bay planning 
process. 

Volann_Two3~hapter . . IV. Study Approach 
and Organ~zatlon 

The paragraph at the top of p. IV.3 is revised to 
state: 

- Chapter Vn. Variations on Alternatives, 
analyzes Q variants on the EIR Alternatives. 
The variants include: hausing under 
no-project conditions; retention of 
port-priority uses east of Tbini Street; 
rechsed overall housing densities; increased 
r W ,  commepcial, and community facilities; 
&e space on some port land; and higher 
heights for some housing north of the 
channel. Alrro discussed are the implications 
of pamitting office uses in S/LJ/RD space; 
varying the pacentage and size of mils in 
affordable housing; retain& the CalTrain 
station near its prasent location; and reduced 
seismic hazard Two alternative land nse 

are also considered: a o x q m d  
=!wac~alth . . on of c o m m u n i t ~  
&the _mblic hearinns on the MissiQ&Bay 
E ! E : a b - - l h _ e 4 e v e ~ - e U ~ - e 4 t  

is-deleted, and Ttie sixth sentence is deleted and VolumeOne - Chapte_rnnHiehlights & 
replaced with the following: Conclusions (Approval Process) 

- Volume Four snnun&xs and iesponds to On p. 11.24, the first paragraph under 
oral and written commmts on the Dr& EJR. "EIIvir~~netital Review, Master Plan Amend- 



xv. s-j of cotnm€nEs and Respoases 
N. Shdy Approach and Approval Proem 

ments, & Rezoning," which starts at the bottom 
of the left-hand column and continues in the top 
of the right-hand column, is deleted and replaced 
with the following: 

Four public hearings on the Draft EIR were 
held before the City Planning Commission, 
giving citizens a chance to a& questions and 
voice their concerns about the EJR. An 
additional hearing was held to w i v e  
comments on a Supplement to the Draft EIR 
that analyzed additional cumulative impacts 
associated with a proposed ballpark and 
arena. The Summary of Comments and 
R"p""s (Volume Four) contains respoases 
to all comments received and identifies text 
changes to the Draft and Supplemental BIR 
analyses as necessary. Together, the revised 
Draft W (Vohnnes One through 'Ibee) and 
Volume Four comprise the F i i  EIR f a  
Mission Bay. The Final EJR requires 
cedfkation by the City Planning 
Commission; no city apprmals for the p j e c t  
may occur until certification takes place. 

On p. 11.25, the last sentence in the partial 
paragraph at the top of the right-hand colurnt~ is 
revised to state: 

The Port of San Francisco would have 
demolition, site, building, and fm safety 
permit authority wer land &er iB . . JlmSdictiolL 

Volume Two&ha~te_~-Y. The EIR -. - - .. . - 
Alternatives and Approval  Prvcess 

On p. V.5, the next-to-last sentence in the partial 
paragraph at tlie top of the page is revised to state: 

Some readily displaceable non-maritime 
activities are assumed to be allowed, while 
resaving the option for a marine container 
terminal at Piers 32 to 64. 

On p. V.19, the last sentence of the second 
paragraph under "East of Third Street" is revised 
and three new sentences are added to the end of 
this paragraph, as follows: 

Over time, there would be some 
intensification of activity compared to current 
levels, but no new non-marim development 
of the scale envisioned west of T h i d  &L& 

m t h e ~  
ma&me development r e W  to c t i m ~  
EWXO i-.to1:_4- 
c x i a h ~ ~ l t o t h !  . . . 
south See pp. VLB.66-VLB.67 and VI.B.76- 

m.nfor4ksapmmofthe~ . . 
. . facaaaaffeclIqfaf t r remgn~ 

&vi@ m San Frimcho. See we V. 
for dexqtlm of the 

. . 4-V.5 
Port-ReLatedlM-2 4mi 

~ r n B & m m B a y & d & w m w n d t h e  
fawe son- 

&. 
A new sentence is added before the final sentence 
in the second paragraph under "Environmental 
Review, Master Plan Amendments and 
Rezoning" on p. V.40 and the final sentence is 
revised, as follows: 

U - _ B L ! ~ -  involving -m pmp!X@es& 
included in the .&el-! apeattent. or 
revlew of _oro-gam elemends a g w t  port a 

after cer(ification of the Final EEL 

On p. V.41, the first sentence of the first full 
paragraph is revised and a new sentence is added 
after it, as follows: 

The moiect could aaaLav as a Soecitic Plan 
d e i  &-en1 i:~deI&tipe_ii~.. The 
~ v i s l ~ m  &t ~Qlrrd - -nt&ve 

The last sentence in the paragraph under "Other 
City Permits and Approval Processes" on p. V.41 
is revised to state: 

The Port of San Francisco would have site, 
demolition, building and fire safety permit 
admi ty  wer lands within the Project Area 
in its ~ n s W o n  

. . . .  
(see Table VIA3, 

p. VLA.68). 

On p. V.44, note 171 is revised to state: 

/7/ Elements of the San Prancisco Master 
Plan would be reviewed for confonni~: in 
light nf the changes to the ~e_ntmL!!a&t 
P h  the DeDartment of City Plarmina would 
prepare any ‘other necessaj amen&ents 

r Plan elements to mamtam 
. . g€her Maste 

-Y. 

Yd&hre&gendix A. T h e  EIB 

At the bottom of p. XIV.A.13, a number shown in 
the "Age" column is revised and a note is added, 
as follows: 
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- Percent of Total 
Population in Age Category 

~ ~. mat would 5 e  bpL&- 

15-64 years 82% 
65-74years la[ 50% 

Ld-&~.~e.5.0%~f*~*tid5..  y - a  
and__o.~.L~~~*..itern._for~*~ 
population by age) is 65-74 veus of age. 





XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
0. Unavoidable Significant Environmenial Effects 

0. UNAVOIDABLE. SlGNII.'ICNr 
EN.VIKUNM-&AL. EI2FEC3S 

TIrc DEIR's discussiort of unal~oidable sigrtificant 
effects sl~ould iriclude a scctiort ort the impacts of 
tlre potential loss of a marine terminal in San 
Francisco in the context of the region as u 
n~hole. The designated two-berth corttainer 
facility at Piers 52-64 would require only two 
acres of Bay fill. To meet the demand for marine 
terntinals through the year 2010 and beyond, 
other sites will l ra~~e  to be developed for container 
curgoes. These sites will hase potentially greater 
fill requirernertts. Therefore, if Alternatii~es A or 
B are srlcctcd, an imai~oidable sigrtificant effect 
of the 1,r.c1ject would likely be more fill in. Sun 
Francisco Bay. This conrnterrt applies equally 
M ~ E I I  to Sectio~i IX (Tlte Relationship Between 
Local Short-tcrnt Uses of Man's Environment and 
the Maintertance artd Enltancenzent of Long-term 
Productil~ity) arrd Section X (Sigrrificant 
11-rel~ersible Chartges). Each of these sections 
shortld be revised to reflect this issue. (William 
Tra~fis,  Son Francisco Bay Conservatiort and 
1)ei~elolnnent Commissio~t) 

As discussed in Volume Two in the last 
paragraph on . p .  VII1.1 of Chapter VIII. 
Significant Env~ronmental Effects Which C.mnot 
Be Avoided If the Proposed Project Is 
Implemented, Alternatives A and B would 
preclude development of a container terminal on 
the piers adjacent to the Project Area. 
Alternatives A and B would result in insufficient 
backland area for new marine terminal facilities. 
That impact is identified as a potential 
unavoidable significant impact that would occur 
unless a land exchange or similar agreement is 
reached that would meet container handling 
capacity needs for the region. 

I11 light of a recent amendment to the Seaport 
Elan, this last paragraph on p. VIII.1 is amended 
to delete the final two sentences (the last sentence 
continues on p.VIII.2) and the followir~g two 
new paragraphs are added after it: 

la March 1989, the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) approved 
an amendment to the Seaport Plan. Subject to 
certain conditions, the amendment allows 
Piers 52 to 64 to be deleted as a designated 
Near-Tenn marine termiaal site, and newly 

designates an area between Piers 70 and 80 as 
a Near-Tam site. The conditions of this 
amendment require t h f  1) ownership of 
form- Western Pacific properrty at Warm 
Water Cove @elween Piers70 and 80) is 
transferred fmm Smta Fe Pacific Really 
Corporalion to the Port of San Francisco; and 
2) the Port and City deve1op a strategy, for 
approval by BCDC, that assures that 
poa-priority areas in the Pier70-80 area are 
reserved for Port pmposes, and tbat 
non-port-omed land needed for marine 
terminal use in that area is available to the 
Port. 

Until those conditions are saMed, the 
Seaport Plan amendment relains the 
designation of Pias 52 to 64 as a Near-Term 
marine terminal site and the area east of Third 
Street as a pon-priority area Therefore, the 
possibility for Mission Bay development 
lmda Altmmtives A and B to preclude 
c0nmine-r tenoiaal opponunities in San 
Francisco, adjacent to the Project Area, is 
inchled as a potential unavoidable 
signifsmt impact. 

On p. 11.1 14 of Volume One, the last sentence of 
the second listed item in the left-hand column is 
deleted and replaced with the following: 

- Subject to certain conditions, a 1989 
amendment to the Seapat Plan would allow a 
marine terminal site between Piers 70 and 80 
to &titate for the desigoated site at Piers 52 
to 64 at Mission Bay. However, until the 
conditions are fulfilled, the possibility that 
Mission Bay development under 
Altcnmtiws A and B could reduce conlaha 
terminal qprhmitie8 in San Francisco 
mains, and is included as a potential 
unavoidable signilkant impact. 

Adoption of the 1989 Seaport Plan amendment 
followed an evaluation by Manalytics, Jnc. for the 
Port of San Francisco of the comparative impacts 
of marine terminal configurations at the two 
waterfront locations./l/ The analysis, which 
examined backland acreage, number of berths 
(cargo capacity), amount of Bay fill required. and 
transportation access, concluded that the Wann 
Water Cove terminal location, when combined 
with other designated marine terminal sites in San 
Fr,ulcisco, would provide for San Francisco's 
marine terminal facilities as envisioned in the 
1982 Seaport Plan while requiring less dredging 
and Bay fill. BCDC staff concurred with this 
analysis and cited it in its January 13, 1989 staff 
report, which recommended the amendments that 
were adopted in March 1989. 
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For more information on the Seaport Plan ~.w:T~XLL~&@&QB.. . ~ ~ ~ I k ! . . a n d  
:in~entl~nent, see XV.A. Publi~, Pliins, Policies and 64_i,zid@enl IO che Prukt  Area) id an m a  
Pettnils. PD. XV.A.1 -XV.A.S & ~ e ! a L p i ~ U ! ~ M  in .& 

The change in land use associated with the 
project and the possible preclusion of future uses 
is discussed in Volume Two, Chapter IX. The 
Relationstlip Between Local Short-Term Uses of 
Man's Environment and the Maintenance and 
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity. 
However, the possible preclusion of a container 
terminal is not specifically addressed. The 
following is added at the end of the first 
paragraph on p. lX.l of Volume Two: 

In particular, housing and olher non-maritime 
uses east of Third S m t  under Alternatives A 
and B would preclude development of a 
container terminal on the piers adjacent to the 
Project Area and could interfae with 
long-term productive use of the Bay d e s s  
the exchange of a Near-Tam site designalim 
between Pien 52-64 and the area between 
Piers70 and 80, as -bed in the March 
1989 Seaport Plan amendment, werr: 
approved by BCDC. Such appwal. prwidwl 
a land exchange also took place and other 
required conditions wae met, would prwide 
a suitable substitote to meet regional 
container-hsnw needs. (For more detail 
on the Seaport Plan amendment, see the 
discussion in V I A  Public Plans. Policies and 
Permits b e g i i g  on p.VIAl9 [in this 
document, see pp. XV.A.1-XV.A.21.) 

The impacts of Alternatives A and B on the future 
development of a container terminal in the Project 
Area are addressed in Volume Two, Chapter X. 
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 
Which Would Be Involved in the Proposed 
Action Should It Be Implemented (see the second 
paragraph on p. X.l). In light of the recent 
Seaport Pl'ul amendment, however, that 
discussion is revised and three sentences are 
added. The second paragraph on p. X.l of 
Volume Two is revised to state in its entirety: 

Altanatives A and B would preclude 
long-term development of container trxminal 
uses east of Third Street ar?hao piers adjacent 
to the Pm&t h. AltemativesA and B 
would not povide sufficient backhad area 
for new tenminal facilities. While capital 
impmvements to impmve existing container- 
handling facilities at Piers80 IO % are 
planoed, those improvements would not 
replace entirely 
adjwent to the Pr0:jt Area W would be 
lost However. if the excJwme of a 

-== 
BCDC. c o l u a i l l e r ~ g  ved bv 

ses w d d  be located . . near Piers 70 and 

would not -in 
o (or the Bav Area =on). (For 

m ~ o n  regardma the 19 
S- see the 

- 
discusrsim in WVLQ 

Public Plans. Policies and Permits. begnun . . 
on p . W  [in this document, se! 
pp. XV.A.l-XV.A.21.) 

NoTEs - Unavoidable Signi t i i t  Emrironmental 
Effects 

/I/ Port of San Francisco, Marine Terminal Site 
Analysis, prepared by Manalytics, Inc., 
August 1988. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT 

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The following staff-initiated revisions are made 
to the Unavoidable Significant Environmental 
Effects discussions in Volume One of the 
Mission Bay Draft EIR. 

YolumnOne - Chapter I. Executive 
Summarv 

On p. L5, right-hand column, the second sentence 
in the paragraph under "Unavoidable Significant 
Environmental Effects" is revised to state: 

rmavoidable significant effects are 
identHied in the areas of: change in land use; 
foreclosing the option of marine containex 
facilities in the Project Area; cumulative 
aansportation congestion; cumulative air 
quality effects; expasure of more people to 
seismic hazards; and water quality impacts 
fmm dredging. 

l L ! & m % ~ ~ t e s  H, High&&?. 
onclwions (Unavoidable Slenlficant 

On p. II.114, right-hand column, the last sentence 
of the second listed item is changed to replace 
"the Alternatives" with "Mission Bay." As 
revised, this sentence states: 
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If more-stringent building siaodards were 
adopted for new wnstruction. Miasion Bay 
would be as safe as or safer tban other areas 
in San Francisco, &by reducing rish. 

In the next listed item it1 this colwnn, the first 
sentence is revised to state: 

Dredging in China Basin Channel 
&ernative A and disposal of the material at 
either an ocean or Bay (Wrely to be Alcatraz) 
disposal site could cause unavoidable 
potentially signififant impacts in the channel 
and at the disposal site by releasing 
con taminants into the water column. 
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P. ALTERNATIVES AND VARklIlTS 

N O  PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

In niost etii~ironmeiztal docitnzerits, a "No Build" 
altrr~iati~le is provided to show conditions, i f  the 
proposed project is not constructed. In this 
documerit the "No Build" alternatii~e (Alternative 
N) appears to assunie that a substantial amount 
of constructiori t~,ill still take place in the project 
area, with even more traffic growth than 
Alternatii~e B. This needs clarification, since it 
does not seem to nieet the usual rationale for 
proi~idirtg a "No Build" alternati~~e. (Gary 
Adams, Caltraris, District 4)  

The California Environmental Quality Act 
requires ElRs to consider a "No Project" 
Alternative. In the Mission Bay EIR, that is 
Alternative N. The Mission Bay project would 
involve, among other things, Master Plan 
revisions, rezoning and approval of a 
development agreement - all public actions. Jf 
such public actions were not undertaken (i.e., no 
project), it is certainly reasonable to assume that 
some kind of development would occur during 
the next 30 years under existing zoning and 
Master Plan policies for the Project Area. 
Alternative N represents one likely scenario that 
could be expected to occur in the future under the 
M-2 (Heavy industrial) zoning and Central 
Waterfront Plan policies for the Project Area. In 
addition, a variation on Alternative N that 
includes housing is analyzed as Variant 1 
(Housing Development), pp. VII.1-V1I.Y of 
Volume Two, ChapterVll. Variations on 
Alter~vatives. 

The "No Build" or "No Change" scenario 
interprets a No Project Alternative in its niost 
literal sense. As noted on p. V.16, in Volume 
Two, ChapterV. The EIR Altetnatives and 
Approval Process, by definition "No Build" is 
analyzed fully in the Setting discussions in 
Chapter VI. Environmental Setting, Impact and 
Mitigation, which outline existing conditions in 
the Project Area. 

PORT PRIORITY VARIANT 

It [the EIR] does not present a realistic study of a 
Missiorr Bay Dei~eloq)nierit plarrned so as to 
ericourcrge Port preservatiori and cspartsion. 

Beginning at page VII.10 the EIR presents a 
variant of Alternative B,  a variant ternted 
Port-Priority Reteo- that would reserve the 
lartd east of Third Street for maritime arid 
maritime-related uses. But the treatment of this 
variant is superficial and rather slapdash. It is 
regrettable that the EIR framers did not use this 
opportunity for a tlzoroughgoiiig study of the 
effects of Port expansion at China Basin. Such a 
study should test the impact of a three-berth 
contairrer terminal there, as well as that of the 
five berths called for in the Port's master plan. 
Also, a realistic Port preseri~atiort and expansion 
element should be presented as a variant of 
Alternati~~e A rather than Alternative B. The loss 
of about 1600 housing units east of Third in 
Alternatii~e A should be made up by additioiial 
housing construction west of Third, made feasible 
by a drastic cutback in oflce construction. The 
main point to be made here is that it is perfectly 
feasible to build Mission Bay and at the same 
time protect the Port. The spokesmen for 
SantaFe Pacific have acknowledged from the 
very beginning that i f  put to the task they would 
build their project entirely on larzds west of Third. 

The Waterfront Committee of San Francisco 
Tomorrowfinds the EIR to be unacceptable in its 
present form. (Jack Morrison, San Francisco 
Tomorrow) 

The EIR evaluates reservation of lands east of 
Third Street for port uses in Alternative N arid 
Variant 2 (Port-Priority Retention). 
Alternative N analyzes future maritime and other 
uses that are assumed to occur if the Mission Bay 
project is not built. Variant 2 considers 
port-related uses across Third Street from a 
development that is predotninantly housing. 
(Variant2 is described in Volwne Two, 
Chapter VII. Variations on Alternatives, 
pp. VII.10-VII.19.) In addition, analysis of a new 
variant has been added (see Variant 11 [EIR 
Hearing Proposal], pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26). 
Variant 11 would potentially reserve land east of 
Third Street for port-related uses. 

Were a variant based on Alternative A to have 
been considered, as suggested in the Comment, it 
too would have residential uses west of Third 
Street, as would be the case in Variants 2 and 11. 
There are Inany development programs possible 
on a site the size of Mission Bay. The EIR is not 
required to include all conceivable variations as 
long as the potential impacts of reasonable 
alternatives are considered. The EIR does 
consider both the continuation of existing types of 
uses and a marked change in use (housing) 
adjacent to port-priority uses. 
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This report is intended to cover impacts of a 
Mission Bay plan, one of which would be that a 
container terminal at Mission Bay may be 
precluded (see Volume Two, VLB. Land Use, 
Business Activity, and Employment, 
pp. VLB.lO1-VI.B.104 and VI.B.115-VI.B.117). 
Preparation of this EIR is not for the purposes of 
presenting a detailed analysis of future container 
terminal options on port land adjacent to the 
Project Area, although the possibility of such 
terminal development has been evaluated in the 
context of the Mission Bay planning process; the 
"Container Terminal Options" Special Study for 
Mission Bay, published in September 1986, 
evaluated a range of two-to-five berth container 
terminal options for Piers 48 to 64. 

In reserving all, or large portions of, the area east 
of Third Street for port-related use in 
Alternative N and Variants 2 and 11, the option 
for approving a plan based on this EIR that 
includes the potential for developing a marine 
terminal facility in Mission Bay is retained. 
Detailed impacts of alternative marine terminal 
plans and designs, however, would be subject to a 
separate environmental analysis if the Port of San 
Francisco were to pursue such development 
sometime in the future. 

It would be noted that, since publication of the 
Draft EIR, the San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission (BCDC) and the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
approved amendments to the B C D C W C  
Seaport Plan that would enable a land exchange 
involving Piers 52-64, under certain conditions, 
to develop marine terminal facilities between 
Piers 70 and 80 instead of adjacent to the Mission 
Bay Project Area. (See XV.A. Public Plans, 
Policies and Permits, pp. XV.A.1-XV.A.5.) It is 
not necessary for decision-makers to have a 
thorough-going assessment of various container 
terminal options in order to make an informed 
decision regarding Mission Bay. 

For further information, see the Responses on 
"Implications for Long-Range Port Planning and 
Develooment." in XV.B. Land Use. Business 
~c t iv i ty ,  and Employment, begihning on 
p. XV.B.22. 

COMMUNITY PLANS 

What rationale is used to explain how, when 
citizens' alternatives for development at 
Mission Bay existed at the time, did the Draft 
EIR's authors in the Planning Department choose 
to ignore these plans, choose to reinvent the 
wheel, iit tlte creation of several development 

scenario alternatives? Surely the taxpaying and 
voting citizens have equal standing with the 
project sponsor in the realm of imagining design 
possibilities, especially iit tlte context of a Draft 
Eni~ironmental Impact Report prepared by the 
City agency? 

. . . Either the authors were ignorant of these 
proposals, and thus were too poorly informed of 
the project given the responsibility for generating 
such a report, or a conscious decision was made 
to exclude the input of the public special interests 
of informed citizens to make way for the private 
special interests of the developer. . . . (Leigh 
Kienker) 

T l ~ e  two alternatives presented are not valid 
ranges of alternatives. Therefore, there is no 
real way to judge whether these alternatives are 
reasonable or whether there are enough 
alternatives. The Community plans offered real 
possible alternatives. 

First there was the Rockefeller plan. No one 
liked it. It disappeared. 

The next plan we got was the I.M. Pei plan. A 
world-renowned architect came in, brought us 
42-story high-rises, 11 million square feet of 
offices, 58,000 new jobs. I got that out of the 
press release of Mayor Feinstein's MOU [the 
Mayor's Letter]. I hadn't recalled there were 
58,000 jobs then. 

In April of '83,  the Clearinghouse organizations 
kind of got together and testified as a community, 
as the first public hearing where the developer 
was presenting that plan, and I overheard one of 
the developers' attorneys talking on the phone to 
Chicago arrd sayirrg: Our plan has been blown 
out of the water. 

That is sort of what happened. 

The SunFrancisco Examiner headline quotes 
"Jeers greet SP's plan for China Basirt." That 
about summed it up. 

So, where do we go nest? In August of '84, a 
memorandum of understanding was signed 
between Mayor Feinstein and tlte developer, arid 
this was negotiated without Clearinghouse 
members' input. The project was scaled dowm 
considerably from the original I.M. Pei scheme. 
It had only four million in ofjrice space and 
created only 21,000 jobs, and building heights 
were limited to eight stories. 

As a response to this, three members of the 
Clearinghouse developed community plans. I 
ltave furnished a copy to each Planning 
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Cornmissiorler, a packet. It's u 19-poge i~ackct, 
arrd it sltow's a corr~rrturrity plart called 
Missiorr Bay Garderts that Surf Francisco 
Tomorrow did. Tlrere is ortc ,from Potrero Hill 
League of Actise Neighbors, and anotlzer one 
frTlr~t Mission Creek Co~tseri~a~tcy. These were 
tlre plaris, for riew Plarrrtirig Contmissioriers, that 
the conrntitrrity del~elo~~ed oiler a lot of 
discussiorrs and oi~er some objections to the MOU 
/11ar1. 

Despite the esistence of these ttrree wortliy 
con~ntunity plans. the Feiristein MOU has 
rerrtairted the clriving ,force in the planning 
process over the last four years, artd that MOO is 
orte c$ the kind of preferred alternati~~es that we 
are still dealing witlz and alldressing in tlte 
curre~rt Draft EIR. 

D ~ r i r ~ g  the past ,four pears, we have Itad a lot of 
different tltings. We l t a ~ ~ e  had a proposal for. 
citizerrs' reiliew, had workshop cltarettes with tlre 
consirltartts. We had u ~ ~ e r  20 special stttdies to 
add re.^,^ some uf the ck:fciencies in t/ie citizens' 
rel~iew, pro1)osal. But rtorte of these proposals 
esaririrred the tltree corirtiruriity or citizen 
alterrratii~es that had beerr pr-eserited. So we sperrt 
fi)ur year-s kind of evaluating the MOU-based 
plan, which really doesn't seem to be that rjalid to 
me any more. 

The current Draft Eni~ironmental Impact 
docurncrrt still doesn't really give us the plan. We 
tltirik there is a plan out there somewhere because 
there are sortie dei~elopntertt agreenzertt 
negotiations going on during this process. But 
we dott't think this particular EIR shows us the 
project descriptiort that is the thirig that we really 
n~ould like to measure impacts agaittst arrd 
niitigarions against. 

As we started this review in 1988, we are really 
irr a d(fferent arerra now. We have a newf ntayor, 
a rrenl Planr~irig Comntissiori, a tiew Master Plari 
as a result of Prop M that Itas beerr compiled 
togetlzer artd rrow readily ai~ailable to the public 
irt orrc ~~olume.  I really ap~."'eciatc that. We have 
corrtirtuirig evidence of transpurlation problems 
tvhiclr have beer1 shown in the newspaper that it's 
affecting plarirririg irr the regiori. It's tlie No. I 
plartnirrg issue according to the League of Women 
Voters arrd ABAG that is affecting our broader 
coniniunity and the Bay Area. We have had new 
policies with respect to dmzolirions, affordable 
housing ol)1.>ortu1rities, job rreeds in the city. We 
halv a rrew awareness of  the to,xics problems in 
sellera1 parts of the City, irrcludirtg Missiort Bay 
and otlter places like Huriters Point tltat have 
come to the,forefrortt in the last corrple of  years. 

We have a mayor ~vho  talks about regional 
solirtions to problenu irr the State of the City 

address, and we have a mayor who will not give 
up ort Iiis stadium proposal, wlltich the voters 
hove repeatedly rejected and which I tltink all the 
members of the Clearinghouse would like to see 
disposed of so we could get on with deiwloping 
this project without ~vorrying what is  going to 
happert with the stadium or the areria proposal. 

Since the MOU alternati~~e four years ago -- it 's 
really not that valid --  artd the second alternative 
presented in the pla" [EIR] isn't really a 
representatil>e housirig, open space, 
neighborhood plan like our citizerts' ones, where 
does this leave us? How do we continue with the 
plarrrrirtg process? 

We'd like to propose that we go back artd look at 
those three contmuniry plans again. I think when 
I get down to reading tlte nitty-gritty in this 
document, I will take out the three cornnzurlity 
plans arid see Itow tltey stack up agairtst the two 
plans in the book and see what ntight be missing 
in the analysisfr.om tltat perspectiile. Tltat might 
be a useful thing ro do. (Regina Sneed, Mission 
Bay Clearinghouse and Sun Francisco Tomorrow,) 

In or before 1985, when the cnrrent phase of 
Mission Bay planning involving Santa Fe Realty 
Corporation was getting under way, several 
community groups prepared conceptual plans for 
the Project Area. The Department of City 
Planning's consultant design team considered 
those plans, as well as the Mayor's Letter (MOW) 
in drafting Bay Plan. Propas . . a u Q c  
Citizen Re* (see Volume Two, Chapter 111. 
Background and Area Description, 
pp. 111.4-111.5). They were also used to develop 
the Alternatives reviewed in the EIR. 

Alternative A is similar to the Mayor's Letter, but 
is based on the project sponsor's proposal as 
identified in their application for environmental 
evaluation. Alternative B is conceptual and is not 
identical to any of the community groups' plans, 
but key elements of the community groups' pl'ms 
were incorporated into it. Those elements are 
more housing and open space and the inclt~sion of 
wetlands. Therefore, the impacts of key elements 
of the community pl,ms are reviewed in the EIR. 

In addition to the three main Alternatives 
evaluated, the EIR scope was expanded to include 
ten variants. Analysis of variants enables the EIR 
to provide additional impact irlformation 
associated with, for example, retention of 
port-related land uses east of Third Strect (see 
Variant2 [Port-Priority Retention], pp. VII.10- 
V11,19 of Volume Two, Chapter VII. Variations 
on Alternatives), and varying the amount and size 
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of affordable housing units (see Variant 8 
[Variations in the Percentage of Affordable 
Housing and the Size of Affordable Units], 
pp. V11.47-V1I.51 of Volume Two). T l ~ e  EIR 
Alternatives, and most of the variants, were the 
subject of public discussion in meetings with 
coniniunity groups interested in Mission Bay; 
many of the variant analyses were included as a 
response to issues raised in those discussions. 

As part of public comments submitted during the 
Drall EIR conlment period, the Final EIR will be 
expanded to i~rclude an analysis of a new proposal 
for Mission Bay, submitted by a coalition of three 
citizen groups. The proposal, presented later in 
this section on pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26, is inclucied 
it1 the EIR as Variant 11 (ElR Hearing Proposal), 
and is ut~derstood by the Department lo represent 
the current consensus of several citizen 
organizations, many of which were involved in 
earlier community proposals for Mission Bay. 

In response to Comments regarding the absence 
of a Mission Bay "plan" evaluated in the ElR, see 
pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46, which presents an impact 
anitlysis of Variant 12 (Development Agreement 
Application). That land use progratn reflects the 
current Mission Bay "plan," as of May 1989. 

The scope and organization of the EIR has been 
structured to accommodate changes and 
refinements in a fluid planning process, in order 
to provide the relevant impact analysis 
inforn~aliun. 

EIR HEARING PROPOSAL 

. . . [ T l h e P R  ignores at least one reasonable 
aterrratie irt ,failor of alternath~e B, which 
al)l~eai.s to b e  infeasible, based oil what is 
prrblicl)~ kriou~ri of Sarita Fe's objecth~es, as well 
as el!eri tlte EIR's et tereal description of the 
project j"l t l i ,~cd-use")~ &e EIR also omits ail 
alterrtati~~e which is coiisistent with the 
requirentertt of the Recreatiorr and Open Space 
Eleriierrt of the Master Plart that the City increase 
its ol~ert sl~acc aweage aboi~e the existing 
5.5 acres per thousarrd residerits. Assuming the 
rtrirriiirurrt irtcrease, to 6 acres per tliousand 
resiflcrtts, alter.itatii~e A corttairrs tifly about 57% 
of the reqrrired opcri  ace.^ Alterrratii~e B 
conrairts 10,000 holtsing itrtits arid 94.1 acres of 
o r  space. Usirig the sante i-atios, this 
pop~rlatioit u'ottld reqtrire I26 acres of open 
space. $lrer.rrati~~e B s l t l~~~l ies  orrly 75% of this 
oiirotrrit. Tltc ortl)r altcrrrcrti~~e that is !tot 
( a t r c t t t l )  01)crt sl)ace deficierrt is N,  which 

essentially calls for no new /rousing. However rio 
new housing is  not an acceptable alterrtatii~e. 

Thus, a balanced, mixed-use alternatiiv which is 
both geiierally withirt the project objectii~es, 
reasonable, and feasible, and nor sttbstantially 
open space deficient, is absent ?om the EIR. As 
a result the EIR does not fully inform the public 
as to the outer par.ameters of the possible 
dei~elopmeiit programs, and does not describe the 
impacts of all reasonable deilelopntent programs. 
(Zaclt Co~van, Mission Creek Conservancy, 
Sierra Club, Sun Francisco Tomorrow) 

' 1  refer ro rhe "cirizens' altevnative" (Irereafrer alrer.native 
"C") [variant], subr~rirred by a consortirriir of housing, open 
space, environnrental, neigltborlzoodand oilzer. gror<ps. 

' ~ l r i s  is nor to say tltar alternorive B is nor a ntarked 
insproven~enr in some respecrs over alrernarivesA and N ,  
althor<gh it renrains deficient in rernrs of open space. 

3 ~ l t e r . n a i i v ~ ~  contains 7700 ~nirs  of horsing and 55.3 owes 
of open space. Assunling 2.1 residents per unit, this 
populaiion would require 97.02 acres of open space. 

4 ~ l t e r n a t i v e ~  also shows rltree rather sntall n~ellonds. This 
raises rlte question of n~lreilter such n~itrrrte wetlands are 
biologically feasible. The background sttrdy prepared for the 
deprlntent of City Planning n,lriclr addressed rhis issue. 
indical~d tl~al sttch s111a11 n,ellands wor<ki @ be feasible. 
Tltis issne needs to be clarified. 

Most significarrtly, the Waterfront Committee 
rtoted irt its i~arious presentations that the EIR 
review is being conducted in a vacuum. Neither 
the public or i?eighborhood principals know the 
actual shape of the project. Negotiations between 
the City, the Planiting Commission and Santa Fe 
Realty Company have been closed to outside view 
for far too marly months. 

At its November8 meeting the Waterfront 
Committee of the Boosters had an informal i~isit 
from Santa Fe Project Manager 
James Augustirto. Mr. Augustiito participated in 
a question and arlswer session wit11 the 
Contmittee. Wltile Augustirto cot~ld not reveal 
details of the closed door project negotiations, he 
did express concern over the possibility of 
includirrg tlte so-called Citizens Irtitiariije C as 
part of the EIR process. 

Citizens Initiatiije C is the result of work by a 
coalitiort of neighborhood groups, includirrg the 
Boosters. This new initiative will be present in 
the near future and cottll become yet airotlter 
alternatii~e that would have to go through rhe,full 
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review process. Tlro-e is general agreement 
arrrorrg Waterflorit Committee niernbers tltat while 
i~iiticrtii~e C ,  or ntodifications tliereof migltt well 
bc iricluded irc the planning process, it 
('Alterriatii~e C') does not belorig in the EIR 
process. Ariotlier year of EIR review artd 
henrirrgs - esl~ecially if rto project has been 
disclosed to bring structure to the discussiorrs - 
it!oulrl he countcrlrroductii~e. (A,-den Smith, 
Potrero Boostcr.~ artd Merckntits as so cia ti or^) 

We ask that the illustratii~e p1a11 [variant] receive 
sufficie~tr arialysis in this eriilironniental review 
process to allow it to be al)proi~ed as the 
preferred project i f  tlte Cit)) decisiort makers 
deeni it to be. . . . 

. . . We u~a~ i t  to urge you to ask that this wetland 
alternati~~e [iri tlzis ilariant] be looked at in terms 
of its feasibilig~ by the wetlands esycrt arrd 
hydrologist who rei~iewed the preilious 
prol~osals. (Ruth Gra~~ariis, Mission Bay 
Clcaringltouse) 

Tltere is a solririori to tltis problem tltat shortld be 
strdied, nor the urirealistically clense Alterrrati~~e 
B tlrat rtiariagcs to daniage the Port in pro~dding 
liousing, (rut orfe that Missiori Bay Clcari~r.ghouse 
has bee11 uyqirrg ,for years --  reduce office space 
north of the cltarrrrel, replace it wit11 hoiisirrg, 
renlolle 1iorising.fiorii east of Tliird Street where it 
u~ill cltoke off the Port arid industrial use, lower 
lrousirrg deusity tlrroughout tlte project to intpro~je 
affordability and livability -- arid density in itself 
is a topic that should be discussed. (Ira 
Kurlander, San Francisco Tomorrow) 

The opporturrities (demand) for employmerrt will 
be deterntined by n~ltar zoning is allowed in 
Mission Bay. None of the Alternathles are 
accclrtable without sigriificanr combirtatiort 
andlor ~lariatiori. Tltc type(s) of entl11o))rnerrt that 
n~ill be of greater benefit to Sat! Frartcisco 
resid~lits and a dii~ersity of jobs must be the 
restilt of what yorr a1~proi~c Uritil you have a 
plati wltich outlines and idetttifi'es tl~ose exact 
figur-es, it is intpussible to make any 
reconmtertdation. (.lint Firtlr, Missior~ Bay 
Cleorirrgltorrse) 

Tlte differelice between B arid A, I mean, it's so 
great that you don't take B set-iously. I think an 
in-between alterrrath~e tltat the citizeris are more 
likely to support ~~orrltl sliow tlte difference in 
en~~ironmental impacts and economic and 
housing impacts. So I hope you will conte up with 
that kind of a11 alternati~~e. 

I think it is not ccrlifiable without it. 
(Presiderit Bicrman) 

I would agree . . . that I arn rrot totally lta1)lry with 
tlre alterriarive sectiorr, artd tliat I tlrirrk it was 
i~er-y creative to come up with two alter-natii~es 
and ten variants. U~zfortunately, with a project of 
tltis size, there may be 30 or 40 other variants or 
maybe four or f i i~e  other alternati~les artd 15 otlter 
i~ariarrts you want to do. I mean, you can do it 
endlessly. 

But I tltink i~alid conimti~tity-based proposals that 
Itai~e widespread szcpport deserve to be arlalyzed 
as an alternariile on their own because I think it's 
going to be important in the final decision- 
niaking process. (Cornmissiorrer Engmartn) 

I understand that there are some groups that have 
~~roposed plans for Mission Bay that are different 
than AIternatil~e.4, B, or N in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, and it may be 
appropriate for us to etpaluate those as  to 
deternzirte tlte erzvironmental impact of tltese 
other plans that have been proposed by 
comn~unity groups. (Commissioner Morales) 

Tlte Drafr EIR has examined in detail current 
uses west of Tltird St. and proilided excellent 
descriptions of business acrivities that tltey 
surileyed in rrearby areas. The data on earnings 
arid the relationship to ai~ailable jobs offers a 
berrcltmark orr whiclt to cortsider future 
eritploymertt opportunities. . . . 
[On] p [VI.]B.23 [tlte EIR states:] "A strong 
retail sector as well as converttion arid tourism 
activity also supported growth in the down tow^ 
& Vicinity; cultural and performing arts activity 
shared in the expansion of the 1970's. 
Employment growth in all of those sectors was 
offset [somewhat] by employment decline irr older 
industrial, distribution and service establislt- 
nzents remainirzg in the Downtown & Vicinity." 

Retail and performing arts continue to provide 
entployment opportunities and offer vitality to the 
neighborhoods they occupy. . . . 

[On] p. [VI.]B.34/35 [tlre EIR states:] 
"Employment in manufacturing and maritime 
sectors has declirred as large facilities have 
closed or- cut back on work. The contirlued 
presence of transportation and distribrition 
establishments and some maritime sales and 
senlice operations, in addition to growing activity 
of small manufacturers and artisans, has offset 
some of this decline." 

Tltere is a market for employment otlier than 
office now in the Mission Bay area which should 
be encouraged to stay not move. (Jim Firth, 
Mission Bay Clearinghouse) 
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[On] p. [VI.]B.42 [the EIR states:] "Botlt retail 
trade artd hotel have the higltest ~?ercentages in 
the lowest wage categories, . . ." 

Providirrg space for a Iiorel in Missiort Bay is 
ettcouraging the cotttinuatiort of low yayittg jobs 
in art area where tltc potential for greater 
average earningpower esists. . . . 

[On] p. [VI.[B.85 [the EIR states:] "Alternati~~e 
A.  The higher-wage categories show the greatest 
l~wcentage increase in eml~loyment while the 
middle and lower wage categories show tlte 
largest ttunterical irtcrease." 

(0111 p. [VI.]B.S7 [the EIR states:] "The pattertt 
,for wages arid salaries artd cornntensurafe skill, 
edrrcatiorr artd esllerience requiremerits for jobs 
irt tlte Project Area [under Alterrtatii~e B] would 
be sirttilar to that for Alternatiile A.  

"Alterttati~~c N .  A relatii~ely large number of jobs 
irt busirtesses similar to those trow operatirrg in 
the Project Area (Purt-RelatedlM-2) pllis an 
increase due to new businesses results in tlte 
relati~~cly large number of crafts, operatives and 
other jobs. There would be more jobs in those 
occupations urrder Alternative N than urrder 
Alrer~iatii~e A ,  eveti though there worild be more 
total jobs under Alterttatii~e A," 

Another policy questiort presents itself with no 
plart to judge its effects agairrst. Do we want a 
lot o f  l o u ~  paid workers in Missiori Bay or nor so 
rttarty better paid? (.lint Firth, Missiorr Bay 
Cleari~igltouse) 

[On] p. [VI.]B.57 [the EIR states:] "The ongoing 
yatterrt of declirie in those actiilities 
(Distribution) in the area (South of Marker) is 
e,rpccted to continue." 

The South of Market Plari being considered by the 
SF Plantting Commission attempts to curtail the 
exodus of support services from the South of 
Marker. San Francisco can suljport the service 
arid disrributiort irtdustries by encouraging their 
presence in a significarit way in Missiort Bay. 
(Jim Firth, Mission Bay Clearinghouse) 

[011] p. [VI.]B.65 [the EIR states:] "Nearby 
Ittdustrial Areas. There is sor~te poteritial for 
strertgthening the City's industriallmanufactriring 
base . . . those activities irtclude: printittg, 
yhotograplry and I-elated activities, creatii~e arts 
workshops, filnt and video production, al~parel 
design and nianufacruring, custom furnishings 
matitifacturing, artd food [lrodrtcriolt." 

[Otr] p. [Vl.]B.66 [the EIR states:] "Wltolesale 
and distribution activities that are elcpected to 

grow ittclrrde tltose related to interior decorating 
and furnishings, those serving the downtown 
market (office machines, paper products, etc.), 
and those serving the retail and food service 
industries tltroughout the City." 

There is no reason given the amount of expected 
growth in the above mentioned activities that 
Mission Bay not be considered as a land resource 
for all of the activities mentioned above and 
more. There is a better chance of it Itappetiing 
there than irr the South of Market. (Jim Firth, 
Mission Bay Clearinghouse) 

In light of the level of public interest and 
Comments received, this Response consists of 
additional environmental impact analysis of a 
land use program submitted by a coalition of 
citizens groups. Because the land use program 
falls within the range established in 
Alternatives A, B and N as evaluated in the Draft 
EIR, this new proposal is analyzed as a variant, 
drawing from the detailed and comprehensive 
information already generated for the 
Alternatives. (It should be noted that the 
Alternatives themselves were subject to citizen 
review, comment and revisions as part of public 
scoping meetings held before preparation of the 
Draft EJR.) The emphasis of the analyses is to 
highlight where potential impacts of the variant 
differ from those addressed for the Alternatives. 
Table XV.P.1 compares the major attributes (i.e., 
housing, residents, employment, and open space) 
of the variant with the three EIR Alternatives. 
Table XV.P.2, on p. XV.P.8, shows I'and area and 
building space under the variant by I'uld use. 
Table XV.P.3, on p. XV.P.9, cornpares the types 
and amount of employment projected for the 
variant with that projected for the Alternatives. 

This new variant, Variant 11 (EIR Hearing 
Proposal), is added to Chapter VII. Variations on 
Alternatives, after the second full paragraph on 
p. VI11.56 of Volume Two, to precede the notes. 
In keeping with the format of this Summary of 
Comments and Responses for additions to and 
changes in the EJR, Variant 11 appears on the 
following pages in boldface type; because of its 
length, however, it is not indented as are other 
EIR additions and changes throughout Volume 
Four. (Tables XV.P.l-XV.P.3 are presented for 
information and comparison, and are not added to 
Chapter VII.) 

(The rejection of an alternative that provides 
more open space per resident than Alternative A 
or B is discussed in XV.D. Community Services 
and Infrasuucture, pp. XV.D.5-XV.D.6.) 
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TABLEXV.P.1: MAJOR ATTRIBUTES OF VARIANT 11 COMPARED TO THOSE OF 
ALTERNATIVES A, B, AND N, BUILD-OUT/2020 

Housing (Units)/a/ 

Residents (Persons) 

Employment (Jobs) 

Open Space (Acres) 
Active 
Passive 
Wetlands 
China Basin Channel 

TOTAL ACRES 

&LA A L B  &t,J$ Variant 11 

7,720 10,020 20 8,520 

/a/ Includes 20 existing houseboats that would be retained in all cases. 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc. and Recht Hausrath & Associates. 

Tbe distribution of land uses in thig variant i s  
most clarely related to Altamtive B's land use 
distribution west of Third Street. It has about 
10% more jobs I~~JJ AltemativeB, and the 
amount of housing pmvided would fall between 
the amounts in AltemaIives A and B. Port uses 
and open space are included east of Third Street 
in place of housing with the mtention of 
preserving the option of port development at 
Wrission Bay. (Impacts of locating port-related 
uses east of Thinl Street also are evaluated in 
Variant 2 Port-Priority Retention, p. VILIO.) 
I&? land use plan and program for the variant are 
shown in ElgureWl.8 (shown in this volume on 
p. XV.P.10). 

Tlte variant places more emphasis on "aaFordable" 
housing than do EIR Alternatives A and B; 50% 
of the housing units would be "affordable" under 
the variant, rather than 30% under Alternatives A 
and B. At least one-half of the units would he 
"family-sized" d t s  (two bedrooms or more). 
While not precluded under AltemariVesA or B, 
thig variant specifically includes 200 livelwork 
units which would provide c o m b ' i  living and 
working space for artists or crafts workers. 

I&? variant provides about the same amount of 
open space as does AltemtiveB, and iacledes 
one 20- wetland along the Bay ahore. Open 
space wauld prwide a variety of active as weU as 
passive recreation areas, and features such as 
community gardens and recreation centers. An 
indoor, 0Iympii~ized swimming pool and 
gymnasium could be included near the Sixth 
S m  intaehasge. 

Space for a wida variety of community and 
cultural faciities would be pmvided by the 
variant than by AllanstivesA and B. 
Community and cultural facilities in the variant 
would include publicly owned rises similar to 
those defined as community facilities in 
Altemalives A aad B, as well as privately owned 
facilities such as U?a~Iers, child care centers, and 
art gaUerie8. Such use would not be precluded in 
AlteraaIives A aad B. Community facilities in 
the variant conEd include a library, senior center, 
health center, recycling center, school, fire and 
police facilities, MUNI yard, and the existing 
pump station. The r&abiJitated fire station at the 
intersection of Third, Fonnh and Mission Rock 
Streets and at the northeast comer of Third and 
16th Streets would be used for community 
facilities. 

No &ce buildings are propwed in the variant* 
A 4OO-mnn hotel would be located in the 
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TABLE XV.P.2: VARIANT 11 LAND AREA AND BUILDING SPACE BY USE, BUILD-OUT/2020 

Land Use 

Light Industrial / Research & 
Development 

Service/Commercial (below 
residential) 

Retail (below residential) 
Hotel 
Port-Relatedhl-2 

~ o w b e n s i t ~  (LDR) 
Medium Density (MDR) 
Medium-Hiah Densitv (MHDR) 
High ~ e n s i 6  (HDR) 
LivelWork 
TOTAL HOUSING 

Community and Cultural Facilities 
Open Space 

Active 
Passive 
Wetlands 
China Basin Channel 
TOTAL OPEN SPACE 

CalTrain Right-of-way 
Pump Station 
Streets and Infrastructure 
Houseboats 
Pleasure Craft 

Land Area 
(acres, unless 
~therwise noted) 

11.5 
1.5 

74.3 
20 (berths) 
35 (berths) 

Building Space 
(sq. ft. unless 
otherwise noted) 

- - - . - - -  
400 (rooms) 

434,700 /b/ 

2,460 (units) 
1,040 (units) 
2,220 (units) 
2,580 (units) 
200 (units) 
8,500 (units) 

N A 
20 (units) 

NA - Not applicable. 

/a/ These would be ground-floor uses in residential buildings; land area is included in housing totals. 
/b/ Building space includes Esprit and other existing buildings in the Port/M-2 area in the southeastern 

portion of the Project Area (93,400 sq. ft.). The same or similar uses are assumed to remain in that 
area under the variant. 

/c/ Free-standing community ar~d cultural lacilities only; community and cultural facilities would also 
be located on the ground floor of some residential buildings. 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Itic. 
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TABLE XV.P.3: MISSION BAY EMPLOYMENT BY USE, VARIANT 11 AND ALTERNATIVES, 
BUILD-OUTl2020 

Variant 11 

Retail 
Hotel 
M-2 Industrial 
Port-Related/M-2 
tIousina-Related 
~ o r n l n ~ h i t ~  Facilities/c/ 

:lnd Open Space 
Pump Station and 

CalTrain Station 
Building Mainten:~tlce / 

Security /Parking 
Live/Work/b/ 

TOTAL 

N A  - Not applicable 

/a/ No office development is proposed under Variant 11. The variant provides for Light Industrial / 
Research arltl Developtnent (LIIRD) uses, sinlilar lo the Service / Light Industrial / Research and 
Development (S/LI/RD) uses in Alterllalives A and B. 

/b/ The variant proposes a Service/Commercial use that would provide space for a mix of services 
(e.g.. financial, personal, and small-scale professional, medical, commercial, and business) and 
neighborhood retail. The viwiant also includes a live/work use that would provide space for artists 
or crilfts workers. 

/c/ 111 Variant 11, this category is expanded to include cultural facilities. 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc. and Recht Hausrath & Associates, Inc. 

northern portion of tbe "banana triangle" adjacent 
to IUIR. Tbe vaxiant would v i d e  mom retail 
space rhan AItemtivesA or B would (about 
twice as much retail space as that in 
Alternative A and about two-thirds more r r t d  
space than that in NternativeB). Most of the 
retail space wo~dd be located on the ground floor 
of residential buildings. lhere would be a 
corridor of relail uses along Long Bridge SLreet, 
parallel to and west of IXrd S a t .  Thc retail 
space wvuld consist primarily of shops, stores, 
and eating and drinking places as found along a 
typical neighborhood commercial sheet. A 
supermarket could be developed at the 
intersection of 16th and 7b id  Sweets. 

intmduces a new specific use category, 
SewicelCommercial. 

ServicelCommercial space would be located on 
the ground floor of residential suuctures, 
priaarily along major sweets (e.g., Towmend and 
Tbird Sheets). Tbe mixed-use buildings 
providing Service/Commercial space would be of 
relatively highquality construction with attention 
to design and amenities. Parking genaally would 
be incorporated in the structure. 

Se~ice/Commacial would be flexible space, 
able to accommodate a variety of types of 
businesses. The space generally would be 
designed to accommodate smaller users. The 
types of businesses likely to locate in 
Scwice/Commercial space are as follows: 

The variant provides space for Light Industrial I 
Research and Development ( L W )  uses, similar 
to the S/LJIRD uses in Ntematives A and B, and 



--- MISSION BAY BOUNDARY 

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL I RESEARCH AND PORT-RELATED I M-2 
DEVELOPMENT lLllRDI . . 

HOUSING 
SERVICE AND COMMERCIAL (Ground Floor) 

LIVEIWORK 
RETAIL (Ground Floor) 

HOTEL 

COMMUNITY AND CULTURAL 
FACILITIES 

COMMUNIN AND CULTURAL 
FACILITIES (GmLnd Floor) 

OPEN SPACE (Parkland. Wetlands) 

RAIL AND EXISTING PUMP STATION 

Mission Bay 

SOURCE: EnvironrnentaJ Science Associates. Inc. 

FIGURE V11.8 1 
EIR HEARING PROPOSAL 

(ALTERNATIVE B) 
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Small proressional service firms such as 
architechmd, enginem@, and other 
consultant service firms, design firms. 
advertising agencies, and public relations 
compgnies; 
Business services firms such as 
data-pmassiog. -*-b.Tg and 
personnel agencies, branch anks, travel 
agencies, real estate agencies, and insurance 
agencies; 
Administrative mppoR offices for small 
mmdachtring, publishing, and distribution 

estimated to accommodate about l,%0 jobs in a 
mix of small a c e ,  retail, and commercial 
businesses. Retail and LURD are the other major 
employment categories. 

The variant would preserve some port-related 
jobs that would be eljminaIed by Alternatives A 
and B. It would also provide hotel employment 
similar to Alternative A, employment that would 
not be pWiM in AltemativesB or N. The 
amount of employment associated with 
community facilities, open space, and building 

companies, d bde asso6iations; maintena&e/seclrrity/pa&ng would be similar to 
- ~epioduction and printing shops; the amount in A l t e d v e  B. In addition, the 
- Oftice s m l v  and eaoimnent sales and renair variant would movide an estimated 350 iobs io a 

* r  - . * . 
shops; 
Communications and delivery busimesses; 
Home impovement, hardware, and building 
materials rmpplim; and 
Retail, enleminment, and eating and drinbing 
establishments oriented to a broad mariret 
luea. 

T k m  would be some diEfmmces between the 
types of Service/C?ommacial activities wnh and 
south of the channel. Most ServicdCommercial 
space north of the channel is mety to be occupied 
by office-type activities. Sonth of the charmel, 
there would be. a grwuer mix of small office uses, 
commercial services and retail activities. 

The 20 houseboat berths and 35 pleasure-craft 
berth in Cbha Basin Charmel would remain As 
in the ELR Alternatives, the 1-280 stub and P o d  
Street off-ramp would be removed and the 
interchange recoofigured to provide on- and 
off-ramp at King Street near Suth Street. 

CalTraia would follow its p-t route, but 
would gradually descend below grade, from north 
of 16thStreet to about Seventh and Hooper 
Streets; from them it ' would continue 
underground. The route would lie beneath King 
Street. The existing CalTrain station would be 
replaced by an underground station between 
T h i i  and Folntb Sueets. MNNI Mehu would 
foUow the same conidor above ground along 
King S m t  west to the MUM yard near Seventh 
and Charmel Streets. 

Outside the Project Area, the wetland park would 
require consbuction of a bridge carrying China 
Basin Street over the comection between the Bay 
and the proposed wetIand. 

The variant is most similar to Altaaative B in 
t e r n  of total employment. Total employment 
would be about 6;100jobs, 8% more than that in 
AlternativeB and 73% less than that in 
Alternative A. The most employment in the 
variant would be associated wilb the Senrice1 
Commercial land use category. This space is 

new livdwort iand use category. 
< 

The number of housing units in the variant falls 
between the n u m b  of units in AlternativesA 
and B (about 800 [lo%] more units than in 
Alternative A and 1,500 [la%] fewer units than 
in Altanative B). The number of households 
would fall similarly in between Alternatives A 
and B. 

PUBLIC PLANS AND POLICIES 

With its emphasis on Port-Related I M-2 uses e a t  
of Third Street and mixed-use development west 
of Third Street, the varia~U would be more 
responsive to existing plaas and policies 
applicable to Mission Bay than would 
Altanatives A or B. The City's Cenbral 
Waterfmnt Plan, the Port's Conceptual Uaritime 
Master Plan for the Southem Waterfiwnt, and the 
regional Seaport Plan encourage the maintenance 
or expansion of maritime uses east of m u d  Street 
in Mission Bay. Port-related uses east of Third 
Street are consistent with those policies. The 
variant is intended to preserve the option for a 
fuhue container terminal at Mission Bay, 
consistent with Mehvpolitan Transportation 
Commission M C )  and San Francisco Bay 
Coas~yation and Development Commission 
PCDC) policies.ff1 

It is pmpwed that the wetland park located witbin 
the BCDC Port Priority Aria undd be removed at 
some later time to allow for future port 
expansion, if necessary. As with Alternative B, 
however, the wetlaads, once developed, would 
come d r  BCDC permit jutisdiction. BCMJ 
a p a l  would be. needed for filling the 
wdands. However. BCDC policy discourages 
filling of wetlands; that, as well as public 
reaction, wuld make it d i f6d t  to remove the 
wetland park once established. 

As noted on p. VlA. 58, BCDC policies cover 
port activities, public access to the Bay, and 
wetlands creation and maintenance along the 
Bay. Both the port uses and wetland area would 
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be responsive to BCDC policies; the priorily 
between these uses would be a BCDC policy 
decision. 

San Francisco's Central WatemOnt Plan calls for 
a mixed-use residential neighhohood west of 
Third Street, and port-related uses east of Third 
Street. The variant generally would be consistent 
with the objectives of the plaa 

LAND USE, BUSINESS ACTIVJTY, AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

Land Use Chmhxkticg 

The variant represents a chsnge in the land use 
character of the Project Area commamuate with 
the change r e p m t e d  by Alternatives A and B 
(see pp. VI.B.81-VI.B.83). The magnihlde of 
development under the variant could be absofbd 
by 2020. The Service/Commercial and retail 
space would generally be oriented to smaller 
space-users than would the S/L4RD or offiie 
space in Alternatives A, B, and N. Consequently, 
it would be occupied in smaller increments and 
occupancy might p e e d  more gradually. Poll 
occupancy of the large amount of retail space 
would not occur until the mmu~mding residential 
blocks were well-established. 

As described below in the analysis of retail 
activity, the amount of retail space in the variant 
is large. Consequently, othm uses could fill in 
gnwl-floor retail space that was not yet 
absorkd. Public facilities such as a library, 
community centa, s&or center, health clinic. 
and art gallery or other exbibit space would be 
suitable substitute uses. They would be in 
addition to the buildiag floor areas pemanently 
desigaated for community and cultural activities 
in the variant. 

I~!ications for emp,Iomnt.& Job 
Oppor?unities in MissionBay 

The amount of employment in the Project Ares 
under the variant would be relatively small, about 
6,700 jobs, similar to the total under 
Alternative B (about 6,200 jobs). The mix of 
types of busiisses and jobs m the Project Area 
would be Merent, however (see pp.VI.B.83- 
M.B.88). 

In terms of occupations, wagelsalary categories, 
and eanoings and skill levels, Mission Bay jobs 
under the variant would be most similar to jobs 
unda Altaaative B. The variant would have 
p q m t h a l l y  more jobs in sales and service 
occupations than any of the Alternatives, 
reflecling the relatively large amount of retail and 

other gmood-fkm c m m i a l  space as well as 
the hotel in this land use program. As a rwrult, 
there also would be a higher pmxntage of jobs in 
the lower wag4salary categories. The 
wagelsalary distribution reflects the relatively 
high puportion of part-time positions in retail 
In& and the relatively high 
entry-level qpahdt ied  in 
service busiaeam. 

The share of jobs in the pmfessional/technical 
occupations would be about the same as in the 
Alternatives, doe to the &nqmd- of small 
@e~~ional and other l m s i i s  service Ofltices 
expected to locate in SemWCommercial space, 
m l y  north of the chamel. Tbe share of 
-gWad  ' ' 've and clerical jobs would 
be lower than under A l t d v e s  A. B, and N, 
reflecting the absence of a large office complex in 
the variant Tbe shsre ofjobs in crafur, qpaatives 
and Omex occupations would be lower than in any 
of the Alternatives. Under the variant, the number 
ofjobs in the Project Area in tbiT megory would 
be about the same as in 1985; there would be less 
growth than expected under Alternatives A and 
N.batthejobopportunitiesofthis typewouldnot 
decline over lime as expected under Altemative B. 

Over the course of the development period, the 
mrmber of amstmction jobs generated would be 
similar to the number m Alternative B (9900 
penion-years, see pp. VI.B.88-W.B.90). There 
would be somewhat more with the variant 
because the undergrounding of the CatTrain from 
Seventh S m t  to Third Street would be 
morelabor-intensive than the InmpmWon 
infirashuctme w d  lmda Alternative B. 

As lmda Altanatives A. B, and N, jobs in the 
Project Area under the variant would employ San 
Francisco residents as well as residents of otha 
parts of the region (see pp. VI.B.91-VLB.93). 
While (as with Alternative B) there would be 
fewer Project Area jobs for City residents under 
the variant than thae would be under Alternative8 
A or N, the mix of types of businesses and the 
amount of housing in the Project Area would 
mean that a higher share of jobs might be held by 
City residents. 

Imolicatiom for _rodosPnal . . Land Uses and 
Manbme-Relared Activity 

The overview description of Project Ares 
business transition and location options presented 
on pp.VLB.93-W.B.96 would apply for the 
variant as it applies for Alternatives A, B, and N. 
In addition, the connection between the Bay and 
the proposed wetland would displace some 
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existing uses east of China Basin Street ontside of 
the Project Area The uses displaced could 
include the Safeharbor (boat) Senrice Coqmalion 
and Royal Cbiuta Marine Division. 

La the variant, about 35 acres of land east of W i d  
Street would be desigoated Port-Related/M-2. 
Tbis land, both noah and south of tbe pmposed 
wetlands and neighborhod park, could 
accommodale disbibulion, warehousing, trans- 
poxtation-related, manufacturing, construction- 
related, and maritime-related activities. 

There would be more options in the Project Area 
for those types of businesses undex the variant 
than there would be under Alternatives A and B, 
and fewer options than them would be under 
Alternative N. In addition to the snmlIer a m m t  
of land resewed for such uses in the variant 
compamd to Alternative N, the greater mix of 
uses in adjacent parts of the Project Area 
(wetlands, parks. housing, and hotel) raises land 
use compatibility issues that would not exist 
under Alternative N. Over the long term, there 
could be conflicts imolving Mission Bay 
residents, the hotel operator, and wetlands 
advocates and business activities east of Third 
Street that could be considered nuisaace 
operations (e.g., those generating substantial 
truck -c or noise, businesses with cluttered 
and unattractive storage yards, businesses dealing 
with chemicals and OW waste products). 

As under Alternative N, it is unIikey nuder the 
vmhmt that there would be a major increase in 
maritim~related busimess and employment in 
Mission Bay. Tbe estimates for the EIR analysis 
assume a modest in- wer the amount of 
employment in 1985. (See pp.VI.B.101- 
VI.B.104 for a comparison of Alternatives A, B. 
and N with respect to maritime-related activity in 
the Project Area.) 

Under the variant, the port-related area east of 
lbird Street adjacent to Piers 48 and 50 could 
pmvide enough bacldamt £or potential 
development of a two-berth contaker termioal at 
Piers 5264./8/ To accommodate a con- 
tmnninal east of Third Street, the variant includes 
Ute stipulation that "if futme expansion space is 
required by maritime use, the wetlands paxk m y  
be reIocated."/9/ Consequently, on paper, the 
variant, d i k e  Alteraabves A and B, does not 
preclude futun: container tenminal development 
that would extend iMo the Project Area east of 
Third Street. FracticaUy, however, it might be 
diEcnlt to displace the mmational open space 
and wetlands uses in Mission Bay (if that were 
required) aRer they had become well-established 
and had a sbong constituency. Moreover, 
potential land use oonflicts in the future with 

established residential and hotel uses across Tbird 
Street could make container terminal 
development in that area difficult.p/ 

The variant incorporates a large amount of retait 
space (500,000 gross square feet), snbstantially 
larger lhan the amounts in Alternatives A, B, and 
N. Retail space in Mission Bay would be 
sqqmted by the spending of Project Area 
residents and workers as well as by spending of 
people fiom outside the Project Area. (For more 
backgmund on the retail conclusions, see 
pp. VLB.lOQ-VIJB.106 and VIJB.117-VI.B.119.) 
With a m k e t  in the Project Area, Mission 
Bay residents would do more of their 
c&venience shoppiing in the Project Area Ulan 
assumed for analysis of Alternatives A, B, and N, 
none of which are likely to provide for a 
supfamiuket site. Accounting for that difference 
and using a similar methodology to that used to 
analyu: Alternatives A, B, and N, it is estimated 
that spending by Project Area residents and 
workers would support about 200,000 square feet 
of retail space in the Project Area under the 
variant. Given the relatively small amount of 
Project Area employment under the variant, most 
of that retail space would be suppoited by 
residents' spending. Of the total amount of space, 
abont 300,000 square feet would have to be 
supported by spending of people h m  outside the 
Projmt Area. 

Mission Bay retail space under the variant would 
have to include amactions drawing from a larger 
market area. Certainly. the qmnarket  would 
uffer convenient gtucery shopping to residents of 
PoErero Hill and South of Market neighborhoods. 
With the variant, it is unlikely that a supermarket 
or neighboxhood shopping center would be 
developed elsewhere in the vicinity outside 
Mission Bay. Moreover. for the large a m m t  of 
retail space to be absorbed, it is likely that the 
neighborhood commercial street would develop 
with a high proportion of eating and dnhhing 
places and specialty shopping, atWacling people 
to Mission Bay. Developing such a special 
cbmacter takes a long time. Until that happened, 
them would be somewhat less occupied retail 
space in Mission Bay than envisioned in the 
variant. 

An& issue related to retail activity in Mission 
Bay is the effect on neighborhood commercial 
streets elsewhere in San Francisco. Under the 
variant, a successful neighborhood commen:ial 
street in Mission Bay would compete more with 
neighborhood shoppiog streets nearby (e.g.. on 
Potren, W or in the Mission District). Them 
would be less sales growth in those areas than 
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otherwise, under Alternatives A, B, and N. As 
mentioned above, such competition would only 
develop wer  the long tern. M o w e r ,  the 
special character and flavor of the older, 
established districts would continue to attract 
shoppers, including Mission Bay residents. The 
large amount of new retail development 
iacorporated in the variant would be likely to 
bave more effect on the potential for other new 
retail in South Beach, Yerba Bnena Gardens, 
Showplace Square, and o h  South of Market 
locations. 

On the other hand, Mission Bay development 
under the variant would contribute to sales 
growth in other reLail districts in the City, 
primarily as a comespence of the spendiog 
attributable to the large number of new Mission 
Bay residents. As in Alternatives A and B, the 
people living in Mission Bay would shop for such 
items as apparel, home furnishings, applhces, 
and automobiles in shopping areas in San 
Francisco outside Mission Bay. They also would 
pamnize restaurants and shops along the City's 
many popu!8r neighbophood streets. The 
spending atir~butable to Mission Bay residents in 
other parts of the City would aboul offset the 
spending fmm people living and worhing outside 
the Project Area that would be qnired to support 
Mission Bay retail Jpace under the variant. 

Implications for Ncw&y Industrial 
a d  C o m m e ~ i a l h  

The overview discussion of the timing and types 
of effects of Mission Bay development on land 
use, business activity, and employment in Nearby 
Areas applies for the variant as weU as for the 
Alternatives (see pp. VLB.106-VI.B.109). The 
description of the effects of Alternatives A, B, 
and N (see pp. VLB.109-VLB.117) aiso is usefnJ 
backgmund for the following comparative 
analysis. 

South of Madcet and Other Parts of 
the Downtown & vicklity 

Mission Bay under the variant woutd offer no 
sites for Larger-scale M ~ c e  development. 
Consequently, there would be more new office 
development and &ICC employment in other 
office locations such as the South of Market, 
South Van Ness and the western C-3 Dislrict 
along Market Street than there would under a 
development pmgram such as Alternative A, 
which pmvides for Large amounts of new off~ce 
development in Mission Bay. In this respact, the 
variant would be somewhat more extreme than 
Alternatives B and N, each providing one large 
office site. No new off~ce development in 
Mission Bay would mean a faster pace of 

development and cbange in locations ia the 
Downtown Bt Vicinity that provide sites for 
office dwelopment. It would be more difficult 
for older basmesses and other rent-sensitive 
activities to remain in those relatively close-in 
locations. 

Mission Bay under this variant would pmvide 
some space to accommodate small service, sales, 
and office businesses. In this respect it would be 
more libe Altenmives A and N than Alternative 
B. The (pound-floor ServicejCommercial space 
in the variant would pmvide a location option for 
rent-sensitive businesses that prefer to be close to 
the downtown, resulting in less demand overall in 
the South of Market tbm would Alternative B. 
The space also would attract smaU offiie 
buskssa that otherwise might compete with 
existing service, distribution, and light industrial 
uses for space Sonth of Market. 

With ground-floor Savicelcommmial and retail 
use d e r  high-density housing in the blocks 
along Townsend Street in Mission Bay, the 

hthof 
Compared 

to Alternative A, the variant's lower-intensity 
commercial development along Townsend Street 
would be more in keeping with the intent of the 
South of Mnrket Plan to limit the development of 
that area as a major office corridor. Compared to 
Altaoative B, with solely residential 
development along Townsend Street, the variant 
pmvides (pound-floor commercial activity that 
would serve as a buffer between the adjacent 
South of Market c-ercial district and the 
Mission Bay residential neighborhood. The mix 
ofosesnortbofthechannelmthevariantwould 
pmvide more suppoit to economic activity South 
of Mnrket and vice versa than would continuation 
of the above-ground M m i n  commnte station 
and maintenance opations .ander Altemative N. 

Showplace Square, North Powm / 
Potrem Hill, Inner Mission, Lower Pobao / 

Central Bayfront, and South Bayshore 

The implications of the variant for the industrially 
zonal areas west and south of Mission Bay would 
be similar to those of Alternative B. The 
Se~ice/Comme.ial space in Mission Bay unda 
the variant would not prwide the location options 
for expansion of showroom and related activities 
and larger-scale service and distribution in the 
Project Area that umld be developed in S/JJRD 
space unda Alternative A and M-2 Industrial 
space west of Third Street under Alternative N. 
The relatively small amonnt of LI/RD space in 
the variant would be separated from the 
Showplace Square and North Potrero areas by the 
C a l M  station and the &way and thns would 
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be likely to evolve independent of development 
trends in those aceas. Consequently, as with 
Alternative B, growth of Showplace Square 
would be limited to areas west of Mission Bay. 
Enpansion of showroom and related activities in 
the Nonh Pobero. Potrem Hill, and Inner Mission 
areas would rermlt in relatively more development 
activity and change in those areas than expected 
with Alternatives A or N. Similarly, service and 
distribution businesses desiring a San Francisco 
location would look to areas sonth and west of the 
Project Area. There also would be demand for 
space in these areas J h m  older, rent-sensitive 
businesses that could not compete with the 
larger-scale oftice or showroom activities 
expanding in closer-in locations with the variantt 

On the other hand, because of the localion options 
for small &ice and retail businesses in Mission 
Bay under the variant, there would be somewhat 
less conversion and development activity to 
accommodate that type of demand in the older 
indusnial an?as west and south of the Project 
Area Ihan there would be with Alternative B. 

Piers Adjacent to Nission Bay 

The laud uses proposed for Mission Bay east of 
Third Street under the variant would not 
introduce the land use conflicts with active 
maritime operations on piers adjacent to Mission 
Bay that would occur undm Mtemarives A and B. 
Casequently, as under Alternative N, 
maritime-related activity could continue longer 
on the piers adjacent to Mission Bay. Similarly, 
as described above ia the discussion of maritime 
activity in the Project Area. Ihe variant would 
reserve land east of Tbinl Street under the 
Pm-Related designation for eventual 
development of a container termiaal facility 
adjacent to Mission Bay. 

Tbe variant would inbmduce an obstacle to more 
intensive maritime activity or container terminal 
development that would not be present under 
Alternative N, however. Over time, the large 
wetlands and recreational open space east of 
Tbird Street, in combination with mixed-use 
development west of M Saeet, could raise 
political bamm to more intensive maritime 
development near Mission Bay. 

hq?!icatiom for Ci!y.w*.d Kegional 
Growth arid Developmem. Patterns 

The rationale for determinii how the various 
options for Mission Bay development would 
a c c t  development patterns and the amouat of 
employment growth in San Arancho and other 
parts of the region is described on pp. VI.B.119- 

VI.B.121. For lhis aspect of the analysis. the 
consequences of the variant would be simsar to 
those of Alternative B (see p. VIB.122). Total 
Mission Bay employment would be lowest with 
either the variant or Alternative B, resulting in 
less employment growth in the City and more 
employment growth and development dispersed 
to different locatioos lhronghout the region, 
compand to Alternatives A and N. 

Because the variant, unlike Alternatives A, B, and 
N, does not incorporate a large office complex, 
there would be less total potential in San 
Francisco for the back-office and gov-ent 
activities that seebr lower-rent office space with 
large floor-plates. There would be somewhat 
more ofiice development in locations that 
compete with San Francisco, such as downtown 
Oakland and eastern Alameda and Contra Costa 
counties. 

HOUSING AND POPULATION 

~ & - ~ u s e h o l &  and Population 
m the Pmiect h a  

By build-out, Mission Bay nnder the variant 
would have 8.500 new bousing nnils and about 
16,700 residents. llre variant would 
accommodate more housing units and more 
population Lhan Alternatives A and N, and less 
housing and p o p W o n  than Alteroative B. 

As in Alternatives A and B, new residential 
development in Mission Bay under the variant 
would pnwide a mix of types and sizes of new 
units and would accommodate a mix of Werent 
households and people. The general description 
for Alternativm A and B on pp. VI.C.64-VI.C.65 
would apply for the variant as well. 

There would be some ditfemtces in the types of 
new housing provided in Mission Bay nnder the 
variant. One difference w d d  be that a larger 
percentage of the new units wonld be affordable: 
50% compand to 30% for Alternatives A and B. 
Anofher difference would a&e because ihe mix 
of housing among density categories would 
include p q m t i d y  more higher and lower 
density units. Differences in density would result 
in p r o p o r t i d y  more larger and smaller units 
and pqmtionally fewer average size units in 
Mission Bay under the variant, aithougb the 
w e d l  average space pa unit is assnmed to be 
similar to that for Alternatives A and B 
(averaging 850 qme feet per unit overall). 

As a result of diJTenmces in the characteristics of 
the housing built under the variant. there would 
be diffemtces in the characteristics of households 
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and population in the Project Area. Average 
household size in Mission Bay would be larger 
than that uada Alternatives A and B, reflecting 
propor t idy  more f d e s  with children. 
Although thae would be more workas p a  
housbold, on average, employed residents would 
represent a smaller percentage of Project Area 
populatim Them also would be differences in 
household incomes. As a result of the highs 
percentage of affordable housing, households in 
Mission Bay would have lower average incomes 
under the variant as compared to Alternatives A 
and B. 

Like Alternatives A, B, and N, the variant would 
include the houseboat community. Under the 
variant, Mission Bay also would include 200 
live/work units that would not be built in the 
Project Area uader the Altematives. (The 200 
live/w& units am included in the total of 8,500 
new housing units discussed abwe.) 

The implications of Mission Bay development 
under the variant for nearby residential 
neighlwrboods would be similar to thase of 
Alternatives A and B (see pp. VI.C.86-V1C.92). 
As with those Altematives, a strong direction for 
the types of changes attributable to Mission Bay 
development is difficult to,. predict, since the 
various featuses of the variant would have 
offsetring implications. 

Since the variant would represent an upgrading of 
the urban envhmnent in that sector of the City, it 
could potentially contribute to haeased demand 
for housing in those older residential 
neighboikmis in the vicinity. On the other hand, 
the variant would add a large mount of housing 
to the City's stock, absorbing some of the 
demand for housing that otherwise would 
contribute to genaitication in neartry 
n e i g b ~ o o d s .  

For residents of neartry neighborhoods, the 
variant would p v i d e  more in the way of 
community services, cultural, nmmtional, and 
open space resources, and retail shopping 
opportunities Lban would Alternatives A, B, and 
N. Some of the amenities also would serve as 
citywide resources. 

met Area Jobs/Housing Relationship WA 
& @ l i ~ ~ - & . . c i t  

Relationship Between Project Area Employment 
Growth and Housing Development 

'Ik City's OMIPP requirements relating housing 
production to the development of oftice space 

would not apply under the variant since it does 
not inchide office development as a fulure land 
use in the Project Area./lO/ 

As with Alternatives A and B, the mrmber of 
homing units built in the Project Area would 
exceed the number of units needed in San 
Francisco to accommodate Project Area 
employment growth. The estimated number of 
units to accommodate additional San Francisco 
households with Project Area w&em (about 
860) would rep~sent about 10% of the number of 
new housing units built under the variant 
(8,500)Jlll The remainder would represent 
housing available to accommodate other demand 
besides that associated with Mission Bay 
employment p g r o w t h ,  thus impmving the City's 
ability to accommodate other households loohing 
for housing in San Francisco. 

T l e  additional San Francisco households under 
the variant would reauire about 745 huusine units 
in the atfordable ~ a t & ~ ~ l l /   hose units'ko~ld 
represent about 9% of new Mission Bay housing, 
a much lower pacentage than the 50% assumed 
to be priced at affordable levels. However, some 
households with Project Area workers would 
have incomes below the levels needed to pay the 
affordable new housing prices assuming prices 
similar to those for affordable howiig in 
Alternativas A and B. 

For comparison, the pbs/housing analysis for 
Alternatives A, B, and N is pmsented in text and 
tables on pp. VX.C.70-VI.C.77. 

Comparison with the Alternatives and 
ImDlicatiom for Citywide Housing 

Compared to Alternatives A, B, and N, the 
variant would accommodate a relatively large 
amouot of new housing, would add the largest 
number of affordable housing units, and would 
accommodate a relatively smaIl mount of 
employment growth in the Project Area. The 
variant would be most similar to Alternative B in 
its effects on the City's housing market. (See 
pp. VLC.81-VI.C.86 for general discussion of the 
implications for citywide housing market 
conditi01~8.) 

Compared to Alternative B, the variant would 
accommodate a similar amount of employment 
growth, would add less marlret-rate housing 
(2,750 fewer units) and less total housing (1,500 
fewer units) in the Project Area, but would add 
more affordable housing (1,250 more units). 'lk 
large amount of housing in Mission Bay would 
expand the City's housing stock amss  a range of 
prices and rents, thereby relieving demand 
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pressures tbat otherwise would exist. The new 
housing would accommodate households that 
othenvise would compete for existing housing. Of 
particular ben&t to the market would be the 
addition of affordable housing since such units 
are difficult to produce in San Francisco and will 
remain in strong demand in the future. 

Compared to Alternative B, the variant is likely 
to be more beneficial to those in the market for 
affordable housing (units priced just below that 
raquired for market-rate housing), while 
Alternative B would provide more benefit in the 
middle range of the &et @ousing priced at or 
just above the threshold price required to develop 
market-rate housing). 

Mission Bay under the variant, and the citywide 
cumulative context of whicb it would be a part, 
would contribute to regional housing market 
conditions in lhe fume.. The effects of the 
variant would be similar to those with Alternative 
B (see pp. VI.C.92-VX.C.97). 

Regional housing market conditions are not 
expected to differ sobstantially as a rasult of the 
choice of a development program f a  Mission 
Bay. The development program for Mission Bay 
would influence the source and location of 
housing demand in the region but would have 
little effect on the total magnitude of regional 
housing demand and on overall regional housing 
market conditions. 

CO- SERVICES, CULTURAL 
FACXXIES, AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Space f a  a wider variety of wmmunity and 
cultuml facilities would be provided by the 
variant than by AlternativesA and B. 
Community and cultnral facilities in the variant 
would include publicly owned uses similar to 
those defined as community facilities in 
Alternatives A and B, as well as privately owned 
facilities such as theaters, child care centers, and 
an galleries. Community facilities in the variant 
could incIude a library, senior center, health 
center, recycling center, school, and Fire and 
police facilities. 

Fire Protection 

In 2020, about 8% more G&non-fire incidents 
would be expected under the variant than in 
Alternative B, which bas the highest number of 
incidents among the EJR AiternativesJlU As in 

AltemativesA and B, both an engine company 
and truck company, with accompanying 
personneI, would bave to be added to maintain 
adequate levels of service in Mission Bay and the 

areas. As in Alternative4 
and expansion of closed 

Firestation30 conld k x m ~ ~ ~ ~ o d a t e  reqairod 
firefighting equipment and personnel. As in the 
Alternatives. the existine hi&-~ressure water 
system wodd need to b e u u p ~  to save the 
interior @on of the Project Area adequately. 

Police plvwtion 

By 2020, the number of police incidents would be 
about 13% lower than the number of incidents in 
Alternative A and about 16% lower than the 
number of incidents in Alternative B due to fhe 
different mix of land uses (i.e.. less office space 
development than that in Alternative A and a 
smaller residential poplation than tbat in 
Alternative B)J13/ The wetlands area could 
provide a g a t h e  place for mnsients. As in 
Alternatives A and B, the need for additional 
police personnel could not be accommodated in 
existing police stations. Penromrel, equipment, 
and space mphments  would be about the same 
as those in Alternatives A and B. 

Public Schooh 

The variant would bave a greater impact on 
SFUSD emollment than would any of the 
Alternatives. Approximately 2.000 SFUSD 
students are projected to live in the Project Area 
under the variant in the year 2020, about 38% 
more than the number of students under 
Alternative A and about 7% more than the 
number of students under Alternative B. As in 
Almnatives A and B, existing schooIs in the 
adjacent Nearby Areas and the district as a whole 
would not have 5uEficient space to mommodate 
these sturlents. Project Area shtdents would 
require aboul 34 elementary cla9srooms, 17 
middhschwl classrooms and 23 high-school 
class- (qresenting about two elemeatary 
schooIs, about onshaif of a middle school, and 
about omthird of a high school). A h t  120 
teachers/stafX members would be needed. Jf 
developed for an elementary school, the 1.9;lcre 
itrea noaheast of Owens Street w d d  
accommodate 460elementary students, about 
23% of the total number of students projected to 
live in the Project Area. 

Parks and qgen space 

FigureW.8 (shown in this volume on 
p. XV.P.lO) shows the open space n e t w e  for 
the variant Open space provided encompasses 
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the following two major areas and several smaller 
parcels: 

- Mission Bay Park: A 36.5-acre area between 
Third Street and China Basin Street, north of 
16th Street. The area inchdes a wetlands in 
the center and sepmte areas for active 
recreation and a community garden. A 
recycling center would occupy the southwest 
comer. 

- Mission Creek Park: A 38-acre area along 
the noxth and south sides of China Basin 
Channel connecting to a larger open space 
area west of the channel bounded by 
Townsend and Seventh Streets, providing 
active and passive recreational opporIunities. 

- NeighWood Parks: 17.9 acres of smaller 
neighWood parks and open space areas 
scattered throughout the Project Area. 

The variant would provide 92.4ams of open 
space, including the 20-acre wetland and 12-acre 
China Basin Channel, an amount similar to lhat 
provided in Alternative B (94.1 acres). The 
variant could pose some land use compatabiity 
problems (e.g., noise) between port-related 
industrial nses and wetland/recreational uses 
south of the port area. If a conIakr termioat 
were developed in the future, it would likely pose 
a potentially W e r  land use conflict than 
smaller-scale maritime activity. Active recreation 
activities surrounding the wetlands area also pose 
compatability issues. A minimum 100-foot 
buffer m e  would be needed to separate w e h d  
marsh from other recreation activities wiLbia ihe 
open space park 

The vfuiant would respond to applicable open 
space policies with the exception of Policy 1 of 
the Recreation and Open Space Element, which 
calls for the City to incresse the per capita supply 
of open space to the extent it reasonably can 
above the current ratio of about 55  acres per 
1.000 popuiatiom With about 80.4 acres of open 
space provided, excluding the 12-acre China 
Basin Channel, the variant would pmvide about 
4.8 acres per 1,000population (as compared to 
3.0 acres per 1,000 population in Alt&ve A 
and 4.4ams per 1.000poXrulation in 
AtternativeB). As with Alternatives A and B, 
Ihe variant would not meet National Recreation 
and Park Association (NWA) standards of five 
acres per 1,000resident.s for neighborhood- 
serving and district-serving open space./l4/ Park 
personnel requirements would be similar to those 
of Alternative B (40 persons). 

Other Frscilities and Services 

By the year 2020, Mission Bay residents, 
employees, and businesses would generate about 
the same water demand as Alternative B. As in 
Alternative B, the variant may require relocating 
the existing 12-inch line east of China Basin 
Sh'eet for construction of the wetlands south of 
Pier 54. 

By the year 2020, wastewater generated by 
Mission Bay residents, employees and businesses 
would be approximately 18% less than that for 
Alternative A and 7% less than that for 
Altanative B. This would not affect the City's 
current treatment or collection capacity. 

Under the variant, a  el west of 'Ihird Street 
bas been identified for a library/community 
center. As with AlternativesA and B, Project 
Area and nearby population levels would not 
meet San Francisco Library criteria for a new 
branch library (see p. VID.92). 

Impacts on other community services would be 
similar to impaets in Alternatives A and B. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Estimated travel demand generation for the 
analysis, as for the Alternatives, is based on the 
n u m b  of employees and employed residents 
estimated for the Project Area. While the types 
of jobs differ between w variant and 
Alternative B (specifically, no office buildings in 
lhis variant), assessment of cumulative travel 
demand generated by this variant (relative to 
AlternativeB) indicates that differences in 
cumulative bransponaton impacts would not be 
signifcant. 

The v-t would have about 1,935 fewer 
residents (and 1,450 fewer employed residents) 
than would Alternative B, resulting in about 13% 
less p.m. peak travel demand entering the Project 
Area compared to Alternative B. Because there 
would be about 490 more employees projected for 
this variant compared to AltemativeB, there 
would be about 8% more pm. peak travel 
demand leaving Mission Bay. 

The net result for total p.m. peak-period travel 
demand generated by tbis variant would be about 
9% below that forecast for the Project Area for 
Alternative B and would not significantly change 
projections of either cumulative sereenline travel 
demand or intersection levels of se~ice./15/ 
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Fewer housing units within the Project Area 
compared to Alternative B, however, would mean 
fewer opportunities for downtown employees to 
live in the Downtown &Vicinity, thus increasing 
cumulative commute trips tbat would cross 
MUNl or regional s c r e e n l i .  

The placement of Port-RelatedM-2 uses east of 
Third Street, 680,000square feet of Sgvicet 
Commercial uses along Third, F d  and 
Townsend Streets and, to a lesser extent, of 
500,000 square feet of retail space chiefly on 

Bridge Street would shift Mission Bay 
emp oyment, relative to Altemarive B, from the 
west side of the Project Area (on Owens Street) 
to the east and nolth sides. Thew changes would 
result in more pm. peak-period traflic flows 
away from the Project Area along Third and 
Fourth Streets, but fewer housing units would 
mult in less pat. peak-period i r e  into the 
Project Area. Project Area intersections forecast 
to be congested, operating at Level of 
Service (LOS) D or E in 2020, however, would 
not be expected to be fiother degraded from 
levels of service projected for Alternative B (see 
Table V18.26, p. VIE.168). 

Off-peak travel demand within the Project Area 
associated with SemcelCommercial and retail 
uses would be higher under this variant than 
under the Alternatives (see also the 
Transportation discussion in Variant4 on 
pp. VII.B-W129), alihough many of these trips 
would be expected to be by pedestrian and transit 
travel. 

Parking supply rates and demand ratios nsed for 
the variant are the same as those used for 
AltemativeB. ServicelCommercial uses unda 
thk va rh t  would supply one off-street paking 
space per 1.000 square feet of floor area (used for 
office, SFURI), and retail uses for 
Alternatives AandB) and would g e n e  a 
puking demand of 1.46 spaces pa 1,000 square 
feet of floor area. The proposed development in 
thk variant would provide appmnimately 
11,130 off-street spaces. An estimated parking 
demand of about 12,145 spaces for thii variant 
would result in a parking deficit for the Project 
Area of about 485 spaces Jl6/ 

Peak parking demand associated with a 400-seat 
and two 200-seal theaters (culhaal facilities) 
would be expected to occur primarily on weekday 
evenings and weekends, when there could be 
available parking off-sbreet as weU as on-street. 
To the extent off-street spaces wen: not 
accessible, on-street spaces on blocks with 
ground-floor retail or SexvicejCommexial uses 
would potentially be available. An estimated 95 
and 130 on-street spaces on such blocks would be 

within a reasonable 1,500-foot walking distance 
of the 200-seat theaters at King and Fourth 
Streets, and 16th and Long Bridge Streets, 
respectively. About 185 on-street spaces would 
be within walking distance of the 400-seat theater 
proposed to be in the center of the housing units 
south of Chiaa Basin Cbaunel. Beucuse those 
spaces could also be in demaad for other 
competing uses, it is likely that parhing demand 
from those cultural facilities would generate 
impacts on adjacent residenrial blocks. The 
pmxhity of MUM transit linea to these theaters, 
however, would also decrease some of this 
potential parking demand. 

Piuhing impacts could also be -associated with 
open space and recreational facilities, and would 
depend on the type of activity occuning there. 
l%e plan for this variant shows provision of 
Ozf-street parking only for the weilands park and 
adjacent sports facilities east of Thinl Street. 
Peak parting demand related to these uses would 
most likely occur on weekday evenings or on 
weekends, when there could be available parking 
off-street as well as on-street, although some 
spillover parking demand could occur in adjacent 
residential areas. Mitigation measUtes to reduce 
parking impacts for Altanative B (described in 
V i 8  Transportation, pp. VLB.207-VlE.209 and 
pp. Vl.E.222-VLE.223) would a ~ l y  to this 
variant as weU. 

Freight loading and service vehicles connected 
with Service/Commercial uses on Third and 
Folrrth Streets would generate more tnrck lraffic 
and demand for off-street loatling spaces on these 
major north-south thomughfarcs. The 
Transportation Element of the Master Plan 
identilies both of these sweets as Transit 
Preferenrial Streets. The Planning Code 
(Section 155) discourages access to loading from 
streets so designated to neduce conflicts with 
transit vehicles. T m k  loading access south of 
the channel, however, could be provided from 
alleys padlei to Third Street to minimize this 
impact. 

The proposed 400-room hotel, fronting on lbird 
Street just south of Cbiaa Basin Channel, is not 
part of Alternative B. Compared to the hotel in 
Alternative A, thk site is much smaller in area 
and access is restricted to only one major street. 
Its location precludes access for loading and 
service vebicles fiom any street otha: &an 
mird Street. Circulation of taxis and airpon 
shuttle vans accessing the hotel could also affect 
tralEc flow conditions on Thinl Street. 

The variant proposes CalTrain ~IIII undergrond 
from just soulh of the China Basin Channel to an 
underground station to be built unde~ King Street 
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between Third and Fourth Streets. King Street, 
ratha than the current Townsend Street, would be 
the site of the underground station, as lhat 
location is compatible with convenient passenger 
hansfa fmm a stop on the pmposed MUNI 
Metro line on King Street. From the King Street 
station, CalTrain could be exteoded downtown at 
some future time, subject to decisions and actions 
by the Peninsula Comdor Study Joint Powers 
Board. Variant9, CdTrain Station Lacation 
(Alternatives A and B), pp. WI.51-W.54, 
discusses the impacts of retaaoing the CalTrain 
terminal generally at its current site, i.e.,not 
relocating the terminal to Seventh and Channel 
Streets. Some of those findings would be similar 
for this vsriant, as follows: 

- CalTrain's fulure ridership wuld be up lo 
about 22% higher, and ridership on BART 
(West Bay) and S a m T m  could be about 9% 
and 11% lower, respectively, than the 
cumulative forecasts for the South Bay 
screenline for Alternative B. Levels of 
service would be at LOS C or better on these 
bansit modes, with no sigaiscaat diffemes 
projected from fomasts for Altemtive B. 

- Vehicle volumes on Highway 101 and 1-280 
at the South Bay screenline would be about 
5% less than the volumes presented for 
Alternative B. For U.S. 101, this would not 
result in any substantial change in the 
duration of congestion (about threehours in 
2000, over three hours in 2020) or o p t i n g  
LOS during the pm. commute Mod. 

MUM bus routes which would continue to 
serve the CalTrain Station at Fomth and King 
Streets might not be extended to Seventh and 
Channel Streets, but could be extended past 
Fourth and King Streets througll the Project 
Area on ditferenc alignments. 

- The peak pedestrian concentration would not 
be at Seventh and Cbannel Streets, but would 
remain near where it is now with pedestrian 
travel flows to and from downtown north of 
Third, Fourth and King Streets. 

MUN1's 1987-1992 Short Range Transit Plan 
c& for extension of Metro service via a 
reconstructed roadway on The E m ~ a d e r n  and 
King Street to the CalTrain terminal at Fourth and 
Townsend Streets. Further extension of service 
tbmugh the Project Area would be the subject of 
negotiations for the Development Agreement for 
Mission Bay. Tbis variant would extend MUNI 
Metro past the CalTrain station to Seventh and 
Cbannel Slreets near the proposed MUNl yard 
MUNI's long-range plan is to extend Mem 
service to the south to serve the Bayshore 
Corridor. The implications of extending MUNl 

Mem into Mission Bay on this longmge plan 
a~ discussed on pp. VIB.1%-VIB.197. 

Although specifics, such as the m b m  of lanes 
on Project Area roads, have not been def& the 
roadway network rmder the variant would 
generally share the freeway and street 
characteristics of the three Alternatives. As with 
the Alternatives, aligament of alJ streets in the 
Project Area wrth of China Basin CXmmel would 
follow the heexisbbog South of Market grid. South 
of tbe charmel, the street grid would follow a 
mixed grid (Sooth of Market grid generally west 
of, and the Third Street grid east of. long Bridge 
Street). 

Differences include expanded access between the 
Project Area south of China Basin Chaaoel and 
existing neighborhods to the west via a 
connector street from Owens Street to Sevmth 
Street near Hoopa Street. CalTrah backs would 
be undagmmd at this location. This would have 
the effect of diverting some traffic that would 
otherwise use 16th Street &cmss Seventh Street. 
Although diversion would occur thmughout the 
day, the greatest diversion would occur during the 
pm. peak period primarily because of delays 
from inrreased CalTrain operations across 16th 
Street tolfrom its terminal dwhg Lbis period. 
Drivers could use Hoops Street to avoid the 
downed railmad crossing gates. Congestion 
would be reduced at the intersection of Seventh 
and 16thlMississippi Streets, and the pm. 
peak-hour level of service could be improved by 
up to one service level. 

AIR QUALJTY 

As with Alternatives A. B, and N, motor vehicle 
exhaust emissions would be the primary source of 
pollutants with this variant. Vebicle miles 
traveled, and therefore air emissions, in the 
variant would be about the same as those in 
Alternative B./l7/ 

As in Alternative B, emissions of carbon 
monoxide, hydmcarbons, and nitrogen oxides 
from vehicle trips g a m e d  by the variant would 
exceed 1% of county-wide emissions of those 
pollutants, and thus would be considered 
potenlially sigaiscaut by the Bay Area Air 
Qdi ty  Management District. Roadside carbon 
monoxide wncentmtim in the vicinity are 
expected to be within state and federal standards. 
As in the Alternatives, although the variant would 
be consistent with 1982 Bay Area Air Wty 
Plan strategies encouraging development in 
established areas, the land use aad population 
projections for the variant exceed those on which 
the plan was based. 
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NOISE 

The effects of ihe local noise environment on the 
variant, and the variant's effects on the local 
noise environment, would be similar to those of 
Altaaative B. Noise fxom port-related uses near 
the wetlands could affect wildlife. With the 
undergrounding of CatTrain and the heoval of 
the existing CalTrain station, noise impacts from 
Cal'hin would be reduced. As with Alfernalives 
A, B, and N, future noise levels in the Project 
Area with the variant would noticeably inrrease 
over existing noise levels due mainly to increased 
WIC. 

ENERGY 

Energy consumed in construction of the project 
and project-related transportation would be about 
the same as that in AltemativeB. Total 
operational energy consumption by buildings 
under the variant would be about 4% lower lbam 
the amount undm Alternative B. 

A R C M l T E m L  RESOURCES AND 
URBAN DESIGN 

t)s with Alternative A, the vaoiant would retain 
architechnrally interesting Fire Station 30 (at the 
intersection of Third, Fourth and Mission Rock 
Streets) for community facilities. 7% characlex 
and scale of development under this variant 
would be generally siarilar to, but more rmiform 
&an, the character and scale of development 
undm hlternative B. As with Alternatives A and 
B, the variant would represent a change 6rom 
predominaoUy low-rise, indusfrial buildings (0 
mjxedl-use neighborhoods. The scale of 
development in the variant would genwally 
increase towanl the wrth, varying 6rom 
townhouses and Bats at the southem end of 
Mission Bay to eighl-story EDR buildings wrth 
of C h i i  Basin Cbannel. Effects of the variant on 
long-range and smt- lwel  views would be 
similar to &ects under Alternative B. 

&st of l%ii Street, the variant would differ hrom 
Alternatives A and B by pviding generally low- 
to mid-rise Port-Related/M-2 uses west of 
Piers48 to 50 and a wetlands park south to 
16th Street. Alternatives A and B generally have 
residential, open space, and S/r.R/RD uses east of 
1%ird Street. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

t)s in Alternatives A and B, development mdw 
the variant would take place in areas tM could 

contain subsurface artifacts (see Figure VIJ.1, 
p. W.17). Potential impacts would be similar to 
those under AlternativesA and B, although 
excavation required to underground CaYErain 
could increase the potential to dishnb culNlll 
m m e  areas. 

GEOLOGY AND SEEMIClTY 

Similar to AltemalivesA and B, the variant 
involves development of housing and commercial 
uses in a seismically active region, and in an area 
of San Francisco susceptible to earthquake 
b a r d s .  Casualties in the Project Area fmm a 
daytime a r thpke  (2:OOp.m.) would be about 
the same as casualties in Alternative B, as the 
daytime population (employees, unemployed 
residents, and 40% of hotel guests) would be 
about the same. 

VEGETATION AND WILDLEE, AND 
WETLANDS HYDROLOGY 

Mission creek Pi& 

Approximately 18 acres of Mission Creek Park 
.nnmmding China Basin Channel would be north 
of the channel. There also would be 
appmxkately four acres of small park-like 
public open spaces adjacent to residential 
buildings. AS with Alternative B, the channel 
would not be dredgad. The north edge would be 
gabions, riprap, or similar edge treatments along 
the channel. The linear open space p d e l  to the 
channel would have a high level of human 
activity. Olher wildlife species kbat might bendit 
h m  the park as an increase in habitat would be 
animals that are not smitive to human activify. 
The species usiog the area would be similar to 
those expected to use the park-like open space 
along the channel in Altemakives A and B. 

Approximately nine acres of Mission Creek Park 
would be along the south ba& of China Basin 
Chanael. About 300 feel of the channel bank 
would be changed and the remainder left in its 
existing condition. As with Alternative A, 
increased human activity in the vicinity could 
substaatially reduce or eLioainate hewn and egret 
use of the shoreline. Some birds may continue to 
rest on ibe banks and on piers and pilings and to 
fish and hunt along the south bank Tbe bank 
could be improved for aninnal use by redwing the 
elevation of the lill in the park area to broaden the 
zone in which marsh plants will grow. 
Pickleweed would spread readily and plants such 
as jaumea, salt grass, gum weed, and salt marsh 
lavender could be planted. Ducks a d  other walm 
bids may use the widened bank as a resting area. 
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South of Mission Creeb: Pa&, neigMmbxl areas 
of park-like open space are pmposed This open 
space would receive a high level of human 
activity and provide habitat only for those species 
of wildlife which are not sensitive to human 
presence. Animals and birds expected to use 
theseareasarethesameasthosesrpectedinthe 
high-activity open space north of the channel. 

Mission Bay Park 

A 2O-acre tidal wetland would be developed in 
the c e n w  portion of a % park east of Thinl 
Street between Piers 50 and 64. Under this 
variant, a low, mined wooden pier to the sonth of 
Pier 54 would be removed. The wetland would 
be created by excavating the portion to be 
exposed to tidal service and connecting this to the 
Bay just south of Pier 54 by means of a breach 
under China Basin Street The upland portions of 
the park would contain d v e  nmeational uses. 

Wetlands 

Berms would be placed between the higb-activity 
areas of the park and the tidal marsh area. These 
berms would act as sound barriers and also screen 
the visual impact of human activity fnnn 
sensitive species in the marsh. The crest of the 
berms and hills would also create viewing 
positions for marsh visitors to sit on, but active 
sports such as frisbee Ibrowing sbonid be 
discouraged. This may be done by placing large 
rocks on the bnoh so tbat they give an 
appearance of rock out-cmppiags. Around these 
rocks, native upland shrubs, trees, and grasses 
may be planted. The tidal marsh and M e r  area 
should be hard edged or fenced to pre.vent 
wildlife dishubance by human and domestic 
aaimal inmion.  To pmtect wildlife from 
disturbance, signs should be posted on the park 
side of berms and hills to indicate that users 
should avoid active sports, such as jogging, in 
sight of the marsh. The topographic relief would 
serve to divert surface nmoff away from the tidal 
wetland and into City s t a m  sewers. This would 
help to prevent the addition of non-point s o m e  
pollutants such as fertilizers to the wetland 
ecosystem. It would also serve to protect the 
surrounding areas in the event that mean sea level 
(MSL or National Geodetic Vertical Dahm 
JNGVD] 0.0) increases due to the g m x & ~ u ~ e  
effect (see the Response on pp. XVJ.3-XVJ.5 in 
XVJ. Hydrology and Water Quality)./l8/ 

If 20 acres are devoted to wetland, it may be 
difficult to fit in all of the other active uses in the 
remaining 15 acras; the -west W e r "  ume 
acceptable to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
and the California Departmatt of Fish and Game 

between human activity (the path) and the 
wetland is 100 feet /I9201 A special shtdy 
prepared by Wetland Research Associites for the 
City suggested a 100-foot buffer zone between 
theedgeoftheweuandandthehigher-useupland 
am, and 150 to 200feet between public areas 
and mudflat areasJ2ll 

Wetiands Hydrology 

The tidal range w i k  the wetlaad would be 
appmnimately five feet or 83% of the tidal 
fluctuation in San Francisco Bay, were the 
wetland desigmd as follows: a total wetland 
surface of 17 aere~; a shallow, 100-foot-wide 
perimeter area; avemge depths of 10 feet in 
channel and main body of the we- a *foot 
lrapemidal breach that is 200 feet in length; and 
tidal ranges that a v b g e  six feet on the Bay side 
of the breach. The wetland would hold about 
4.6 million cubii feet of water when the tide is at 
mean sea level, and with each tidal cycle it would 
exchange 1.3 million cubic feet. The peak 
velocities in the channel would be 0.8 foot per 
second and could be as high as 1.0 to 1.2 feet per 
second but are not expected to cause scour at 
these velocities. 

It is estimated that 415 cubic feet of groundwater 
would seep into the wetland dming each tidal 
cycle and since there is a tidal exchange of 
1.3 million cuhic feet, theFe would be a dilulion 
factor for iofiltering groundwater of 3100:l. The 
exiStiag pias (e.g., Pier54) would not interfere 
with dilution and mixiog of the water and thus 
would not affect water quality. The pilings may 
provide protection fi-om stom winds and waves 
which appogch the site from the nonheast. The 
main impact oftheconthuingpeseneeofPier54 
is visual: visitors to the park would not be able to 
see as much of San W i s c o  Bay. 

In couclusioo, there appear to be w major 
obstacles to prevent the wetland from functioning 
adequately Erom a hydraulic standpoint aldmugh, 
as with the wetlands in Alternative B, more 
design w& must be done before the relative 
feasib'ity of the wetland is firmy established. 
The design must comider: 1) the pmperties of 
the fill and Bay Muds at the site; 2)the 
hydrogeologic and gwtechnical feasibility of dry 
dredging the wetiands 122L 3 ) W i  
hydrogeologic and water quality data on the role 
of groundwater inflow on the new wetland and 
the benthic organisms and wildlife which inhabit 
it; and 4) specification refkements to enable 
hydraulic and sediment accretion studies to be 
carried out on the connecting channel and chamel 
m d / z 3 /  (Refer to Mitigation Measures M 6  
and M 7  on p. VI.hiL23, M14 and M15 on 
p.VI.M.25, and N.1, N 2  andN.3 on 
pp. VLN.39-vl.N.43.) 

XVP.22 
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As with we&& in AStemtive B, actions with 
pefcirewe to k c  quality oF the soil and 
grouudwalex might be as follows: 1) test soils for 
W d o u s  mImi& a d  map cmenmtions of 
mte~als/dlebris; 29 makc decisions about 
P'msibzty of site and method of approach; 3)if 
fmsible to c o u h w ,  p k e  sheer pile wall or dam 
dcmg China Basin Slnreet lo exclude eidal water; 
4) if u ( x : e s ~ ,  enclose xd tidal marsh area 
with an "invisible bmier." Tb& barrier may be a 
slurry dam, or a sheet pile or c o n m e  wall 
located under the path location aad con(inuous 
m d  the mamh Imm gmund level to 
approxhnateIy -15 or -20feet NGVD (-23 or 
-28.6 feet San Francisco City Datum). 

Wetlands vegetation and wildlife would be 
subject to appamrimateiy tbe same conditions as 
in Alternative B. Net benefit of the variaat lies in 
the larger contiguous acreage requkhg a smaller 
percent of total acreage for perimeter (i.e., buffa 
7me, wall, high marsh). For example, 2.0 acres in 
a square or rectangular parcel would allow for 
h o s t  16;prres of habitat if developed with a 
100-fwt-wide buffer annmd the perimeter. Were 
the same 20 acres subdivided into three parcels, 
the useable acreage would be reduced by 17% to 
13.2 acres. 

Swface soil, subsuiracc soil, and groundwater at 
M[ission Bay could potentially be contaminated 
with hazardous wastes. OveraLl impacts would be 
similar to those in Altematives A and B. 
Ellowever, undagmmdiag of CalTrain from 
16th Smect to the proposed underground terminal 
would llGguire considerable excavation, with 
in~eeased o w f i ~ t i e s  to encounter potential 
bmzdms waste deposits. The CalTraia 
aightGof-way passes Iheough porijons of Mission 
Bay that have been used by chemical industries, 
oil storage and pmessing Iacilities, and rail 
Lrackage. 

lor the h e s L ~ & @ ~ y  E3amds Mitigati41~Ea)grarn 
were to apply to (he variant as it would to 
AltemtivesA a d  B, portions of the Project 
h c a  p m p d  for development in the v w h t  and 
appropriate buffer zones would be investigated, 
and any necessary clean-up would be completed 
&Tore work in each development phase area 
bcgan. 

GROWTH XNDUCEMEiT 

Generally, II1e growth inducement effects of the 
variant would be similar lo those of Alternative 
B. (See m. V1.O.l-V1.0.9 for description of 

relevant growth kdncement issues and 
c m ~ s o n  of ALtatives A, B, and N.) Most of 
the growth inducement issues (net addition to 
citywidt: emplopcnl and powt ion ,  regional 
developent p I P t 1 ~ .  and spil1over eaPacls in 
N ~ Y  ) rn &ms& in the h a  Use, 
Bnsinese Activity, and -ploymen( section aod 
(he Housing and Populalion sectiou of this 
analysis of she variant. Regional growth 
inducement issues and multiplier effects are 
summarized below. 

As with Allemalive B, the variant would r e d l  in 
more induced growth and impacts dispersed 
throughout the region and less total growth in San 
Francisco, compared to Alternatives A and N. 
That is because sane  of the busmess growth 
@articuiarly oftice activify) not accommodated in 
Mission Bay under the variant would instead 
locate in other parts of the region a s i d e  San 
Francisco. 

As with the Altematives, economic activity in 
Mission Bay under the variant would mppon aad 
would be sappond by economic activity 
elsewhere in the City and the region. T h m  
economic inter-relationships are identified as 
multiplier effects. The magnitude of multiplier 
effects associated with the variant would be 
similar to the situation with Alternative B. Both 
would generate a smaller amount thsn either 
Alternative A or Alternative N. 

Mitigation m e m s  for AltemativeB (see 
Mitigation sections in ChapterVI. 
Envbnmen(sl Setling, h p c t  and Mitigation) 
would apply to kbis variant, with the foUowing 
additions to Measure M5, in VIM. Vegetation 
and Wildlife, p.VLM22, that pertain to 
wetlands. (New Mitigalion Mmswes M5f and 
M.58, given in XVK. Vegetation and Wildlife, 
p. XVKA, would apply to Variant 1 X also.) 

The wetland east of Third S w t  would enh;eace 
the marginal wetland area clmently located along 
the banks of China Basin Channel, as well as 
provide expanded wetland habitat oppmmities in 
the Project Area. 

The design of the wetland should ioclude the 
me;urures idenMed below: 

- Level the design slope between the elevations 
of 2.5 and 3.5 feet NGVD (-6.1 and -5.1 feet 
San Francisco City Datum) to maximize the 
pickleweed zone or marsh plain within the 
wetland. Secondly, level design slope 



XV. Suannary of Comments and Responses 
P. Alternatives and Variants 

between -2.5 and +I feet NGVD (-11.1 and 
-7.6feet San Francisco City Datum) to 
maximize the area serving as mudflal habitat 
for invertebrates. (For Variant 11, this would 
replace Measure U 9 ,  p. VI.UM.) 

Grade three islands to the elwation of 2 5  to 
3.5 feet NGVD (see paragraph above). 
Provide small areas of refuge that reach an 
elevation of +6feet NGVD (-2.6 feet San 
Francisco City Datum). Grade two islands to 
an elevation of +6 feet NGVD. Tbat would 
provide protected nest sites for buds and a 
refuge from bigh tides for small mammals. 
(For Variant 11, Ibis would replace Measure 
hli.10, p. VLM.24.) 

The foliowii~g new notes, the reference marks for 
which appear in Variant 11, are udded after 
note 161 on p. V11.57: 

- tT/ Howwer, amendments to the hlTC/UCDC 
Seaport Plan, a p e d  March 16,1989, 
would pennit deletion of the designation of 
Piers 5244 as Near-Term marine terminals 
suitable for container development use if: 

1) All of the former Western Pacific 
propeny at Wam Water Cove is 
transferred from Santa Fe Pacific Realty 
Corporation to the Port (see p.V.42 
regarding tlds land exchange), and 

2) m e  Pox4 and City develop a shalegy to 
ensure Port-Priority Use Areas are 
resel'ved for port purposes, and 
non-port-uwned areas needed for marine 
terminai uses at Piers 70 to 80 are 
available. 

- 181 The amount and c o n f ~ p t i o n  of land is 
close to but not exaclly h t  shown for the 
Pier 50-Alternative 4 concept described in 
San Francisco Department of City Planning, 
"Container Terminal Options," Missioo Bay, 
San Francisco, Special Study for Mission 
Bay, prepared by Moffat and Nichol 
Engineers, September 1986, pp.16,33-35. 

- 1'91 Regina Sneed, Mission Bay 
Clearinghouse, letter to Si~e  Biaman, 
Presidenc, and Members of the Planning 
Commission with three-page summary of the 
Mission Bay Citiz~as' Alternative, 
November 17,1988. 

1101 OUice uses tbat might occupy space in 
the Snvice/Commercial land use category are 
assumed to be smaUer businesses in buildings 
offering less tban 25,000 square feet of space 
Ir ofice tenants. (The O M P  require- 

ments do not apply to office development 
under 25,000 square feet.) 

/11/ The estimate of additional housing units 
to accommodate San Fmncisw households 
with Project Area workers and the estimate of 
additional housing units in the affordable 
category were developed using the approach 
followed in analyzing the jobslhousing 
relationship for Alternatives A, B, and N. 
The ajpcach is described on pp. VI.C.68- 
VI.C.70, and background is provided in 
Volume Three, Appendix C, pp. XIV.C.29- 
XIV.C.37. Values in the calculatim tbat 
reflect the cumulative context were estimated 
for the variant based on the work done for 
Alternatives A, B, and N. Background on the 
calculations is provided in working papers 
available for review at the Depaxtment of City 
Planniog, 450 McAUister, San Francisco. 

The live/wo& land use in the variant was 
evaluated separately from the other land uses, 
and the results were combined to produce the 
estimates presented herein. The evaluation of 
the live/work use followed a comparable 
approach to that used for evaluating the other 
land uses, adjusting for differences in the 
jobs/housing characteristics of livelwork 
activities and using additional data fmm the 
1984 South of Marfret Artist LivelWork 
Space Survey conducted by the Wepartment 
of City Planoing. 

- /lu As in Alternatives A and B, as the ratio 
of residential uses to other uses in the Project 
Area increases, the proporlion of good intent 
and rescue calls would increase wbile the 
pmportion of building fires and hazard calk 
would decrease. Because of the higher 
-on of affordab1e units in the variant, 
more medicallservice calls would be expected. 

1131 Compared to Alternative A, more 
domestic violence and residential burglary 
incidents and fewer commercial burglaries 
and thefts would be expected due to the 
greater proportion of residential uses and no 
off~ce development. Compared to Alternative 
B, there would be fewa domestic violence 
and residential burglary incidents bnt more 
commercial burglaries and thefts. 

- 1141 Use of a standard to estimate open space 
demand has several shortcomings. Standards 
address quantity, but not type and quality of 
open space or how well it is designed, m&s 
community needs, or reflects current leirmre 
needs and preferences. Standards do not 
account for socioeconomic changes in a 
community over time and may or may not be 
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realistic in light of a community's ability to 
implement them. 

1151 WE. Transpoxtation conlains an 
extensive discussion of travel demand 
forecasling for the Pmjat Area, 
Downtown & Vicinity, and the rest of the 
region, and the effects of tbis projected travel 
demand on opera* conditions at 
screenlines @@ways and transit), local 
intersections and on MUM mutes serving the 
Project Area. For bighways at the regional 
screenlines, at build-out (see Table VIE.14, 
pp. VIE.106-VLE.107, and Table VIX.15. 
pp. VIE.108-VLE.109). small numerical 
diimmces in outbound tra&c during the 
p.m.+ period and how among 
Alternatives A, B and N do not poduce 
sigr&canUy different impacts in terms of the 
duration of constestion. For transit svstems 
(see Table ~12.16, m. VI.E.X~~-V<E.~ 16; 
Table Vlle.117, &. VIE.117-VLE.118; 
Table VIX.18, pp. VXE.119-VIE.120; and 
Table VIE.19. m. VIE.121-VIE.122). 
cumulative I-sit ri&khip at srreenlioe8 is 
forecast not to be Merent among 
Alternatives A, B, and N, except for the 
Sourh Bay screenliae. A significantly bigha 
CalTain ridership under Alternative N Ulan 
undw Altemtives A or B could be caused by 
the  location of the San Francisco CalTmin 
terminus furlher from the downtown 
employment center with the lama 
Alternatives. As shown in TableVIE.20 
Q.VLE.130). however, them would be no 
significant differences in cumulative 
outbound transit levels of senrice during the 
p.m. peak period and how among the 
Alternatives. For local intersectim 
@p. VIE.166-VIE.l75), VerY few 
differences exist among Altematives A. B, 
and N for 2020Levels of Service 
(Table WE.26, pp. VI.E.167-VLE.168). and 
these few diffmmces are too small to be 
considered sigaificant. For MUM mules 
serving the Project Area, 2020Levels of 
Service (Table VLE.27, p. VUE.177) with 
Ntanative B would be worse thsn with 
Alternatives A or N, as the larger number of 
residents in Alternative B would generate 
more southbound (peak direction) pm. 
peak-period trips than would the otba: 
Alternatives. The numerical differences in 
uavel demand among Alternatives A, B, and 
N are greater than those between 
Alternative B and this variant. 

- 1161 On-street parking space availab'ity for 
Project A m  demand in aLI Altemabives and 
variants assumes spaces on residential streets, 
beyond 1,500 feet from non-residential uses, 

on Project Area bonndary streets, or on 
slreets with WIC flow parking restrictions 
such as King and Thinl Sueets, are not 
available for commercial parking demand. 

1171 Vehicle h i p s  gemmed by the variant 
would be about 9% lower thao vehicle trips 
generated by the Project Area under 
AIteraative B; however, some commute tnps 
could be longer than those under Altemative 
B, due to less Project Area housing and thus 
fewer oppommities for downtown employees 
to live in the Downtown & Vicinity as 
compmd to Alternative B. 

- 1181 Williams, P.B.. "An Overview of the 
Impact of Accelerated Sea Level Rise on San 
Francisco Bay." Philip Williams and 
A d i t e s .  Project #256, San Francisco, 
ChMomia, 1985. 

- 1191 Peggy Kohl, Endangered Species Office, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, 
Califoda, telephone conversation, March 
1989. 

I201 Gary Page, Director of Ocean and 
EsIuarine Resesrch, Point Reyes Bird 
Observalory. Stinson Beach, California, 
telephone cmvemtim, March 1989. 

- /21/ San Francisco Department of City 
Planniag. W e W  Habitat Creation at 
Mission Bay Project Site belween Piers 48 
and 50: A Special Study for Mission Bay," 
prepared by Wetlands Research Associates, 
September 1986, poition of Special Study for 
Mursion Bay. 

/Zu Dry ezcavation of the site of the tuhrre 
wetland wbich takes place bebind a barrier 
capable of excluding all water from the site. 
Sheet piles are often used for this purpose. 
Some water may be present in the spaces in 
the rubble which makes up the site subsfrate. 

- 1231 Robem. B. and B. Hecht, "Initial 
Hydraulic Assessment: Mission Bay," 
prepared for ESA by Balance Hyrologics, 
Inc., Berlreley, California, 1989. 

A summary of Variant 11 (EIR Hearing Proposnl) 
is added to Volume One, Chapter 11. Highlights & 
Conclusions (Variations on Alternatives), on 
p. 11.1 13, right-hand column, as follows: 

This variant was proposed for analysis by a 
coalition of community groups at one of the 
public hearings on the Mission Bay Draft 
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W. 'IBe amount of housing contained in the 
variant would fall between that in 
Alternatives A and B. Tbe variant would have 
mare "affordable" housing units than 
Altanatives A aud B, as about 50% of the 
mils would be affonkble compared to 30% 
under Alternatives A and B. Twwhmdred 
l i v h o r k  units would pmvide c o m b i i  
living and woibing space for artists or rrafts 
workem. 

No office buildings are pqosed, but the 
variant would provide subsrantially more 
retail space than Alternatives A awl B. 
Seivice/Commercial, a new use, would 
provide space for small professional &es, 
and ~ e N k e ,  admiuistrative support, and retail 
activities. The variaat would have about 10% 
more jobs thaa Alternative B and about 70% 
fewer jobs than Alteruative A. The most 
employment would be associated with the 
ServicelCommercial laod use. 

The lack of office buildings in chis variant 
would result in more demand for back oFce 
space in other mas of the Downtown & 
Vicinity compared to Alternatives A and B. 
I&? large amount of miail space would rely 
on spending by p"p1e Zrom outside the area 
as well as by Mission Bay residents and 
workers. 

About the same amount of open space would 
be provided as in Altemaiive B. Port uses and 
open space (including a 20-aere wetland) east 
of Thkd Street h ~ & d  to pICSeNC the 
option for more intensive port development at 
Mission Bay. The variant would be more 
responsive to maritime-related objectives 
applicable to Mission Bay contained in 
existing plans and policies than would 
Nternatives A and B. U&e Alternatives A 
and B, the variant would preserve some 
port-related employment in the Project Area. 

The variant would provide space for a wida 
variety of community and cultural facilities 
than would Alternatives A and B, including 
non-profit or privately owned facilities such 
as theaters, child care centers, aud an 
galleries. With a higher percentage of 
affordable housiug wits and more 
family-sM wits, the variant would have 
more students thau Alternatives A and B, and 
thus a greater impact on schwls. 

The CalTrain tracks would descend below 
grade f m  16th Street to about Seventh aud 
JIooper Sheets; from them CalTrain would 
conlinue uudcrgrouud below King Sheet. The 
exisririg CalTrain station would be replaced 

by an undergrormd station below King Street, 
between 'Ibird and Fourth Streets. With a 
location closer to the Downtown & Vicinity, 
CalTrain would camy more riders than in 
Al~ematives A and B. 

Overall traffic impacts during the p.m. peak 
period would not be siguificantly different 
h m  those for Alternative B. The H o o p  
Sheet connection to Seventh Street and mas 
west of the Project Area would help relieve 
traffic on 16th Street. 

For more detail on Variant 11, see Volume 
Two, Chapter VU. Variatious on Alternatives. 

A figure similiar to FigureVIi.8, shown on 
p.XV.P.10, is added to Volume One. The 
caption for this figure is as follows: 

- Pigun: 11.74: Variant 11. This variant 
represents an alternative land use pmgmm 
submitted by a coalition of c-mity 
groups. Jt contains 8500 housing units, 
1.23 million square feet of Light Loduslrial I 
Research and Development ( L W )  and 
Se~ice/Commercial space, 500,000 square 
feet of retail space, a 400-room hotel, and 
92.4 acres of open space, including China 
Basin Channel. The variant would have about 
16,730 residents awl about 6,720 jobs. 

SANTA FE PACIFIC 
REALTY CORPORATION 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
APPLICATION 

The Draft EIR for Mission Bay while being one of 
t l ~ e  better drafrs in recent years is diflcult to 
arralyze because there is rlo '>la~t" for the 
del~elopnrent. Discussirig paranteters is a liseful 
exercise, and ntay proijide the setting ,fir firture 
discussion, but until there is a "plan" tltese 
comntettts and questiorts should otrly be regarded 
as prelintirtary. (Jim Firth, Mission Bay 
Clearirtgltouse) 

I just n!anted to say that I continire to be 
disturbed, I guess, by the fact that we arc rtot 
ci~aluating cr specific plan, and it seems to rne tltot 
we at some 1e1'eI are sl~irtnirrg our v~~heels o f f  
e~~aluatirig tlte inipact of sometltirrg that is suclt 
an abstract prol~ositiort. The arena, the irtclusiort 
of the arena irt or near this area is just one aspect 
of it. Arid we still dort't krion~ n'lrat t l ~ e  niix., tlre 
balance of housirrg arrd entployntenr is going to 
b e . .  . . 
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So, I ant wondering whether technically and 
legally we coirld in ,facr cet-tifi this -- MJCN,  certify 
n9hatei~er we ha~w before us oft Missiort Bay. 

The Draft En~~ironmental Inil~act Report doesn't 
e11ert refer to a plan. It talks ahout art c~~ol~jirtg 
program. And it seems to me that we could not 
certih ari ei~oli~ing program wit11 regard to its 
en~~ironr?tcrttal impact. It is just riot sontetlting 
that I thirik -- it's niy urtderstartdirtg of what 
CEQA rr.eqrrires would let us do. And maybe I am 
nlrortg, but it does seem ro be a iwry 
irtappropriate tlrLrg to do. Wlretlier we could do 
it leg all)^ or- not, I tltink as a matter of policy we 
wouldn't want to. . . . 

Btrr I guess my basic coricerti gets down to tlte 
trncertainty of our. process. My feelirtg is rhat a 
lot of the key decisions about Mission Bay that 
are going ort are not happening here in this room, 
artd rhat concerns me. They're beirtg ntade 
elsewhere. And I tl~ink this Contmissioti sltould 
be in1~011'ed. (Comntissioner Morales) 

. . . Gil~en the ntagnitude o f  this project, I am not 
sure I agr.ee witlt [Comntissiorier Morales] thar 
we l t a~~e  to delay at least crrt eni~ironmertral 
arialysis until tltere is a specific project tltar is 
dei~e1ol)ed. 

I thirtk it's very tisefiil to go tltrough this process 
trow. I nteati, mtich qf the Missiort Bay plartrting 
crrtd tiiscirssiori, the discussion has been outside of 
the public arerta, and I think the EIR, I know 
thet.e Itale been esceptiorts to tltat, arid prior 
Conmtissiorrs ltai~e Itad a i r ~ t  of iteari/tgs on it. 
But I tltink the EIR focuses the issues 11ery ulell. 
And I think it's intl~ur-tarit to start having some of 
tltose issues be raised withi11 the EIR context 
before rtegotiatiorls conrinue ro the poinr where 
peol~le are locked into alterttarh~es or decisions 
tltar they might not be if some of these issues 
Itadrt't been raised. (Comntissioner Ertgmann) 

. . . What you don't h a ~ ~ e  in front of  yotr, 
ur!forrurttrtely, is tltc real plart ,for Missiort Bay. 
We or-e nieastirirt,y irtil~acts ort a rather academic 
Alterrinti~~eA, the MOU, 1rhic.11 is rtou3 being 
sigrtjficarttlj~ rregoriated, depettdirtg or! n'hetlter 
yorr tcrlk to Sortta Fe Pacific or the City irr 
c/(ffrrcnt dirrctiotrs, but t~ei~ertheless si,ytrificaan@ 
clrartged. 

What you liai~e irt pant of you irt Alterrtati~~e B is 
art absolutely fictitious corrcoctiott of o l~o t  space 
nrtd housing uses that's nci~cr becrt pro1~oscd by 
arty ~~urticular coritntunify group in ,forrr years of 
a ratlter irttertse planrring yrocess, which is to say 
that I belie~jc you are goirtg to h n ~ v  to wait your 
prral certificatiori ~rrttil you have the actual lurid 
trse plart in ,fr.ortt of you artd are able at rhat point 

to consider a viable balanced use communify 
alternative. (Rene Cazenave, Sun Francisco 
Council of Community Housing Organizations) 

The Draft EIR is the product of about three years 
of comprehensive research and analysis to 
evaluate impacts of a variety of alternatives and 
variants of those alternatives. The array of land 
uses and development densities analyzed reflects 
the range of possibilities identified as the Mission 
Bay platu~ing process reached a point where 
preliminary planning choices could be mnde. 
This joint public planning process for Mission 
Bay between the City and Santa Fe Pacific Realty 
Corporation (SFP) is still under way. Every 
effort has been made to incorporate changes and 
refinements for Mission Bay into the EIR as they 
evolve through the planning process. Ln this way, 
the analyses have grown to encompass 
12 variants to the three Alternatives. 

SFP suhmilted a development agreement 
application for Mission Bay on May 1, 1989. The 
application has been the subject of negotiations 
between the City and project sponsor. The 
development agreement application was filed 
after publication of the Draft EIR, and is included 
as a variant in the Final EIR. The project 
described in the development agreement 
application is analyzed as a variant, drawing from 
the detailed and comprehensive information 
developed for the Alternatives. The discussion 
focuses on the differences between it and the 
Alternatives and other variants analyzed in the 
EIR. Table XV.P.4 compares the major attributes 
(i.e., housing, residents, employment, and open 
space) of Variant 12 (Development Agreement 
Application) with those of the EIR Alternatives. 
TableXV.P.5, on p. XV.P.29, shows the land 
area and building space proposed under the 
variant by land use. Table XV.P.6, on 
p. XV.P.30, compares types and amount of 
employment estimated for the variant with that 
estimated for the Alternatives. 

The following variant, Variant 12 (Development 
Agreement Application), is added to Voltune 
Two, Chapter V11. Varii~tions on Alternatives, to 
follow Variant 11, added in the previous 
Response. In keeping with the format of this 
Summary of Cotnments and Responses for 
additions to and changes in the EIR, Variant 12 
appears on the following pages in boldface type; 
because of its length, however, it is not indented 
as are other EIR additions and changes 
throughout Volume Four. (Tables XV.P.4 
-XV.P.6 are presented for information and 
comparison, and are not added to Chapter VII.) 
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TABLEXV.P.4: MAJOR ATTRIBUTES OF VARIANT 12 COMPARED TO THOSE OF 
ALTERNATIVES A, B, AND N, BUILD-OUT/2020 

Housing (Units)/a/ 7,7 20 10,020 

Residents (Persons) 14,400 18,670 

Employment (Jobs) 24,980 6,230 

Open Space (Acres) 
Active 
Passive 
Wetl'ulds 
China Basin Channel 

TOTAL ACRES 55.3 94.1 

/a/ lricludes 20 existing houseboats that would be retained in all cases. 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc. and Recht Hausrath & Associates 

12. DEVELOEMENT AGPUDK!ENT more office space than Alternative k A new use, 
APPLICATION (ALTERNATIVE A) Service / Light Industrial I Research and 

DESCRIPTION 

7his variant r e p e n t s  the development 
agreement application submitted by Santa Fe 
Pacific Realty Coqxmtion (SFP) on 
May 1,1989, currently under negotiation between 
the City and project sponsor. The variant's land 
use plan is shown in Figure W.9 (p. XV.P.31 in 
this document). 

The variant is most closely related to Alternative 
A. It includes less total commercial space and 
more residential units than Altemative k It 
would provide about the same number of jobs as 
Alternative A, with a higher percentage of jobs in 
office and retail activities and a lower percentage 
in S / L W  activities. m e  variant would provide 
300 more housing units than Alternative A (abrrut 
4% more) and would accommodate about 14% 
more residents. About 37.5% of the housing 
units would be "affordable," as compared to 30% 
in Alternatives A and B. The variant would 
provide approximately 14% more open space than 
would Alternative A. 

As in Alternative A, office uses would be 
concentrated north of Berry Street. The variant 
would include about 700,000 square feet (17%) 

Development Ofice (S/LI/RD/O), would be 
located near the southwestern edge of the Project 
Area, near 1-280. lbat use would be similar to 
S/LJ/RD pmposed in Alternatives A and B, but 
could include office uses as well (see Variant 7, 
pp. W.41-W.47, for inbormation on allowing 
oftice uses in Sli,J/RD in AlternativeA). The 
variant would provide only about 25% of Lhe 
S/LJ/RI-type space contained in Alternative A. 
A 500-room hotel would occupy the noxtheastern 
comer of the "banana Iriangle" along Third Street, 
south of China Basin Channel. 

The variant includes three times as much retail 
space as Alternative A (see also Variant 4, 
pp. W . W . 3 2 ,  for infomation on increased 
rerail space in Alternative A). Most of the retail 
space in the variant would be grolmd floor shops, 
stores, and eating and drioking places as found 
along a typical neighborhood commercial street; 
second-stay commercial space could locate 
along Tbird Street, south of the channel. Norlh of 
the channel, there would be ground-flm retail 
space to senre Mission Bay ofice workers and 
South of Market workers. There would be two 
sites for larger-scale retail stores, located in the 
southern part of the Project Area near the 
intersection of W d  and 16th Streets. One of 
those sites would be developed with a 
supamarlret and otha convenience stores. 
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TABLEXV.P.5: VARIANT 12 LAND AREA AND BUILDING SPACE BY USE, 
BUILD-OUT/2020 

Office 
Servicc /Light indtrstrial / Rescarch & 

Development / Otfice 
Retail 

Major Retail 
Ncigl~borl~ootl/Other Retail 
TOTAL RETAIL 

Motel 
Port-Rclatcd / M-2 
Hotrsing 

Medium Density (MDR) 
Mediiitn-High Density (MHDR) 
High Density (HDR) 
Very High Density (VHDR) 
TOTAL HOUSINC; 

Community and Cultural Facilities 
Public Facilities 
Open Space 

Activc 
Passive 
Chirii~ Basin Channel 
TOTAL OPEN SPACE 

Existing Esprit 
CalTrain Station and Right-of-way 
MUNI Metro Yard and Turnbacks 
Potnp Station 
Slreets and hifiaslructure 
Houseboals 
Pleaswe Craft 
-. . . ., ., .~ 

NK - Not known; NA - Not applicable 

Land Area 
(acres, ~rnless 
glherwise noled) 

1.5 
79.5 
20 (berths) 
35 (berths) 

Building Space 
(sq. ft. unless 
otherwise noted) 

500 (rooms) 
0 /b/ 

5,731 (units) 
66 (units) 

1,424 (unitsj 
(units) 

8,000 (units) 

/a/ These would be ground-floor and (on Third Street) second-story uses in residential buildings; land 
area is included in housing totals. 

/b/ This area would be used pritnarily for backland and storage. No permanent building space is 
anticipated. 

/c/ Free-standing con~munity and cultural facilities only; community and cultural facilities would also 
be located within some residential buildings. 

/dl For the site designated for "Public Facilities" in the northwest corner of the Project Area, building 
space is unknown and dependent on the speciric use(s) selected. Uses could include parking 
structures, comn~unity services, parks, libraries, schools, etc., or assembly and entert~~inment uses 
snch as theaters or an arena. This would be in addition to the community and cultural facilities 
spncc developed elseurherc in the Project Area. 

/e/ Buildii~g space shown is for MUNI adtninistralive support offices. Maintenance and storage areas 
would constitute much of this facility; that building area is unknown. 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc. 
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TABLE XV.P.6: MISSION BAY EMPLOYMENT BY USE, VARIANT 12 AND ALTERNATIVES, 
BUILD-OUT/2020 

Larid Usc 

Office/a/ 
S/LI/RV or S/LI/RD/O/a/ 
Retail 
Hotel 
Existing Esprit 
M-2 Itidustrial 
Port-RelatedIM-2 
Housing-Related 
Cornrnunity Facilities 

and Open Space 
Pump Station and 

CalTrairi Station 
Building Maititenancel 

Securily/Parkirig 
MUNl Metro/b/ 
Public Facilities/c/ 

TOTAL 

Alt. N -- Variant 12 

NA - Not applicable. 

/a /  I n  addition to the office development proposed uritler Varinnt 12, the variant provitles for Service / 
Liglil Indust~inl/ Reseatch and Uevelopn~ent / Ol'l'ice (S/LL/RD/O) uses, which are similar to the 
Service /Light Industrial /Research and Development (S/LI/RD) uses in Alternatives A mid B, but 
could include office uses as well. 

/b/ A MUNI Metro maintenance ant1 repair yard for Metro vehicles would have about 280 employees; 
there woultl also be 260 MUNI :~dniinislrative support personnel. 

/c/ 111 Variant 12 only, a site in the northwest comer of the Project Area has been designated for 
"Public Facilities." Uses could include parking structures, community services, parks, libraries, 
schools, etc., or assembly and eritertaitunent uses such as theaters or an arena. This would be in 
addition to con~tnunity arid cultural l'acilities developed elsewhere in the Project Area. 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc. and Recht Hausrath & Associates, Inc. 

'lhe variant would include more open space tban 
Alternative A (62.8 acres of open space compared 
to 55.3 acres in Nternativc A), but less open 
space than Mtcrnative F) (with 94.1. acres). 'J3ere 
would be three active o p  space areas (south of 
the channel and immediately east of 1-280, east of 
arird Street and south of t)rc extension of Pier 48, 
and northeast of E9prit). as wcU as passive open 
space parks and paths. Thc variant would not 
irtclude wetlands. 

The variant would preclude development of a 
container terminal adjacent to Mission Bay, as 
would Alternatives A and F). About sin acres of 
land would be available for port-related uses 

adjacent lo Piers 48 and 50. That backland would 
facilitate the continued use of those piers as 
non-cmtainer terminals and for other 
maritime-related activity. 

The northwest corner of the Project Area is 
designated for "Public Facilities." That site could 
be used for public parking struchrres, community 
services, parks, museums, libraries, schook, etc. 
or assembly and entertainment uses such as 
theaters or an arena. In this variant, the public 
facilities site is assumed to be occupied by a m u  
of uses with a generally daytime panem of use 
and an average employment density about the 
same as that for community facilities. Were the 



- - - MISSION BAY BOUNDARY 

[7 OFFICE HOTEL COMMUNITY FACILITIES (Below Residential) 

SERVICE I LIGHT INDUSTRIAL I RESEARCH PORT-RELATED I M P  I EXISTING OPEN SPACE (Parkland) 
AND DEVELOPMENT1 OFFICE (SILIIRDIO) 

HOUSING MUNI FACILITIES 
RETAIL 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES RAIL AND EXISTING PUMP STATION 
RETAIL (Below Other Uses) 

kission Bay 

SOURCE: Envimnmenld S&nm Asmclam, Inc. 

FIGURE V11.9 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT APPLICATION 

(ALTERNATIVE A) 
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site to be occupied by an arena, impacts would 
differ. An arena on that site is consideml in a 
supplement to the Mission Bay J3R, published on 
March 17,1989 (see Appendix M. Sports 
Facilities). Responses to Comments on that 
supplement are presented in XV.Q. Sports 
Facilities. 

As in Altemative A, community services, such as 
police and fire facilities and a recreation center, 
would occup the Fire Station 30area. The 
station would be restored and expanded to 
provide additional space, or additional facilities 
would be constructed. There would be a school 
site in the westem portion of the Project Area 
between Owens and Sixth Streets, south of China 
Basin Chaanel. A eulhual center would be on 
7hird Street near Crescent Park Other 
community facilities would be located withh 
commercial and residential buildings. 

The 20 houseboat berths and 35 pleasure-craft 
benbs in Cbina Basin Channel would remain. As 
in the EIR Altemtives, the 1-280 stub and Fourth 
Strect o f f - m p  would be removed and the 
interchange r e c d g u x d  to provide on- and 
off-ramps at Kiag Street between P i  and Sixth 
Streets; the CalTrain Station would be moved 
h m  its present location at Fourtb and Townsend 
Streets to Seventh and Charnel Streets. 

MUN) Metro would be extended to the Project 
Area, with a stop opposite the CalTmia station 
and a final stop within the Project Area south of 
16th Street. A MUNl Metro maintenaace and 
repair yard and sumport off~ces would occupy the 
area bounded by Owens Street, 1-280.16th Street, 
and Mariposa Street. MUNI Metro tracks would 
parallel the CalTrain tracks south of the C a l T h  
station, but would descend below grade from the 
CalTrain station to pass under 16th Street to the 
maintenance and repair facility. 

Two parallel bridges would cross the channel at 
Owens Street. The western bridge would be used 
by MUM Metro; the eastern bridge would have 
one tralEc lane in each dixection plus a sidewalk. 

'X'he variant incorporates the most recent design 
for The Embarcadtro and King Street leading into 
Mission Bay from the east. Withh Mission Bay 
the mid-block segments of King Street would 
contain three travel lanes during the peak piads 
except in the westbound direction, which would 
have two lanes between Fourlh and lMrd Streets. 
East of Third Street, however, King would 
narrow to two mid-block have1 hues in each 
directioa 

The variant is most simiiar to Ntemative A in 
terms of total employment. The mix of types of 

businesses and employment would differ from 
Alternative A, however. Most of the employment 
in the variant would be associated with 
uses. The variant would provide about 17% more 
office employment and 70% less SILURD-type 
employment than would Alternative A. Retail is 
a major employment category in the variant, 
providing three times more jobs than retail use in 
Alternative A. The variant would provide 
hotel-related employment identical to that in 
Altemative A, employment of a type Lhat would 
not be provided in Alternative B or N. 

With 8,000 housing units, there would be about 
300 (4%) more units in the variant than in 
Altemative A. Population is eslimated a1 about 
16,400 residents, about 2,000 (14%) more than in 
Altemative A, due to larger nnits and an expected 
larger average household size. Compared to 
Alternative B, the variant would include 2,000 
(20%) fewer housing units and about 2300 (12%) 
fewer residents. Most of the housing units (about 
72%) would fall in the medium density residential 
(MDR) range. About 18% would fall in the high 
density residential (JDR) range. About 10% of 
the units would be in a new housing density 
category, very high density residential (VHDR), 
representing densities over 150 dwelling units pa: 
acre. Fewer than 1% of the units would be 
medium-high density residential (MHDR) and 
none would be low density residential (LDR). 

As with Altematives A and B, both for-sate and 
rental housing would be developed The housing 
would span a range of prices and rents. The 
variant would have 3,000 affordabIe housing 
units, representing a higher pacentage of total 
housing built in Mission Bay than would be the 
case under Altematives A and B (37.5% with the 
variant camped to 30% with Alternatives A and 
B). On average, the affordable nnits would be 
larger than would be the case under 
AltemativesA and B./24/ For the variant, 
affordable housing is defmed as housing available 
at prices and rents affordable to low- and 
moderate-income households. The range of 
prices and rents for new a8Fonlable housing 
would include lower prices and rents than would 
be the case under Alternatives A and B./251 

PUBLIC P U S  AND POLICIES 

As in Alternatives A and B, the variant would not 
respond to objectives of the City's Cenaal 
Waterfront Plan, the Port's Conceptual Maritime 
Master Plan for the Southern WatemOnt, and the 
regional Seaport Plan calling for the maintenance 
or expansion of maritime uses east of Third Street 
in Mission Bay. However, a recent amendment 
to the Seaport Plan would remove the 
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inconsistency between the variant and the Seaport 
Plan, provided that certain conditions were 
fulfilledl26/ San Francisco's CentraJ Watcrhnt 
Plan calls for a mixed-use residential 
neighborhood west of Tbinl Slrcet. West of 
Third Stlcct, the variant generally would be 
consistent with the plan, as would Alternatives A 
and B. 

LAND USE, BUSINFSS ACTIVITY, AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

'lhe variant would represent a change in the land 
use character of the Mission Bay Project Area 
commensurate with the change represented by 
Altcmatives A md B (see pp. VI.B.81-VLB.83). 
l'hc variant would he most similar to Altanative 
A, in tcrms of both the mix of uses and the 
geographic distribution of uses in U I  Project 
h a .  

~ I C  magnitude of development in the variant 
could be absorbed by 2020. Full occupancy of 
Llre large amount of retail space would not occur 
until the surrounding residential btocks were 
well-establishetl. 

As described below in the analysis of retail 
activity, the amount of retail space in the variant 
is large relative lo what could be supported by 
local spending. Consequently, personal and 
business services uses are likely to occupy 
secontl-Bcma space along Third Sweet. 

1111plicatiom for llulploy~nent arrd Job 
Upyolturrit~cs in Miqsio~r I h y  

The .mount of employment in the Project Area 
mdm ihe variant would be a h u t  25,100 jobs, 
almost emctIy the same as under Ntenuttive A 
(see pp. Vl.B.83-V1.10.8R)J27/ 

In terms of occupations, wage/salary categories, 
and camings and skill levels, Ule job profile for 
the variant would be very similar to that under 
Aflw~ative A. Tire dierent  mix of ofice, 
S/I,I/KQ/O, and rcfail escs would result in some 
diFtmcnccs, howevcr. 'I1Bere woi11d Ix a higher 
rnunber :uld percentage of jobs in 
pn)fcssionWteclmical, manageriaVadministrative, 
and clerical occvpations aad a higher share of 
jobs at tI1c upper ctrd of the wage/salary 
dissribatio~~ because of the luger amouml of office 
dcvclopment in the variant. Nso, since ihe 
variant would not have a large arnoont of 
S/LI/KI>/O spacc, tlicrc would Ix fewer jobs in 
c d s ,  ol~ratives, and other similar occupations 

than there would be under Alternative A, 
although thae would be more of those types of 
job opportunities in the Project Area with the 
variant compared to the situation in 1985. The 
variant would d l  insomewhai more jobs in the 
lower wagelsalary categories, reflecting the larger 
amount of retail space and the refalively high 
proportion of part-time and entry-level jobs in 
retail trade. 

Over course of the development period, the 
number of constr~~tim jobs generated would be 
similar to the number in Alternative A (12,700 
person-years; see pp. VI.B.88-VI.B.90). 

Ersployme_Benefits to the L a b o ~ F s  

As under Alternatives A, B, and N, jobs in the 
Project Area unda the variant would employ San 
Fran~isco residents as well as residents of other 
pawls of the region (see pp. VI.B.91-VI.B.93). As 
would Alternnlive A, the variant would offer a 
broader m g e  and larger number of job 
opportunities cornparad to those in Alternatives B 
and N. Furthermore, with the larger amount of 
Mission Bay housing in the variant compared to 
Alternative A, a higher share of Project Area jobs 
might be held by City residents. 

llhe overview description of Project Area 
business transition and location options for 
existing Mission Bay businesses presented on 
pp. VLB.93-VIB.96 would apply for the variant 
as it applies for Ntematives A, B, and N. The 
longer-term conclusions presented on p. VI.B.99 
for Allernalive A generally would apply for ihc 
variant. The option available to existing 
businesses of remaining in the lowerdensity 
S/LJ/RD development with Alternative A would 
not be a possibility with the variant, however, 
since the Limited amount of S/LURD/O space that 
mi@ be developed would provide a smaller 
number and narrower m g e  of choices than would 
be possible with Afternative A. 

East of Third Street, the port-related land use in c 
tbc variant could d o w  continued operation of the 
maritime and hazardous materials cleaning 
service business and tank farm located in tbat part 
of the Project Area. However, the amount of land 
area available for lbat business would be less 
under tbis variant, compared to the area it 
currently occupies. Consequently, as opposed to 
UIC situation in AltemtivesA and B, those 
activities, as well as other industrial or 
maritime-related uses in that area, might not have 
to relocate as a consqucnce of Mission Bay 
development. 
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Mari th-Related -- Activity 1 Poa-Related 
Landuse  

The overview discussion and the specific 
conclusions for Mtrrnativc A related lo options 
for maricimc-related activily in Mission Bay 
apply for this variant (see pp. VLB.101-VI.B.102 
and pp. VILB.115-VI.B.117). Approximately six 
acres of land cast of Third Street would be 
reserved for port-related uses in ihe variant. Tbis 
is about the same amount reserved under 
Ntcmative A (although in a different location). 
As discussed for Alternative A, tbe limited land 
area and the location near residential and hotel 
development make it unlikely chat active 
maritime uses could function eff~cimtly in the 
port-related area over tbe long term. The area 
could continue to be used for mataials storage 
and for functions ancillary to those on adjacent 
piers. 

'Ibe reserved port-related land in (hi variant 
would include about one-half of tbe acreage 
currently used by HWfX Ship Services, an cxisting 
maritime and hamdous materials cleaning 
service business located opposite Pier48. 'Ibc 
remainder of the HWH site would become part of 
a pmposed open spacc bounded by 7bird Sheet 
and China Basin. The ba7ardo11s materials 
handled by HWH are primarily waste petroleum 
products, such as waste oil pmnpd from 
decommissioned underground storage tanks. The 
loss of part of its spacc would be Wrely to cause 
HWH to relocate, requiring it  to apply for a new 
Treatment, Storage or Diiposal VSD) permit at a 
new location (see note/49a/, p.VLB.133 
[p. XV.B.1 I of this document]). 'Ibe EIR has 
analyzed two time frames: the years 2000 and 
2020. It is assumed chat Mission Bay 
development would be phased to permit 
continued -tion of the existing company 
through the fmt  of the two time frames. 

Were HWH to continue to operate at its current 
location alter development of the open space area, 
the potential wonld exist for persons using the 
open space to be exposed to accidental toxic 
chemical releases or explosions fmm tank 
cleaning operations at MWZII.JUII Such exposure 
is not likely i f  operations continue to comply with 
TSD permit conditions. Under relatively calm 
almospheric conditions, pemleum fnmes from 
HWM occasionally could annoy users of the open 
space; sucb limited exposure would not be 
considered a health hazard. Users would also be 
subjected to traftic from trucks hauling empty 
storage tanks or waste petroleum pmducts to the 
HWFK facility. Hazards from tbis lmlXc would be 
no different than hazards on any other city street 
subject to commercial -c. 

The conclusim for Alternative A related to 
future container t e rmid  developnrenr adjacent to 
the Project Area also apply to the variant. A 
conlainer terminal would rquiee more acres in 
Hlission Bay for bbacIand than (han designated for 
port-related use in the variant. A land exchange, 
such as that adcPressed in the recent Seaport Plan 
amendment, c d d  provide a suitable substitute 
location in the vi~iairy of Piers 70 to 80 for 
potential future container terminal activity, so that 
San Francisco's long-term contaier handling 
capacity would not be adversely affected by 
development mdet tbis variant. UF the conditions 
of the Seaport Plan amendment allowing 
development of a new marine terminal adjacent to 
the existing San Francisco container termioals 
rather than at Mission Bay were not met, then the 
variant would reduce fume  container handling 
capacity in San Francisco. 

Retail Activity 

7he variant incorporates a large amount of retail 
space (750,000 gross square feet), substantially 
larger than the amounts in Alternatives A, B, and 
N. Retail space in Mission Bay would be 
mrpported by the spending of Project Area 
residents and workers as well as by spending of 
people from outside the Project Area. (For more 
background on the retail conclusions, see 
pp. VI.B.104-VIB.106 and VI.B.117-VI.B.119.) 
With a supema&et in the Project Area Mission 
Bay residents would do more of their 
convenience shopping in the Project Area than 
assumed for analysis of Altematives A, B, and N, 
none of which are likely to provide for a 
supmarket site. Accounting for that difference 
and using a methodology similar to that used to 
analyze Alternatives A, B, and N, it is estimated 
that spending by Project Area residents and 
workers would s u p p a t  about 230,000 - 260,000 
square feet of retail space in the Project Area 
under the variant. 

Of the total retail space to be developed under the 
variant, about 160,000 square feet would be 
second-floor space most likely occupied by 
personal and business service activities primarily 
serving the Mission Bay neighborbed. IC that 
space were subtracted from the told amou~.l of 
space designated for retail uses, then there would 
be about 5!30,000 square feet of Mission Bay 
retail space to be supported by retail spending 
(750,000 - 160,000 = 590,000). About 330,000 to 
360,000 square feet of that 590,000 square feet of 
rctail space would depend on the spending of 
people fiom outside the Project Area. 

Mission Bay retail space under the variant would 
have to include amactions drawing from a larger 
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market area. The supermarket would offer 
convenient, lowercost grocery shopping to 
residents of Polrero Hiu and South of Market 
neighborhoods. With the variant, it is unlikely 
that a supermarket or neighborhood shopping 
center would be developed elsewhere in the 
vicinity outside Mission Bay. The other 
larger-scale retail development could be a 
discount outlet or other stores offering household 
goods and home impmvement items, for 
example. Such stores draw customers fnm~ 
nearby neighborhoods and 6om lbroughout San 
Francisco. Moreover, for the large amount of 
Mission Bay retail space to be absorbed, it is 
Urely that lhe neighborhood commexcial street 
would develop with a high propoltion of eating 
and drinking places and specialty shopping, 
attracting p p l e  to Mission Bay. Developing 
such a special cbaracter takes a long time. Until 
that happened, there would be somewhat less 
occupied retail space in Mission Bay than 
envisioned in the variant. 

Another issue related to retail activity in Mission 
Bay is the &ect on neighborhood commercial 
slmcts elsewhem in San Prancisco. Under the 
variant, a successful neighborhood commercial 
street in Mission Bay would compete with 
neighborhood shopping streets nearby (e.g., on 
Potrem HiU or in the Mission District). There 
wouid be Iws sales growth in those areas than 
otherwise under Alternatives A, B, and N. As 
mentioned above, such competition would only 
develop aver the long term. Moreover, tbe 
special character and flavor of the older, 
estabtished districts would continue to attract 
shumpers, including Mission Bay residents. The 
large amount of new retail development 
incorporated in the variant would be likely to 
have mure effect on the potential for other new 
retail in South Beach, Yerba Buena Gadens, 
Showplace Square, and other South of Market 
locations. The sites for large* stores in lhe 
Project Area would result in less of lhat type of 
development occm*ing somewhere else in the 
southeast paxt of rhe City. 

On the other hand, Mission Bay development 
undtr the variant would contribute to sales 
growth in o h  retail districts in the City, 
primarily as a consequence of the spending 
attributable to the relatively large number of new 
Mission Bay residents. As in Alternatives A and 
B, the w l e  living in Mission Bay would shop 
for such items as apparel, home fumisbings, 
appliances, and automobiles in shopping areas in 
San Francisco outside Mission Bay. They also 
would p a w n .  restaurants and shop dong the 
City's many popular neighborhood streets. 

~ l i c a t i o n s  for Nearbv lidustrial and 
Commercial Areas -~ 

The overview discussion of the liming and types 
of effects of Mission Bay development on land 
use, business activity, and employment in Nearby 
Areas applies for the variant as well as for the 
Alternatives (see pp. VI.B.106-VIB.109). The 
description of the effects of Alternatives A, B, 
and N (see pp. VLB.109-VLB.117) also is useful 
background for the following comparative 
analysis. 

Generally, the variant would be very similar to 
Alternative A in terms of impacts on the pace of 
development and land use change in the South of 
Market, other parts of the Downtown & Vicinity, 
and nearby industrially zoned areas. Compared 
to Alternatives B and N, there would be less 
pressure for office development in Neartry Areas 
with the large amount of Mission Bay officc 
space w e d  for the variant. Because the 
variant does not incorporate a large amount of 
lower-n'se, lower-cost commerciaVindusbrial 
development (i.e., S / L W  or M-2 Indushial 
space), it would result in land use pattern similar 
to those of Alternative B in areas to ihe west and 
south of the Project Area Showmom and related 
activity and some production, distribution, and 
warehousing businesses would look for substitute 
locations in the North Polmm, Inner Mission, 
Lower Potrem, and Central Bayfmnt districts 
since Mission Bay would not pmvide options for 
those types of business activities. 

implications for. Citywide a d .  Regiuual 
C r u d  .&. Develapf~entPat~em 

The rationale for determining how the various 
oplims for Mission Bay development would 
affect development pattans and the amount of 
employment growth in San Francisco and otha 
parts of the region is described on 
pp.VI.B.119-VI.B.121. For this aspect of the 
analysis, the consequences of the variant would 
be similar to th&e of Altemative A (see 
Q. VI.B.121). 

The variant, Like Alternative A, would enable San 
Francisco to compete with the suburbs for 
lower-cost back-o&ce development that 
otherwise would have difficulty finding suitable 
locations in the City. Consequently, there could 
be somewhat more office development overall in 
lhe City and less elsewhere in the region 
compared to the situation with Alternatives B and 
N. The larger amount of office space in the 
Project Area under the variant compared to 
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Alternative A would result in somewha less 
pressurc for new office development in other 
parts of the Downtown & Vicinity. 

Because the variant docs not incorporate the large 
amount of S/LlmD development included in 
Alternative A, there would be more of that type 
of development and employment growth outside 
San Francisco and in industrially umed areas in 
San Francisco to the west and south of Mission 
Bay. 

HOUSING AND P O P U T I O N  

LmpLicatio-m for Households and Population 
i 4 . . ~ .P r~kc t .&a  

By build-out, Mission Bay under the variant 
would have 8,WU new housing units and about 
l6.400 residents./29/ The variant would result in 
substantially mom housing and population thm 
Alternative N, somewhat more thm Altarnative 
A, and less than Alternative B. 

As in Altematives A and B, new residential 
development in Mission Bay under the variant 
would provide a mix of types and sizes of new 
units ;uld would accommodate a mix of different 
ltouseholds and people. Although the general 
description for Alternatives A and B on 
pp. V1.C.M-VI.C.65 would apply for tbe variant, 
there also would be some differences. Ln the 
variant, there would be units with lower pricdrent 
levels than in Alternatives A and B. In addition, 
a higher percentage of the units would be 
a h d a b l e  and the overall average unit size would 
be somewhat larger compared to Altematives A 
and B. (See discussion of Variant 8 on 
pp. VII.47-VU51 for additional backgruund.) 

7hc differences in housing unit size result in 
difterences in the characteristics of households in 
Mission Bay. Households would be larger and 
rherc would be more workers per household, on 
avcnge. There also would be proportionally 
more children. Although the number of housing 
units, households and employed residents in 
Mission Bay under tbe variant would be most 
similar to Alternative A, the total population in 
Ute Project Area would fall somewhere between 
the amount estimated for hlteraative A and that 
estimated for thc larger residential community in 
Altmativc BJ291 This is because Ute larger unit 
sizes in tl~c aa'ordable housing category would 
provide opportunities for more families with 
cltildrcu to live in Mission Bay than would be the 
case with Alternative A. 

Since the range of prices and rents for affordable 
units would iuclrlde lower-piiced units than 

assumed for the Alternatives, the variant would 
provide opportunities for households with lower 
incomes to live in the Project Area that would not 
be available with the affordable price/rent 
s w t u r e  assumed for Altanatives A and B. 
Consequently, average household income in 
Mission Bay would be lower under the variant. 

The implications of Mission Bay development 
under the variant for nearby residential 
neighbolhoods would be similar to those of 
Alternatives A and B (see pp. VI.C.86-VI.C.92). 
As with those Alternatives, a strong direction for 
the types of changes attributable to Mission Bay 
development is difEicult to predict, since the 
various features of the variant would have 
offsetting implications. 

Since the. variant would represent an upgrading of 
the mban environment in that sector of the City, it 
could potentially contribute to iocreased demand 
for housing in those older residential 
neighborhoods in the vicinity. On the other hand, 
the variant would add a substantial amount of 
housing to the City's stock, absorbing some of 
the demand for housing that otherwise would 
contribute to genhifcation in nearby 
neighborhoods. 

For residents of nearby neighborhoods, the 
variant would provide more in the way of public 
facilities and retail shopping opportnnities than 
would Alternatives A, B, and N. 

Projea Area Jobsfilousing Kelauor~ship.gd 
Implications for &.Ciry's HousingMadc.! 

Relatiomhip Between Project Area Employment 
Growth and Housing Development 

For office development under the variant, the 
City's OAHPP would reqnire either payment of 
an in-lien fee of $39.56 million for prodnction of 
housing or construction of 2,200 housing units, 
1,364 to be alfordable to households of moderate 
M lower income.DO/ 7he number of housing 
units to be built in the Project Area under the 
variant (8,000) would more than satisfy the 
OAHPP housing construction requirement. The 
price assumptions for the 3,000 affordable units 
in the Project Area undn the variant imply 
affordability to households of moderate and low 
incomes, and indicate tbat the 1990 OAHPP 
aa'ordabiity requirement is Wrely to be met.DOa/ 

As with Alternatives A and B, the number of 
housing units to be built in the Project Area 
would exceed the number of units needed in San 
Francisco to accommodate Project Area 
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employment growth. The estimated number of 
units to accommodate additional San Francisco 
households with Project Area workers (about 
3,620) would represent about 45% of the numbm 
of new housing units to be built in the Project 
Area (R,OOO)J3 I/ The remainder would represent 
housing available to accommodate other d e m d  
besides thal associated with Mission Bay 
employment growth, thus irnprovhg the City's 
ability to accommodate other households looking 
for housing in San Francisco. 

AFlordable housing is defined differently for the 
variant than for Alternatives A and B. 'me range 
of prices and mnts fm new affordable housing 
under the variant would include lower prices and 
rcnts atan would be the case under Alternatives A 
and B. For the variant, afIonlable housing 
includes housing available at prices and rents 
affwdable to low- and moderate-income 
households. For comparison, Kbe range of prices 
md rcnts fm affordable housing in Mtematives A 
and B would include prices ancl rents affordable 
to middle-income households and households in 
the higher ranges of the moderate-income 
cacegcrry. In those Alternatives, there would be 
no housing affordabk to low-income households 
or to households in the lower ranges of Ihe 
moderate-income category. 

For aoalysis, the affordable housing under Lhe 
variant is assumed to be priced to be affordable to 
households with incomes ranging from 50% to 
120% of median household income. Additional 
San Francisco houselrolds with Project Area 
workers could q u i r e  about 1,620 units of 
housing in tbis price range./32/ That number of 
mius would account for about 54% of the 
affordable units to be built under the variant. The 
remaining affordable units (about 1,380 units) 
would repsent  housing for other low- and 
modern-income households in San Francisco. 

TIC majority of additional San Francisco 
households with Project h a  workers would be 
able to afford housing in the Project Area under 
the variant. 'lhe percentage of worker households 
who coirld afford Project Area housing would be 
higher under Ure variant than under 
Alternatives A and B because of the broader 
range of prices and rents for affordable housing 
undm 111e variant. 

s Despite the broader range of affordability for 
housing under rhe variant, there still would be 
sornr additional demand in San Francisco for 
lower- and higher-priced affordable housing as a 
mrrlt of Project Area employment growth./32/ 
lllcre wo~ald be additional San Francisco 
households of Pmject h a  workers with 
konsebold incomes below those needed to pay for 

affordable housing in Mission Bay (incomes 
below 50% of median household income). This 
additional demand would increase competition 
for units at the low end of the price/rwt range for 
housing in San Francisco. There also would be 
additional households of Project Area workers 
with household incomes above those for which 
the Mission Bay affordable housing is targeted 
but below those needed to pay for market-rate 
housing in Mission Bay (assuming market-rate 
housing prices similar to those for Alternatives A 
and B). This additional demand might be met by 
other market-rate housing production in San 
Francisco. ALSO, to UIe extent lower-priced 
market-rate pmits in Mission Bay relieved demaad 
pressure for existing housing elsewhere in the 
Ciay, that would hdhxtly reduce the competition 
faced by those households with incomes betwoen 
those targeted by the affordable housing and 
those needed to pay for the market-rate housing. 
However, the households in this group also could 
add to the demaod for misting housing in San 
Francisco. 

Comparison with the Alternatives and 
JmpIications for Citywide Housing 

Tbe variant would be most similar to Alternative 
A fmm a jobsbousing perspective, resuIIhg in 
about Ihe same amount of Project Area 
employment growth and somewhat more housiag 
development in Mission Bay. (The jobs/housing 
aoalysis for Alternatives A, B, and N is on 
pp. VI-C.70-M.C.77. General discussion of the 
impLicatious for citywide housing market 
conditions is on pp. M.C.81-VlC.86.) 
Compared to Altanative A, them? would be fewer 
market-rate units (390 fewer units) and more 
affordable units (690 more units). Comparrxi to 
Alternatives A and B, the variant would produce 
affordable housing priced at lower levels, thus 
providing housing to a broader range of 
households with incomes below those needed to 
purchase or rent new market-rate housing. The 
larger average size of atfadable units under the 
variant would be of particular benefit in San 
Francisco, where there are not many options for 
producing affonlable housing large enough for 
families. 

The large amount of housing in Mission Bay 
would expand the City's housing stock across a 
range of prices and rents. Tbe new housing 
would accommodate households thaf otherwise 
would compete for existing housing. Of 
particular beneiit would be the addition of 
affordable housing available over a range of 
prices and rents since such units are difticult to 
produce in San Francisco and will remain in 
stmag d e m d  in the future. 
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Compared to Alternatives A and B, the variant 
would be of more benefit to moderate- and 
low-income households in the market for 
affordable housing in Saa Fraacisco and to family 
households seeking affordable housing. The 
variant would be less beneficial than 
Alternatives A and B to middle-income 
households seeking affordable units priced just 
below the level r e q d  for producing new 
market-rate housing. It also would provide fewer 
opporhmities for single-person and other smaller 
households seeking affordable housing than 
Altanatives A and B. 

Alternative B is likely to be preferable to the 
variant from an overall housing market 
perspective, because it would add more to 
housing s u ~ l y  in the City and relatively less to 
housing demand associated with Project Area 
employment gmwtb. However, in terms of 
affordable housing, the variant would add new 
units at lower &es and rents than those to he 
built under A l i d v e B .  Consequently, unlike 
anv of' the Alternatives. the variant would mwide 
h&ing opportunities 'in the City for s&ne of 
those who otherwise would have to malce more 
adjustments and sacrifices under the housing 
market conditions expected to prevail in San 
Francisco over the long term. 

@&cAem.for tbe Housing M&_e- 
Rest of the Region 

Mission Bay unda the varisnt, and the citywide 
cumdative context of which it would be a part, 
would contribute to regional housing market 
conditions in the future. The effects of the 
variant would be similar to those of Alternative A 
(see pp. VK.C.92-VLC.97). Generally, the 
development program for Mission Bay would 
influence the s o m e  and location of housing 
demand in the region but would have little effect 
on the total magaitude of regional housing 
demand and on overall regional housing market 
conditions. 

Like AlternativesA and B, the variant would 
r m e  what is now industrial land for a 
substantial amount of housing development in 
San Francisco. Compared to Altemative N, the 
reaming would improve the City's balance of 
jobs and housing and would accommodate 
housing that otherwise would be built elsewhere 
in the region 

COMMUNlTY S ~ V I C E S  AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Jn 2020, about 5% more fmlnon-fue incidents 

would he expected under this variant tban under 
Alternative B, which has the highest number of 
incidents among the EIR AltemativesJ33/ As in 
Alternatives A and B, an engine company and a 
truck company, with accompanying personnel, 
would have to be added to maintain adequate 
levels of service in Mission Bay and the 
surrounding areas. As in Alternative A, 
renovation and expansion of closed 
Fire Station 30 could accommodate required 
firefighting equipment and personnel. As in the 
Alternatives, the existing high-pressure water 
system would noed to be upgraded to serve lhe 
interior poilion of the Project Area adequately. 

In 2020, the number of police incidents would be 
about 4% lower than the number of incidents in 
Alternative A and about 8% lower than the 
number of incidents in Alternative B due to the 
different mix of land uses (i.e., less SjLl/RD-type 
development lhan in Alternative A and a smaller 
residential population than that in Alternative 
B)J34/ Personnel, equipment, and space 
requirements would he about the same as in 
Alternatives A and B. As in Alternatives A and 
B, necessary additional police personnel could 
not be accommodated in existing police stations. 

Public Schools 

The variant would have a greater impact on 
SFUSD emIlment than would any of the 
Alternatives. Appmxhwely 2,140 SWSD 
students are projected to iive in the Project Area 
under the variant in the year 2020, about 48% 
more than the number of students mdm 
Alternative A and about 14% m a e  than the 
number of students under Alternative B. As in 
Alternatives A and B, existing schools in the 
adjacent Nearby Areas and the district as a whole 
would not have sldiicient space to accommodate 
these students. Project Area students would 
require about 40 elementary classrooms, 19 
middle-school classrooms, and 20 high-school 
classrooms (representing more than two 
elementary schools, 61% of a middle school, and 
31% of a high school). About 130 teachers/staff 
members would be needed 

The development agreement application identifies 
a 1.6acre area northeast of Owens Street as a 
school site. If an elementary school were 
developed at that site, it typically would 
accommodate about 450 students, about 22% of 
the totat number of students projected to live in 
the Project Area. if developed as a middle 
school, about 850students could be accommo- 
dated. 
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Parks and Open Space 

The open space network for the variant is shown 
in FigureVH.9 (shown in this volume on 
p. XV.P.31). Open space provided encompasses 
the following two major corridors of open space 
and s e v d  smaller areas: 

- Bayhnt Open Space: About 24 acres of 
open space bwdering most of the eastern 
edge of the Project Area Tbis open space 
would provide a link between Mariposa Sheet 
and China Basin Channel and would provide 
views of the Bay. Areas for active recreation 
would be included west of the port-related 
backlands (south of the extension of Pier 48) 
and on the block natbeast ofl%pritt 

- Mission Creelc Park: About 16 arras along 
Ule north and south sides of China Basin 
Channel. Areas along the channel would 
pmvide passive open space; open space north 
of the school site would provide space for 
active recreatim 

- Neighborhood Parlrs and Paths: About 11 
ants of smaller neighborhood parks and 
paths scattered throughout the Project Area. 
Those open space areas would be devoted 
primarily to passive recreation. 

The variant would provide 62.8-s of open 
space, including the 1 2 a m  Chiua Basin 
Channel, about 14% more open space than 
provided in AlternativeA (55.3 acres) and 33% 
less than in AlternativeB (94.1 acres). The 
variant could poae some land use compatibility 
problems (e.g., noise) between poaelated uses 
and the adjacent open space. 

The variant would respond to applicable open 
space policies with the exception of Policy 1 of 
the Recreation aud Open Space 1Pdemeut. which 
calls for the City to increase the per capita supply 
of open space to the extent it reasonably can 
above the current ratio of about 55 acres per 
1,000 population. With about 50.8 acres of open 
space provided, excluding the 12-acre Chba 
Basin Channel, the variant would provide about 
3.1 acres per 1,OOOpopnlation (as compared to 
3.0 acres per 1,000 population in Alternative A 
and 4.4 acres per 1,000 populaton in Alternative 
B). As with Alternatives A and B, the variant 
would not meet NRPA standards of five acres per 
1,000 residents for neighborhood-serving anal 
district-serving open spacee/35/ Personnel 
requirements would fall between those of 
Alternatives A and B (approximately 35 to 
40 persons). 

Other Facilities and Services 

At build-out, water demand and wastewater 
generation would be about 4% lower under the 
variant than under Alternative A. Solid waste 
generated under the variant would be higher than 
in Alternatives A and B (about 8% and 3% 
higher, mpectively). Impacts on other 
community services would be similar to impacts 
in Alternatives A and B. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The variant would have about 2,000 more 
residents (and 440 more employed residents) than 
would Alternative A, resulting in about a5% 
increase in p.m. peak travel demand entering the 
Project Area over Alternative k There would be 
about 120 more workers under &is variant than in 
AlternativeA, resulting in about the same 
pm. peak travel demand leaving Mission Bay. 

The total pm. peak-period travel demand 
generated by this variant would be about 2% 
highex than that forecast for the Project Area for 
Alternative A, but would not significantly change 
projections of cumulative s c d i n e  trsvel 
demand./36/ The inclusion of more housing units 
within the Project Area than projected under 
Alternative A, however, would increase 
oppomnities for downtown employees to live in 
the Downtown &Vicinity, thus decreasing 
commutc trips that would cross MUNl or 
regional screenlines. 

Off-peak travel demand witbin the Project Area 
associated with retail uses on Third and Long 
Bridge Streets would increase under this variant, 
similar to Variant4 (see pp. W28-VLL29). 
although many of these sips would be expected 
to be by pedestrian and transit travel. 

Parfriog supply rates and demand ratios used for 
the variant are the same as those used for 
Alternative A. The ~roposed development in this 
variant would provide approximately 
14,800 off-sheet spaces. An estimated parking 
demand of about 17.260spaces for this variant 
would result in a parking deficit for the Project 
Area of about 1540spaces./37/ Mitigation 
measures to reduce parking impacts for 
Alternative A (described in VIE Transportation, 
pp. VI.E.207-VLE.209 and pp. VIE.222- 
VI-E.223) would apply to tbis variant as well. 

Freight loading and service vehicles connected 
with retail uses on Third and Fourth Streets 
would generate more t m k  WIG and demand for 
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off-street loading spaces on these major 
noah - south thoroughfares, potentially resulting 
in more mffic dirraption than would 
Alternative A. The Tfansportation Element of the 
Master Plan identifies both of these streets as 
Transit Preferential Streets. The Planning Code 
(Section 155) discourages access to loading h-om 
streets so designated to reduce conflicts with 
transit vehicles. Trnck loading access south of 
the channel, howwer, could be pmvided h 
alleys parallel to Third Street to minimize this 
impact. 

l%e roadway network under the variant would 
generally share hreeway and street 
characteristics of the three Alternatives. As with 
the Alternatives, alignment of al l  sbreets in tbe 
Project Area north of China Basin Channel would 
follow the existing Sonth of Market grid South 
of the channel, the street grid w d d  follow a 
mixed grid (South of Marfret grid generally west 
of, and the Third Street grid east of, loag Bridge 
Street). Differences include expanded access 
between the Project Area and existing 
neighborhoods to the west, via a connector street 
between Owens and Swenth Streets near Hoopex 
Street, and via Bemy Street, which would access 
Seventh Street. The Hooper Street connector 
would not significanlly afloct trip distribution of 
vehicles between the Project Area and areas to 
the west because it is designated exclusively for 
transit access to serve the transfer point between 
CalTrain and MUNX systems. 

In 1989, the San Francisco Departments of City 
Planning and Public Works, MUNI, and the San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency reached 
agreement on a cross-section design that would 
provide two travel lanes in each direction along 
The Embarcadem and on King Street west to 
Third Street, and in the westbomd direction of 
King Street west to Fonrth S m t .  The remainder 
on King Street up to the 1-280 ramps would 
provide three lanes duriag peak periods. This 
design revision, which is incorporated in analysis 
of this variant, has been forged partly to 
incaporate the on-going planning for Mission 
Bay, but primarily to proceed with 
implementation of the components of the 1-280 
Transfer Concept Program. 

As a result of' the roadway design differences 
described above, lwels of service for 
intersections north of the channel would be 
noticeably Merent with the variant from those 
projected for Alternative A. As shown in 
Table VU2,  the primary differences would be 
that the levels of service for the variant would be 
improved for intersections on King Street and 
degraded for intersections on Beny and 
Townsend Streets. The primary changes would 

be for intersections along Third Street, with 
intersections on Townsend, King and Berry in 
equilibrium between capacity and demand. Less 
drastic changes are projected for the intersections 
along Folnth Street. AU intersections, however, 
would operate at an acceptable level of service (D 
or better). 

The conflict between at grade CalTrain operatious 
toilfrom its Seventh and Channel Sueets terminal 
in AlternativesA and B and this variant would 
decrease the pm. peak410111 service lwel at the 
intersection of 16th imd Seventb/M&sissippi 
Streets from LOS B to LOS D by the year 2000. 
This a s m e s  that the same number of brains are 
in service dining the pm. peak period as in 1985. 
Ifthemberoftrainswereiacreaseddnrimgthe 
peak period level of service would degrade to E. 
See XV.E. Transportation, pp. XV.E.25-XVE.26, 
for iidm discussion. 

As noted ander the descrjption of this variant, a 
MUM Metm maintenance and rel#lir yard would 
occupy the area bounded by Oweas Street, 1-280 
(tbe SP mainline), IWStreet, and Mariposa 
Street. If that facility were c e t e d  before the 
year 2000, tbe "wye" portion of the 16th Street 
lead m k  (see EgnreVLE.6 on p.VI.E.23) 
providing fteight- access to the IUiaois Street 
tracks would be moved. The llliwis Street 
tracks connect with the Belt Line tracks serving 
the watemOnt north of China Basin Channel, and 
provide freight rail access south to the Port's 
North Container Terminal just north of Ishi8 
Creek The Port requires that access to the 
IMinois Street tracks from 16th Street be retained; 
this loss of the "wye" wonld require an interim 
replacement for the (east) 16th Street lead. 

Options for a permanent re~lacement for the 
16th Street lead irack are pmskted in the EIR on 
pp. VI.E.153-nEi.154, VI.E.156, VI.E.178, 
VIE.182-VLE.183. and VLE.221-VI.E222. 
n o s e  options & pmpc~ed as permanent 
mitigation for Alternatives A and B, and could be 
applied to ULis variant as well. However, it is 
possible to provide a temporary rail access in the 
interim, before the variant is fuUy hilt. To 
maintain freight- service to the llliwi Street 
areas, new interim trackage conld be constructed 
onthenorthsideof16thStreet(orinthestreet 
itself), from the SP maioline to just west of Third 
Street, where it would p m  the existing lead Irack 
going northeast acms 'Ihird Street to Illinois 
Street 

Freight trains would pmeed north on the SP . . madme into the proposed CalTrain terminal at 
7th and Chanael Streets, then back up onto the 
interim trackage on 16thStreet. Detailed 
engineering would be necessary to coonlinafe 
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TAJ3LE W.2 DFFJBENCES 1[N P.M PEAK-HOUR LEVELS OF SERVICE PROJECTED FOR 
SEIA13.CXED LNTERSECIIONS, ALTERNATIVE A AND VARIANT 12, 
2OUU ANP BU1LD-OUT/2020 

Alternative A /a/ Variant 12 lhl 
7I/C La3 vlC L9.S 

Fith and R i g  Streets 
Fourth and Ring Sheets 
'Il~ird and King Sueels 
Ilrird and Berry Sueets 
Tkkd and Townscnd Slreets 
Fourlh and Townsend Streets 

Filth and King Sweets 
F m h  and f i g  Slreets 
'%id and King Streets 
7bird and Berry Streets 
Tbird and Townsend S W t s  
Fourth and Townsend Streets 

/a/ WE. Trampoxlation, pp. VUE.167-VIE.168. 
/bl Reflects effects of diversion of ldflc to Berry and Townsend SCreets caused by the 1989 revisions 

to the roadway design for The Embarcadero and King Street. 

SOURCE: Barton-Ascbmaa Associates 

constnrction and opmtion of the iataim trackage 
with adjohhg land uses. The maximum length 
of trains that could use Ibis h t e k  trackage 
would be about 1,UUOfect (maximum of eleven 
89-fwt cars) because of the relocation of Lhe 
CalTrain termjnal from Fomlh and Townsend 
Streets. Because trains c u m l l y  Noning to the 
Foxt's Nonh Container Terminal have 
comparable fraia-lengch kuilalions at the SF-SP 
lllinois Street Interchange Yard, and because the 
Pm's Nurth Container Terminat. rail operations 
an: not now bampcrcd by tbal W t ,  (his new 
limitation would create no change in Port rail 
operations. 

As with Alternatives A, B, and N, motor vehicle 
exhaust emissions would be the prhuary source of 

pollutants with tbis variant. Vehicle miles 
Uaveled, and Ulerefore air emissions, in the 
variant would be about the same as those in 
Alternative AD81 

As in the Alternatives, emissions of carbon 
monoxide, hydrocarbons, and nitrogen oxides 
from vehicle trips generated by the variant at 
buildhut would exceed 1% of county-wide 
transportation emissions of those pollutants, and 
thus would be considered potentially significant 
by the Bay Ama Air Quality Management 
District. Roadside carbon monoxide 
concenttations in the vicinity are expected to be 
within state and federal standards. As in the 
Alternatives, although the variaat would be 
consistent with 1P8!;w-Areaea.&..Wf xLPPlan 
strategies encouraging development in 
established areas, ihe land use and population 
pjcctions for tbe variant exceed Ulose on which 
the plan was based- 
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NOISE 

The effects of the local noise envimnment on the 
variant, and the variant's effects on the local 
noise environment, would be similar to those of 
Alternative A. Noise from port-related uses on 
backlands adjacent to the Pier Park could detract 
from enjoyment of that open space, although 
noise would g e n d y  interfere less with the 
active open space proposed there than it would 
with passive open space. The extension of MUNI 
Mem to the southern end of the Project Area 
would introduce a new noise source to the 
corridor now occupied by 1-80 and CalTFain. As 
with the Alternatives, future wise levels in the 
Project Area with the v d E  would noticeably 
increase over existing noise levels due to 
increases in crafXic. 

ENERGY 

Energy consumed in conslmcrion of the project 
and in project-related bansportation would be 
about the same as lhat in Alternative& total 
operational energy consumption by buildings 
would be about 10% lower, largely because there 
would be less S/LlVRD-typc space than in 
Alternative A. 

m c g m m  RESOURCES AND 
URBAN DESIGN 

As in Alternative A, the variant would retain 
architecturally interesting Fire Station 30 (at the 
intersection of Third. Fourth, and Mission Rock 
Sweets) for community facilities. Ibe character 
and scale of development under the variant would 
be generally similar to that under Alternative k 
As with Alternatives A aact B, the variant would 
represent a change from predominantly low-rise. 
industrial buildings to mixed-use neighborhoods. 

The scale of development would generally 
increase toward the north. As in Alternative A, 
office buildings up to 110 feet in height would 
dominate the area north of China Basin Channel. 
Similar to tlaose in AltemativeB, residential 
buildings from three to Konr stories in height 
would dominate the central porlion of Mission 
Bay. Residential and S/WRDIO buildings along 
the southwestern boundary of the Project Area, 
near 1-280, would be up to 85 feet in height; this 
would be g e n d y  higher than in Alternative A 
and lower lhan in Alternative B. 

Relatively large, linear open space areas would 
foUow the channel and the eastern border of the 
Project Area. Those open space conidors would 
provide more continuous open space lhan 

Alternatives A M B, and would establish visual 
boundaries separaling uses north and south of the 
channel and defining the eastern border of the 
Project Area. The open space along the eastern 
edge of the Project Area would provide views of 
the Bay. Other smaller open-space amas and 
paths would be distributed thmughout the Project 
Area. Laodscaped jogging brails would provide 
connections to the west and south sides of the site. 

Effects of the vaniant on long-range and 
street-level views would be similar to effects 
under Alternative A. 

@ULTmAL RESOURCES 

As in Alternatives A, B, and N, development 
under the variant would take place in amas that 
could contain subsurface artifacts (see 
Figure W.1, p. VIJ.17). Potential impacts 
would be generally similar to those under 
AltemativesA and B, although excavation 
required to depress the MUNI Metro hacks and 
conslmct the maintenance facility could increase 
the potential to encounter cultural resources (the 
MUNI facility would be located near Point San 
Quentin I Point Potrero, in an early shipbuilding 
area). 

GEOLOGY AND SELSMIClTY 

Similar to AlternativesA and B, the variant 
involves development of housing and commercial 
uses in a seismically active region, and in an area 
of San Francisco susceptible to earthquake 
bards .  Casualties in the Project Area from a 
daytime earthquake (2:Wpm.) could be slightly 
higher than in AlternativeA, as the daytime 
population (employees, residents at home during 
the day, and 40% of hotel guests) would be about 
4% higher due to the additional housing and 
higher proporlion of children in the variant. 
Casualties from a nighttime emhquake 
(2:Wam.) would fall between those in 
Alternatives A and B, as the nighttime population 
would fall between the nighttime populations in 
those Alternatives. 

VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 

About 16 acres of open space would surround 
China Basin Channel. There would be about a 
fiveacre strip of park-like public open space 
nonh of the channel, adjacent to residentid 
buitdings. As with Alternative B, the channel 
would not be dredged. The north edge would be 
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gabions, riprap, or similar edge getmenls along 
(tie channel. 7 % ~  finem open space pamllel to the 
channel would have a bigh level of huroan 
activity. Guns would rest on the lawn areas. As 
in Alten~tive A. other wildlife s p i e s  that might 
benefit from @re pa& as an imcrease in habitat 
would be animals that are not sensitive to htanoao 
activity. 

There would be a h i t  11 acres of opea space 
dong the south bank of China Basin Chaonel. As 
with Alternative A, increased human activity in 
&e vicinity couid subsllinwy reduce or 
eljmiaste ]heron and egre8 use of the shoreline. 
Some birds may continue to rest on Lhe banks and 
on piers and pilings and to f i h  and hunt along the 
south bank. The bank could be improved for 
animal use by reducing tbe elevatim of the f i l l  in 
the pack area to broaden ihe m e  in which marsh 
plants would grow. Pickleweed would spread 
readily and plants such as jaumea, salt grass, gum 
weed, and salt marsh lavender could be planted. 
Ducks and other water buds might use the 
widened bank as a resting area. 

As with Alternative A, the open water in China 
Basin Channel would continue to p i d e  feeding 
and resting habitat for common guils and water 
buds. 

Open space would border most of the eastern 
edge of the ]Project Area in the variant. I'he park 
east of Third StFeet, between the extension of Pier 
48 and Mission Rock Slreet, and the park 
nonheast of Esprit would be used for active 
recreation The other open space along the 
eastern edge of the Froject Area would have a 
high level of use. The Bayfront open space 
would provide habitat only for those species of 
wildlife lhat arc not sensitive to human presence. 
Because of its pmximity to lhe Bay, gulls would 
rest on the lawn areas. 

Neigbbomood areas of park-like opar space and 
jogging pat& arc proposed in other portions of 
the Project Area. lbat  open space would receive 
a high level of human activity and provide habitat 
only for those species of wildlife fe axe not 
sensitive to humau psence.  

Surface soil, subsurface soil, and groundwater at 
Mission Bay could potentially be contaminated 
with bwadons wastes. Overall impacts would be 
similar to those in Alternatives A and B. 

However, excavation required to depress the 
M U M  Mem mcks and conslrucl the 
maintenance facility could increase che potential 
to encounter potential hazardous waste deposits. 
The RWNP Metro right-of-way and maintenance 
facility w d d  be located in portions of Mission 
Bay fe have been used by paint and chemical 
industries, oit storage and processing facilities, 
Fail-related maintenance and repair facilities, and 
rail trackage. 

U the Mi.ssim- aim. 
were to apply to the variant as it would to 
Altemsuives A and B, poaions of the Project 
Area proposed for development in the variant and 
appropriate M e r  zones would be investigated, 
and any necessary clean-up would be completed 
before work in each development phase area 
began. 

Generally, the growth inducement effects of the 
variant would be similar to those of Alternative A 
(see pp.VLO.l-Vl.0.9 for a description of 
reIevant growth inducement issues and 
comparison of Alternatives A, B, and N). Most 
of the growth inducement issues (net addition to 
citywide employmeni and population, r e g i d  
development patterns, and spiUover effects in 
N&y Areas) are discussed in rbe land use, 
business activity, and employment section and the 
housing and population section of this analysis of 
the variant. Regional growth inducement issues 
and multiplier effects are s ed below. 

From the regional perspective, there would not be 
much Wereuce among the variant and the 
Alternatives in total emplayment and population 
growth, but there would be some differences in 
the locations for growth and development in the 
Bay Area. In this respect the variant would be 
most similar to Alternative A. With employment 
growth concentrated in San Francisco, there 
would be less job growth and fewer impacts 
stimulated by job growth and associated 
population p w t h  in other pam of the region 
than would be the case with AlternativeB, for 
example. 

As with the Alternatives, economic activity in 
Mission Bay under the variant would support and 
would be supported by economic activity 
elsewhere in the City and the regim Those 
economic inter-relationships are identified as 
multiplier effects. The magnitude of multiplier 
effects associated with the variant would be 
similar to the situation with Alternative A. Both 
would generate a larger amount than e i k  
Aternative B or Alternative N. 
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Mitigation measures for Alternative A (see 
Mitigation sections in Chapter Vl Environmental 
Selling, Impact and Mitigation) would apply to 
this variant. However, the variant's roadway 
design inco~porates intersection wideuings on 
King Street at lIbird and Fourth that would 
eliminate the need for including Mitigation 
MeasurcE.29a identified in Alternative h In 
addition, new Mitigation McamreEIQa, for a 
Transit Impact Development Fee, would apply to 
S/Ll/RD/O in this variant. (See XV.E. 
Transportation, pp. XV.E.33-XV.E.34 for this 
measure.) 

A m e a m  covering possible continued 
o p t i o n s  of H&H Ship Services adjoining 
proposed open space use would apply to the 
variant, as follows: 

- Should H&H Ship Services continue to 
operate aCter development of the p q o s e d  
open space area fronting China Basin: one 
way to mitigate would be to cons t~c t  a wall 
approximately 16 feet in height engineered to 
withstand potential explosion hazards from 
tank cleaning operations (or develop some 
other effective engineering solution); and 
design the open space to set high-pubtic-use 
arcas back from the HWH property line. 

The followir~g new notes, the reference marks for 
which appear in Variant 12, are added at the end 
of Volume Two, Chapter VII. Variatiorls on 
Aiternatives, after new rlote/23/, the last of the 
notes lor V~~rinilt  11 (see p. XV.P.25): 

. 124/ Variant 8, pp. VU.47-VII.57, also 
contains information on variation in the 
percentage of dYordab1e housing and the size 
of affordable units. 

/25/ For comparison, the range of prices and 
rents for affordable housing in Alternatives A 
and R would include prices and rents 
affordable to middle-income households, and 
households in the higher ranges of the 
moderate-income categoly. In those 
Ntcmatives, there would be no housing 
affordable to low-income households or to 
bousel~olds in the lower ranges of the 
moderate-income category. 

- /ZG/ h amendment to tbe MTC/BCDC 
c Plan, approved March 16,1989, 
would permit deletion of the designation of 
Piers 52-64 as a Near-Tern marine termiual 
site for container development iE 

I)  All of the former Western Pacific pmperty 
at Warm Watcr Cove is lrausferrcd fTom 
Santa c Pacific Realty Corprration 

to the Port (see p. V.42 regarding this land 
exchange), md 

2) Tbe Port and City develop a strategy to 
ensure Port-Priority Use Areas are 
reserved for port purposes, and 
non-pon-owned areas needed for marine 
terminal uses at Piers 70 to 80 are 
available. 

(See also pp. XVA.1-XV.A.5 for additional 
infommion on the Seaport Plan amendment.) 

- /27/ Fmployment in the Project Area would 
range from 24,100 to 25,100 jobs depending 
on the types of businesses located in tbe 
S/LJlRD/O space. For purposes of the EW 
analysis, the high end of the range is nsed, 
assuming S/LItRD/O space would be 
occupied by office activities. With S/LURD 
space only, there would be fewer employees 
accommodated since those activities 
typically uailize mom building space per 
worker than office activities. 

- 128/ H&H Ship Services would be considered 
a hazardous waste property under tRe State 
~ O U S  Waste Control Law. Land uses 
adjacent to such properties are not limited by 
state or federal law. For additional 
discussion of the State Jhmdous Waste 
Control Law, see p. VLN.4 aud pp. 1617 of 
the Hazards Mitigation Pro-. 

/29/ The disuibution of the market-rate 
housing according to numbex of bedrooms 
could vary, resulting in estimates of Project 
Area population ranging fiom 14,700 to 
16,400 residents. The higher popmbtion 
estimate is assumed for the EIR analysis. 
Popukuion at the lower end of the range 
would be very similar to that estimated for 
Alternative A (14,400). The higher 
population estimate would fall between the 
amounts estimated for Alternatives A 
(14,400) and B (18,700). 

DO/ For purposes of EIR analysis, these e 
estimates assume that the land designated as 
S/Ll/RD/O would be developad for office 
uses. If thii land were developed for 
S/W/RD uses rather than for office use, the 
OAHPP requiremat for office development 
under the variant would be lower, requiring 
payment of an in-lieu fee of $33.31 million or 
construction of 1,853 housing units, 1,149 to 
be affordable to households of moderate or 
lower income. 

DOa/ Under the revised OAHPP affordabiity 
requirements adopted in 1990, the City's 
OAHPP would Fequire that 1,364affordable 
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units be produced for oflice development 
under the variant, and that those units be 
ownership units at pmhase prices that, on 
avaage, arc affordable to households of 
median income and/or rental units at rents 
that, on average, are affordable to households 
at 60% of median income. For analysis, the 
3,000 affordable housing units in the Project 
Area nuder the variant are assumed to be 
priced to be affordable to households with 
incomes ranging h m  50% to 120% of 
median household income. Given this range 
of prices, it is likely that the OAHPP 
afbdability reyuirements would be met if 
Project Area aifordable housing was 
ownership housing (where the OAHPY 
requirement is for units that, on average, are 
aKo,rdable so hvusehvlds of m d i  income) 
or a mix of owned and rental housing (where 
the ONPPB rquirement is for units lhat, on 
avemge, arc affordable to households at about 
80% of median income). The OAWPP 
roq&menas probabfy would not be met if 
Project Area affordable housing was only 
rental (where the OAIIW mquhment is for 
units that, on average, are affordable to 
households at 60% of median income). 

/3l/ The estimate of additional housing units 

to accommodate San Francisco households 
with Project Area workers was developed 
using the approach followed in analyzing the 
jobs/housing relationship for Alternatives A, 
B, and N. The approach is described on 
pp. VLC.68-VI.C.70, and backgronud is 
provided in Volume Three, Appendix C, 
pp. XlV.C.29-XlV.C.37. Values in the 
calculations that reflect Lhe cumulative 
context were estimated for the variant based 
on Ihe work done for Altcmives A, B, and 
N. Background on the calculations is 
m d e d  in working papers available for 
review at the Department of City Plannhg, 
450 McAUister S m t .  

/32/ The number of affordable housing units 
for the additional San Fran~isco houscholds 
with Project Area workers was estimated by 
comparing the estiolated distribution of San 
Francisco households with Project Area 
workers among household income categories 
to the price range for affordable housing in 
Mission Bay under the variant. 

The following is included for informational 
purposes in light of public concern regarding 
the affordabiity of housing in this particular 
variant. 

BACKGROUND I'OR <:ONSIDEIU'I'ION OF ABILITY 
01: SAN FRANCISCO H0USFJK)WS W I - 1  PROJECT AREA WORKERS 

TO AlWORD IIOIJSIP((; IN MISSION BAY UNDER VARIANT 12. 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT APPLICATION 

By Income Category, Estimated 
Estimated Distribution Number of Housing Units 

Household Incomcs of San Francisco for Additional San Francisco 
as Percent of Households with Project Households with 

M ~ . I n c . m e . L d  &?+xx!oxb... .~Pm&LArea-mxkc~-.-- 

h s  than 50% 17.3% 626 
50% - 80% 26.8% 970 
80% - 120% 17.85% 647 
120% - 165% 17.85% 646 
More thao 165% 20.2% 731 

TDTAL 100.0% 3,620 
~ ...... 

NOTE: If aBordable housing under the variant is assumed to be priced to he affordable to households 
with ir~comes ranging from 50% to 120% of median household income, the above indicates that 
additional San Vrancisco households with Project Area workers could require 
1,617 (970 + 647) or about 1,620 units of housing in tbat price range. 

/a/ See Table XIV.C.18 on p. XlV.C.37 in Volume Three. 

SOURCE Rccht Hausrath & Associates 
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/33/ As in Alternatives A and B, as the ratio 
of residential uses to other uses in the Project 
Area increases, the propolrim of good intent 
and rescue calk would increase while the 
proprtion of building fms and hazard calls 
would deaease. Because of the higher 
pmportion of affordable nnits in tbe variant, 
more medicaVservice calls would be expected. - 134/ Compared to Alternative A, there would 
be more residential burglary incidents and 
fewer commercial burglaries and thefts. 
Compared to Alternative B, tbere would be 
fewer domestic violence and residential 
burglary inciden~s but more commercial 
burglaries and thelts. - /35/ Use of a standard to esbmate open space 
demand has several shortcomings. Standards 
address quantity, but not type and quality of 
open space or how well it is designed, meets 
community needs, or reflects cnfrent leisure 
needs and preferences. Standards do not 
account for socioeconomic change8 in a 
community over time and may or may not be 
realistic in light of a community's abiity to 
implement them. 

. /36/ VIE. Transportation contains an 
extensive discussion of travel demand 
forecasting for the Project Area, - 
Downtown & Vicinity, and the rest of the 
region, and the effects of this projected edvel 
demand on operating conditions at 
screenlines (highways and transit), locat 
intersections, and on MUNI routes serving 
the Project Area. For highways at the 
regional screealms, at buildant (see 
Table VI.E.14, pp. VLE.lO&VI.E.lM, and 
Table VIE.15, pp. VIB.108-VIE.109), small 
numerical differences in outbound uaftic 
m g  the pm. peak period and hour among 
Alternatives& B, and N do not produce 
significantly different impacts in terms of the 
duration of congestion For transit systems 
(see Table VIE.16, pp. VIE.115-VLE.116; 
Table VIE.17, @. VIE.117-VLE.118; 
Table VIE.18, pp. VIE.119-VIE.120; and 
Table VI.E.19, pp. VIE.121-VIE.122). 
cumulative transit ridership at screenlines is 
forecast not to be different among 
Altematives A, B, and N, except for the 
South Bay screenline. A si@icantly higher 
CalTrain ridership under Alternative N than 
under Alternatives A or B could be caused by 
the relocation of the San Francisco CalTrain 
terminus f-r from the downtown 
employment center with the latter 
Alternatives. As shown in Table VIE.20 
(p. VUE.130), however, there would be no 

significant differences in cumulative 
outbound transit levels of senrice during the 
pm. peak period and bour among the 
Alternatives. For lccal intersectims 
@p. VIE.16VIE.175). VerY few 
daBFeremes exist among Alternatives A, B, 
and N for 20U)Levels of Service 
(Table VIE.26, pp. W.167-VLE.168). and 
these few differences are too small to be 
considered sigai(icmt. For MUNI routes 
serving the Project Area, 202OLeveLs of 
Service (Table VLE.27, p. VlE.177) with 
AltanativeB would be worse than with 
Alternatives A or N, as the larger number of 
residents in AltemativeB would generate 
more southbound @eak direction) pm. 
peak-period trips than would the othex 
Alternatives. Tbe numerical differences in 
travel demand amung Altematives A. B, and 
N are greater than those between 
Alternative A and this variant. 

I371 On-street parking space availability 
assumes that spaces on residential sueets, 
beyond 1.500 feet from wn-residential uses, 
on Project Area bmmdary streets, or on 
streets with Lraflic flow parking restrictions 
such as King and Third Streets, are wt 
available for commercial parking demand 

I381 Vehicle trips generated by the variant 
wonid be about 1% highex than vehicle trips 
generated under Alternative A; however, 
some commute trips could be shorter than 
those under Alternative A, due to an increase 
in housing and thus more -ties for 
downtown employees to live in the 
Downtown & V~cinity as compared to those 
under Alternative A. 
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The following surnmary of Variant 12 
(Devclopnrerrt Agreenlcnt Application) is added 
to Volulne One, Chapter 11. Highliglrts & 
Conclusions (Variations 011 Alternatives), to 
follow the sutnlnary of Variant 11 given on 
pp. XV.P.7-XV.P.24. 

- 12. Development Agreement Application 

This variant represents the development 
agreement application submitted by Santa Fe 
Pacific Realty Corporation on May 1, 1989, 
which has been the subject of negotiations 
between the City and project sponsor. lhe 
variant is most closely refated to Alternative 
A. It includes less commercial space and 
more housing than Alternative A. The variant 
would have about the same number of jobs as 
Alternative A, with a higher proportion in 
oflice and retail activities and a lower 
proporlion in S / L W  activities. 

About 37.5% of the housing units would be 
"affordable," as cornparad to 30% in 
Altaoatives A and B. The range of prices and 
rents for aflordable housing would include 
lower prices and rents than would be the case 
in Alternatives A and B. As a result, a higher 
percentage of households with Project Area 
workers could afford Project Area housing 
under the variant compared to Allermtives A 
and B. Generally, housing market conditions 
in San Prancisco would be better with the 
variant than with Altenative A. 

The variant would include ah118 17% more 
oKice space than Palternative A, and about 
onequrmnter of the S L W - t y p e  space. The 
variant's SMpD-type space, cailed 
SLIVRDIO, couldi include off ie  uses as well 
as the S / L W  uses included in Alternatives 
A and B. Tl~ere would be three times as much 
retail ace as in Alternative A, including two 
sites 7' or larger-scale retail stores, which 
would rely on spending by people bmm 
outside the area as well as by Mission Bay 
residents and workers. Like Alternative A, 
the variant includes a 500-room hotel. 

The variant would include more open space 
than Al.ltcmative A, but less than Alternative 
B. Wetiauds are not included. The northwest 
comer of the Project Area is designated for 
"Public Facilities." Tbat area could be 
developed for uses such as a public arena, 
theaters, public parking structures, 
community services, parks, museums, 
libraries, or schools. 

With a higher proportion of affordable 
housing units and a larger average unit sire, 
the variant would have more students than 

Alternatives A and B, and ibus a greater 
impact on schools. A ld+cre site northemt 
of Owens Sheet is designated for a school. 

The CalTrain station would be moved to 
Seventh and Channel Streets on the 
assumption that the underground extension of 
CalTraia service to downtowu (for which a 
right-of-way is reserved) would not be 
achieved on a timely basis. MUNJ Metro 
would be extended into the Project Area to a 
new maintenance and repair facility in the 
southwestern portion of the Project Area 

Overall tra5ic impacts during the pm. peak 
period would not be significantly dinerent 
from those for Alternative A. The extension 
of Berry Street to Seventh Street would help 
relieve congestion that would occur along 
King Street in Alternatives A and B. 

For more detail on Variant 12, see Volume 
Two, Chapter VJl. Viuiations on Alternatives. 

A figure similar to Figure VII.9, shown on 
p. XV.P.31, is added to Volume One. The 
caption for this figure is as follows: 

Figure II.75: Variant 12. variant 
represents the development agreement 
application submitted by Santa Fe Pacific 
Realty Corporation on May 1. 1989, which 
has been the subject of negotiations between 
the City and project sponsor. It contains 8,000 
housing units, 5.7 million square feet of 
office and Service I Light Industrial I 
R e m h  & Deveiopment / Office 
(SlLl/RDIO) space, 750,000 quare feet of 
retail space, a 5 ~ - r w m  hotel, and 62.8 acres 
of open space, including China Basin 
Charnel. Tbe variant would have about 
16,390 midents and about 25.100 jobs. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
VARIATIONS ON ALTERNATIVES 

The following staff-initiated revisions are niade 
to tlie Variations on Alternatives subcliapters of 
the Mission Bay Draft EIR. 

Vul.umx-!.ne - Chapter 1,-Executive 
S u m m a r j  

On p. L5, left-hand column, the first sentence 
under "Variations on Alternatives" is revised to 
state: 

In addition to the three Alternatives [A, B, 
and N), tweke variants of the Alternatives 
are evaluated in the F3R. 

XVP.46 
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The following new paragraph is added to p. 1.5, 
~iglrt-lrand colutntt, to follow the first full 
~"lt"gt"['tl: 

- Two variants an: alternative land use 
programs. They are based on: 11) A 
pruposal submitted by a coalition of 
community groups at one of the public 
hearings on the Mission Bay JXR; and 12) An 
application for a developent agreement 
submitted by the project sponsor in May, 
1989. 

Vv!un~eO!~e.C!~apte_rr.ULWWIg!~J.ightts .& 
Cv~lclusioi~s ~.. (Vai:iatio-ns. on Alternatives) 

On p. 11.104, the first sentence, first paragraph 
untler "Variations on Alternatives'' is revisecf as 
lollows to rcflrct Illc new nunlher of variants: 

- In addition to Ule three Alternatives (A, B, 
and N), twelve variants of tbe Alternatives 
nre evalualed in the EIR. 

The Sollowing is :ttltlctl to the end of the listing on 
1). 11. 104. I~eginrring with a new paragraph: 

- 'Two variants an: alternative land use 
programs. ?hey are based on: 

- 1 1) A proposal submitted by a coalition of 
community p u p s  at one of the public 
hearings on the Mission Bay EIR; and 

- 12) An application for a development 
agreement submitted by the project 
spousor in May, 1989. 

011 p. 11.105, Icrt-hand column, the fast sentence 
of the last paragrap11 is ~evised  to state: 

- Reservation of laod east of Third Sbrcet for 
~mn-related use woirld provide the necessary 
backland for potential future development of 
a co~rlainer terminal at Mission Bay. 

Two ctt:t~lgcs :Ire trrotlc to p. 11.107. The last 
s c ~ ~ t c ~ ~ c e  01' the last paragraph in the leSt-11:lrtd 
colur~~rr. wllic11 continues in the top of the 
riglit-lt:~~~tl colttrnn. is levised to state: 

- ' l l~c personal m@-b-u.s&.ess stlrvice space 
would be used for health clubs, h a i ~  salons, 
pliotocopy and printing shops, small 
professional and medical offices, and similar 
services. 

' I  last serttcnce of the last por;lgraph in the 
rigl~l-lr:trld co lu~nn is revised to state: 

imi@&m and incorporation of noise reduction 
mcasures into building designs for a school 
on Owens Street and retail uses along Thud 
Street. 

On p.11.112, a revision is made to the first 
sentence, second p;u.agraph under "9. CalTrain 
Station Locatiorl in Alternatives A and B," in the 
left-hand colurnn. As revised, this sentence states: 

- In this variant, CalTrain ridaship could be up 
to 22% higher tban in Alternatives A and B 
(estimates of the--cs vary, with some 
as low as 5% hhtff). 

The second paragraph under "Housing arlcl 0 

Population" on p. V11.4 is revised as follows, and 
its third sentence is changed to start a new 
paragraph: 

- For office development in Alternative N, the c 
City's OAHPP would require either payment 
of aa in-lieu fee for prodmtion of housing or 
consauction of about 580 housing uuits, 
about 360 to be affordable to households of 
moderate or lower income (see 
Table VI.C.17, p. VI.C.71). This variant 
could enable the developer of the office block 
to satisfy the number of units rea_uira-.by 
OAHPP in the Project Area (assumkg tbe 
office developer could secute development 
rights to that land). W h e k  the OmP 
~ ~ e r n ~ . - a 8 F ~ I ~ h & d . . b e  
met in the PrPject Area would depend on-& 
pices and rents of the new units. - E n !  
ggg&z&gice assumptions for affordable units 
from the Mayar's k&r. Paqject Area 
housing would no_t_sa.tisSry_the.r~.O~P 
affordability r e a _ u i r ~ e n t ~ & . . ~ . 1 ~ .  -- 

Ovaall employment growth in the Project e 

Area would increase demand for housiag in 
San Francisco. Housing sdlicient to 
accommodate the increase in San Francisco 
households with Project Area workers in 
AltemativeN would require about 
2,100 homing units (see Table VLC.118, 
p. VLC.Z), about 1,670 of which should be 
units priced at affordable levels (see 
Table VLC.19, p. VI.C.73). The 1,000 units 
provided by this variant would supply about 
half that total demand. me~;tent to w&h 
flmdable housing demand is met would 
d e p d  on the prices and rents of the new 
wits. 

The second paragraph under "Housing and 0 

Populntion" on p. VII.13 is revised to state: - 'Two additional measrues would require 
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* . For Alternative B, assuming (for example) 
tbat one-half of S/LI/RD development were 
occupied by oftice activities, the OAHPP 
reqnhnent would be salisfied by either aa 
additional S]L5 million in-lieu fee, or 
construction of 81 housing units, 50 to be 
aff&le to m-te- or Iowa-income 
hooseholds. The number of housing units to 
be built in the Project Area u m k  
AlternativeB would more Lhan satisfy the 
total OAHPP honsing consbruction 
q-t (467onits counting those 
associated with office activity in S/LI/RD 
development in this example). Tbe OAHPP 
a81ordabiity quimnent w d d  be satisfied if 
2.9% of the 10,000 units were OX!KX@@ 

. . of -0~4  

The last paragraph on p. VII.49 is revised to state: 

Increases in the m b e r q f & ~ & b l e  units 
mtBemg- 

rents fa affo&Me how* would not affect 
Alternative A's abiity to meet the OAHPP 
~ ~ e n t s  (see p. VLC.70). 

a The first paragraph on p. VII.50 is revised to state: 

* m. Alternative B includes a large 
amount of housing refative to job growth in 
the Project Area 'Lhe percentage of units 
represented by the a d d i t i d  households with 
Project Area wortem q u i r i q ~  affordable 
housing (about 6%) is low. Thus, variations 
in the 30% affordable housing assomption 
would not affect the ability of Project Area 
housing to accommodate Project Area 
employment growth. Variations would affect 
the amount of aEfordable housing availabIe to 
satisfy other housing demand in the City 
(besides that from Project Area employment 
wd). kme=x in the 0- of 
&W&le units without changes in the m @ g ~  
4f price3 and rents for affoNlaM% B m  . . 
w o w  w 

' B 
t AltenaiveB's ab&j~@ 

4mxl 0- 
& W.C.751. 

AsB 

On p. VII.51, the note reference mark at the end 
of the first sentence under "9. CaITrain Station 
Location" is changed, as follows: 

EIR Altanatives as described in Chapter V. 
The EIR Altemacives and Approval Process, 
p. V.7W 

On p. VII.53, the source for TableV11.7 is 
changed to: 

Barton-Aschum Associates, Inc. 

The second sentence of the first full paragraph on 
p. VII.56 is revised to state: 

Because that Altanative sbows a@qmak4 
of about 17,000, only 6,000 of whom might 
be smxmmodated in the slighUy more "safe" 
area of Townsend ad Third, even this 
Altanative could be Mid to expose large 
numbers of people to seismic ha7ard. 

T%e transpoaation impacts of the Mission 
Bay Altenrstives pnxented in VIE. 
T v t i o n  and the related mitigation 
measures were identified on the basis of the 
CalTrain terminal locations assumed for the 
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This sectioi~ contains Respor~ses to Cointnents lor 
llic Missiou Bay I>rafi Supplement lo the Dral'l 
EIR (SEIR). 

The Mission Bay SEIR and a Draft Supplement 
to the South o f  Market Draft EIR / I /  were both 
publishetl on March 17, 1989. The two SElRs are 
consistent in content, atldressing additional 
cumulative impacts o f  a ballpark m d  arena in the 
vicinity o f  the Mission Bay and South o f  Market 
Plan areas. As a result, the public hearing 2nd 
cotnment periods for the two SEIRs were 
cotnbined. 

The Conrlr~ents received relating to the SElR 
at~alyses tl~ereiore refer lo both the Mission Bay 
ant1 South o f  Market EIRs. Thus, the Responses 
also may refer to portions o f  the South o f  Market 
EIR as well as the Missiol~ Bay EIR lo address 
issucs raisetl ill the Cotnlr~enls :~tlequalely. 

T l ~ e  Missiotr Bay Suppletnet~l to lhe ElR, revised 
:IS iloted in the Responses in this chapter, is 
irlcorpvratcd into Vol l l~ne Three o f  the Final EIR 
:IS Apl~cn(lix M. Sports Fncilities. The figure and 
tn\)le ~ i r ~ ~ ~ l b e r s  o f  the Draft Supplement are 
revisetl to incorporate Appendix M designations 
(c.g.. Table l i s  changed to XIV.M.I), and the 
note cited at the end o f  thc Dr,afl Supplement's 
Tra~rsportation seclion is trroved to the end o f  the 
chapter a r ~ d  is renumbered to appear in sequer~lial 
ordcr with new notes added in the Responses. 
General references to the Mission Bay EIR are 
revisetl, as ;rppropri;~te, to cite specific chapler 
a~rd p:rge numbers in l l ~ e  EIR. 

COMMENTS O N  T H E  MISSION BAY 
1)RAT;I' EIR 

7'11~ Ell< does not o(/th~(!,ss thl, effect o f  the 
j)roj~o,sed Bascl~oll Stadiurtt a~tdlor. Sl~orrs Ari~na 
oft rltr pro,ject (11. the Sor~therrt portiorr of the 
i t  While the Boosters see the absertce qf the 
1rolui.wd . s ~ ~ r t s  co~~rl)le.u in the EIR, crs a 
I I ' P I C O I I I C  s ig~t.  Es~~ccicrlly ,qil~err the Boosters 
ol~~osiriort to arrj~ 1ar;ye u . (~wd g~crtltlto'irtg ,facilities 
srrclr as stadiunrs or sl~orts ur-enas irt the 
Missiort Bay ar.ect. Hc~we~:er this abserfr,e of the 
arc~rttr crrtcl stadium ,f,'orir rite EIR iglrores the 
Ma,ynr's qfforts to horv such a facility huilt 
~~'ithirt or adjaccttt to Missiorr Buy. (Ardeft Srnith, 
Potr.er.o Bo0,ster.s artd Merchar~ts Assoc.iatiorr) 

. . . Sirtce the paper is so frtll of the arena arrd the 
stodiunz, since the Mayor's appointed a 
cortrnlittee to look at it, artd it directl-y intl~acts 
certaittly or? orte site irt the Mission Bay crrrcl 
horders the other site, I don't know how yorc curt 
igrtore it irt on EIR. You ntight conte hack uitlt 
the response which I have heard at tinles before: 
Well, it isn't a firtished idea. Don't know i f  it's 
going to haliperr artd so rrntil we krtorv if it will 
1tai~l)eri. 

But I think possibly tlzat is not good enough, at 
leczst for nte. Tlie traflc intpacrs are alrco(1y 
torrgh in this document. And u~hether they change 
bccause of facilities like that, probably ougltt to 
be looked at. (Comntissioner Biermarl) 

. . . 1 don't see how wc can cortsider an EIR 
where tliere is rtot a stadiurn arrdior arena as part 
of it, sirtce it really nrigltt be a 1)art of it. I think 
we or-e probably better. off to start u~orking on 
that itow rather tltart waiting fiile or s i ,~  niorttlts 
,fr.orn now. Bet:artse one or the other is going to 
be delayed, and perhaps -- I mean, we krtow the 
discrtssions are real. They're as real as arty o f  
the other discussiorts tltat are goirig or! ir~ 
Mission Bay. (Corttntissioner Engntann) 

Firtally, the EIR ntust corrsider the inzl~acts of the 
Mayor's stadiurtz and arena proposal or1 
Missiorr Bay dei~elopntertt optiorts. This proposal, 
while not the srri)ject of a currerrtly pertdirtg 
crl~i~lication, is clearly or1 its way, arttl its irn1)ctc.t 
or? Missiort Bay dei~elopntent ,reeds to be 
considered. (Zach Cowan, Mission Creek 
Cortser~micy, Sierra Club, SartFrartcisco 
Tontorrow) 

IVitithirt the bouridary of Mission Bay there is a 
1?roposal that 110s not been subntitted in writing, 
but ~rorzetl~eless is beittg discussed, to construct 
art arerta complex at the corner c?f Se~jertth and 
To~istse~id. Tlrere is, in additior~ to that, a 
proposal to construct -- although agairt it is rtot 
irt t~,riting --  but disclrssiorts about constrrrctirtg ( I  

ho.sehal1 stadium at the corrier of S~cOnd crrtd 
Kirtg ctrrd Berry arrd Third. 

I +11ould request tltat the Contrttissioners, if yo11 
are aware qf that, please consider recpiirirtg that 
those two proposals be irtcluded in the unal)~sis of 
tire Mi.rsionBay EIR a s  they will hu11e a 
substarttial intpact on the rest of the de~~elopntertt 
yro~)osal. . . . 

The issue that I h o ~ ~ c  been asked to rcntirtd you crll 
of is one ~vltich is sometlzir~g that doesri't secrit to 
ntnrtt to go aujay sery easily, the stadilrnt and 
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oreria. We have spoken obout it before. . . . Yotr 
krro~v our feelirtgs. And I exl~ect that you were 
goirtg to be taking those into curtsideratiort as you 
nrokr decisiorts regarding the Mission Bay Plan, 
1rXheri those plans ever do deijelo111. 

Wltat 1 would like to ,find out is if you are giilirr~ 
arty directiori to the Plartrtirig Departntertt 
r.cgardirtg scol~irig cf ~r'liat issues will be studied 
or recomniericled for stu(ly, if you (10 that in the 
Missiort Bay EIR regarding the stadium and 
arerta, as was mentioned so~eral weeks ago. 
Tltat is sorltethirtg tltat, if it's going to be dorte, 
we ~roulcl like to be able to participate in that 
scol~ing session to ntake sure that the issues that 
ise ha1.c raised are going to he adequately 
addressecl. 

Nowliere iri rhe Missiort Bay EIR is the prospect 
of a stadirirn or an areria discussed. I f  either use 
is being cortsidered riow or will be in the future it 
ri~ttst be iricluded irt the Missiori Bay EIR. I f  these 
uses are riot irtclrrded and beconte "real" 
prol~osals then this eritire EIR is useless. (Jim 
Firth, Potrrro League ofActire Neighbors) 

Arklitional1)1 we feel the de~~elopntertt of large 
crousd gatlteririg facilities such as a ballpark arid 
sl?orts arerta as pr-oposed by the Mayor to be 
irrcorrsisterrt n'itlt the de~~elopntettt cf Missiori 
Bay. It will be sei>erely disruptiije of the [quality] 
of life, traffic flo~vs arid air- quality in the Mission 
Bay, Potrero Hill and S1tobvl)lace Square Area. It 
is our position arty large crowd gathering facility 
is incoitsistertt with a residential neighborhood 
arid your owrt EIR poirtrs ofit traffic is already 
severely cor~gested at peak hours ir~ tlte areas that 
the sl'orts facilities are proposed. (John B. 
DeCastro, Potrero Boosters and Merchants 
Association) 

. . . [Ilrt r~early 1400 pages, there is no coverage 
of sontethirig that most of us believe to be very 
real artd aliile, and that is a proposal jbr an 
or-erta or a stadium or w~haterjer you want to call 
a large cro~ld-draw~irrg ,facility at the corrrer of 
Seventh artd Tobt'nsend Streets. 

Last ,fall, just about a year ago, most of us bc'ho 
ore in this roonr riiet ivitli Plortrring Departrnerit 
stuff irr art irtfi~rrncrl rtieetirig to talk about the 
sco])e o f  the EIR, and bve did discuss a number o f  
issues. But I tlrirtk riiost of us emphasized a 
rtr~ritber- of tintes lto~v intljortartt it was that the 
EIR cover irt sonie,forni -- whether it worrld be art 
alterriati1,e or a sariant or ~r~hatever -- a stadium 
at Ser'errth artd Torvrt.sriid Street. At that point I 
krtotu Propositiort W Itad qualified for the ballot, 

and it seemed very, very alive arid almost 
urrbeatable. 

I think that we got two niessages front Plannirtg 
Department staff at that point. Orie was, well, 
let's wait till Proposition W is over and it either 
passes or it fails. And the other message was, 
w~ell, if it's still with us, then we will do a 
separate EIR. 

Now, I am not one to try and read the mind of  
Planning Department staff, but I think that they 
kind of hoped that the stadium thing would jltst go 
away and we wouldn't have to deal with it. 

But meanwhile, then and now, 11'e have an 
11-acre parcel of lartd at Seventh artd Towrisertd 
Str-eet that is sort of a no-man's-lartd. Tliere are 
proposals for it in dei~elopntent agreement 
negotiations, but it is not really dealt with at all 
in the Environmental Impact Report. 

You do not have that, but you have backup uses. 
If that, for example, were to be used for light 
irrdustry, it could free other areas for housing or 
reduce housing density. 

W e  said a year ago and we say non3 that Aai~irig 
an EIR without any mention of this very major 
use almost irtvalidates the whole process. 

I don't think it's just an idle coricern. For 
example, the EIR figures on parking, and I am not 
saying whether I accept them or don't accept 
them, but they right there say that by 2020 in 
Plan A, the MOU, there will be a 1,000 parking 
slot deficit. In Plan B, which would be more 
housirtg, there worrld be a 300 slot deficit. And 
this is without a stadium. 

A corcple of other issues. W e  are talking now 
about ail arena or something ~vitliiri the plart crt 
Seventh and Townsend. The niayor, in addition, 
is talking about the possibility of a small baseball 
stadium, Second and King, Tltird and Kirtg. 

Last year, people from tlte Giants, from Mayor 
Feinstein's office admitted that the noise from a 
Sei~entlt and Townsend baseball stadiunt would be 
like a glartt megaphorie to the Missiori Bby 
housing orie lorig block away. 

What w~orrld the noise from a Third and King 
baseball stadium do to the possibility of housing 
at tlte riorth end of the Tltird Street corridor? 
How can you really look at whether that is an 
ap1)ropriate place for housing ltnless you know 
what those effects wbould be? What about 
traffic? What about those sorts of things? 



Durlng last fall's campaign around Prop W,  the 
Giants admitted that they would have no weekday 
daytime games i f  a Seventh and Townsend 
stadium were to pass. And they didn't make that 
real public, but they admitted it. 

There were two reasons for it. One was the 
commute. Because even with plans to extend the 
MUNl Metro, they realized that i f  they were 
comntutirig to [or] from a stadium, an arena, any 
large facility there, it would make the gridlock 
eveti worse. 

But the other reason I think is more telling. They 
espected that the n~ajor amount of parking for a 
stadium, an arena, whatever, would come from 
the vacated parking slots from MissionBay 
offices. 

Now, I think that presents a couple little things 
that ought to be studied. That presumes Plan A. 
What if you look at something closer to Plan B,  
sontething within all those little brackets? What 
if there aren't going to be as many parking slots 
for offices because there aren't going to be as 
many ofices7 Where the heck are the people 
from an arena or stadium going to park at night? 
And also, the Mayor's Ofice has made it pretty 
clear that a multipurpose arerta would serile as 
an e,~tettsion of activity front Moscone Center. 

Ail awful lot of that takes place during the day. 
Now, where are they going to park if the people 
in the offices are parking in the ofice buildings? 

1 know that the mayor has said right now that he 
is undertaking study of parking and traffic and 
other factors about an arerta. I know that 
Barbara [Sahm] and you all said that i f  
sontething else comes up, well, then there would 
be a Supplemental Ertvb-onmental Impact Report. 

01, a lot of thirigs, a supplemental report or the 
mayor's study might be listened to wit11 some 
o1)jec'rivity. But let nte say that last fall when 
Prop W was on the ballot, there wasn't any 
oBjectii~ity. That was one of the most emotional 
issues I have ever seen in the City of 
Sarf Fraticisco. And I can say that as the person 
who Wrote all of the public ''No on W" 
mate? ial, , , , 

I dori't think that a separate Eif~dronmental 
Ini/XIct RelJort or Mayor's study on as potentially 
entotioncil an issue as a sports facility, whether it 
be for the Giants or a multipurpose arena, can 
really Be sri~died with the tl~oroughness and 
objectii~ity that a major land use decisiori like this 
deser~~es. 

XV. Smnmary of Comments and Response8 
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For that reason, I would like to ask that this 
Commission not certify the EIR on Mission Bay 
until some so,? of EIR, environmental impact 
study on whatever you want to call it, a 
multipurpose major crowd-drawing facility at 
Seventh and Townsend Street is studied and 
included in this document. (Judy Baston, Potrero 
Hill Neighborhood House) 

The Mission Bay and South of Market Draft EIRs 
were published in August 1988 before planning 
conce ts for a stadium or arena had been 
identihed. Consequently, the EIRs did not 
consider potential cumulative impacts related to a 
downtown stadium or arena located near the 
Project Area. However, as noted in the 
Comments, subsequent actions furthered the 
potential for such development: a request for 
proposals was issued in October 1988; proposals 
were submitted by three firms in January 1989; 
and on February 1, 1989, a proposal by Spectator 
Management Group was chosen by the City for 
further development and negotiation. As a result 
of those actions, evaluation of the cumulative 
impacts of a stadium and arena was considered 
appropriate for inclusion in the Mission Bay and 
South of Market EIRs. In response, a Draft 
Supplement (Draft SEIR) to each of those EIRs 
was issued for public comment on 
March 17, 1989. A public hearing on the 
Supplements was held before the City Planning 
Commission on April 20,1989. The focus of the 
analysis in each SEIR is on implications of the 
stadium and arena as they would affect Mission 
Bay and South of Market areas and add to 
c~unnlative impacts addressed in those EIRs. 
Specific design or program details were not 
considered. The SEIR does not constitute 
environmental review of the stadium and arena. 

The SEIRs to the Mission Bay and South of 
Market EIRs discuss the cumulative implications 
of an indoor arena complex at Seventh and 
Townsend Streets on land owned by Santa Fe 
Pacific Realty Corporation (SFP) that is part of 
the Mission Bay Project Area; and a stadium on 
the block bounded by Second, Third and King 
Streets, and San Francisco Bay northeast of the 
Mission Bay Project Area (owned jointly by the 
Port of San Francisco, City and County of San 
Francisco, and Caltrans). 

Transportation, parking and circulation are major 
issues addressed on pp. 7-27 of the Mission Bay 
SEIR 121. Other issues evaluated are: land use, 
noise, air quality, urban design, and geology and 
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seismicity. These issues are those that would 
most influence cumulative impacts of and on 
Mission Bay development. 

Tlie Comments received on the Draft SELRs 
follow this Response. 

On July 26, 1989, the Mayor and Robert 1,urie 
released an announcement that San Francisco 
would continue to be the home city for the Giants 
ballclub. That decision was influenced by a 
financial agreement between the City and 
Spectacor Management Corporation to provide a 
ballpark at the site analyzed in the SEIR. 
However, the concept of a ballpark at that site 
was subsequetitly defeated by San Francisco 
voters in a ballot measure in November 1989. 

COMMENTS O N  THE DRAFT 
SUPPLEMENT (SEIR) 

m e e t  Description 

Comment 

It is iitteresting to !rote rltat three ntontl~s after the 
de~~elol)er was selected, the Draft EIR reads ' X t  
this tinte, no pnal design or o1)eration program 
,for tlte stadiumlarerta has been prescribed. Such 
details will be developed as rtegotiatiorts continue 
in the next se~leral ntontlts. Those negotiatiorts 
would, amoitg other issues, address a pnancial 
~~rogrant ,  which would determine the feasibility of 
ptrrsuing this project". . . . 

Again, it is interesting that the selected developer 
won considering that 'yew details about tlte 
stadiuntlareita design, operation or programming 
are krtowrt, as the prul~osal is still in its early 
stages of negotiatiori." (Deltrtert C. Queer!, Sntall 
Blrsirtess Bow!/) 

Negotiations between the City and Spectncor 
Management Group regarding the ballparkhrena 
package were focused initially on exploring 
whether a feasible financial program could be 
developed. As a result, work on preliminary 
design and engineering plans for the two sites 
was deferred until after definition of a viable 
ecoriotnic program, and approval of the ballpark 
concept by San Francisco voters (which did not 
occur). In any case, detailed environmental 
impact analysis tailored to different physical 
co~ll'iguration alternatives for the baliparklarena 

would have been subject to separate 
environmental review, as this SEIR would not 
constitute project-specific environmental 
evaluation for the ballpark/arena. 

Comment 

The 1984 and 1986 agreements between Mayor 
Feinsteirt and the delleloper of Mission Bay 
appear to be suflciently sacrosanct to require 
"consolidation with other SILIIRD land uses in 
the Project Area to allow the proposed arena to 
occupy that corner." Allowing increased density 
within the project seems unreasonable 
considering that the federal government approl~ed 
Mayor Feinstein's request to cancel tlte 
$85 million 1-280 extension to the Bay Bridge 
(permanently) in order to provide infrastructure 
improvements for tlze Mission Bay 
Developer. . . . (Dehnert C. Queen, Small 
Business Bowl) 

The assumption of consolidating S/L,I/RD uses 
elsewhere in the Mission Bay Project Area to free 
up the Seventh and Townsend site for the 
proposed arena was made to ensure that the SEIR 
analysis continued to present a conservative 
(high-end) impact analysis. The inclusion of this 
assumption does not preclude decision-makers 
from modifying the Mission Bay land use 
program, whether or not an arena is approved at a 
later time. 

Page 4, "The Arena." Tlte statentent is made that 
the arena site is owned by Saitta Fe Pacific 
Realty Corporation. Mention should be niade 
that the Southern Pacific Transl~ortation 
Company o+vrts a transportation easement over 
the site and that that easement is currently used 
fvr rail passenger service. (Stephen L. Tuber, 
Rirtcon Point - South Beach Rede~~elopntent Area 
Citizerzs Adi~isory Committee) 

Response 

The following new sentence is added after the 
first sentence in the paragraph after "The Arenit" 
on p. 4 of the SEIR 131, to denote the site's 
current use as part of the CalTrain right-of-way: 
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Currently, the Southern Pacific T m -  
w t i o n  Company owns an easement on the 
property (bat is used to provide CalTrain 
sernce. 

Page 4,  paragraph I :  The proposed stadium site 
appears to include Second Street between King 
Street arid the Bay. This portiort of Second Street 
is located withiri tlte Soutlt Beach Redevelopntertt 
Area and slated j%r open space and parking for 
it. Tlte text should mention that a Rede~lelof?ment 
Plart chaiige witlt appro~~al by tlte Board of 
Slrperl~isors would be required for this boundary 
change. (Stephen L.  Taber, Rincort Point - South 
Beach Redc~~elopment Area Citizens Advisory 
Comntittee) 

The first sentence of the last paragraph on p. 2 of 
the SEIR /4/ is revised and a new sentence is 
added, as follows: 

- In addition to review and appmval required 
by the City, the stadium pmject would depend 
onpmchaseofpropertyfromcaltraos- 

tQ t8eLKi!xna Pomt - Saalk 
B w h  Redevelment Plan ta alaow Second 
SmLWd Kim S M  to be inclwkx-as 
p a  of the sta-~iLThk-&ve1=- 

I k  Bdwxmart Commws~on and the 
B w u r l o f .  

comment -- 

Page 7, I?aragraph 5: The text mentions a 3,000 
car parking garage "adjacent to the stadiurit". 
Wher-e would this large structure be located? 
Would it be on the proposed stadium site or 
outside cf it? Tlte PI-oposed stadium site itself 
will slirink in size when King Street is widened on 
its southerrt side to handle the Muni Metro line 
and the rerouting of traflc front 
TIieEmbarcadero as called for in 
The Entbarcadero Roadway impo~~ernent plans. 
Will the proposed project take o11er land slated as 
open space irr the Redel~elopment Plan? 
(Steplten L. Taber, Riricon Poirtt - South Beach 
Rede~~elopmcnt Area Citizens Ad~~isory 
Corvnrittee) 

Since publication of the SEIR, further work was 

conducted to identify a parking program for the 
sports facilities. The parking supply later 
contemplated for the ballpark and arena sites was 
different from that described in the SEIR. 

On the basis of more detailed evaluation of site 
constraints and cost, an estimated 1,500 spaces 
could be accommodated on the ballpark site, 
rather than the 3,000 spaces stated in the SEIR. It 
was assumed these spaces would be contained 
within a garage structure. 

On the arena site, an estimated 700 spaces would 
initially be made available on a surface lot. 
Taking into account the parking supply estimated 
to be available in the immediate vicinity (much 
on undeveloped lots in Mission Bay and in 
Showplace Square), it is believed the construction 
of a multi-level parking structure on the arena site 
providing 2,500 spaces could be deferred until 
after 2005. At that point, it is assumed that 
increased parking demand associated with new 
development would absorb parking supply such 
that additional spaces for arena use would be 
necessary. 

The last sentence of the first paragraph under 
"The Stadium" on p. 2 of the SEIR /5/ is revised 
to state: 

In addition, it is assumed there would be 
on-site parking with a capacity of about 1500 
vehicles. 

The last sentence of the paragraph after "The 
Arena" on p. 4 of the SElR /6/ is revised and 
three new sentences are added, as follows: 

It has been assumed the site would also 
pmvide on-site parking. Initially. 700 s-oaceg 

lot conlained would be novidedm a &ace 
on the site. It is amuwd that at some bime 

-a 
-Lam- 

would be needed! 
A ~ ~ ~ t e 1 v  2908 spaces could be 
pmviatrd in a Icarage structure. 

As a result of changes in the on-site parking 
resources for the sports facilities (and other 
parking inventory adjustments), the SEIR parking 
analysis also has been amended. See 
pp. XV.Q.47-XV.Q.49 for the revised discussion. 

Event Scenario Assumptions 

And what botltered nie, Mr. Lurie says he will 
lease unless he gets a ballpark. I think we all 
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reference. Of the 79 games playetl at 
Candlestick, 12 occurred on weekday afternootls; 
42 occurred on weekday evenings (one of those 
was on a holiday). The remaining 25 games 
occurred on the weekends. The end of the second 
paragraph on p. 10 of the SElR 181 is amended to 
add the following statement: 

Of ihe 79 home games, 54 occurred on 
weekdays during the 1988 season. Of those 
54. 12 o c c d  dming Ule aftmoon, while 
the rest occurred during the evening. Thus, 
sellout games on weekday a f t e n a m  are not 
likely lo be a common occurmiwe. 

As acknowledged on p. 10 of the SElR 181, 
average attenctance figuses differ substantially 
between weekday and weekend games. The 
average for weekday 'uld weeknight games during 
the 1988 season at Candlestick was about 
18,800 and 18,100 attendees, respectively, versus 
an average of about 32,000 for weekend games. 
These represent relatively high figures, as the 
1988 season produced one of the highest 
attendance records for the Giants. 

One of the objectives of a downtown ballpark, 
however, is to further increase attendance. It is 
likely that a more central location would increase 
average attendance. Thus, to the extent such 
increases would occur, the SElR analysis 
assumed that all 45,000 seats would be sold out, 
to ensure the most conservative coverage of 
cunlulative impacts. 

[On] Page 14 [the Draft Supplement states:] "If 
ballganres ended much ajier 3:OOp.m., public 
transit systents would hai'e a difJicult task in 
ser~~irig both the stadium and rtorntal commute 
trai:el dentartd." 

How many ballgantes on tlte average go beyond 
the 3 hours arid by how much? (JackMoore, 
Potrero League of Active Neighbors) 

This Response is based on game time statistics 
for the 1988 season. Although there are likely to 
be fluctuations from one season to another, these 
data are representative of what is likely to occur 
in the future. In 1988, the average game time was 
2 !lours, 42 minutes. Nine games of the 79-gme 
season lasted 3.0-3.5 hotu.s, and seven games 
went over 3.5 hours. This tally covers all 
weekend, weekday and nighttime games. 

[On] Page 17 [the Draft Supplement states:] 
"j?)r Scertario Two, few people would arrive itt 
tlte area by 6.00 p.m. for a 7:30p.m. eijent." 

W e  are being told that the idea of moving the 
stadium "downtown" is to get people there early 
to shop and eat. Which is it? (JackMoore, 
Potrero League of Active Neighbors) 

On the basis of ballpark asrival/departure survey 
data, the majority of visitors arrive in the hour 
before the event commences. That survey data 
provided the basis for the analysis presented in 
the SEIR. Although one effect of relocating a 
ballpark closer to the downtown could be more 
retail and restaurant patronage, that is not the 
primaly reason for consideration of the 
ballpark/arena proposal. 

Lastly, I would like to call your attentiort to what 
I believe is a lack of study of the cumlarii~c 
&CLL~J of  simultaneous or overlapping events at a 
stadium md an arena. Since these two proposals 
are part of the same project, or are being 
proposed simultaneously, their cumulatii~e effects 
must be analyzed and described in the draji EIR. 
I do not believe this was adequately realized. 
(Richard H.  Moss) 

Would you please discltss how -- Barbara [Sahnt] 
told me earlier there is a rationale for doing the 
full stadium, but 50 perrent capacity event at the 
arena. I f  one were doing a worst case, which is 
what I think EIR's are supposed to do, I would 
think there would be some discussiori of both 
being full. If you have reason or precedence of 
why not to do that, would you discuss that. 
(Commissiotter Bierman) 

The two scenarios analyzed in the SEIR are 
considered to be more than adequate for 
presetiting a reasonable worst-case analysis of 
cumulative impacts of ballpark/arena events. The 
SEIR does evaluate a weekday evening scenario 
that assumes simultaneous events at both the 
ballpark and arena. The sellout ballgame and 
50% attendance event at the arena produce an 
analysis of 55,000 visitors to the ballpark/a~.ena 
facilities. Since historic ballpark attendance 
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figures do not indicate sellout ballgames are a 
conlnlon occurrence, the cumulative analysis 
incorporates a margin of error (of overestimating 
impacts) that actually could cover a wide range of 
attendance combiriations between the ballpark 
and arena, if events were to occur at both 
facilities on the same evening. 

For weekday afternoons, the low frequency of 
n140r league ballgames that are now typically 
scheduled, combined with the sellout attendance 
figure assumed (as opposed to [lower] average 
figures that are likely to occur), again result in an 
an~lys is  that already is likely to overestimate 
impacts by a substantial margin. That 
overestimate could be great enough to cover 
itnpacls of a sellout arena event; even if average 
ballpark attendance increased from current levels 
(ranging between 18,000 and 19,000) to 25,000, 
the overestimate of impacts in the weekday 
afternoon analysis of the SEIR (analyzed with 
45,000-person attendnnce) would still be high 
enough to also cover cumulative impacts of a 
sellout arena event generally. 

Based on historic game schedule and attendance 
data, an analysis that assumed simultaneous 
sellout events at both the arena and ballpark 
during or near the afternoon peak commute period 
(during which time worst-case transportation 
conditions are projected to occur on a regular 
basis) was not considered reasonable, as the 
likelihood of such a combination would be 
extrenlely low. 

Comment 

Page 4,  "E~tertt Times." The DEIR does not 
provide specific starting arid eftding times for 
events. It does not specify what types of events 
~vill occur at the stadium other than baseball 
games and Itow fiequerttly the stadium may be 
used for srtclt ei~ents. It does not indicate the 
nrrniber of basetiall games arid other e~~en t s  which 
 till occur during ilarious tintes of day. 
(Stcl>heri L. Taber, Rirtcort Point - South Beach 
Nede~~elopnrer~t Area Citizens Advisory 
Co17rrrrittre) 

It is not possible to specify exactly the types or 
the schedule of events that would occur at the 
ballpark and arena. To the extent the intended 
uses of the facilities were known, they were 
described in "Project Description," pp. 2-4 of the 
SEIR /Y/. The ballpark was assumed to be used 
primarily for major league ballgames, but 

available for other events su~ch as concerts as 
well. Use of the indoor arena would likely 
encompass a broader range of potential activities, 
including a professional basketball or hockey 
league franchise, concerts, conventions, and other 
public events. Although it is known there are 
about 80home games in a standard baseball 
season and about 40 in a basketball season, it 
ciamot be determined how many would occur on 
weekdays versus weekends, or evening versus 
day games. 

For purposes of conducting the quantitative 
analyses, two event scenarios were selected for 
evaluation and are described on pp. 9-10 of the 
SEIR /lo/. The weekday afternoon ballgame 
sellout was assumed to begin at 12:OOnoon and 
end at 3:00 p.m. The weekday evening scenario 
assumed the ballpark and arena events would 
begin at 7:30p.m.; since the SEIR analyses 
focused on additional cumulative impacts during 
or near the peak afternoon commute period only, 
no assumption was required for an ending time 
for the evening event. 

Commissioners, in nly younger days I worked on 
EIRs for an ecological consulting firm. Our 
guidelines were to put the best possible face on a 
worst-case scenario. Often, that u'orst-case 
involved conditions highly unlikely to ever occur. 
In this proposal, however, the worst-case is not 
only probable; it is assrtrable, and with 
frequency. The fact is tllat if the housingllight 
industryloflce uses irt effect now ort Potrero Hill 
and proposed for Mission Bay, South Beach and 
China Beach [Basin] are to continue and t l tri~~e, 
the stadium and arena are an rtnmitigated, and 
unmitigatable disaster. For these reasons alone, 
I urge you to make a negative finding. 
(Marcia DeHart) 

Response 

The purpose of the SEIR is to examine the 
cumulative implications of a ballpark/arena in the 
context of considering approval of a plan for 
Mission Bay and South of Market; there is no 
associated decision recommendation regarding a 
ballpark or arena. It also should be noted that a 
recomlnendation to approve or deny a project is 
not an issue addressed in an environmental 
impact evaluation; that responsibility rests with 
the decision-makers after they consider both 
environmental and non-environmental (e.g., 
social, economic) aspects of a project. 



'I'o the extent that general information on irrrpacts 
of the ballpark/arena can be idealtified at a 
prelimina~y stage, they have been addressed in 
tlie SEIR. The approval of a ballpark and/or 
arena project, however, would be subject to rriore 
detailed impact analysis in a separate 
environmental evaluation. It is presumed that, 
with a detailed site design and more-specified 
program of tlie types of activities that would be 
scheduled, there would be more precise 
inlormation on the type, extent anti duration of 
impacts, particularly in the localized area. Until 
that level of ir~forrnation has beer1 reviewed and 
considered, it would be premature lo make a 
reco~nrriendatioti for denying the project. 

[On] Page 1 [the Drafi Suipplemenr states:] "To 
evaluate a scenario with adi~erse conditions that 
are reasortably likely to occur, the primary 
stadiumlarena analyses assume the presence o j  
the land use program described in EIR 
Alternative A in the Mission Bay Project Area." 

This docunier~t should iriclude an analysis of the 
stadiuntlarena impacts under Alternath~e C (the 
Citizens Plan for Mission Bay). Most reference 
is made to Alt. A and some to Alt. B & N, but 
none to Alt. C.  Because the land use scenario is 
much different under Alt. C the impacts as well as 
assumptions would be much different. 
(.lackMoore, Potrero League of Active 
Neighbors) 

XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, pp. XV.P.6- 
XV.P.26, presents an analysis of Variant 11 (EIR 
Hearing Proposal), the land use program 
snbtnitted by a group of citizens as Comments to 
the Draft EIR, which is referred to by the 
cornunenter. That proposal is analyzed as a 
variant to the three Airexnatives evaluated in the 
EIR. Generally, the conclusions indicate that 
impacts associated with the variant would not 
differ substantially hoin those projected to occur 
under Alternatives A and £3, particularly with 
respect to cumulative impacts, which are the 
focrrs of the SEIR. Therefore, from the 
perspective of cumulative ilrlpact interactions 
between the variant arid the ballpark/arena, the 
irnpact co~~clusiotis p~esented in the SEIR would 
be applicable to Variant 11. 

Localized impacts between individual land uses 
in the Mission Bay Project Area and the 
ballpark/arena, however, would differ in some 
ways from general impact information in the 

SEIR. The detailed evaluation of such localized 
impacts, however, would be subject to further 
environmental review of the sports complex, if 
and when a tietailed design and activity program 
were arrived at for the ballpark/arena. Such n 
later environmental evaluation would be separate 
from this orre being conducted for Mission Bay. 

h&j&mentdElK. The California Envirorrntental 
Q u a l i ~  Act (CEQA) states that the lead or 
responsible agency may choose to prepare a 
supplement to an EIR whert certain conditions 
apply (14 California Code of Regulations Section 
15163). The intent of Sectiort 15163 is to provide 
a short:form method where only minor additions 
or changes would be necessary in the previous 
EIR to make that EIR apply in the changed 
situation. 

Our comment is on the appropriateness of using 
a Supplemental EIR on a DEIR that has not yet 
been certified. The proposed action regarding 
the stadium and the arena should nor be 
considered minor changes as defined in Section 
15163. It is our recommendation that no 
modifications be permitted until such time as  the 
original DEIR for Missiort Bay is adopted. Any 
additions or modifications should be considered 
as other alternatives and their impacts 
evaluated. (James 19. Boyd, California Air 
Resources Board) 

The commenter has misinterpreted the matter that 
will be presented to the City's decision-makers 
for action. At this time, there is no intent to 
forward a recommelldatiorl to the Planning 
Commission or Board of Supervisors regarding 
action on a ballparklarena. 

Tlle Mission Bay and South of Market Draft EIRs 
and their Draft SEIRs were published and 
circulated for public review and comment for the 
purposes of ensuring that all pertinent 
environmental in~pact infortnation has been 
disclosed prior to any City action to adopt a 
Master. Plan amendment, z o n i ~ ~ g  controls and a 
developtnent agreement for a new nrixed-use 
neighborhood in the Mission Bay Project Area, or 
Master Pl,ul and rezoning for South of Market. 
None of the alternatives or variants analyzed in 
either Plan EIR includes a ballpark or arena 
facility. Those facilities have beerr identified as a 
separate project, which happens to be located 
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adjacent to the Mission Bay and South of Market 
Project Areas (and, in the case of the arena, 
within the Mission Bay Project Area), and which 
would be subject to separate decisions at an 
unspecified future date, if a detailed design and 
activity prograin is pursued. 

As explained on p. 1 of the SEIR /I 11, the Mayor 
introduced the conceptual ballparktarena proposal 
after the Mission Bay and South of Market Draft 
ElRs were published and had completed their 
public review periods. Ln light of tlie fact tl~at 
such a project (if pursued) would generate 
additional cutnulalive impacts not accounted for 
in the EIRs, it was delermiited ll~nt I I ~ I  SEIR 
would he needed lo identify chnrrges in 
circumstances under which a Mission Bay or 
South of Market Plan would be undertaken, in 
order for any discretionary decisions to be 
properly made. 

In our assessment, delaying publication of the 
SEIR covering cumulative impacts until Final 
EIRs on the South of Market or Mission Bay 
Plans were prepared would have served no 
positive purpose. It is believed that the intent of 
tlre California Enviro~unental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and its guidelines is to disseminate 
information on environmental iinpacts in a timely 
fashion, and to proceed with the environmental 
review process in the most efficient manner 
possible. It would be inadvisable to certify either 
Final ELR as con~plete without some information 
on the ballpark/arena proposal; therefore a 
supplement (with opportunity for review and 
cotntnent) is necessary. 

The intent of the current approach is to provide 
Responses to Comments received on tlie Draft 
EIRs and Draft SEIRs at the sane  time and 
compile them into the Final EIRs for Mission Bay 
and South of Market. It is true that the CEQA 
Guidelines do not call out this paxticular situation, 
but the regulatior~s do encourage provision of as 
tt~uch infonnation as is reasonably feasible, as 
early as possible. It is only after the Final EIRs 
have been completed that the City Planning 
Commission, followed by the Board of 
Supervisors, would take action on plans for 
Mission Bay and South of Market. The 
ballparklarena project itself will be subject to 
further, separate environrne~rt;kl review if a 
formalized proposal for it is pursued. 

. . . [Rj~ fore  conimeriting ori the adequacy of the 
inforniation arid arialysis of tlte DS [Draft 
S~rpplentertt], it is necessary to poirit out first that 

this is only a preliminary or art ariticipatory 
unflficial dry run ertvirortmental review process 
of a rtonproject. 

~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ m e n t a l ~ e v i ~ w ~ ~ a ~ . ~ t . ~ t p ~ ~ j e ~ c t .  
The MBDEIR is riot a valid official erivirorinterital 
document or valid eri~~ironmental review process 
for the Missiori Bay project. . . . [or1 address [of]  
the additiortal potential cumulath~e inipacts of the 
proposed dowritowrt baseball stadiurri artd public 
arena. 

J~cst six months ago the City Planrting 
Conimissiori held hearirig on the Missiorr Bay 
Druft Err~~irorrniental 1ml)act Report (MRVEIRJ. 
After hearing public comments, the Commissio~i 
did not close its review of the MBDEIR. By this 
action, the Comnrission ackriowledged the 
~jalidity of the public testiniorty that the 
en~~ironniental review of the Mission Ray project 
continues and, in fact, may riot have been begun. 
By this action, the Commissiort acknowledged art 
oi~erwhelming fact -- that tlte project developer, 
Sarita Fe Pacific Realty Corporation, has not 
defined a proposed "project," i.e. the specific 
del~elo1)ntent agreenient to be l~roposed to the 
city. Only as an accornmodatiort to the 
developer, the Commission is going along wit11 art 
"anticipatory" en~'irorimetital review process. 
This is a dry run to 1)repare for the actual 
ert~lironmental re~liew process to be initiated at a 
later date. Under these circuntstances, the 
Conimissiori is acknowledging that witliout a 
clearly defined proposed project, there canriot be 
initiated a valid official environmerttal resiew of 
such a nunproject. 

At hest, through this arrticipatory ern~ironniental 
I-eview process, the city is accomritodatirig the 
dei~eloper's desire to minintize delays in the 
review arid authorization of this project. 
Tltrouglt this anticipatory eri~~irortrrierital review 
process, the developer is savirig tiriie by: 
collecting the massive data describirig the 
possible impacts of various project alternatives: 
preparing preliniirtary eri~~irorrntental docurnertts: 
preparing supplements to those docunterrts: aird 
even invitirig public contnient about the adequacy 
of these prelirninarj docunterits. Tltrough suclt 
time savirig measures in prel~aririg for the 
eni~irortmerital rei'ieu~ process, the Cor?iniissiori is 
accommodating the Sarita Fe Pacific Realty 
Corl7oratiort artd e);pediting the process so the 
del~elol~er can save val~table tirtte arid tlterel~y 
achieve sigitificaritfiriaricial savirigs. 

Howei~~r ,  irrider no circunistarices shoirld the 
de~~eloper or the city construe that this 
anticipatory and obviously flawed envirorintental 
review process is a legitimate substittite iri lieu of 
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a 11alid oflcinl er~~~ironmerttal review of the 
project. This DS, the MBDEIR, the City Plannirtg 
Contnzissiorz hearings, the responses to public 
comntcrtts on these docunzents, etc. all at-e in 
anticij~atiori of the actual eri~~ironmental r e~~ iew  
being initiated by the Conrnzission at a later date 
whert it is artticipated tlre developer will propose 
n s]>ecifc project. At tltat tinte, it is  exl~ected the 
de~~elol~er- n~ill lra~v prepared an official con~plete 
Draft EIR for the project, issue this docuntent to 
the l~rrblic, and initiate the first official hearings 
on the official MBDEIR. 

Ci~lert the above conzntent, it wortld be 
al~preciated tltat contplete information be 
lirovided responding to the following questions: 

Q-I .  Has the de~neloper determined the specific 
project ~ r o ~ ~ o s a l ,  i.e. de~~elopment agreement, for 
Mission Bay? If so, please describe the project 
being prolJosed. If not, when will the developer 
announce the sl~ecific proposed project for 
Missiort Bay? 

Q-2 .  When can the plrblic expect to receive the 
(?@cia1 coml?lete MBDEIR documertt (based on a 
sl~ecific project l~rol~osed by the developer) wltich 
n~ill begirt the official eit~~ironnterrtal review 
process ,for the prol~osed Mission Bay project? 
Will this be a contl~lete/y resised MBDEIR or will 
this he a collection of docuntents irrcluding the 
ar~ticipato~y MBDEIR and any other anticipatory 
draft srr~~plemeitts issued? (John Bardis, I~trier 
Surtsct Action Contntittee) 

The Mission Bay Draft EIR (and its SEIR) has 
been ptepared as a formal environmental 
assessnlent pursuant to all applicable provisions 
of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. As 
explained in the EIR on p. IV.l of Volume Two, 
Chapter lV. Study Approach and Organization, 
this is a program EIR, defined in Section 15168 
of the State CEQA Guidelines. It is intended that 
this program EIR would enable amendments to be 
made to the City's Master Plan, adoption of a 
development agreement, and arnendmerits to the 
City Planning Code and Zoning Map. The public 
comment period closed on November21,1988, 
for the Draft EIR, and on May 5, 1989, for the 
1)rnlt SEIR. 

Thia program EIR for Mission Bay will establish 
a comprehensive impact assessment and database 
against which to review detailed design- and 
constroction-related impacts of later development 
phases, once tbey are identified. Those proposals 
for development of phased areas of the Mission 
Bay Project Area will be subject to subsequent 

environmental evaluations, which also would 
iticlude public review and comment periods. 

The Draft EIR is the product of ahout three years 
of cotnprehensive research and analysis to 
evaluate impacts of a variety of alternatives and 
variants of those alternatives. The array of land 
uses and development densities analyzed reflects 
the range of possibilities identified as the Mission 
Bay planning process reached a point where 
preliminary planning choices could be made. 
This joint public planning process for Mission 
Bay between the City and SFP is still under way. 
Negotiations to further define a plan for Mission 
Bay are ongoing. 

In May 1989, SFP submitted an application to 
enter into a development agreement with the 
City. Accompanying the application is their 
proposed land use plan, which is similar in scale 
and content to Alternative A. The comparative 
environmental impacts of that proposal have been 
evaluated in a variant analysis in XV.P. 
Alternatives and Variants, pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46; 
this impact analysis will be added to the text of 
the Final EIR as a result of that Response. That 
proposal will be subject to further public hearings 
and review in the context of the development 
agreement negotiations. 

Every effort has been made to incorporate 
changes and refinements for Mission Bay into the 
EIR as they evolve through the plauning process. 
In this way, the analyses have grown to 
encompass 12 variants to the three Alternatives. 
Together, they provide a more fine-grained 
spectrum of information to better understand the 
range of impacts likely to result from the three 
Alternatives. It is anticipated that a final plan 
adopted for Mission Bay also would fall within 
the range of impacts analyzed. If that can be so 
determined, the Mission Bay EIR will be the 
official environmental document for the adopted 
Mission Bay Plan. Further environmental review 
could still be required for implementation of 
various phases of development if a plan and 
development agreement are approved. 

D!:a f t Sqg l eme~ t t  fDS1. According to tlte 
ntentorandum dated April 7, 1989 from the 
De1)artment of City Planning, the Draft 
Slipl~lenzerit addresses the potential cuntulative 
impacts of the proposed dowrttown Oaseball 
stadirrin and public arena or1 the Mission Bay 
project. Given tlte observations noted a b o ~ ~ e  
about the unofJicia[ nature of both the 
ertvirortmental docuntents arid en~dronntental 
re~jieul process, and in the spirit of assistirtg tlte 
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Commission and the develolier in their endeavor 
to address diligerztl)~ the enl~ironmental intpacts of 
this project, as required by the Calijor,nia 
E~i~dronmerital Quality Act, the following 
coniments are submitted regarding the DS. 

F~~sfo..add1'ms_4ltu11ati1!es. Even though this 
DS is claimed to be only a slcpplrment to the 
MBEIR arid not an EIR, this US is deficient for 
failing to address the impacts on the Mission Bay 
project if possible realistic alternatiile uses for 
the sites proposed for the stadiunt artd the areria 
arid contpare the environniental impacts of the 
prol~osed use with those impacts gener-ated by 
these a1ternati1'e uses. More specifically, the DS 
should have described and compared the inlpacts 
[ori] possible alternatii~e residential and 
cornniercial uses. . . . (John Bardis, Inner Sunset 
Actiori Coniniittee) 

As previously indicated, the purpose of the SElR 
is to identify at a preliminary stage only the 
additional cumulative impacts that could be 
gerieritted by the bnllpark/nrena proposal that 
were not assessed in the EIR. Those potential 
impacts nit~st be taken into account by the 
decision-makers before taking action on Mission 
Bay or the South of Market Plan. 

The SElR does not, anti is not intended to, suffice 
for the detailed enviror~mental impact evaluation 
for the ballparktarena proposal. Such an 
environmental evaluation would be conducted 
separately from the current EIR process from 
Mission Bay, if and when a formalized proposal 
accompanied by project-specific details is 
submitted for review. Identification and analysis 
of con~parative impacts of various design, 
program, and/or location itlternatives for the 
bnllpark/arena would be carried out at tbat time. 

P~!cPla.ns..and Policies 

The riext, page 4. 1 just don't undel;rtand this. 
It's strictly technical. If the project doesn't meet 
public trust requirenrents, the SLC would have 
the authoriry to trarzsfer the public trust to other 
lands detern~irted to be approl>riate. 

I don't h-~iow anytl~irig about that. Would you 
please el;l,Iain, arid n,hat tltc intplications are. I 
don't know ij the City gains or loses or what the 
effect is. W o ~ l d  you discuss that. (Comntissiorler- 
Bieuitari) 

[On] Page 4 [the Drafr Supplenient states:] 
"Disposition of Pier 468 for the construction of 
the stadiunt would be subject to resiew of the 
State Lands Commission to determine its 
contpatibility with public trust restrictions." 

What are the potential public trust restrictions 
for Pier 46B? (Jack Moore, Potrero League of 
Acth~e Neighbors) 

Property under the jurisdiction of the Port of Sart 
Francisco, such as Pier 46B, is subject to several 
restrictions on use. These use restrictions arise 
from the Constitution of the State of California, 
common law, state legislation, and the 1968 
Transfer Agreement by which the State 
transferred the property to the Port. These 
restrictions generally provide that the property 
must be used to further commerce, navigation, 
fisheries, 'and public access to the waterfront. 
Because of the use restrictions, the property is 
often described as being subject to a public trust. 
The San Francisco Port Comtnission and the 
State L'mds Commission regulate the use of the 
trust property to ensure compatibility with the 
trust restrictions. 

Comment 

Page 2, Last Paragraph. The DEIR states that 
BCDC approi~al would be required and must 
contply wit11 its public access requirentents. 
Mention should also be made of other applicable 
waterfront planning requirements, such as height 
limits, Bay Pi1 limitations, and land use 
restrictions enforced by the BCDC. 
(Stephen L. Tuber, Rincon Point - Sofrtlt Beach 
Redevelopment Area Citizens Ad~~isory 
Committee) 

The ballpark site would be subject to review by 
the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC), which 
establishes Bay fill limitations, public access 
requirements, anti guidelines for land uses and 
heights of structures within 100 feet of the Bay 
shoreline. A detailed discussion of BCDC's 
waterfront pl'anning requirements is presented on 
pp. VI.A.20-VI.A.21 of Volume Two, V1.A. 
Public Plans, Policies and Permits. 

The following is added after the last paragraph on 
p. 2 of the SELR 1121: 
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- As the ballpark might be constructed within 
the l00-fwt m e  of BCDC jurisdiction, any 
design for the ballpark would be subject to 
BCDC's watemont planning policies 
addressiog Limitations on filling of the Bay, 
compatible land uses, heights of structures. 
and public access to the shoreline. in 
addition to BCDC height-limit review, the 
project as proposed would require a 
reclassilication of the City's height-Limit of 
40 feet along the waterfront. These 
considerations would be included among the 
project-specific impacts subject to later 
environmental review if and when a detailed 
proposal and design for the ballpark is 
pursued. 

Land-Use 

I just haiv a coul~le of brief comments. This 
st~pl>lement was prel~ared to help us analyze, help 
11s it1 our- decisiorrs with regard to the South of 
Marker area arid tlte Mission Bay project. It was 
riot primarily designed to e~~aluate  tlte direct 
cri~~irortntental intl~act af the stadium. That ntay 
or niay trot Itapl7eri at sorne,future date. 

I'ni particularly itirerested in some additiortal 
ir!firtnation in this sttl~plentent that can help nte 
look at the Sortth of Market and Mission Bay 
plarts a little bit more carefully wkett I ntake 
those decisions. Aird ~>articttlarly I'd Iike some 
arialysis, the differences in iny~act ,  f a t t y ,  antong 
the choices, for exatnple, in the South of Market 
plarr qf; ,for e,~aritl)le, cltangirrg tlte SSO District to 
air SLI District to a niglrttinte eritertainntetlt 
district. 

I think that ( f  we presume thctt there will be a 
staditan, rlterl the choices of uM'at kitid of zoning 
we have arourid rlte stadiurn may esacerbate or. 
anreliorate the intpact of this stadium. And I 
tltitik that's orre of the things thar we should 
oricil)~ze, because we're going to have to be 
niaking policy decisions soorr ivitlt regards to that 
zorrirrg. I 'd Iike to kriow) i f  ther-c are ar~y 
djferetttial itirl~acts, err~:ironr~tetttal intl~act, 
particulnrl)~ in and or-ound the stadium, First, 
Secortd, Third, Fourth Street, Towrzsend, 
Hat-risoir, it! the area tliat 110s heell the most 
co~rrr.oi~ersial,for. us. 

Nclated to that, at orre poirrr n'c had a rtighttime 
er~tertuinriterit district along Ton~nserid Street. 

Tl tat ' .~ not in there now. Bur I know it 's been 
discussed perhaps moving it along the Secowd 
Street corridor. And a nigltttitnc erttertainment 
district ~ ~ o u l d  coiitcide n~itlt night games. I'nt 
wondering what the impacts might be in that 
regard. 

The third area is what we haven't discussed with 
regards to the Soutlt of Market: Wltat is the 
peripheral impact of a stadium on adjoinirtg 
uses? Are we likely to see proliferation 08 say, 
itight -- trot rtecessarily rtighttinte entertainment, 
but restaurant and bar uses, arty other kind of 
retail activities that we'd have to be concerned 
with, and what impacts would we be dealing witlt 
with tltose, both in the South of Market area as  
well a s  the Mission Bay area, which is rigltt 
across the street. (Contntissiorter Engntann) 

The presence of the stadium (and of the arena, for 
that matter) could attract complementary uses 
such as restaurants and bars, and other retail 
activities. However, this has not happened close 
to C'uldlestick Park in its almost 30 years of 
existence, despite the fact that Candlestick hosts 
both baseball & footbitll, for about nine mouths 
of the year. Tile China Basin stadium would 
operate essentially for only about six months of 
the year, except for special events. (The arena 
could, however, extend the sports seasons to 
cover the full year, if professional basketball 
and/or llockey were to succeed there.) 

The introduction of restaurants and bars, and 
other retail uses, probably requires an assured 
daily clientele over the coirse of the year. While 
such uses could enter the area, it would probably 
be because of the total development occurring 
there, including new housing in the South Beach 
Redevelopment Area and its surrounding 
neighborhood, plus the office, S/LI/RD and 
housing uses th;tt would be introduced as Mission 
Bay develops. (For example, any proliferation of 
restaurants/bars, etc. in the area around the 
Oakland Coliseum and Arena must be attributed 
in part to the office and industrial development 
that has occurred along Hegenberger Road, west 
of 1-880.) 

It would not be possible to estimate the 
contribution of the China Basin stadium (and 
arena) to the demand for restaurants/bars, etc, in 
the area without a separate feasibility study 
conducted as part of separate planning and 
erlvirorimer~tal review of the stadium/arena 
coniplex. 
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'The erivironiriental impacts of increased 
entertai~u~lent and retail uses, were they to occur 
along Townsend or Second Streets, would differ 
from those generated by other commercial or 
industrial uses that would occupy those areas if 
tf~ey were zoned for Service / Secondary Ofl'ice 
(SSO) and Service / Light ludustrial (SLI) use, 
such as that proposed in the South of Market 
Plan. Land uses under those two zoning 
classifications would be mostly composed of 
smaller business and professional office services 
providing such services as advertising, 
arcliitect~~ral and sales (among others) in SSO 
districts, or various light industrial activities such 
as showroom/sales, small-scale sales, 

the em~ironrnentol irnpacrs of grou~th i~tdtcced b y  
the prc~posed stadium arid arerta. Nor docs it 
compare rhese growtlt i~tdrtced inipacrs with tlrose 
gerierated by possible alrernathje uses for t/tese 
tii,o sites. In prepnririg the response to this 
comment, it u~ould be appreciated that coml~lete 
irforrnatio?~ be provided resportding to the 
follobving questions: 

What are the enviror~mental impacts on the 
Mission Bay project of the projected direct and 
irtdhect growtlt induced by the stadium arid 
areria? 

How would tlte environmental imnacts o f  the 
manufacturing atid distrihutiotl businesses, and growth induced by the stadium' and arena 
services to downtown businesses in SLI districts. compare with those of alternati~le uses for these 

Whereas operating hours for retail and 
entertainment businesses generally include 
evenings 'and weekends, most SSO and SLI uses 
would tend to operate during weekdays. Retail 
and entertainment uses (many of which may 
occur during non-commute hours such as 
evenings and weekends) often generate more 
transportation-related impacts than typical SSO 
and SLI uses due to a higher frequency of 
visitor/cotntnercial trips. To the extent that travel 
activity were to coincide with transportation 
inipacts of the stadium or arena, local traffic and 
parking congestion could be exacerbated. 
Additionally, increased nighttime activity 
con~biiied with any evening ballpark/areria events 
could aggravate noise impacts for residents in the 
vicinity. 

The difference in impacts between SSO and SLI 
use types would be less apparent illan that 
between SSOISLI uses and retaii/entertainment 
uses. Given the probable event times associated 
with a ballpark or arena (afternoons, evenings and 
weekends), there would not likely be many 
impacts generated by SSO uses combined with 
stadiutn/arena events that would not also occur 
with SLI uses. It should be noted that some SLI 
activities are likely to generate less travel demand 
thar~ SSO activities. However, lo llie extent to 
which SL1 uses could generate more ttuck traffic 
than SSO activities, and that such truck activity 
occurred while visitors were arriving at or 
departing from events at the arena or ballpark, 
IocaI traffic conditions could be further 
aggravated. In 'any case, the difference in travel 
impacts posetl by SLI versus SSO uses, from a 
cu~uulative perspective, would be marginal. 

Fails t(~.de~criDe eronnt/1 i ~ i d ~ t c i ~ ~ g  iltipacts Tlte 
DS /Drclfr Sul~pleniertt] does not describe at all 

two sites, partic~rlarly residential uses? 
(John Bardis, Irtrrer Sunset Action Committee) 

Alternative uses of the arena site are considered 
in detail in the Mission Bay EIR. Altertialive 
uses of the stadium site are not an issue in this 
SEIR, which was prepared to incorporate in the 
South of Market ant1 Mission Bay ElRs the 
cumulative impacts of the stadiluu/areoa on South 
of Market, Mission Bay, the rest of the City, and 
the region. Alternative uses of the stadium site 
would beconre ilr~portant in site-specific 
environmental review of the stadium when a 
formal proposal comes before the Department of 
City Planning. See also the first Response under 
"Housing," p. XV.Q.19, regarding alternative 
housing uses on the stadium site. 

Page 3, Figure 1: This Map is inaccurate. This 
Map should be estertded to the nortlteast to 
accurately include the established boundaries of 
the South Beach Redevelopment Area. Site M,  tlie 
jive to seller1 acre park and waterfro~tt prontcriade 
partially cortipleted at Second, Kirtg and the Bay 
should be noted a s  well as  housing Site L and 
affordable lto~tsi~ig Site K ar Totc'nsend, Second 
arid King Streets. (Stepltert L. TaDer, Rincntt 
Point - South Beach Redevelol~ment Areu Citizerts 
Advisory Contmittee) 

Response 

Figure 1, on p. 3 of the SEIR /13/, is revised to 
extend the map to include the South Beach 
Redevelopment Area. 
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Pngc 6 ,  ~~arograplr I :  Titc Sorrth Bmch open 
s /~acc  at Secoiid bctweeii Kiri,? arid the Boy rvill 
attrcrct risers of tlre stadiuni arid will create art 
a(lilitiorta1 rriairiterrarice factor. (Stepheri L. 
Taber, Riiicori Poirit - Sontlt Beach 
I<cclci:elol~iitoit Area Citizens Adr~isory 
Conirrtittee) 

Response 

The third sentence in the first paragraph on p. 6 of 
the SEIR 1141 is revised as follows: 

- Open space in Mission Bay .and.inAtb 
Beach could become an attractive area for 
pre-game recreation by ballgame pamns, 
especially on weekends, less so for weekday 
afternoon and weeknight games. 

This scriterice toivar-ds tlte erid o f  that page [page 
J], "There n.'ould be cnough rrtider'elo~~ed l i~nd ut 
tliose a t e r a t i e  locarioris to perntit such 
disl~lacernerrt," talkirig abolrt disl~lacentent of 
ser~lice light indristry arril K&D rrses at the sire. 
It ~c!oril(l riot result in higher buildirtgs there. I 
don't quite uriderstaird wlietlrer tliat disl~lacerneirt 
car? take place. Wltat tlre Ireight is  sul~posed, it 's 
pretty i~ag~re ,  arid what uses niigltt be affected if 
that -- I dori't krioi~ i f  it will affect housing. Jrtst 
be rrtore specific as to what tltat's about. 
(Comntissiorier Biermari) 

Aiiotlter point is  tltat if the arena is  assrmted to be 
iriserted at Sei~eritk arid Tonvweiid in tlre [Mission 
Bay] Alterrtatii~eA yroposal, tlre SLIRD tltat's 
disl~lirced ther-e is going to soniehobv be 
corrsolidated bc!itIi SLIRD elsewhere in Mission 
Bay. W e  kriow this ltas to irrcrease thefi)otl~rirtt i f  
it doesn't irrcrease tlre Iteight. What rises are 
going to s~iffer? Possibly opeit space. Tltis 
sltoriltl be discussed. And it 's a sintilar sitiratiort 
rvitlr regard to Alterriatii~e B,  i+sltere tlte liolrsirry 
tliat r~~uuld be pr~0posed for tlrat site is soinehuw 
goilig to be illco)./~~rated illto the rest of the 
[~rojrct .  Il'ltat uses >vill suffer if i t 's o11en spare? 
I ltol~e that tlie Final EIR will conic orit arid say 
so. (Ruth Grai,arris, Sarr Franciscurrs for 
Plarirtirig Priorities) 

The intent of the SEIR was to indicate that 

S/LI/RD uses proposed in Alternative A at the 
Seventh and Townsend Streets site shown as 
potentially occupied by the arena in the SEIR 
could be fitted onto other S/LI/RD sites in 
Alternative A. With building heights at those 
other sites retained, this accommodation would 
require an expansion of building footprints on 
those S/LI/RD sites. This could result in 
reduction of the at-grade parking areas or the 
publicly accessible open space (lawns, 
landscaped areas or plazas) included with those 
S/LI/RD sites, the latter estimated in the Mission 
Bay EIR on p. V.2 of Volume Two, Chapter V. 
The EIR Alternatives and Approval Process, at 
about 10-15% of the S/LI/RD land area. 

Conversely, the heights of the S/LI/RD strtctures 
could be increased from the proposed two-to-six 
stories (30-60 feet) (but no higher than eight 
stories) to have more buildings at the upper limit, 
and less building articulation, without an increase 
in the building footprints. There would be no 
effect on the provision of housing in Alternative 
A. Under Alternative B, proposed housing would 
be displaced by the arena. Again, this housing 
would be accon~modated in the other proposed 
housiitg areas; there would be room for this, as 
more than half the land area of Mission Bay is 
proposed for housing in Alternative B. 

Port 

Comment 

Additionally, tlte report makes sei~eral references 
to potential use of areas near actii)e port facilities 
at Piers 48 and 50 for ancillary stadium-related 
actii~ities such as pre-garne recreation, 
charter-busiautomobile parkirtg, 'parkirig ships', 
induced contniercinl development, etc. Although 
tliese are not described in eltough detail for me to 
make defiiiiti~ae ei~aluatioris, it sltould be noted 
tliat some of these actiilities are poteittially 
iiicontpatible with active terntinal operatioris, to  
the degree that they might present safetyisecuriry 
hazar-ds, or the traffic they generate nright 
interfere witlr efficient trucklrail access to tlze 
piers. 

I must stress tltat Piers 48 arid 50 are e,vpected to 
ronaiit active and i~ery busy for a long time. 
Tlteir i~iability requires efficient and deper~dable 
land-side access by lteavy trucks and railroads. 
Stadium traffic and crowds should be avoided at 
those sites ii~liich bilould iriipede pier-oriented 
tiaffic. (Richard J .  Wiederhorrt, Port of Sari 
Fraitcisco) 
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'The SElR was prepared primarily in the context 
of Mission Bay EIR Altelnative A, which, at 
build-out, shows parkland uses in the area 
bounded by China Basin Channel, China Basin 
Street, Missiorl Rock Street, and Third Street 
(OS-I, Alternative A, shown in Figure V1.1.12 of 
the Mission Bay EIR on p. VI.I.58 of Volume 
Two, V1.1. Architectural Resources and Urban 
Design), and port-related uses south of Mission 
Rock Street, east of Fourth Street extended. 
(Alternative 8, at build-out, shows parklands and 
wetlands in this area just south of the channel 
[OS-7, Alternative B, shown in Figure VI.I.13 on 
p. VI.I.63 of Volume Two], and housing south of 
that open space.) In the year 2000, Alternative A 
would already have its parkland at the location 
described above; Alternative B would still have 
its currently existing uses there. Therefore, the 
Comment is applicable, under Alternative B, to 
the period up to about the year 2000 and, under 
Alternative A, to the area south of Mission Rock 
Street ttuoughout the Mission Bay development 
period. The reference in the SEIR to pre-game 
recreation applies to the open space proposed in 
those liurd use alternatives. Effects of the 
Mission Bay Alternatives on port operations are 
discussed on p. VI.B.115, el seq., of Volume 
Two, V1.B. Land Use, Business Activity, and 
Employment. That discussion indicates that 
adjacent maritime l port-related activity w o ~ ~ l d  
not likely intensify under Alternatives A and B. 
Additional impacts generated by the stadium 
could create further difficulties for port 
operations, in terms of access, to the extent to 
which scheduled events coincide with activity at 
Piers 48 arid 50. 

i t  should he rioted that the EIR includes Variant 2 
(Port-Priority Retention), described on 
pp. VII. 10-V11.19 or Volucne Two, Chapter Vll. 
Variations on Alternatives, which analyzes a 
residential mixed-use progr'un that reserves all 
land east of Third Street for port-relilted use. If 
such a program were adopted [or Mission Bay, 
the pre-game recreation and induced com~nercial 
development impacts indicated in the SELR would 
not apply. Transportation access impacts, 
however, would still be one potential effect of the 
stadium. 

At the time the Dr'aft SELR was published, the 
concepts of parking ships atld parking on 
backlands to Piers 48 and 50 were identified as 
poter~tial mitigation measures. Further work on 
developing a parking program for llre 
ballpark/arena may reveal other arrangements 
than those identified in the SEIR. Those issues 
would be subject to further separate 
environmerrtal evaluation for the sports facilities 
complex, apart frotr~ this SEIR for Mission Bay. 

The Dr-a@ Siip1?lemerit understates the poterrtial 
displacement qf commercialliridustrial uses on 
Pier 468 and associated parcels. Of particular 
note is the ontissior~ of tlte need to relocate tlte 
Por-t's Maintenance Base. While this is not 
displacement of a pr-ivate eriterl~rise, it is a11 
importarit maritime serl~ice ul)oti which the entire 
port deperids. (Richard J .  Wiederhorr~, Port of 
San Francisco) 

While this impact is discussed on p. 5 of the 
SEIR 1151, a detailed atralysis of the significance 
of the loss of the port's Maintenance Base would 
be subject to further evaluation in a separate 
project-specific enviro~~mental evaluation on the 
stadium and arena, prepared as part of the 
approval process for the sports complex. 

Employment 

On page 6 the document does not mention the,fact 
that construction of the stadiunilarena will add to 
citywide arid regional employment or1 a 
tetnporary basis until 1995 during tlte planrting, 
design and constructiort of the facilities. 
(Gary Adams, Caltrans, District 4 )  

The following paragraph is added after the second 
paragraph on p. 6 of the SElR 1161: 

Conshlcticm of the s r a d i m / m  wwld add 
to cilywide and regional employment on a  
%mpmy basis until 1995 during the 
planning, design aod consLnrclion of alPe 
spxls cmplex. 

The bottom of the page [I). 41. the last sentence 
talks about dis]>lacirrg existir~g commercial 
iridustrial uses in the one- and two-story 
buildings. I think we need to know how many 
jobs would be lost and what they would be. But 
in coririection wit11 that also, people today have 
talked about the job loss if the Giants leave. Arrd 
I would think somewhere in titis document there 
should be ntentiori of how marry jobs that is, and I 
didn't find it. (Commissioner Bierntari) 

XV.Q.17 
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Also, the followine, notes are added under a new 

The following changes and additions are made to 
the SEIR. 

Tfre first sentence in the last paragraph on p. 4, 
continuing on top.  5 1171, is revised to state: 

Construction of the stadium would also have 
the direct impact of displacing existing 
commerciaJhndustrWoftice uses, in one- and 
twwstory buildings a t f a c e  on Bary-t 
&--&Second Street and Third 

The following sentences are added following the 
first f t~ll  sentence on p. 5 1181: 

- Nonh of Berry Street, this action would 
displace an estimated 260 workers, incfudiig 
about 170 serviceIlight-industry employees 
and about 90 oflice workets./l/ Some of the 
uses that would be displaced are. 
maritime-related. 

The second full sentence on p. 5 1181 is revised 
and :I new sentence is added, as follows: 

- The uses soutb..of Berry Street along C h i  
Basin (Pier 46B) are m&y maritime- 
relate& several active tugboats operate there. 
Emplaymcntis sEtimated at 40 persoos.N 

The third full sentence on p. 5 1181 is deleted. 

The following new paragraph is inserted after the 
~~ttrtial paragraph at the top of p. 5 1181: 

. 7ne 1-280 Transfer Concept Ptogram (TCP) 
would widen King Street to become King 
Boulevard by 1994. The King Street 
widwiog would remove an 80-10-90- 
fwt-wide strip of land along King Stree.t from 
the block bounded by King, Beny, Second, 
and Third Streets. This action would either 
displace uses that face on King Street or eke 
reduce their property sizes by about 
one-third Depending on building 
construction and conditions, this action could 
also weaken other stmctures within lhis block 
that face on Berry Street. This could displace 
those uses or require strnctural improvements 
to those buildings./3/ 'Ihose impacts would 
be due to the 1-280 TCP, aad not a result of 
tbc stadium project. 

I t  shoulti be nored that the Icing Street widening 
would also reduce the size of the stadium site 
slrown in Figures 1, 2 and 3 /19/. These figures, 
show11 on pp. XV.Q.15, XV.Q.39 and XV.Q.40, 
resl~ectively, of this tlocunrent, are revised to 
show this. 

heading, "Notes -- and Use, Business Activity, 
and Employment," at the bottom of p. 6 of the 
SEIR 1201: 

/I/ Employment estimates based on 
interviews and estimated building areas, 
using density factors shown in Table 
XIVA.2, in the Mission Bay Draft EIR, 
Volume Ihree, August 1988, San Francisco 
Department of City Planning (86.505E), 
pp. XIVA.10-XIVA.12. 

N Employment estimate is based on a ratio 
of employees to building area, derived fran 
interviews. 

Margaret Divine, P.E., Pmject Manager, 
San Francisco Department of Public Works, 
telephone conversation, July 18.1989. 

The objective of the SEIR was to assess the 
effects of development of the stadiumlarena as 
an addition to the cumulative baseline for 
evaluation of the Mission Bay and South of 
Market projects. In that context, the job loss 
should the Giants leave San Francisco would be 
statistically insignificant. The significance of that 
potential job loss would be subject to separate, 
project-specific environmental review on the 
stadium and arena, which would be prepared 
separately as part of the approval process for the 
sports complex. 

The San Francisco Giants' payroll includes 
employees and contract employees in tire 
following categories: administration, baseball 
operations, accoimting/finance, tickets, public 
relations, marketing/promotions, sales, retail, 
clubhouse, broadcasting, and stadium operations. 
Year-round full-time staff number about 80. 
Seasortal employees, who work only during the 
baseball season, approximately 6.5 months, 
30 hours/week, number about 740. Thus, there is 
a total of about 820 individuals, or about 
380 person-years (40 hourslweek) per year. 
These numbers do not include vendors, who are 
employees of the Harry M. Stevens organization; 
radio and television network/statioir employees; 
or minor league staff or scouts. Most of the 
cou~tted jobs would remain in the Bay Area (and 
job holders could remain in their existing 
residences) if the Giants left San F r ~ c i s c o  for 
another home in the Bay Area, but the local jobs 
would distippear if the team left the Bay Area. In 
the non-cotllrted categories, the vendors ant1 many 
of the radio and television employees could 
remain in the Bay Area if the Gi'mts did. The 
minor league staff and scouts, most living 
elsewhere, would be unaffected by a move of the 
team./21/ 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
Q. Spoas Facilities 

Further down iri the next to last paragraph [on 
y.  61, ntitigation measures about displaced 
maritime related operations. This says 
ntitigatiort measures could irrclude relocatiort 
assistarice ,for displaced busi~tesses. I'd like to 
kriow where they will go. Earlier in the 
docuntertt, it said -- or someplace it says rhere 
really arerr't places to relocate nraritime uses. I 
tltirtk you hai~e to do a little niore work on where 
they wo~rld be relocated or i f  they cart be. 
(Commissiorter Bierntan) 

Details about relocation of maritime uses due to 
the stadinn1 cannot be specified at this time. The 
loss of tuaritime uses on the statliutn site, and the 
possibility of' their relocation, would be subject to 
project-specific environmental evaluation on the 
stadium and arena, which would be prepared 
separately as part of the approval process for the 
sports cotnplex. Such questions woultl be 
importaut in the approval process for the statlium, 
but do not bear on the approval process for 
Mission Bay. 

Housing 

comment 

How nrarry ltousirrg uriits could be coristrrrcted or1 
the sites proposedfor the stadium and the arena? 

How wotrld the envirortmerttal intpacts of 
alternatii~e residerttial uses for the stadiurn arrd 
areria sites cotripare wit11 the impacts on the 
Mission Bay project generated by the stadium 
artd areria? (Johrt Bardis, Inner Sunset Action 
Comrr~irtee) 

There is no known proposal to tlevelop housing 
ou tlie stadium site. If the statliunl is not built, 
the cumulative additions outside Mission Bay, as 
described under the No-Project Alternative in the 
Missiori Bay EIR, would prevail. in any event, i t  
would riot be possible to estimate the tlulrlber of 
housing units that could be constructed on the 
stadium site in the absence of specific 
information on proposed building height, 
dwelling-unit type, and restrictions on height and 
bulk, etc. 

With respect to the number of housing units 
possible on the arena site, that has already been 
evaluated as a component of Alternative B in the 
Mission Bay EIR. 

In the context of cumulative development as a 
baseline for the evaluation of the impacts of 
development of the South of Market atld Mission 
Bay projects, residential uses on the stadium and 
arena sites would add less to the traffic baseline, 
for example, than would the stadium and the 
arena, for which the SEIR evaluated the impacts 
of daytime attendance of 45,000 iu~d evening 
attendance of 55,000. (In Alternative B, with the 
largest number of housing units of the tluee 
Mission Bay EIR Alternatives, the 1.v.a nutr~ber 
of Mission Bay residents at build-out would be 
about 18,700.) Housing on the stadium sile 
would increase the housing/joba ratio in Son 
Francisco, if it did not replace housing that would 
be built elsewhere in Snn Francisco. Housing 
construc(ion on the stadium site would displace 
existing uses, just as the stadium would. As 
noted above, housing on !lie arena site has already 
been snalyzed as a component of Alternative B in 
the Mission Bay Draft ELR. 

comments 

. . . I don't belieije that [the su~~plemerital EIR] 
adeq~rately focuses on the impact that this facility 
would haire on the development of housing in the 
South Beach area. 

Housing is Sun Frarrcisco's most critical 
problenr. Affordable housirig is a goal that is 
always beyond our grasp. We're trying to do 
son~etltirrg about that in South Beaclt. For the 
last 15 years there has beer1 a plannirrg policy on 
the books to cortstruct rrew Itousirtg irr the Soutlt 
Beaclt area. I tltirik the Errvironmerital Inipact 
Report should mention that and corrsider the 
in~pact of this facility on the coristruction of 
additiorial housirig, as well [as] the inipact or1 
new ltousing. It is very rrrilikely that riew housirig 
could be built in that area, gillen the very sellere 
adilerse inrl~acts of this stadium develol~ntent. 
New hortsing in the Missiori Bay arid South Beaclt 
areas would be jeopardized. I think that we have 
to look at what tlie intpact would be on Missiori 
Bay as well. (Stel~lten L. Tuber, Sart Franciscans 
for Plarrnirrg Priorities) 

Anotlter fact is that the ballpark does not 
jeopardize affordable Itousirig. Tlte 
Redeve/ol~ment Agency has cleared the way for 
the rioriprofit dei~elopntent of riearby Site K fir 
low-income housirig. Both the ballpark arid 
arena sites are considered iriapl~ropriate for 
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housing. Tlte Redei~elopntent Agertcy has 
recontntended tltat many other opportunities for 
Itousing be examirted in the area exclusii~e of the 
ba1lpar.k and arena sites. More illan 8,000 urtits 
of housirtg will be part of Missiort Bay, and we're 
shooti t t~ for 40 percent of them to be affordable. 
(Barbara Bagot, Sun Francisco Ballpark Alliance) 

Page 5 ,  First Full Paragral~lt. The last sentence 
states tlrat the ntairt impacts would be or1 nearby 
residential areas, existing and proposed. The 
next paragraltlt describes existing develol~ments 
in tlte Souttt Beach area and prol~osed 
dei~eloprttertts irt the Missiort Bay plan. Holi~ever, 
it tteglects to merttiorr proposed deitelopments itt 
tlte Sorrth Beach area and prol?osed additions to 
tlte redei>elol)ntent area, which are now under 
consideration by the contmission. In addition, it 
does ttot adeqr~ately describe the impact on the 
prol~osed Itousirtg. The EIR should expressly 
state tltat becatrse of the size, bulk, 
irtcontjtatibi/iry of use, noise, traffic, and other 
bttpacts, dei~elopers and lettders will likely look 
disfa~~oraDIy tipon the contmitmettt of financial 
resorrrres for tlte dei~elopntent of new housing in 
tlre ~~ic in i ty  of the stadium. In the absence of such 
financing, it is unlikely tltat suclt new housing 
could be cortstructed. . . . 

Page 5 ,  paragraph 3: Tlte closest hotrsirtg sites 
to the prol~osed stadium are Redevelopnrent 
Sites L and K just across tlte iritersection of 
Secortd arid King betweert 2nd, the Entbarcadero 
crrtd King. Site L will accornntodate 
up~.n.c)ximc~tely 205 new housing units $vitlt a 
],ortion guaranteed affordable, and Site K will 
hatdle al~prosintately 127 new affordable units. 
Both of tltese properties are currently being 
uctii~ely discrrssed for dei~elopntent and bc~ill be 
directly affected by the proposed stadium. 
(Stel~lten L .  Tuber, Ritrcon Point - South Beach 
Redei~eloprrterrt Area Citizerts Adi'isoty 
Contntittee) 

Tlte rte,rt page, page 5 ,  it talks about --  it's just a 
serttertce. The main itttl~acts would be on nearby 
resideritial areas, esistirtg arid proposed. I know 
loter there is sottte discussiorr of what tltose are, 
but I think tltey sltould be listed here as n~ell.  

Tlte nest i~arogral~lt ,  it talks abotrt ltousing being 
lost, btrt I tltirtk you treed a corrrtt, ~~art icularly of 
tlre rtew Itorrsing. Yorr nterttiort Delancey Street 
and you nietttiort South Beach. I think you otrgltt 
to -- you rrally ought to get the figures frortt tlte 
dei~elopnlents --  it sltouldn't be hard to do -- so 
you know how, rttarty ccrtits ltai!e been brrilt. 
(Contrttissiortcr Bierntc~rr) 

If you're )vortderirtg ahorct tlte rval ett~~irottmetttal 
irtrpact, I 'd suggest thirtkitrg of Salt Frarrcisco's 

children in the years hence, and I would hasten to 
remind you that property i~alues across fsom 
Wrigley Field have risen three and four times 
oiler the last five years, and that the proximity of 
ballparks also ltas sewed tltose who lii~e nearby 
in Baltimore and Boston. Before Robert Moses 
ran the Cross Bronx Expressway tltrough tlte 
Bronx, tlte Grand Concourse a couple c)f blocks 
east c1f Yankee Stadiunt was for thirty years one 
of New York's most fasltionable boule~~ards.  
Don't expect something we cart all be proud of to 
detract from our city; expect it to enhance it. 
(Robert M. McGee) 

W e  also feel that the impact of the stadirrnt on the 
new residerttial areas being developed South of 
Market is not adequately addressed within the 
report. (Toby Levy, South Park Improvement 
Associatiorl) 

The following changes and additions are made to 
the SEIR. 

The first sentence in the second full paragraph on 
p. 5 of the SElR 1221 is revised, as follows: 

Wl&g residential developments in the 
So& Beach Redevelopment Area md 
soah Park an! elm to the proposed 
stadium site, as is the South Beach marina 
(see Figure 1, p.3, for locations of South 
Beach blocks). 

The second sentence in the second full paragraph 
on p. 5 of the SEIR 1221 is revised arid expmided, 
as follows: 

The claiest @&it& South Beach residential 
Beach Marina structure is the 

AfmtmmL1SiLI,2L2-a four- to 
fourteen-story complex in the block 
bounded by Colin P. Kelly, Jr. Street, First 
Sh-eet, Brannan Street, and Towmend 
Street, about one block nonth of the stadium 
site. Th i scomolex~0n .~414~~erng  
&s (207 c m - m - - & m r n J ,  
about 80 of which are being rented at 
Lwlow-marbet mtes. 

The lhird sentence in the second full paragraph on 
p. 5 of the SEIR 1221 is revised and expanded and 
new paragraphs are added, as follows. The fourth 
through seventh sentences in the second full 
paragraph or1 p. 5 of the SElR 1221 are 
reiorrnatted to become a new, separate pasagraph. 

AwlzlB.~bn~ofofthetadiums& 
is the four-story Delancey Street m - m e  
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Also. the following note is added to the bottom of 
p. 6 of the SEIR 1231 after a new headi,:g, 
"Notes- Land Use, Business Activity, and 
Employment": 

- 141 Frank Cannkzaro, San Francisco 
Redev : lopent Agency, telephone con- 
versation, March 29,1990. 

More details, nbout existing and proposed 
residential development in the Mission Bay 
Project Area thdt  would be affected directly by 
the arena and the stadium, are provided in the 

following pages of the Mission Bay EIR, Volume 
Two. For a plan illustration of existing 
houseboats in China Basin, see p. 111.7 of 
Chapter 111. Background and Area Description. 
For descriptions and plan illustrations of housing 
under Mission Bay Project Alternatives A and B, 
see pp. V.5-V.18 of Chapter V. The EIR 
Alternatives and Approval Process. For 
descriptions and plan illustrations of housing 
under ten variations of the EIR Alternatives, see 
pp. V'l.1-V11.57 of Chapter VII. Variations on 
Alternatives. 

The objective of the SEIR is to assess the effects 
of the stadiumlarena as an addition to the 
cumulative baseline, not to evaluate in detail the 
project-specific effects of the stadiumlarena. The 
latter would be subject to a separate 
environmental evaluation of the sports complex, 
as its own review process proceeds. The possible 
effects of a sports complex on the financial 
feasibility of building housing nearby, or on 
nearby property values, would require a detidled 
economic feasibility analysis, which is outside 
the scope of CEQA documents. 

Comments 

All I want to say is that the report should really 
pay a lot of atterttion to direct and indirect effect 
on housing of the stadium. The noise and the 
light and the crowds are very uripleasant for 
peol~le who are trying to live or-diriary lives. Arid 
the height of this stadium, four times the height 
that should be allowed in that area, is really a 
spectacular violation of law and reason. And we 
should look very carefullly at that before we allow 
it. (Scott O'Keefe) 

H d n g .  There is a critical shortage of hortsirtg 
in San Francisco. Mission Bay artd nearby 
developments are depended upon to alleviate this 
shortage in low arid moderate income categories 
as well as in market rate housing. A stadi~rm 
across the street, or even nearby, will cut down 
on satisfactory housing possibilities with bright 
lights and noise fiom night games, and traffic 
coilgestion. Noise can't help but be well above 
city standards. The planned stadium will e-weed 
city height limits, cuttifig off views of the Bay for 
others. (Sarah M. Hallam, San Franciscans for 
Plairrzing Priorities) 

The impacts of the stadium (including those 
resulting from its height) on nearby housing uses 
are discussed throughout the SEIR. 
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, , . Assuming a stadium and the impact of a 
stadiunt, where would you locate the housing in 
the ntost appropriate fashion? The same kind of 
issues tltat we're going to face in the South of 
Market, we'll have to face irt Mission Bay i f  we 
assrrnte that a stadiunt will be there. 
(Commissiotter Engmann) 

There is no proposal by the Mission Bay project 
sponsor or the Department of City Planning 
Mission Bay planners to change the Missiort Bay 
developnrerit agreement application or the Draft 
Plan it1 response to a stadium proposal. From a 
land-use perspective, housing sites in Mission 
Bay most tlirectly affected by the stadium would 
be the Tl~ird/Berry/Fourth/Towtiserltl blocks 
under Alternative B, across and diagonally across 
Third Street from the stadium. All other housing 
sites, in both Alternative A and Alternative B, 
would be :kt least one block away from the 
stadium; many of theni would be shielded from 
noise and glare impacts by intervening 
non-residential buildings. However, those 
residents would still be exposed to traffic 
congestion generated by the stadium (and arena). 

Variant 12 (Development Agreement 
Application), in XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46, inclutles a land use plan 
that would locate all housing south of China 
Basin Channel. At that distance, impacts of the 
stadium would be less inlrusive to residents than 
if housing were north of the channel. 

Socioeconvn~ic Impacts 

Tlre crmrulatil~e itnl)octs do not include two very 
vital poir~ts, and those are job and econontic 
in~pacts. The Giartts employ two to three hundred 
peo~plc on both a full- and a part-time basis. 
111contc to the City irr the amount of $YO million 
anrtually is directly attributable to the Giartts ball 
club. . . . (Barbara Petersert) 

. . . I tlrirtk it [the Draft SEIR] clidrt't address at 
all, but nruny people have said it, it urrderstates 
the irtt1)act of the ballpark ort tltc develol)nte~tt of 
kids, the irr~portarrcc of art accessible, good 
recreatiorlal fac.ility for the youth. 
(William Sloan) 

I also would like to point out that I tltougkt the 
report was well written. However, it ignored 
certain items. There are two items in particular 
that I'd like to talk about. 

One is that it did ignore the positiile impact on 
the econon~ics of San Francisco and also the 
positive impact on jobs in San Francisco. That 
was touched on very lightly and said that the 
report would not try to ei~aluate that. However, I 
think that in ignoring that, you are ignoring marly 
of the positive effects of the ballpark. 
(AndrewGordon, San Francisco Ballpark 
Alliartce) 

The supplement is silent where it does not 
aclequately address, in our opinion, the jobs, the 
physical [fiscal] impact to the city, which we 
believe are critical issues. 

. . . [Blut it does not quantify the unquantifiahle 
and the intangible -- that is, the civic pride of Sun 
Franciscans. And how do we quantify that in an 
Eni~irortntental In~pact Report? (Richard Morten, 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce) 

There are a lot of facts that supl'ort the ballpark 
being built in China Basin, facts that were not 
documented in the Supplemental EIR. Jobs 
preserved and created. Dollars poured directly 
into the City treasury. Econonric spinoff benefits 
to surrourtding businesses. A ballpark that's 
accessible to kids, to seniors, to disabled, to all of 
us through every major public transportatiort line 
in the Bay Area. San Francisco is tltc 
transportation hub of the Bay Area. 
(Barbara Bagot, San Francisco Ballpark Alliance) 

When the business community starts to see that 
San Jose has superseded them in so many other 
ways and snatched our baseball team from 
underneath us and people ?om the outside world 
start to move in to the area and say, "Well, where 
should we move in California? How about we 
ntove into Salt Francisco area? Well, no, let's 
move to San Jose or Santa Clara" --  or wherever 
else the Giants may end up going. 

There is an identity that business makes with a 
sports community. Brrsiness decisions are made 
irr a sports facility like the Giants games proifide. 
There is going to be an economic intpact. And to 
not provide that thinking in an En~droninerttal 
Intpact Report is going to be a travesty of justice 
for the systent, not only economically but for the 
youth of this City. 

I would just inrplore people who are going to be a 
lot more eloquent on the subject topright artd 
people wlto dedicate themsel~~es to these 
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environmental inipact studies to take a big 
picture approach to this problem and not just the 
trafSic problenls that they are talking about arid 
proposing right now. (Stan McGinnis, Rochester 
Big & Tall Clothing) 

FaiLs to rlcrwibe e c o w ; i  The DS 
[Draft Supplement] ,fails to describe the 
econonric inipacts on the Mission Bay project of 
the proposed stadium and arena and compare 
tliose inrl~acts with the economic impacts of 
alternative uses for tliese two sites, particularly 
alter-riative residential uses. Given this comment, 
it would be appreciated tliat complete 
iriforrnation be provided responding to the 
following questions: 

Wliat is a complete description of tlte direct and 
indirect econoniic impacts on the Mission Bay 
project of the proposed stadium and arena? 
Please identify all the businesses which must be 
displaced, tlte number of employees affected, and 
the cost of relocating these busirtesses. 

Wliat is a complete description of the direct and 
indirect economic imn1)acts of possible alternative 
residential uses for the two sites and how do 
tliese impacts compare with those impacts 
generated 0)) the proposed stadium and arena? 
(Julin Bardis, Inner Sunset Actiort Committee) 

The potential beneficial social and economic 
impacts of development of the stadium would be 
considered in the decision-making on the stadium 
at a future time when approval of the sports 
facilities is under consideration. In any case, 
sl~ch econon~ic and social aspecfs <a11 outside the 
scope of envirc>umentul in~pact analyses, which 
focus on physical changes to the environment. 
Economic arid social cosltbenefit analyses are 
more appropriately studied as a separate matter 
outside the CEQA process. 

The quality of residential life arid work 
e.vl~erience qf people exposed to the increased 
corrgestion will be intolerable. The impact of 
increased parking costs as n,ell as trafjc 
problenrs for i~isiting clietlts arid supf~liers to the 
South cf Market busirress coniniunity was riot 
addressed in the report. We request tliat this 
report, ~ ~ l r i c h  could be viewed by tlie 
environnierital report trade as what is known as a 
':frieridl.y report," be expanded by inj7ut from 
ad~litioiial prqfessional and public sources. 
(Toby Leijy, South Park Improvement Association) 

. . . But niost of all, this does not report on tlte 
quality of life issue that will face those of us who 
are in the area and the quality of life decline for 
those people who work arid live south of Market. 

Our streets will be blocked off, according to the 
report, to protect us from traffic. We don't wajlt 
to be protected in that way. What about our daily 
life of coming and going? What about clients 
n'ho sisit our businesses in the a,-ea? Where are 
they going to park? What about the increase of 
cost ,for our employees who are also in the area? 
What about their quality of life? No transit 
system has relieved co~igestion in this City, and 
yet there is talk of that within this. 
(Bruce Burdick, South Park Improvement 
Association) 

StadiumJarena effects on quality of life in the 
South of Market are discussed in the SEIR in 
terms of land use, traffic, air quality, noise, 
shadowing, and visual impacts of the stadium and 
arena. Further detail on these issues is reserved 
for a separate environmental evaluation to be 
conducted when more program and design details 
of a ballparklarena proposal are defined and 
pursued. At that time, social, economic or other 
non-physical effects of a stadiumJarena proposal 
that fall outside the scope of environmental 
review should be addressed as planning issues. 

Open Space 

Comment 

You've heard said before that the Mission Bay 
plan as proposed is inadequate with regard to the 
open space that it provides with respect to 
quantity, distribution, diversity, and that the 
Mission Bay EIR fails to adequately address 
those deficiencies. The stadium-arena proposal 
will compound tlie problems already created by 
tlie Mission Bay proposal, and this supplenient 
fails to address tliose cumulative inzpacts. 

As the Draft Supplement states, open space in 
Mission Bay could become an attractii~e area for 
pregame recreation by ballgante patrons, 
especially oil weekends. That should be perfectly 
fine. The open spaces in Mission Bay should be 
such tliat lots of visitors could be accommodated 
playing there, but it's sinlply not the case. There 
isn't even enough recreational opportunities for 
the residents of Mission Bay. (Ruth Gravanis, 
San Franciscans for Planning Priorities) 
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In XV.D. Community Services and Infrastructure, 
thc sccond Response under "Open Spnce 
X)emands i~nd Requirements," p. XV.D.2, 
addresses the relationship of Mission Bay open 
space to National Recreation and Park 
Association open space standards and the 
Recreation ;md Open Space Element. 

I'd also like to poirrt out here that if we meet our 
housirtg affordability goals for both Mission Bay 
and for- rlie Soutl~ cf Market, we're talking about 
a lot of low- and middle-income residents urho 
are being deprived of the opportunity fur active 
participatory ,fr-cslt air arid exercise kinds of 
rccreatiottal uppor-twlitics. 

TIte Missiorr Bny Prafr EIR . . . suggests that as a 
n~iti,yutiori mensure [far] more opert s11ace [to] be 
pro~!idcd clsen~l~ere. Well, the stadilrnt proposal 
would rer~tol~e a rttajor oppor-turtity to provide 
sriclr rrtitigatiorr. (Rut11 Gravartis, Sari 
Frartciscorts,for Plartr~irig Priorities) 

If the stadium is not built on the proposed site, 
there is no reason to indicate that tlie tnarilime 
and industrial/commercial uses on that site would 
disappear. That is, there are no active proposals 
lo replace those uses with open space; that site is 
no more a major open space opportunity site than 
any other in the area. It is not a part of the 
Mission Bay Project Area. Since most of the area 
is occupied by land use activities, the creation of 
adtlitioni~l open space would likely require some 
ciisplacen~cnt of existing uses. 

And anotlrcr open space issue related to the 
smdiunt is pltblic access. I'll take linear access 
first. I ' I ~  sure yotr'refontiliar u'itlt the Bay Trail 
nrartd(~ted hy state legislotiori. It's proposed to 
ski1.t arotrrtd tlie stadilrni sire because srq?posedly 
that site was going to bc needed fi~r maritime 
rises. If it's not neededfor ntaritinte uses, the Bay 
Trail slto~cld be alorig the shoreli~te there, and we 
sltorild look carefully at tlte contpliance o f  the 
stadiunz l.~ro]~osal with t l~e  McAteer-Petris Act 
also. I don't tkirtk it's a water-related use. 
(Ruth Gra~~anis,  Sari Franciscans for Planrring 
Priorities) 

One conceptual proposal for the stadium shows 
an easement along the channel for public access. 
This will be subject to refinement and further 
review if a formal proposal for stadium approval 
is developed. BCDC would be included as part 
of that review, and would evaluate the proposal 
from the standpoint of its consistency with the 
Bay Trail plan (among other issues). 'Illerefore, 
it is possible that the stadium would not preclude 
a Bay Trail along the channel at this point. See 
also the second Response under "Public Plans and 
Policies," on pp. XV.Q.12-XV.Q.13. 

General 

. . . [Tjhe Environmental Impact Report ignored 
tlte,fact that many of the people attending the ball 
games will be people who are in Sari Frarlcisco 
because they li17e there or because they work 
there. They've comnlured there. They've taken 
public transportation tltere or they have driven 
tlzere. They will not be going home first and tlten 
retrirning to the ballpark. They instead would 
take public transportation, walk, or take other 
means to get to the ballpark. Therefore, the 
congestion ratios, trajfic ratios that you've 
looked at have been overstated. (Andrew 
Gordon, San Francisco Ballpark Alliance) 

Second, keep in mind that for weekday evening 
games, many who attend these games will be 
working in Sun Francisco, and therefore, rather 
than commute home and then commute back, will 
in fact be avoiding the evening commute, tltereby 
reducing traffic. (Steven Schnier) 

Traflc, in my opinion would not be an issue given 
prudent schedrtli~tg of events, extertsion of MUNI 
lirres and additional parking structures. Trqffic 
should actually be lessened on night events as 
commuters lvould have art opportunity to spend 
an evening in the City tltereby reducing traflc 
during evening drive time. 

I am 11ety concerned ahorrt the riegative 
conclusions of the Draft Supplement to the 
Mission Bay Draft E.I.R., as I believe sonte of the 
findings are an over-reaction to an improbable 
scenario. As you may recall, tltere was i~irtually 
no parking at Kezar and sparse bus ser~~ice ,  hut 
everyone seemed to arrive and depart in a tinlely 
matvter for 49er games. Given a comfortable, 
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first-class stadivrrt and arena, Salt Francisco 
w~ould Irai~r something with )vltich to be proud 
and could rrap the bertefits of countless 
additional dollars. (Stellen J. Sockolov, 
Rochester Big & Tall Clothing) 

It is likely that not all trips emanating from 
ballprk/arena events would be net new trips on 
the local and regional trruisporlation system. The 
following paragraph is added lo follow the third 
paragraph on p. 10 of the SElR 1241: 

- Weekday and weeknight ballpaWtuem 
events would polenWy attract a large 
nnmber of people already in the downtown. 
Thus, when chis occurs. ballpaddarenab uips 
made by downtown attendees would either 
replace what would oIhewise be standard 
commute trips out of the downtown 
(following an afternoon game), or be deferred 
naa aftex the commute period (following an 
evening game or event). The degree to which 
this would occur with the ppoposed 
ballpark/amm facilities cannot be estimated 
at this time, and there is therefore no 
accounting for chis factor in the trampomtion 
analyses. Thus, the aaalyses presented 
below, which assume all ballpaWarm travel 
would be a net new compomnr of trips on top 
of projected commute conditions, v n t  
another conservative assumption which 
double<ounts some unqwmtiTible portion of 
trips in this cumulative analysis. 

Comments - 

The study mentions, but really neglects to take 
into account the offsetting irtt1)acts of trips being 
generated at the CYhirta Basin stadium versus 
tl~ose that would otherwise be generated at a 
sellout game at Candlestick Park. Ironically, a 
China Basill ballpark when compared to results 
of a sintilar sellout at Candlestick could 
effecti~~ely lessen impacts certainly on the Bay 
Bridge because of the greater ease of access to 
and irtcreased use of public transportatioit, and 
evert possibly on the Golderi Gate Bridge, tltough 
more fans are likely to come from Marin wit11 the 
China Basin ballpark. (Robert M. McGee, Soutlt 
o f  Market Business Association) 

I tlrirtk one of the key things is the brrsiness of two 
commutes. I f  you're like the quarter of a rnilliort 
peol~le in downtown San Francisco who wrartt to 

attend a game at Candlestick, it's necessary to 
drive either Third Street, Bayshore, the freeway, 
and that takes a half hour to 45 minutes to park. 
If you're heading back towards the East Bay or to 
Marin County, you ltai~e to get back on 101. 
That's the only access at Candlestick. 

The good thing ahout the proposed site is there is 
access on 280, there's immediate access to the 
Bay Bridge, 101 soutltbourtd, 280 soutltbound. 
And I'm firntly convinced that the public transit 
wsill help matters quite a bit. I realize that MUNI 
Railway services are not always the best, 
especially when people have to take a crowded 
ballpark bus and then wait on a corner for a 
connector bus or take the ballpark express to 
BART someplace and then get on BART and have 
to ride again. I think the ease of one 
transportation system will help mitigate people. I 
do tltirtk it will increase attendance somewhat. 

But on the other hand, I think it will also 
encourage people to take public transit. It's a 
better location. (Jim Wachob) 

Since Highway 101 is the only major access road 
for Candlestick Park it would seem that their 
traflc problems would be far greater than the 
China Basin would ever encounter. China Basitt 
has access from Highways 101, and 280 as well 
as direct access to Muni, Muni-Metro connection 
to Cal-Train and BART, and would be within 
walking distance front many dowritown locations. 
(Assentblyman John Burton, California State 
Assentbly) 

Another aspect to the concern about t r m c  
congestiort in China Basin is the proximity of 
residential units to the stadium. Neighborhood 
groups from Potrero Hill, several long miles 
away, are complaining about traflc impacting 
their area. While I appreciate titeir concerns, I 
ant appalled at the lack of awareness shown by 
virtually everyone over what has been happening 
in the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood sirrce 
the Giants and Forty Niners moved into 
Candlestick. 

Anyone who has been to an average Giant game 
or, even more telling, to an average Forty Nirter 
game, knows how badly the Hurrters 
PointlBayview area is abused by car and public 
transit bus traflc. Other than the nortltbound 
101 offramp, there is no completely 
non-residential a~~proach to Candlestick Park. 
011 the contrary, residents of Hurtters Point are 
subjected to hours of choking traffic jams on their 
streets and in pant of their homes. (Richard 
Dyer) 
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The rrtairi corrcerrr +r~itl~ the transl~ortatiori 
artcrlysis is tltut it o~~erestimutes the effects of the 
new facilities as the trips generated by tlte 
csistirrg stadiurrt, Caridlestick park, were not 
subtracted our from the dertrartd projections. The 
stadiunr gerierates a substantial porriori of the 
traffic cs~?ecially at the South Bay Screenlines. 
(Susart Priltz, Metrol~olitart Transl~orratior~ 
Cor~rrnissiori) 

There is no direct adjustment in the quantitative 
transport:~tion :mi~lysis projections thitt can be 
nude lo account lor the net chiulge betweer1 travel 
associated with Candlestick versus the proposed 
downtown ballpuklarena. That is because the 
year 2000 base travel projections do not include 
C:atltllestick-relaled trips: the travel analyses for 
the 1985 base year arid projection years (2000 and 
2020) are based on average commute days and do 
not assurne special-event travel. 

Nevertheless, for purposes of evaluating travel 
itnpacts of the proposed downtown 
ballpark/arena, it is relevant to provide some 
conlpamtive analysis between the two locations. 
Due to projected chf~nges in travel patterns 
associated with the downtown ballparkparena 
(i.e., greater use or public transit during weekday 
afternoons in particular) as well as the simple fact 
that the tlowntown facility would have a sinaller 
capi~city than Candlestick's, there would be fewer 
auto trips emanating from the downtown facility 
than from Candlestick. Ballpark visitors to 
Candlestick generate more vehicle trips per 
person than would visitors to a ballpark in China 
Basin; sliould this pattern continue into the future, 
the result would be longer durations of congestion 
on the highway and bridge system than projected 
for the downtown ballpark/arena. 

The downtown facility would have an additional 
advantage over 'Candlestick in terms of freeway 
access. Visitors leaving Candlestick, which does 
not have very convenient access to 1-280 (South), 
gencraliy utilize U.S. 101. This results in more 
yotentii~l for congestion and back-ups on U.S. 101 
than if travel denland were more evenly 
tlistrihuted between 1-280 and U.S. 101. The 
downtown hellpark/arena would have several 
access optior~s to both 1-280 and U.S. 101 in the 
nearby vicinity. This, together with a reduced 
vehicle travel dernand (due to a higher percentage 
use. o f  public transit), wider streets i~nd extensive 
"grid" nftwork of streets that oller many route 
options in the Soutli of Market area, would yield 
fewer irr~pacts to local streets in the China Basin 

area, and highways and bridges than otherwise 
occur in the Bayshore - Hunters Point area. It is 
unlikely that there would be a need to reverse 
traffic directions on streets serving a China Basin 
ballparklarena, as currently occurs around 
Candlestick Park. However, there would be more 
iti~pacts on public transit carriers with the 
downtown facility than with Candlestick. 

The fourth paragraph of p. 10 of the SEIR 1251 is 
deleted and replaced with the following paragraph 
to clarify and expand the discussion of relative 
impacts of Candlestick and the proposed 
downtown facility: 

It is important to note that contributions tP 
-tive im-pacts senerated by a 8eIIm 
weaat  tlw downt~wn b a h d ~  would likely 
llwwmk@_1m.thaathaam-.b 
a 8eIIout %me at Candles - tick Pa& Due to 
the mailer capacity of the proposed 
downtown ball_oah better access to the 
~ @ o n a l ~ f i e e w a ~ ~ - . & a t e r  
&lvailabilicy of onb . . lic transit options. Ihe 
-4 
kIm intense than (hose associated with 
~c?acN&%tiA. 

Comment 

The EIR assumptions were er;tremely 
conseri~ath~e, thereby nor reflecrirrg the reality of 
actual traffic and parking conditions associated 
~vitlt the operation o f  the facilities. For instance, 
tlte EIR supplentent assumes that each car. will 
only have an occrcpartcy of 2.75 people per car 
whereas stadium and arena builders throughout 
the country use 3.2 people per car as a national 
standard. The EIR supplement's assumptiorrs 
therefore greatly exaggerate the impacts in the 
scenarios. (Richard Morten, San Francisco 
Chamber of Comnterce) 

The Comment is acknowledged. Data from 
survey results collected at Candlestick Park 
during football and baseball seasons indicated 
auto occupancy factors ranging from 2.75 to 
3.12persons per vehicle. To conduct a 
conservative analysis, the lowest rate was 
therefore used in the SEIR analysis. Were 
3.12 persons per vehicle used instead, there 
would be almost 1,100 fewer vehicles generated 
by a sellout baseball game on a weekday 
aftenloon, and about 1,800 fewer vehicles with 
the weeknight scenario evaluated in the SEIR. 
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Page 8 ,  trip distrib~ttions. I couldn't understand. 
In 1981, there were 43 --  it's t l~e percentages I 
don't utiderstarid. It's now 36 percent trip 
distri61itiorr arid 16 percerzt froriz the East Bay, 10 
percent front Nortl, Bay. (Commissioner 
Biernian) 

The distrihution of trips to different parts of the 
Bay Area region (and neighboring communities) 
used in the SEIR is based on two sources of 
information. First, the existing trip patterns 
experienced at Candlestick Park for baseball 
games are described in surveys conducted in 1981 
and 1988 aid are indicated on Table 1 of the 
SEIR 1261. The second source of information 
shown in Table 1 is the theoretical analysis of the 
impacts of locating the ballpark close to 
dowutown 8s was presented in [he 1983 Stadium 
kc'ihility Study. Tl~e  1983 Study used a 
mathematical model of travel behavior developed 
by the Metropolitar~ Transportation Commission 
(MTC) for social/recreational trips. The n~odel 
ilses travel times, ;toto ownersllip rates and 
household income as the key variables to predict 
where travel would be made. 

The estin~ates of trip distrihi~tion presented in the 
SEIR combined the trip distribution projections 
for a downtown ballpaxk presented in the 1983 
Study with the actual trends shown by the 1981 
and 1988 surveys of baseball fans at Candlestick 
Park. For example, the impact of locating a 
ballpark closer to downtown San Francisco was 
found by the analysis corrducted in the 1983 
Study to produce a 4% increase in the proportion 
of fans coming to the ballgane from San 
Francisco. The increase from 34% lo 38% in the 
proportio~~ of Zans based in San Francisco as 
calculated in the 1983 Study is used in the SEIR. 

The most recent survey of fans at Candlestick 
Park found 36% of tbetn were based on the 
Peninsula. The 1983 Study also projected the 
Peninsula as the origin of 36% of all baseball 
fans. The SEIR uses the results of both the most 
recent survey and the 1983 Study's theoretical 
pro,jection for the share of fans coming from the 
Peninsula. 

The 1983 Study indicated that there would be an 
increase in the proportion of fans coming from 
the North Bay. The results of the most recent 
survey indicate that the number of North Bay fans 
is aciually decreasing slightly. Because the 
ballpark/arena at CI~ina Basin would he located 
somewhat more corrveniently for North Bay fans, 

the SEIR has assumed that the slightly downward 
trend for North Bay fans would be arrested 
because of the location of the new ballpark, and 
adopts the result from the most recent survey, 
10%. as the share of fans expected to come from 
the North Bay. 

The 1983 Study projected a slight increase in fans 
coming from the East Bay as compared with the 
1981 survey (11.6% growing to 13%). The most 
recent survey indicates that there has been an 
increase in fans from the East Bay who go to ball 
games at Candlestick Park which was even 
greater (1 1.6% growing to 20%) than the iucreitse 
projected in the 1983 Study. The SEIR uses 16% 
for the share of fans coming from the East Bay. 
This figure assumes greater growth from the 1981 
survey than was projected in the 1983 Study but 
results in an East Bay share somewhat less than 
the results of the 1988 survey. 

In summary, the SEIR relies on the theoretical 
projections of trip distribution developed in the 
1983 Study for a downtown ballpark to the 
maximum extent possible. Where more recent 
survey info~mation appears to contradict the 
earlier projections, the results of the 1983 Study 
have in most cases been modified to reflect the 
updated survey information. 

Comment 

Figures for' aN four regions on Table 3, page 11, 
sho~rld be totalled. ( G a ~ y  Adams, Caltrarts, 
District 4 )  

The trip estimates presented in Table 3, on p. 11 
of the SEIR 1271, cannot be directly totalled by 
regional distribution, because the numbers are not 
expressed in a common denominator. "Public 
Transit" and "Other" trips are represented in 
terms of person trip ends, while "Vehicle" trips 
represent vehicle trip ends with an assumed 2.75 
auto occupancy factor. However, the total 
number of vehicle and person trip ends by mode 
for each of the two event scenarios is added to 
Table 3, so that a comparison of total trips is 
Inore readily identified. This new column, 
"Total," appears to the right of the "North Bay" 
column. 

For the "Weekday" scenario, the totals added to 
Table 3 for the modes are: 

- Vehicle - 9.110 . Public Transit - 10.750 
Other - 6.190 
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For the "Weeknight" scenario, the totals added to 
Table 3 for the modes are: 

Vehicle - 15,090 
Public Transit - 6,850 . Other - 3,650 

Now I want to ,qet to the issues of the traffic and 
the parking. That's what we're here tonight for, 
right? 

All I halac to say to that is, I don't get it. I don't 
get it at all. All you have to do is walk out this 
bttildirrg, walk down to Market Street and take a 
look. The first thing you will see is that the entire 
street is being tom up. I don't mind this, even 
thouglt it's cosririg rnilliotls of dollars, because 
they're doirtg it to intproi~e the City. 

Now, keep on walking down Market Street toward 
Ferry Buildirtg. The further you. get into the 
Fi~iartcial District, es1)ecially south of Market, the 
first tlzirrg you'll notice is cranes and 
construction. Now, yult'll keep on building ugly 
skyscrapers that ore ruining the skyline. Not only 
that, they'r-e bringing in thousands of people each 
and every weekday. Where do you think they are 
going to park? You don't think that's bringing in 
trqf f ic  

And that's not the end of it. We already Itai~e 
shyscrapers that are ugly enough that haven't 
been leased out, bur we're building new ones. 
Now, the scmte [~col?le who are doing this won't 
build a dowrttouvt bal//Jark that will be used 81 
times a year, and most of those rimes will be week 
rtigltts and weehcrrds when rtobody is going to be 
tvorkirtg dow11 there anyway. (John Flarragarr) 

I have a record of having i~oted against perhaps 
half ofthe highrises. Probably not, I'm probably 
rtot that courageolis. But I have certainly voted 
agairtst eight or ten milliorz square feet of office 
space on the Oasis that we haile never had 
artytlzing in any EIR's tl~at to me show that the 
transit systenls in the next ten to fifteen years can 
confortably curry the people who we are going to 
put irt the doivntorvn highrises. The figures on -- 
it totally del~ertds on goi~ernntenr money, stare 
ntoriey and federal ntoney in our past EIR's when 
tlte other part of that is the street trafJic. I am ort 
record as sayirtg that . . . I mean, over . . . in 
I 2  years. And as ntuclt as I know yotr all, and 
trrayOe I, you all desperately want a stadium. I 
mag go ,fi?r the stadium. But to haije --  well, it's 
o~ie ,  two, three, four, five, six, seven intersectiorts 
tltat go to Level F from rtorre --  I'm lookirrg to 
see. Well, three to four, there are three that have 

Level F .  That's a very serious, heavy situation. I 
will discuss it further when we get to how it's 
soli~ed. (Commissioner Bierman) 

These Comments address future land use policy 
decisions for the proposed ballpark and arena 
sites. It should be noted that neither the ballpark 
nor arena is being considered for approval or 
denial at this time. 

The environmental analyses in the SEIR provide 
only part of the impact inforn~ation necessary to 
make an infonned decision on the proposed 
ballpark/arena. As stated on p.1 of the SEIR 1281 
and in the notice advertising the SEIR public 
hearing, the SEIR does not constitute an EIR on 
the ballpark and arena. The City must have a 
feasible financial program for the proposal and a 
preliminary design for the facilities in order to 
pursue an environmental evaluation that assesses 
its associated environmental impacts in detail, 
thus providing the necessary input to make an 
informed decision on the ballparklarena. For 
now, the purpose of the Draft SEIR is to consider 
additional contributions to cumulative impacts 
from a ballpark and arena in the context of 
considering approval of Master Plan amendments 
and a development agreement for Mission Bay. 
To the extent that cumulative analyses can 
reasonably identify where operating levels at 
local intersections would deteriorate, they have 
been evaluated. (See also pp. XV.Q.38-XV.Q.45 
for additional information on local traffic 
impacts.) 

Mode Splits / Shifts 

Clear.ly, the EIR focused on the worst case 
scenarios, as other people have stated, which will 
never occur. Atrd still the report itself indicates 
that most traflc operation inzproi~enieitts could be 
low cost and implemertted on a temporary basis. 

Like many others, I look forward to walking frcin? 
my office to a night game or taking a short ride 
on a MUNI bus to a Saturday ajiernoon gante. 
(Anne Wilson) 

. . . There's no incentive for taking MUNI out to 
Candlestick. I think you're underestimating tlte 
number of people who will take MUNI if it's 
accessible to the ballpark. The only way you can 
get there now is the ballpark special tvhiclt casts 
$4. That's what it costs to park. Who's going to 
take MUNI? . . . 
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I just warit to say tltat I 11>ou1d ride MUNI. I know 
there are lots o f  people who would take it or 
walk. 1 can't walk through Hr~rzters Point at 
rright. So just consider that there will be a lot 
mare people taking it tlta~n I tltitnk you are 
estirtiatirig right riow. (Sherry Davis) 

I think that issues with regard to parking and 
trafic ir~ the report that I have read are slightly 
e.~aggerated. 1 think, orre, tlre problems of trafic 
have to be dealt wit11 through otlter contniissions. 
We have the PUC, we ha~je the Parking Authority, 
arid other tlrirtgs that can deal with those 
situatiorrs. Not only that, we have the otlter 
issues of, e11err if we build the stadium and we 
intprol~e our transit, are we going to change our 
own lifestyles and get out o f  that car that we 
came to this meeting in? I think that that's a 
personal thing and we can't legislate that. I think 
tltat we iza~~e m rake that responsibility. We hase 
to niake sure that we strike a balance between 
what is good for Son Francisco artd good j3r 
otirsel~~es as indi~~iduals. And the quality of life 
starts with ourselves. 

I tliirzk that parking is a dramatic prohlem in San 
Frartcisco. But that cart onty intprove through 
education and comntit~tzerrt on the part of 
indii~iduols to get out of the car and for the city 
goverrtnieiit to increase transportation needs to 
nicer the needs of the community. That can only 
also be acconiplished by density in housing. I 
flrinly belie~je that iri all ntajor n?etropolitan cities 
tltrorrghout the world where you have successful 
trarrsit systems, it is based on density of housing, 
mised usage, such as irz tlze Mission Bay project. 
I think that that is what is needed in this City. We 
have to strike a balarice between those concerns 
of tlre cummuniry and also the environment. 
(Arnold Chin) 

[On] Page 9 [the Draft S~tpplemrrtt states:] 
"Table2, The Scenario that weekday public 
transit use    ill increase from 5.0% to 26%" is 
pure s/?eculation. 

T l t e f i ~ ~ ~ t  that it's based ori the assutrzption that the 
s r~~~~ l ,~ , l y  of parking spaces is reduced ntakes it evert 
rriort2 inil~lausible. 

[On] Page 19 [the Draft Srcpplement states:] 
"i~isitors could find parking witliirt a 15-mirutte 
radius u~alk (a distarrce o f  about three quarters of 
a nrile) fro111 the stadiu~tt facilities. This is 
/~ossible i f  attendees coriiittg to the stadiunt 
trai~elled at tlte higher trarisit mode shares 
assurtied in the artalysis: ahout 40% by trartsit or 
other tton-outo~~zobi/e mode." 

Good Luck! 40% transit or walking gken the 
attendee profile is impossible. 65% (at least) 
come from out of town. They will bring a car 
regardless, and park where it is convenient. 
(JackMoore, Potrero League of Active 
Neighbors) 

. . . [With] tlte greater al~ailability of public 
transit downtowrt . . . it's logical to assume there 
would be a greater percentage of China Basin 
fans not using cars than is currently the case with 
Candlestick fans. (Richard Dyer) 

The projections for public transit use seem 
u~~realistically low. With a seating capacity for 
the stadium and the arena of 65,000 arid 
immediate available parking spaces of only 
5,000, higher transit use seems inevitable. The 
document also indicates that within a one ntile 
radius of the project, 58,600 on arid off street 
parking spaces are available, a high percentage 

which will be occupied during the weekday, 
85% ( 7 )  Therefore, the report should 
emphasize the importance of major new additions 
to the public transportation network. 
(Gary Adams, Caltrans, District 4 )  

It would appear that Table 3 is  understated 
generally, and grossly understated in terms of 
public transit trips, particularly in the San 
Francisco and South Bay corridors. (Dehnert C. 
Queen, Sntall Business Bowl) 

It seemed obi~ious the impact the loss of 
professional baseball would have on San 
Francisco, not only from an entertainment 
standpoint, but just as importantly, tlze business 
and related City Image. What seemed less 
obsious, was the importance of a Stadium, and 
indeed any facility that is going to draw a large 
crowd, to be located near major Public Transit 
arid Highway corridors. San Francisco is both of 
these in tlze Bay Area. In fact it is tlie Hub of all 
Public Transit. While many have pointed out tlie 
1'roblem with trafic now in the south of Market 
Area, no one ackrtowledged that even without any 
further building, trafic will cotitittrie to get worse. 

I feel very strongly, tlte tinze will come when only 
tlte most fortunate (read $$) will use autos artd 
tlre rest of us wiN be forced to rely on Public 
Transit to get around metropolitart areas. The 
last thing the Bay Area needs is another 
Candlestick, that is to say a facility that is not 
transit friendly. Sari Frartciscu, and indeed the 
Bay Area at large, rteeds to be ericoitraged to get 
out o f  their cars and use con~fenie~it Public 
Transit. After all, the nuntber orie polluter in tlte 
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Bny Area air quality, is autontobile exhaust. 
Oh~~iously the planning contntission must take 
into corisideration autoniobile trajjfic, just don't 
be bli~rded 6)) tltem as tlie a 1 2  form of Transit. 
(Bruce Ma)$eld) 

As a small-brtsiness nran and a native of Sun 
Frar~cisco, the E~tidrortnterttal Impact Report or1 
the highly exaggerated parkirtg problem in tlte 
new dowritown ballpark is totally out of line. 
Parkirtg attd traflc cart be minimized and public 
trarlsportatiorr car1 be increased wit11 the new 
downtown arena contpleb. With public 
traitsl~ortation, kids from all over the City, even 
kids ,fr.om the East Boy and Solttlt Bay, can l t a~~e  
easy a~,cessihle transi>ortatiort to all ball ganres 
ir~ Sart Frzlrtcisco. I tkirtk with the Metro arid 
MUNI arid BART arrd the incredible network of 
all tire outlyirtg contmurtities, I tltink you can have 
a ~iart t  intlruct on tlie future of u downtou'~i 
stadiunt. (Notman Dudum) 

The increase in transit use from the 5% currently 
experienced at C;~ndlestick Park to 26% as 
estimated for a sold-out weekday game at the 
ballpark at China Basin is based on several 
factors. The litnit on the supply of parking is an 
important determinant of modal split, but several 
other factors also need to be considered. 

A second significant reason that transit use at a 
China Basin ballpark would be greater than the 
typical existing use at Candlestick Park is the 
far-superior transit service which wonld be 
available at China Basin. A comparison of direct 
transit services which would be available at the 
China Basin ballpark with those now offered at 
Citndlestick Park is shown in TableXV.Q.1. 
l'hesc services woul(l be in addition to BART ant1 
AC Trailsit service to nearby Market Street or tlie 
Transbay Tertninal. 

Transit use to downtown or in-town ballparks is 
Isr greater than transit use to suburban or 
fringe-area parks throughout the country. For 
exatnple, cities with centrally located ballparks 
with a tradition of transit use include:/29/ 

- Chicago (Wrigley Field) - 35% transit (day); 
over 50% transit (night) 

- Cleveland - 54% transit 
- Atlat~t:\ - 35% Iransit 
- Pittsburgh - 30% transit 

On the basis of the high level of transit service 
which would be available :~nd on the litilitetl 
supply of patking, it would be expected that a 

ballpark at China Basin would attract transit users 
as other in-town ballparks do throughout the 
cowry .  The low record of transit service and 
use at Candlestick Park is comparable to that at 
other fringe-area or suburban ballparks where 
trarisit service is poor. See also Responses or1 
pp. XV.Q.45-XV.Q.51 under "Parking" regarding 
parking impacts. 

Comment 

[On] Page 9 [the Drap Supplement states:] "For 
stadiunt sellout weekday events, wlten parki~ig is 
limited, auto use would l t a ~ ~ e  to he reduced to 
about 59% of total trips in order for parking 
supply to accommodate parking dentand." 

There is no way to enforce a reduction in ottto 
use. There will be gridlock after every daytime 
game, weekday or weekend. . . . 

[ O ~ i j  Page 21 [the Draft Supplement states:] 
"However, over the long run, limited parking 
resources are likely to result in shifts to greater 
use of public trarrsit or other rtort-auto~~robile 
modes." 

How can you statistically justijj this 
assuntl>tiotr? Where is the ntodel tltat tltis 
statement is based on? (Jack Moor-e, Potrero 
League ofActive Neighbors) 

The relationship of parking availability and/or 
parking costs to the use of transit is readily 
apparent. Transit use is always greater in those 
areas where parking is scarce or expensive than it 
is in areas where parking is convenient and 
cheap. The most obvious example 01 high transit 
use in Uie Bay Area is downtowr~ San Francisco. 
Downtown San Francisco is also the area where 
parking is least available and most expensive. 

Examples of the impact of limiting parking and 
the use of transit are available throughout the Bay 
Area. In Marin County, for example, where 
transit service is poor, the only significant transit 
destination is the College of Mnrin. The college 
is also one of the very few areas in Marin where 
parking is not readily available. 

A tlieoretical explanation of the relationship of 
parking supply and transit use is provided in the 
modal split models used by transportation 
planners to estimate transit use. The 1983 
Stadium Feasibility Study used the mode choice 
component of the MTC social/recreational travel 
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TABLEXV.Q.1: COMPARISON OF POSSIBLE TRANSIT SERVICES AT CHINA BASIN TO 
CURRENT TRANSIT SERVICES AT CANDLESTICK PARK 

China Bmin Ballpark Candlestick Park 

EeguIar Service Pwsible Special Service R e p l a w  Special Service 

MUNI Metro Rail MUNI Metro Added 
Rail Cars as Needed 

MIJNI Bus MIJNI Ballpnrk 
Trolley Specials ('Trolley 

30-STOCKTON Coach and Diesel 
Bus Services) 

Diesel 
15-THIRD 
32-EMBARCADERO 

LOOP 
76-MARIN HEAD- 

LANDS 
81X-SANSOME 

EXPRESS 

Goltlen Gate Trrtr~sit Bus 
Specials 

SamTrans Specials 

CalTrair~ Rail CalTrair~ "Ball Grtrne 
Specials" 

Ferry to East Bay 
and North Bay (provided 
by Golden Gate Ferry 
and/or private operator) 

None MUNI Ballpark 
Specials 
(Diesel Bus) 

SOURCE: Robert L. Harrison 

demand model to estimate the sensitivity of 
tnodal split to changes in parking cost. The 
results of tlie sensitivity analysis, as shown in 
Table A-4 on p. 4-67 of that report, were that if 
the cost of parking at a football game in a 
downtown stadiutn were doubled, tlie use of 
transit would increase by 43%. 

T l ~ e  availability of parking would be an even 
stronger fictnr in modal choice than would be the 
cost of parking. If parking is simply not 
available, people wouId either not mi~ke the trip 
or would switch to an alternative travel mode. 

Transit Assumptions 

Furtli~r on that page, it talks aboirt: Net&' direct 
irtcreased regiorial transit so.11ice for stadium 
arena everits ulould be provided by SanzTratis, 
Golden Gate Transit and CafTrain. 

Now, in our pre~~ious EIR's, we Itave p re t !~  nluclt 
had what tl~ose agencies are platzning attd tlieir 
funding difficulties, state furtdiitg difficulties and 
federal, as to what they cart provide. So, have 
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these agertcies beerr cortsulted as to their ability 
to add ser.~~ice if we are  saying it? this docuntertt 
tltor they u'ould rtced to? Do they have that 
abilit)~.~ (Cornrttissioner Biermarr) 

I hose hecrt ~i,orkirig alntost where the proposed 
stadirtr?i  il ill be lo~~a ted  artd I cart truly stare that I 
l~clit?~,e you were iri fact o ~ ~ e r l y  o~/>timistic about 
Iron' to "mitigate" the traffic intpact or1 the area. 

Where arc all the o~ttontobiles going to park 
there? If you say that people  ill use other forms 
of transl)ortution, h1.1teri will such other forms be 
irt place and a t  ht81tat cost to n'hom? (Arthur 
Belriick, Atirortzobile Prucurer~terit Corporation) 

Flirther. sorite of the mitigating methods tlzat are 
rtored i r ~  the r.el>ort clearly will not be adequate, 
such as use of traffic police and barricades. 
These u~ill rtot lesser1 corrgestion, they will orzly 
,fitrtl~er degrade life for the South of Market 
rcsiderirs orzd busirtess lteol>le. (Toby Levy, South 
Pork ir~f~)ro~~enzerrt Association) 

Traffic mitigation measures are discussed in more 
tlctail ill the first five Responses under 
"Transporlation Mitigation," on pp. XV.Q.51- 
XV.Q.54. It shoultl be noted that the identified 
mitigation measures are primarily lraffic 
circulation alterations to keep traffic moving, and 
avoiti back-ups anti long delays at intersections. 
The trilnsportation analysis is not intended to 
imply there would still not be an increased 
nun~ber of cars and traffic associated with 
ballpark/arena activities in the area. 

Not a11 people attending hallpark/arena events 
would necessarily park at the facility sites. As 
indicated in the SEIR analysis, people would 
likely pmk within a 15-minute walking distance 
from either of the two facilities. The result of this 
expi~ntled parking area is to disperse the 
correspontling traffic impacts over a larger area 
than the immetliate vicinity of the ballpark and 
arena sites. Furthcr details about the anticipated 
parking supply are presented under "Parking" in 
the Kesponse on pp. XV.Q.47-XV.Q.49. 

The analysis wits conducted primarily for a year 
2000 time horizon. By that lime. it has been 
assunled the MUNI Metro extension lo lhe 
Mission Bay area, widening of King Street, and 
the urban design and roadway improvements 
along The Embarcatlero will have been 
conipletetl. These projects have received 
preliminary funding approval as part of the 1-280 
Transfer Concept Program (TCP). 

The introduction of direct service to the ballpark 
and arena sites on SamTrans, MUNI, Golden 
Gale Transit, itnd CalTrain is included as part of 
the ballpark/arena proposal. Generally, this type 
of special service, unlike regular scheduled 
service, is supported primarily through user fees, 
thus minimizing operation costs to the carrier. 
There may, however, be residual costs for such 
transit service that require negotiation if a 
ballpark/arena is ultimately approved. 

Regional transit operators have provided special 
services to many sports and other events around 
the Bay Area. CalTrain provides service to a 
station platform constructed just to serve the 
St;tnford Stadium on Saturdays when there is a 
football game there. CalTrain also serves Bay 
Meadows Race Track during the racing season at 
that track. 

Golden Gate Transit has served 49er games at 
Candlestick, the Olympics a1 Stanford University 
aud rock concerts in the Oakland Coliseum. 
There is considerable precedent for the regional 
operators to provide service to major sports and 
other special events. 

In light of current and past praclices for the 
provision of supplemental transit service, it is 
reasonable to expect that such arrangements 
would be imlemented as part of the 
ballparklarena d' evelopment. Transit operators 
generally have indicated a willingness to provide 
additional service in response to demand. A 
detailed plan and design for this project would be 
subject to additional future environtnental review, 
wherein a more detailed evaluation of transit 
service to the facilities would be included. 

Between now and 2000, it is expected that local 
and regiortal public transil service would increase 
in varying degrees, regardless of the outcotne of a 
decision on the ballpark/arena facilities. In the 
Mission Bay EIR, pp. VI.E.56-VLE.59 of 
Volume Two, VLE. Transportation, ant1 
pp. XIV.E.21-XIV.E.26 of Voluine Three, 
AppendixE, as well as the Response on 
pp. XV.E.37-XV.E.38, explain the rationale for 
the "reasonably assured" transportation 
itnprovements assumed in the cumulative 
analyses. Pages C-3042-38 in the South of 
Market EIR Appendix provide similar 
information. Briefly, the main basis for assuming 
some amount of increased transportation capacity 
is derived from stated service improvement 
ohjectives and goals adopted by each 
transportation agency, and/or confirmed by the 
staff of each agency. The funding process for 
those improvenlents is carried out through the 
region's Metropolilan Triu~sportation 
Commission. 
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. . . [Tllic? supplentcnt makes reference to 
potcrttial incr.eased passerrger rail service by 
CalTrain to seriw tlte stadium on gante days. The 
strpplenreitr slrotrld note tltat CalTrain's peninsula 
corridor is a joint-use ([~asserrger. and freight) 
rail corriflor. A significant amount ofplartnirtg is 
curretrtly underway to insure that the delicate 
balrrrrce between passenger and ?eight use of tlre 
corriilor can be ntairttairred as commuter traffic 
increases. A major iremise is that ?eight use 
cart be j)rontoted in the off-peak commuter hours, 
ir~cludirtg ei~e~tings and weekends. Special 
stadiunt-orierrted passenger trains may upset that 
bulartce and disrrrpt adequate freight access to all 
f Son Francisco's nlarine terminals. 
(Richard .I. Wiederhorn, Port uf Sun Francisco) 

Response 

Tbe Comment is correct: the Per~insula rail 
service is a joint passenger 2nd freight use 
corridor. The a~~alysis conducted to date 
ir~tlicales that the CalTrain service to the 
ballpnrk/arena woultl not substantially change the 
current schedules for passenger service to the 
Peninsula. For service to the ballpark/arena, the 
Lengths of certain existing trains could be 
increased and a limited r~utnber of new special 
trains could be added to existing schedules to 
respond to demand. It is not possible to develop 
precise schedules for the Peninsi~la rail service at 
this lime, but it is possible that the added trains 
could be schednletl to operate within the existing 
passenger service schedr~le envelopes and not 
interfere with tlre potential freight service 
schedules. 

The need to recognize that both freight and 
passenger service must be provided on the 
Peninsula would be an important criterion when 
specific schedules for rail service to the 
bnllpnrk/arena are developed. 

Transit Impacts 

[On] Page 14 [the Drafr Supplement states:] 
"Table 5, 017 a weekday game up to 68 buses and 
29 railcars are needed: or1 a weeknight game up 
to 44 buses and 19 railcars are rteeded." 

Are these buses and railcars being di~~erted front 
other routes? if so, wlrich routes? Are tltese 
brrses and railcars newly acquired? I f  so, by 
h~~lroi~r artil,fi)r how m u c h  . . . 

[Or11 Page 14 [the Drafr Supplement states:] 
"Scenario One woulcl require the eqttii~alenr 
amount qf personnel and service provided by 
about 68 buses and 29 Metro railcars." 

Who pays and how much? (Jack Moore, Potrero 
League ofAcrive Neighbors) 

A new table showing trartsit sul~ply, tile number 
of buseslrailcars and their capactty projected to 
be ai~ailable for stadiun~larena senlice in year 
2000, would be beneficial as a comparison with 
trartsit demand in Table 5, page 14. 
(Gary Adams, Caltrans, District 4 )  

The estimate of transit capacity which would be 
needed to serve the ballpark/arena, as shown on 
Table 5 on p. 14 of the SEIR 1301, is meant to be 
an example of the scale of transit service required 
and not a precise plan for providing the needed 
services. The exact amount of service which 
would be available in 2000 between 3:00 and 
4:00 p.m. and between 6 5 0  and 7:30 p.m. is not 
known at this time, because transit providers 
cannot set service schedules this far in advance 
(particularly for off-peak service). 

For comparison purposes and to put the 
requirements of the ballparklarena into scale, it is 
interesting to compare the estimates of transit 
service needed to serve the two sports facilities 
with the transit capacity provided to the China 
Basin area in 1989. This conrpnrisorl is shown in 
Table XV.Q.2. 

Because of the increased development in the 
China Basin area, it is expected that current 
service levels would be increased by 2000 on 
most MUNI routes there. An exception is the 
Route 32-EMBARCADERO, which would be 
discontinued when the Metro is extended to 
China Basin and the F-line is extended to 
Fisherman's Wharf. 

None of the buses or rail cars needed to serve the 
ballpark/arena would be diverted from other 
routes. At the mid-afternoon and early-evening 
(off-peak) hours of the event scenarios evaluated 
in the SEIR, all transit operators would have 
considerable unused capacity. There would be no 
need to purchase new vehicles in order to serve 
the ballpark/arena, even assuming sellout crowds. 

The MUNI Metro would be extended to meet 
CalTrain and to serve the Mission Bay project 
indepet~dently of the ballparklarena projcct. 
Current plans suggest that about half of the 
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TABLE XV.Q.2: CURRENT TRANSIT SERVICE TO CHINA BASIN IN 1989 VS. YEAR 2000 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE BALLPARK/ARENA 

MUNI Trolley Coaches and Buses 
15-TIIIRD 12 buses 8 buses 
30-STOCKTON 10 co;tches 10 coaches 
42-1)VWNTOWN LOOP 6 buses (artic.) 6 buses (artic.) 
32-EMBARCADERO 5 buses None 

Total Buses 33 buses 24 buses 

MUNI Metro Rail Cars 
(Maket Street) 60 rail cars 50 rail cars 

6 rail cars 9 rail cars 
(2 depating trains) (3 arriving trains) 

Req~irem~ntsnf~1lp.rirkL&ena. 2000 
(Scenario One)/b/ (Scenario Two)/c/ 

MlJNI Buses 68 buses 44 buses 

MUNl Metro 29 rail cars 19 rail cars 

CafTr;~i~l 7 rails cars 4 rail cars 

a Vehicle requirements based on published schedules. 
/b/ Weektlay hallpark sellot~t. 
/c/ Weeknight ballpark sellout ;md 50% arena use. 

SOURCE: Robert L. Harrison 

Market Street subway service would continue to 
China Basin. On event days, additional trains 
cor~ld be throug11-routed to meet projected 
demands froin the ballpark/arena. 

The additional MUNI bus service needed to serve 
the ballpark/arena could be provided by added 
service on regular rotites, as is currer~tiy done to 
serve peak-hour loads, and by running of 
"Bal1p;lrk Specials," as is currently done to serve 
Candlestick Park. 

Although there would he no requirement for the 
purctiase of additional buses or other transit 
vehicles, there would be an ir~crease in operating 
expenses for providing special service to the 
b;\lIpark/arena. The cost of operating services for 
speci;tl events is customarily included in the 
overall budget for the Municipal Railway. The 
operating deficits of existing Ballpark Specials 

are paid for by MUNI. Fares for Ballpark 
Specials are set by MUNI so that operating 
deficits are minimized. Special service to the 
ballpark/arena at China Basin would probably be 
handled in a fashion similar to the c w e n t  policy 
at Candlestick Park. 

Additional discussion regarding the provision of 
transit service to the ballpark/arena is presented 
in the Response in the right-hand colum~i on 
p. XV.Q.54. 

011 page 14, Table 5 ,  the Caltrairt information 
sl~orrld be corrected to read as folluws: 
Weekday: Railcars 7 ,  Weeknight: Railcars 4 .  
(Gary Adams, Caltrans, District 4 )  

XV.Q.34 
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The Comment is correct. Table 5, on p. 14 of the 
SElR 1311, is revisetl in the following way. 

For the "Weekday" scen;u.io, the oumher of 
railcars for "CulTl.iunU under "Trausil Systetn" is 
changed to: 

For the "Weeknight" scenario, the number of 
railcars for "Cal'rrain" rlt~der "Transit System" is 
changed to: 

The orrc otlter tiling I was tryirig to point out, and 
I don't think I did, hecarisc of all the ltighrise 
irrcreasc irr tlre City, the figures for trartsit and 
f i r  al~ailahilih~ i$ trarrsit all rnade note that 
prol>le u~ill he starrdirlg at the peak hour all tlte 
wc~y to  Walnrrt Creek, and very crowded 
corrditiorts already. And I ltai~c not seen arty 
,figures that say it's going to get tltat nzuclt better. 
Tlte rellort does nor talk about confort or not 
cornfirt to 1)eol~le ~ o i n g .  A lot of tfzese people 
conre ,@om the East Bay, and if you want them to 
cortie on tratisit, ho~v  do [you] expect them to get 
out of their car i f  they're going to ita11e to starrd 
fr.onz Walrtut Creek, Concord and from the south. 
Norre of that I-eally appears at all itt this 
docunte~it. There is nothing about oilrrcrou~ding 
of the existing rr.a~isit. (Commissioner Biernton) 

Although tr:~nsit demi~nd generated by activities 
at the hallpark/arena has been estimated, it is not 
possible to describe specifically future comfort 
lcvels on different transit providers at this time. 
That is because the tnairt impact of ballparklarena 
activities on local and regional transit carriers 
would not directly coincide with the peak service 
periotls of those carriers; for most carriers, transit 
schedules determining transit service levels 
during off-peak periotls (outside the morning attd 
afternoon commutes) have not yet been defined 
for year 2000. As described under "Event Times" 
on p. I0 of the SElR 1321, most fans would depart 
from the ballpark following a ball game around 
3:00 p.m., before the defined colnmute period 
(4:00-6:UO p.1~1.) begins. Without a definition of 
the level (sopply) of transit service provided 
before 4:UO p.m., comfort levels cannot be 
deterti~ined. 

It is possible that transit lines, particularly those 
serving the East Bay, could operate at low 
comfort levels before 4:00 p.m. as ;I result of 
additional passengers generated from 
ballpark/arena activities. In the EIRs, the 
ctunulative transit ridership projections from 
4:00-6:00 p.m. to the East Bay (see 
pp. VI.E.94-VLE.95 of the Mission Bay EIR, 
Volume Two, V1.E. Transportation, or $1. 115 of 
the South of Market EIR) indicate passenger 
con~fort levels would be poor or very poor 
(Levels of Service E or F). Due to those 
conditions, commuters tnay choose to alter their 
times of travel. To the extent they leave earlier 
from the downtown area, and if transit service 
levels continue to be substar~tiitlly below the 
carrying capacity provided during the peak 
conlmute hours, passenger comfort cor~ditions 
dluing pre-peak periods (e.g., 3:00 p.m.) would 
be aggravated by the addition of new passengers 
generated from ballpark/ar.ena events. 

More detail on ridership conditions during 
off-peilk times associated with additional 
passenger demand generated by ballpark/nrena 
activities is properly within the scope of a 
separate environmental itnpact evaluation, which 
would be conducted for the ballparklarena if a 
detailed program for that proposal is pursued by 
the City. 

Sj)ecifically, with regards to Caltrain, this 
document assumes incorrectly that Caltrain can 
sur~~ive  a niotle of its terminal statiorr fr.ont 4th 
artd Townsertd to 7th and Cka~tnel. Since it 
makes this assumption, it doesn't address the 
environmental impacts of major increases in 
traffic that would be caused by the project, if it 
were built the existing level of train 
service. 

According to City-commissioned studies, 
mor~emerrt of tlte station would cause Caltraift to 
lose 30% of its San Francisco riders (23% if 
MUNI Metro is extended to the new station). 
Tlzis would cost Caltrain an additiottal $1 million 
anwually irt fare rei~enue. The state has also 
estin~ated tlzat the mole ufould be so 
operationally problematical tltat it could add 
lo%, or 2.5 million, to annual operating costs. 
At a time when the existing service is struggling 
to achieve its legislatii~ely required 40% farebi),~ 
recovery ratio, a huge drop in fare revenue, 
coupled with a sintilarly significant increase in 
costs, would have a negative impact on the train 
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sy~terrt. A scenario which predicts that the trains 
1c.il1 he a~~ailablc to serve the needs of commuters, 
let alone stadiurti rvent-goers, is highly 
optinristtc. Tlte report should therefore describe 
impacts of contplere elinririation of the trains. 
(Gary Adarns, Caltrarts, District 4 )  

If there were no CalTrairi service, the 900 trips 
prvjected for CalTrain for the weekday scerlario 
and 560 trips projected for the weeknight scenario 
would have to be accommodaled on other modes 
ot tr;~vel serving the Peninsula. It is estintated 
that about 25% of the displaced CalTrain trips 
would be made on either SamTrans or BART, 
with the remainder of the trips made in private 
vehicles. Afler tttking auto occupancy ratios for 
st;~diu~~~/iirena alterictance into accotrnt, it is 
estimated that about 250 additional vehicle trips 
would be generated by a sello~tt baseball game on 
a weekday afternoon, and about 150 additional 
vehicle trips from the weeknight scerlario 
evaluated in the SEIR. Either of these trip 
scenarios would incrementally worsen congestion 
levels projected for U.S. 101 and/or 1-280 (less 
than 1-2% increase if these trips occurred during 
the peak period). 

Please refer to the attached co11y cf Sart 
Frarrclsco Board of Superi~isors Resolrrtiort 
No .  594-88, particrrlarly the parts which are 
Iiighlighted ( 0 1 1  pages 2 artd 3 of the resolution 
arid page 2 ujAttachment A thereto). Note that it 
states that the Board of Superi~isors endor-.res the 
rrew rail starts and irttl~roi~enterits program of the 
Metro~rolitart Trarisportatiort Contntission (MTC), 
tr major elenient of whiclt is "Extend Peninsula 
Contmuter Service from Fourth and Townsend 
streets to a Dowrttowrt Terrnirtal . . .", and adopts 
it as ". . . City policy, strperceding all previous 
policy resoltctions or7 regional rail starts and 
espansions . . ." Therefore a previous resolution 
statirtg an iriter.int terntinal at Seventh arid 
Chonrrel Streets would be acceptable under 
certuiri circunistances is nrrll and void, arid was 
so at the time this drafr sul?plenient was written. 
Rcsolutiori 594.88 was ~lJl.'I'O\~ed by tlre Mayor on 
July 28, 1988 - iri antlde tiriie for the writers of 
this drajt sul~~~lentent to hare beer1 aware of it 
arid to have writrert a draft sul~~?lemertt based ort 
ossuntptioris that are irr ac'cordarice with City 
l~olicy as stated irt this resolritiori. 

Therefore, this drafr supplement will have to be 
rewritten using assumptions that arc in 
accordance with a clearly stated City policy. 
Valid assumptions would be with the Caltrairi 
line terminating at the present Fourtlt artd 
Townsend Station, or with it terntirtating 
downtown, at or near Transhay Termirial (us 
stated on page 2 of AttachmerttA to Board of 
Supervisors Resolution 594-88). Note tliat in the 
latter case there would be a station in the Missiort 
Bay project area at or near the location of the 
present terminal. (Norntan Rove, San Francisco 
Tonrorro w) 

It shottld be noted that Mayor Agnos' plait for 
"temporarily" relocating the CalTrain station to 
Seventh und Channel streets would effectively kill 
operation of CalTrain. Furthermore, relocating 
the CalTrain station to 7th artd Cltartttel streets 
would mean that Giant's fans would have to walk 
or take a hus to the 2nd and King street stadium, 
perhaps incurrirtg additional fares and lost time. 
(Deltiiert C. Queen, Small Business Bowl) 

It would be nice to think that the Mission Bay 
project would actii~ely support the upgrading of 
CAL TRAIN to a full time transit service (instead 
of its present conimute operatiort), and the 
undergrounding of the tracks from south of 16th 
Street to a true downtown terminal. This would 
 robab ably have some beriejit for the 
advertturesome among the pertinsula baseball 
farrs, yet this project is probably more likely to be 
realized than some of the very rosy projections 
jar other public transit use by fans. 
(Ricltard H.  Moss) 

On behalf of the Peninsula Corridor Joirtt 
Powers Study Board, I would like to suggest that 
it is important to recognize that an EISiEIR 
presently in progress will recommertd the 
ultimate Iocatiori of a San Francisco terminal for 
the Pertinsula Commute Service (PCS). We 
expect a drajt product in early 1990. 

We note the continued assumptiori in the subject 
document that the PCS terminal will be relocated 
to Severitlt and Channel. Tltis assrrmptiort, arid 
failure to incorporate the possible relocatiort of 
the Fourtlt and Townsend termirtal to a dowrttown 
site, nray be detrimental to the stadiumiarena 
planning process. 

Since the ultimate location of the PCS terminal is 
pivotal to the stadiumlarerta transportation 
element, we will be sure to coordinate with your 
office as the EIS progresses. 
(James A. Gallagher, Peninsrrla Corridor Study 
.Joint Powers Board) 
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Statements made by one comrnenter regarcling 
Bo;~rd of Supervisors adoption of Resolution 
594-88 are r~oted and are acknowledged in the 
Mission Bay EIR via text atnendments given in 
XV.E. Transportation, pp. XV.E.27-XV.E.29. 
However, the intent of the analyses in the SElR is 
to evaluate potential additional cumulative 
impacts of a ballpark/arena in a manner that is 
comyar.able to tlte base itnpact analyses in the 
Mission Bay EIR. As a result, the supplemental 
analysis continues to incorporate an assutnption 
that the CalTrain station would be relocated to 
Seventh atttl Channel Streets. 

The reason the assumption for the CalTrain 
station location was not changed in the base 
ar~:~lysis is because the Mission Bay EIR does 
nlre;~tly provide a discirssiot~ of the ridership 
implications of retaining a CalTrain station at 
Fourth and King Streets instead of Seventh and 
Chalurel Streets. As explained in the Response 
on pp. XV.E.27-XV.E.29. Variant 9 (CalTrain 
Station Location), a varimt to the base 
tr;ulsport;rtion i~rlptct allalysis, on pp. V11.51- 
VII.54 of Volume Two, Chapter VII. Variations 
on Alternatives, discusses the potential difference 
(improvement) in ridership that could he expected 
by retaining a station at Fourth and King Streets, 
con~p:tretl to the Seventh and Chatulel Street 
statiotl. 

Irt order to ncconrmodate the land tlse programs 
ar~nlyzctl in EIR Altcrtintives A :md B, a station :kt 
Fourtlr nt~d King would have to be constructed 
t~trdergrnur!d. A station at Fourth and King would 
be tnore centrally located to both the proposed 
ballpark and arena sites, although the Seventh and 
Char~r,el location woulcl proviclc direct service to 
the arena site. Providing air urrderground station 
at Fourth and Towlrserrd would Leave the option 
open lor using it as the terminus for CalTraitr, or 
as n waystation for n CalTrain extension to 
tlowt~town Sar~ Fmtrcisco. Although the Board 
has stnted its support of the latter in Resolution 
594-88, that issue is subject to a separate 
planning and environmental review process 
cuiset~tly being carried out by the Peninsula 
Corridor Study Joint Powers Board. 

Co/71roirrlBART E.rrcrrsion EIS. The 
"P~.~!ject/Political History" docrrriicrtt (#4h), in 
(.c!~~jrn~c,tion &r!itl~ flte bolarice of tlte errclosures 
rrrisc sig~rificarrt crrgt~~tiertts irr o~~l~ositiorr to the 
~ ~ ~ ' o l ~ o s e d  e.rterrsiori of C.'olTr.oir~ to the TI-ansBay 
T(~r~r~ri~rtrl armd BART fo  lltc S F 0  Airlrorr. These 
~ ~ ~ g t r c t s ,  ant1 [Ite Iriglt!,, r~lrestior~able, if not 
ille,~ol, pracrici2s r.e/~orteif irr dcptlr in tltese 

doclrniertrs shottl~i result in the joint JPBIUMTA 
EIS heing si,ynificantly trl~dated via additional 
plthlic meetings prior to the preparation and 
distrib~itiori of the Final EIR. (Dehrtert C. Queeri, 
Stnall Business Bowl) 

Debate regarding the ronte alternatives 
cotlsidereci for an extension of CaITmin service to 
downtown San Francisco is not the focus of this 
environmental review. Comments on this topic 
will be addressed in the context of the Penitlsnla 
Corridor Study Joint Powers Board plamring and 
Etlvironmental Impact Statement (EIS) process, 
which ultitnately will provide the basis for 
making a recommendation on the fnture of 
CalTr:tin service. That cotntnittee should be 
consulted regarding future public tneetirrgs on the 
project or its EIS. 

Travel Demand 

Under tile Backg~czu.nd section, page 7, the 
project assumes tltat a specific transportation 
rtctwork is in place, including State and local 
roadway and transit improvements. Because 
arost of these projects are long range and cannot 
be assu~ed funding, the document sltould idertti$"y 
rl~e enijironme~ttal impacts, should the "+vorst 
case" happen. (Gary Adams, Caltrans, District 4 )  

Gillerr tlte a~ialysis in tile DS assumes tlte rnajor 
esparrsion of the city and regional transportation 
network, wlzat are the environmental impacts c f l  
tlte proposed stadium and arena projects in the 
bnmediate sicinity of tltese projects i f  none of 
these expansion projects ar-e irnplenzented? (Joltn 
Bardis, I~trter Sunset Action Comntittee) 

A similar comment from CaITrans is addressed in 
the Response on pp. XV.E.37-XV.E.38 regarding 
assumptioas of future transportation improve- 
meats. The Mission Bay EIR transportation 
teclrnicnl appendix (Volume Three, Appendix E, 
pp. XIV.E.21-XlV.E.26), and Appendix C of the 
Soutl~ of Market ElR (pp. C-30-C-38) explain the 
reasons for assuming some future transportation 
improvements, while acknowledgir~g that the 
short-term cycle of the region's transportation 
fullding process precludes the ability to determine 
at this tinte which improvements would be funded 
and built for the forecast years (2000 and 2020). 
Because the cumulative transportation analysis 

XV.Q.37 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
Q. Sports Facilities 

is a long-term forecast, it was believed some 
assutnptions about fnture transportation 
improvements were necessary in order to prodnce 
a sotnewhat realistic forecast of impacts. It was 
not believed that growth in travel demand would 
continue to occur in the absence of w. type of 
improvement. 

Nevertheless, the Mission Bay and South of 
Market ElRs do provide comparative itlformation 
in the form of estimated durations of congestion 
at freeway screenlines in Sm Francisco that 
reflect theorelicnl travel conditions if no 
transportation improvements were implemented. 
On the Golden Gate Bridge, the congestion period 
could last for four hours in year 2000, conkpared 
to two hours if transportation itnprovetnetlts were 
in place. For the Bay Bridge, congestior~ could 
occur for about 5.5 hours illstend of 4.5 lrours. 
Congestion on U.S.lO1 to the Peninsula is 
projected to occur for about three hours. Those 
theoretical durations of congestion would be 
le~igthened incretnentally by additional trips 
generated from the ballparklarena. While these 
estitnates may be interpreted by some to represent 
"worst-case" irnp;icIs, they are rtot corrsideretl by 
(he EIR prepnrers to be a reasonably likely 
analysis. 

All ,figures in tlte docrmterit depictirtg the 
cor!figrwarion c~f the proposed Kirtg Street ramps 
show the on-rumps at tlte outside  vest 00 the 6th 
Street raml)s. At a meeting bettveen Caltrzlris and 
the City of SSII  Francisco ort May 27, 1988, it 
was agreed tltat tlte alternatii~e wit11 the King 
Street art-rantps u~orrld be located on the inside of 
t11c 6th Street raml)s. Calrraris is procecdirig with 
the ern~irorrrtter~tal drrcltriient based ort this ngreed 
I a l t e ~ a t i e  (Gary Aclnnrs, Caltrarts, 
L1istr.ict 4 )  

The ramp cor~figuration depicted in the SEiR 
graphics is based on a base map that was 
(leveloped prior to the point whctr Callratls and 
Sar~ Francisco agreed on a final design. As a 
result, the EIR gl~tphics should be considered 
schematic and would in no way override the 
detailed design and engineering work prepared by 
Caltrans arrd the San Fratlcisco Depattment of 
Public Works. The relatively slight differences in 
the current rmnp design (as of October 1988) 
would not result in any change to the impacts as 
artaly~ed in the EIR. 

Local Traffic Impacts 

Page 18. Would you please just figure out a way 
to enlarge this map so we can see street names, 
becarrse there is no tc'ay of knowing tvltclt this 
means. The same with page 20. I couldn't find 
one -- I'ni older., but niy eyes could notfirid orte 
street that was identifiable. (Commissioner 
Bierman) 

The base map is modified to indicate clearly 
street names in and around the sports facilities. 
Figures 2 and 3, pp. 18 and 20 of the SEIR 1331, 
respectively, are reproduced and included in this 
Response. 

. . . The first and most troubling [aspect of the 
SEIR] is the inferertce thar streer traflic gridlock 
n,ortld ortly occur at irtfr-equenr rinzes u'heri tlte 
proposed stadiunt nlas,filled to capacity and other 
I-eniote occurrences took glace. This is not just 
my cllaracterization o f  rite findings coritairied irt 
the Draji Supplenlent, but it  was the tvell 
publicized positiort of rile Mayor artd other 
stadium slrllporters. 

It is easy to rejirte this error. Anyone can now go 
to Second Street, berweert Harrison and King on 
arty Tltrrrsday or Friday - and ftequentl)~ other 
days of tlie work week - and find near gridlock 
benuecn the hours of 4 PM and 7 PM. This is 
tvitltout w. tr-aflc conzing ro a stadium, or 
lookirrg for parking, or trying to access the 
ltolrsirtg rtoiv under corrstruction irr the near 
1,icinity. Add any of the aboi~e, plus a sradirrnt, to 
the existirig situatiort and the hours o f '  gridlock 
may eater~dfronz 3 PM ro 9 PM. 

Likeii!ise traffic on the Enibarcadero, Ton~rtsertd, 
Bryant, Harrison, First, arid several other streets 
irt the i~iciriity of the Bay Brid,qe entrcirtce are 
already at near stand-still without the additio~i of 
thousar~ds of cars tryirtg to find parking for a 
dotvriton~ri stadium. I believe it is rhe 
[resl~ortsibility Of the] Drafr EIR to accur-ately 
descr-ibe this existirlg situation and tlte actual 
likely im11acrs of the stadiunt. There should be no 
doubt or qualificatiort tltat would suggest that the 
riornicrl likely sitttatiorf would be anythirrg but 
tlisastr.orts. (Richard H.  Moss) 
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I kal~e )vork-ed in the Chirta Basiir area for alnlost 
ten years now and my personal observation is 
that traflc flow has gotten progressi~~cly worse, 
year by year, trrttil now it is alrt~ost at gridlock 
print 4:30 p.m., at the Third and Berry 
intersection, until 6:30p.ni. You use the phrase 
"mitigating factors" frequently in your analysis 
as to how to overcome this problent, but I fail to 
see what they are. . . . 

I ha1.e no idea what mctltodology you are using 
for your nurnbers on actual and future traffic 
dertsiry for the area. I can only say that when the 
Missouri was parked at Pier 36 for public 
display, the trafJic congestion in the area was so 
fierce on that weekend that I had great dijjiculty 
getting to my o~fJice at all. 

Trajjic on the Bay Bridge was bucked up from the 
Fremont off rantp, all the way to the Yerba Buena 
Turtnel, causirtg some people to wait for more 
than art hour just to get into the area let alorle 
find a parking place. 

I find it mind henrling to conteniplate any ivay to 
"rrtitigate" these problenrs n~ith the "solutiorts" 
offered iri the report. (Lane R. Ward) 

111 Table VI.E.23 on p. VI.E.144 of Volume Two, 
V1.E. Tritnsportation, the Mission Bay EIR 
acknowledges tliat existing conditions (as of 
1985) at intersections adjacent to freeway 
on-ramps, and the Third and Berry Street 
intersectiotr ctmently represent poor levels of 
service. For the freeway intersections, the 
supplemental analysis in the S E N  is not intended 
to imply that tc'ips generated solely from 
b;tllpnrk/arena activities in year 2000 would be 
the cause of traffic corigesliori on the local street 
system. 

Unlike those freeway intersections, which were 
not assumed to change in their configur;ttion 
between 1985 and 2000, the Third and Berry 
i~~fersectivn would functio~r differently in 2000 
than it did in 1985. With conslruction of the 
1-280 TCP improvements consisting of the 
addition of a new on- and off-mtnp west of King 
and Fifth Streets, widening of King Street into a 
six-lnrre roadwity, 1,emoval of the 1-280 off-ramp 
at Fourth Street, aud extension of MUNl Metro 
through to Mission Bay from Market Street, 
future traffic pittterns at Third arid Berry Streets 
would involve vehicle volutnes that would be 
triuch lower than current volumes; that 
intersection no longer would receive vehicles 
exiting from 1-280. With the 1-280 TCP 

improvements in place, traffic circ~~li~tion would 
be substatitially changed by increasing overall 
transportation capacity (for vehicle and transit 
trips) in the area, well above 1985 levels. 

The impacts generated by future development of 
Mission Bay as well as the proposed ballpark and 
arena have been analyzed assuming the 1-280 
TCP improvements are in place. In year 2000, 
King Street would be the most congested segment 
in the local street network serving the Mission 
Bay area. 

A detailed discussion of the mitigation measures 
identified in the SElR to alleviate traffic 
congestion is provided in the first Response 011 
p. XV.Q.53. It should be noted, however, tliat the 
mitigation measures are identified mainly for 
local intersections adjacent to or near the ballpark 
or arena facilities. The main tool of the measures 
is to identify a means of directing and dispersing 
traffic most efficiently and evenly over the 
portion of the street network adjacent to the 
ballpark and arena facilities. For intersections 
that directly service freeway ramps, there are no 
project-related measures that can reduce or 
eliminate congestion to acceptable levels. 
Congestion at those intersections relates to 
congested freeway conditions, and can be 
relieved only by measures that would reduce 
freeway congestion. 

Comments 

The analysis of intersection congestion does not 
adequately address the effects of it on Muni (and 
otlter transit systems). This analysis must be 
expanded to include these considerations. 
(Norman Rolfe, San Francisco Tomorrow) 

Page 16, Tuble 6; What njill be the intersection 
level of seri~ice (LOS) at Brannari and Second, 
Fifth and Bryattt, and esf~ecially Bryant and 
Second Streets where cars approach the Bay 
Bridge and Freen~ay on-ramps? What would be 
the iml~act of the traffic arid pedestrian crowds on 
the frcnctioni~ig of the Muni Metro line when the 
intersection LOS is "F" at King and Third and at 
Embarcadero and Townsend Streets? (Stephert L. 
Tuber, Rincori Point - South Beach 
Ketiei~el~~pmerlt Area Citizeris Advisory 
Committee) 

Response 

In the areas of the worst congestion, along King 
Boulevard and Townsend Street and at the 
entrances to certain freeway riunps, the operation 
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of transit setvices would be hampered where 
t1.ilrrsit lines operate through the congestetl 
i~ltersections. The nritigation measures suggested 
in the SEIR would reduce the impacts on transit 
operations. Along King Boulevard, for example, 
police traffic controls would be needed to 
establish priority for MUNI Metro and surface 
transit vehicles. At King Boulevard and Third 
Street, pedestrians should be separated from 
transit and other vehicle traffic in order to 
niinimize the impacts of congestion on transit 
service. (See the Response on p. XV.Q.45, 
right-hand column, for more detail on pedestrian 
impacts.) 

The "Ballpark Special" trnt~sit service would need 
to be designed to establish loading areas away 
Trom the most cor~gested il~tersectiotis to the 
n~aximum extent possible. These routes should 
he dcsigncd so that they would begin on the north 
or south side of the China Basin Channel and 
would avoid crossing King Boulevard. 

The transit service plans for the ballpark/arena 
cannot be described in detail at this time. 
Specific operations plans for MUNI and other 
operators would he a part of any future work on 
the ballpark/arena project. 

The FiMh and Bryant intersection, and the Second 
ar~tl Bryaiit intersection, are influenced by traffic 
destined for the Bay Bridge. In the peak period, 
eastbound traffic congestion on the approach to 
the Bay Bridge often reaches back to the freeway 
on-romps rtt Fiflh and Blyant Streets. 

The Second and Bryant Street intersection does 
not experience congested co~iditiol~s as frequently 
as Fifth nrrtl Bryant. That is because traffic flows 
Illrough the i~~tersection are it~lluencetl by vehicle 
volutnes oil tlie Bay Bridge itself, lather !ha11 the 
Bay Bridge approaches. The distinction between 
the Bridge and its approaches is important 
because the Bridge has greater carrying capacity 
that1 the approaches, which meter traffic flow 
onto the bridge. Since congestion on the Bridge 
itself occurs with less frequency than congestion 
on its approaches, the adjacent local intersections 
(such as that at Second and Bryant) are more 
likely to operate at acceptable levels than 
intersections sewing the freeway approaches. 

As indicated in Tsble XV.Q.3, the traffic atldtd 
by tlie statfir~~n/;u.ena would add to near-capacity 
tmft'ic at Fifth and Bryant, which would occur 
jwt before and just after the peak period and 
extend the time when this intersection is heavily 
or severely congested. The Second and Bryant 
Strect intersection would operate at acceptable 
levels of service unless there were a back-up on 

the Bridge itself. Under those circumstances, the 
service level at Second and Bryant Street would 
be lower (worse). 

Raio t~a l  Access. The Port has a general concern 
that regional access to our facilities in the 
stadium's vicinity will be made harder, as noted 
above. The Drafr Supplement does a good job 
identifying the impacts of increased congestion 
on regional highways and bridges. We assume 
that increased congestion generally has an 
adverse impact on the region's economic health. 

More important to us, however, is that the 
supplemerit makes no reference to those activities 
irt the imntediate i~icinity of tlte stadium, suck as 
the ocean terminals, which are adversely affected 
both by general regional congestion & the 
potential of being inaccessible by local 
cor~gestion during game days. Unlike malty 
businesses in the area, the terminals operate 
evenings and weekends, when stadium traffic is 
expected to peak. Third [Street] is the only 
viable nteans of truck access and egress from 
China Basirt area terminals. . . . 

U c w .  Generally, the Port is quite 
concerned about tlte stresses put ori The 
Eni6a1.cader.o by this project. The stadium is a 
regional traffic generator which will induce 
traffic that was not planned for in either the 
de~jelopment of Mission Bay or the upgrading of 
The Entbarcadero. 

The statement in the Draft Supplemerzt assumirtg 
". . . roadwtry widening and improvements on tlte 
Embarcadero and King Street . . ." are coml~leted 
(pg. 7 )  by the time the stadium opens is somewhat 
ntisleading. Cortrrary to tlte intplication, tlte 
intproi~emettts and widening of tlte Emharcadero 
arc not intended to add vehicular capacity. In 
fact, tlte widening and intprosements serve to 
limit i~ehicular traffic as they accommodate 
e..;tension of MUNI Metro. 

As noted in the Draft Supplement, the impacts of 
stadium traflc on these local roads is potentially 
sigt~ificarlt. I am particularly concerned that the 
artulysis indicates that there is no adequate 
ntiti~atiort measure to relieve the projected 
overburdened traffic situation at tlte 
E~tibarcaderolTownsend irttersection. Firstly, 
there is no explanatiort of this conclusion. 
Secondly, if true, the relatii~e lack o f  street 
capacity in this segment of Tlte Embarcadero will 
Itaile inipacts on future port developnrents in the 
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TABLEXV.Q.3: INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) AND VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY 
RATIO (VIC), 2000 

4:30 - 5:30 p.m. 3:00 - 4:00 p.m. 6:30 - 7:30 p.m. 
Future Conditions Scenario One - Scenario Two - 

Without Weekday Weeknight Ballpark 
BnlloarkIArena Ballvark Sellout Sellout and . . 

~ 50% Axna Use 
LOS. VfC LQS Y f !  W !  

Second/Bryant B 0.65 B 0.60 A 0.45 

SOURCE: Robert L. Harrison 

i~icinity. Despite tlte stnternertt or1 page 23 of t l~e  
Draft Stq?plement, this &PS I I O ~  seem to he 
ctdequately ar~alyzed. (Richard J .  Wiederltorn, 
Port of Sari F~ancisco) 

The intent of the transportation impact analysis is 
lo indicate the times during which l l ~ e  worst 
itnpacts would most likely occur. In the case of 
the operating conditions at The Embarcadero and 
Townsend Street intersection, the worst 
conditions arc projected to occur on weekday 
evenings between 6:30 to 7:30 p.m. when visitors 
are aniving it1 the area to attend ballparklarena 
events. Given the traffic flow configuration for 
that intersection, inbound trips at that time of day 
would encounter the most difficulty. However, 
ottlbounil trips following evening events would 
no1 result in poor levels of service. By way of 
example, notice that The Embarcadero and 
Townsend Street intersection would not suffer 
poor levels of service from 3:00 to 4:00 p.m., 
following a weekday aflemoon game at the 
ballpark. During weekend ballparklarena events, 
The Emb;trcadero and Townsend Street 
intersection is not projected to operate at poor 
levels of service. 

The congestion resulting during periods of high 
inbound traffic volumes likely would neg;ttively 
affecl activities, including those of the Port of 
San Francisco, as well as travelers and 
pedestrians in the area. The fact that there are no 
dislinct mitigation measures that can currently be 
identified specifically to improve operating levels 

at the intersection of The Embarcadero and 
Townscud Street during tl~ose limited periods for 
weekday evening events is disclosed in the 
supplemental environmental analysis. Further 
consideration of mitigation measures would be 
pnrt of subsequent environmental review 
conducted if n proposal for the sports facilities is 
pursued. 

With regard to the description of 1-280 TCP 
improvements on p. 7 of the SEIR 1341, the text is 
revised to clarify the result of each of the 
individual improvements. The third paragraph on 
p. 7, from the third sentence on, states, as 
amended: 

Consbuction of roadway and transit 
improvements as paa of the 1-280 T d w  
Concept Program would be completed: 
extension of MUNI Metm south of Market 
Street along King Sheet to meet the 
CalTrain starion; madway widening to 
w - ~ p u n o d a t e  MUNI Metm and pedesm 
improvements alon~ The Embmzdcm; 
_&wav wi1_enin! to accommodate MUNI 
tamSLaa0- vehicle l@mmLnu 
S W ;  and replacement of the existing 
off-ramp from 1-280 at E o d  and Beny 
Streets with two ramps (one on, one on) 
accessing 1-280 from King Street near Sixth 
Street. 

It should be noted that projected impacts along 
Third Street would not be dictated solely by trips 
generated by events at the sports facilities. As a 
major north-south access route, Third Street l ~a s  
served and will continue to serve its a major 
arterial in the City. 
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The most congested intersection along 
Third Slreet in the area serving the ballpark/arena 
and China Basin terminals is expected to be King 
and Third Streets. Mitigation measures for this 
intersection are identified in both the Mission 
Bay EIR (p. VI.E.200 of Vohnne Two, V1.E. 
Transportation) and the SEJR (p. 24 1351) to 
reduce delay and congestion. However, it is 
acknowledged that truck travel to and from the 
port terminals during the weekday aftemoon 
commute period, or before or after ballpark 
events, still would take more time to accomplish 
than if those trips occurred at other times. 

comments 

My first tltought iit readiiig the EIR Draft 
Strpl)leineirr is  that the City has dorte a pretty 
good job iir docurnerrting the tremendous ncgatiije 
ir,il~acr of traffic that the sradiuriz and arena will 
haile or! Missiorr Bay. 

I ~r~i l l  call your attentioii to Table 9 or1 page 25 
11!1ti~.lt conipar.es the iny)act of traffic at  seven 
iieighborirrg iirrersections in the year 2000 with 
arid ~~ ' i t l tout  the stadiurit aiid arena. Botl~ of these 
are with Mlssiort Bay. Missiori Bay is  the given, 
ir's with arttl without the stadium and areria. 

On  a scale of A to F ,  F being i~irtual gridlock for 
art ltotrr or loiiger, arid E beiiig conipletely 
unaccel?tahle, A is fine traffic, --  without the 
stadium aitd arena, fiiw intersections out of these 
sever? are rated A,  two are rated B .  With tlte 
stadiunr arerta oil a n'eekiiight scenario, six of the 
eight are F arid orte is  E.  

. . . By tlte City's oic~n reckoning, we're going to 
Itai~e tr.affic gridlock in the entire South ofMarket 
area. Tlie traffic janis on the Bay Bridge up to 
flije hours, three hot~rs  oil the Golden Gate 
Bridge, arid irp to three to four hours on tlte 
I'er!iiisula. All these figures I'nt sure you have 
heard befo1.e. 

Tliese projections I do heliei~e to be also based 
1rl10ii o iiirriiDcr of rosy ideas, such as the 
o~,ailability [of]  a new CalTrairi statioii, exteiidcd 
MUNl Metro ser.~~ice and new 1-280 rantps, plus 
high public transit. I hope everybody here 
toriight ~ v h o  said they will come on public transit 
will indeed do that. 

Irt fact, I thought it was quite iiiteresting oil 
Page 11. It says, I quote, "lribouiid trips to 
do~~,i i tou~ii  Sari Fraitcisco do riot contribute a 
iiiajor ~~r.obleirz during the afrerrtoort peak period." 

111 other words, people coming irito this City, ir's 
not going t o  make any different Well, I 'm here 
to tell you this is 1989. 1 work downtown. I live 
oil Potrero Hill. I see that trafjic every day. And 
abozrt half the rime the Bay Bridge is already 
backed up. The trafjic coming into town is 
hacked up at  Army Street now. (Rebecca Ford, 
Potrero Boosters and Merchaiits Associatioii) 

[On] Page 12 [the Draft Supplement states:] 
"On the other hand, inbound trips by attendees 
arriving for evening ei'ents, a s  assumed in 
Scenario Two, generally would not worsen 
cumulath~e intpacts on tlte regional 
transportation network." 

People hurrying to an evening game will block 
iittersections, make illegal U-turns, or do 
n~hatei~er they have to (including illegal parking) 
to get there jbr tlte ' p s t  pitch". (Jack Moore, 
Potrero League ofActive Neigltbors) 

In response to the commenter's statements 
regarding inbound trips, some clarification is 
necessary. During weekday afternoons, most 
trips otl the transit systems serving San Francisco, 
and about half of the freeway trips leaving San 
Francisco's Downtown & Vicinity, are made by 
workers leaving S'UI Francisco; these are 
outbound trips. As a result, transportation 
capacity on the portions of the freeway and transit 
systems providing outbound service is most 
affected during this period. The portions of the 
transportntion systems providing service inbound 
to San Francisco generally operate with available 
excess capacity during the aftemoon peak 
commute period. This holds true particularly for 
regional transit carriers, and for most local streets. 

For the freeways, inbound trips to downtown San 
Francisco are a relatively small proportion of the 
total nwnber of trips. However, inbound freeway 
trips into San Francisco are often delayed by 
back-ups mainly created by the outbound trips 
leaving the City. This is the case for U.S 101 and 
I-801Bay Bridge, where westbound inbound trips 
from the East Bay are affected by southbound 
outbound trips downstream on U.S. 101 (and vice 
versa), and where northbound inbound trips from 
the Peninsula on U.S. 101 are affected by 
eastbound outbound trips headed for the Bay 
Bridge (and vice versa). As a result, inbound 
trips on freeways during the afternoon peak 
colntnute do contribute to the congestion and 
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delays experienced during that time by trips 
headed either toward or away from the 
Downtown & Vicinity. 

In light of the distinction that should be made 
between transportation capacity on transit versus 
freeway systenis, the last paragraph on p. 11 of 
the SEIR 1361, beginning with the second 
sentence, is revised accordingly to state: 

F O ~  inbomd travel m. .wit . c d e . ~  nowing 
opposite to the peak wave1 direction, adequate 
transportation capacity generally is available 
to accommodale uavel demand. I n ~ d  
.mxeI & - m - ~ - ~ w _ a y &  
howex.e~w~d_ir?.cran~ntaUy~~mbute.to 
already cmg@ted conditiwaiected to be - 
genemted e d m ~ - v  by outbound freeway 
&ips, Inbound trips to downtown San 
Fmcisco, howqa, do not co~tituJ2~@e 
major cwwnent o f L t ~ ~ e l  during the 
ailernoon peak period. 

In addition, the second sentence of the first 
paragraph on p. 12 of the SEIR 1371 is amended 
and a new sentence is added, ns follows: 

- Inbound trips by attendees arriving for 
evening events, as assumed in Scenario Two, 
would not worsen pm.kctnd a&.= 
cumulative impacts on regional @m& 
cc~1ers,However.~i~dd..tripssrri~&~ 
clomom-.S;lr?__FrAan o O ~ w ~ ~ 0 ~ Q  
7:3.0.p.m,~ la . .h .way~...w~IrtQ.s~cm.tn~e 
incremenM-@.piected heway  delays. .- 

Peciestrian Impacts 

In ad~lition, the Draft Supplement appears to 
ur~der,stutc the irn~~acrs of heavy l?edesrriun rraflc 
ororrrtd the stadium or1 velticular moi'ements. 
Esl~wiertce irr other cities u~ith similar stadium 
sites irtdicares that n~hile there are ntany streets 
irl the city grid srrrrouriding the stadiunz, they all 
get seriously clogged with pedestrians lca~~ing the 
ganre, and do rtot ". . . eriable dr-i~~ers to disperse 
quickly . . ."  (pg. 17) urttil orte gets a long 
dismrtce,fi.om rite staditinl itself. 

This is esl?ecially trrre iri off-street lots arid 
garuges, u,lrer.e dri~.er~wy egress is blocked by 
~~edc,striorts. I sriggest that rtiitigatiort nieasures 
to irrsrrre sritootlt j70n' of traffic niay ha~w to be 
rttor-e contl)reltcrisi~~e tl~arl that presented ia 
Tuhle 8 ,  (Richard .I. Wicderhorri, Port of Surz 
Frartcisc,~) 

The extent of pedestriar~ impacts associated with 
the ballpark/arena has not been fully evaluated at 
this time, but will require detailed analysis if a 
fortnitl program for the ballpark/arena facility is 
pursued. However, given the types of event 
scenarios that have been evaluated, pedestrian trip 
deti~ar~d couId warrant that a pedestrian walkway 
network be a component of the overall design and 
site planning of the ballpark and arena facilities. 

Pedestrian impacts would be , particularly 
intensive near the ballpark fac~lity, where 
co~lflicts between vehicle traffic and ballpark 
visitors would interrupt travel flow along King 
Street. King Street provides direct access to 
1-280 and MUNI Metro service, and is projected 
to be one of the stseet segments most affected by 
ballparklarena travel demand. 

In light of those impacts, a mitigation measure is 
added to p. 26 of the SEIR 1381 to identify the 
potential for overhead pedestrian crossings to 
maintain separation between pedestrian and auto 
travel. Based on initial estimates, the pedestrian 
flows could warrant at least tluee such crossings: 
over Third Street, south of King Street; over King 
Street, west of Third Street; and over King Street, 
east of Tbird Street (which also should include a 
branch exit to the MUNI Metro platform). New 
text added to p. 26 of the SEIR 1381 states: 

To provide an adequate and safe pedestrian 
network to serve the ballpark and arena 
facilities, overhead crossings could be 
provided to maintain separah between 
pedeslrian and auto travel. Among various 
locations m y  be wosiderad, the 
following should receive high priority: over 
'Ibird Sbreet, south of King Street; over King 
Street, west of Third Street; and over Ring 
Street, easi of 'fhird S a t  (which also should 
include a bmnch exit to the MUNI Metro 
platform). 'Ihe design of such crossings 
would likely need to be integrated into the 
design process for the ballpaMarena 
facilities, and compents of Mission Bay 
development that would be located in those 
areas. 

Parking Impacts 

Comments 

The next page [p. 211. 1 don't think you factor in 
YBC in any of this discussion. . . . 
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One thing I,forgot. 011 tltat map where you can't 
see the rianies of the streets, the South of Market 
area, I forrrtd the rirrrtrber of al~ailable spaces 
really high. I dori't know if it  as sometltirtg like 
I8,000, but it was kiglt. And yoti must clteck to 
see if anv of those lots are already designated,for 
Mission Bay, esl~ecially YBC arid the conver~tiort 
certter. Artd quite a ,few withir~ tlie lirie that I 
could see are designated for- -- riot just parking 
j%r YBC, but for r-edet~elopnterit buildings. Attd 
we just can't corrtrt tl~ent i f they are designated, at 
least I dorl't - - just  b e c a ~ s e  they are parking ~ r o n ~ ,  
if they are designated, tltat should be made clear. 
(Contniissioner Bierntari) 

It is obl~ious that there is no adequate parking in 
the area irrasn~uch as the esistirtg commercial 
parking lots, which are now filly occupied and 
have been "sold out" for the past couple of years. 
Eiwn tltorigh I arrive at work before 8:00 a.m., I 
sontetintes have to park three or four blocks away 
from tlte office. . . . 

Mak-e no mistake about it, there is little or no 
~~arkirig dowri here at all. Traffic is very, very 
Iteal~y and puttirrg a stadiunt here could really 
cause catastropltic cltaos, especially if the 
Mission Bay prciject is ever contpleted. I canriot 
co~rcei~,c Itow this is rriit understood by tlte people 
prciliosing suclr a vertture. (Lane R. Ward) 

[On] Page 8 [the Draft Siipplement states:] 
"Ho~t,ever, during rtighttime events at the 
proposed stadiuntlarena, there would be 
adequate parkittg that n~ould preclude the need 
for a very higlr use oftrartsit at tltat time." 

Wltere is tlte adequate parkirtg under all Missiort 
Bay alrerrtati~~es at buildout in 20207 . . . 

/On]  Page 22 /the Draft Su~~plenient states:] "A 
critical d(fferertc.e in in~pacts gerrerated by the 
stadiuntlarerra would be related to pat-king. Tlte 
buildorit qf Mission Bay would greatly reduce or 
possibly elintirtate an intportarit parking resource 
for the stadirrntlarena, particularly for e,'eltts 
sc.lte~l[rled dur-irtg weekday afterrroorts. A 
tl~eoretical result would l t a ~ ~ e  patrons parking 
ntrich firrther from the stadirmtlarena, perhaps 
more tltari twice the distartces projected firr year 
2000. 

Clearly, a stadiltniiarena proposal is out of line 
for the Chir~a Basiri area. If plarts for developing 
Missiort Bay are to move forward, tlre 
stadiltntlaretto idea must be scrapped. Even so, 
tlte ititpacts of 4ri1illion square feet of office 
space will be so severe, that tltat antount skould 
also be greatly reduced. To  consider a 

stadiuntlarena and an increase over the 4 ntillion 
square feet i f  office space is irresponsible and 
ntay lead to urtrtecessary additiorial delays it1 the 
planning process for Mission Bay. (.lack Moore, 
Potrero League ofActive Neighbors) 

zk ' n. The proposed stadiunt will ntake 
a =ion intpossible as studies predict. 
Creatiort of sufficient parkirtg has not yet been 
planned atid probably will be impossible to plari. 
(Sarah M. Hallam, Sari Franciscans for Plunning 
Priorities) 

Page 8, last paragraph: The text ntentions 
adequate nighttime parking. Where might this 
occur? Would this parking occur in the 
residential streets in South Beach? . . . 

Page 17, last paragraph: How will increased 
developntent in this area drre to construction on 
vacant lots attd changes to more intensive uses 
over the next twenty years affect these parking 
a~~ailability percentages? (Stepltert L. Taber, 
Rincon Point - South Beach Redevelopment Area 
Citizens Advisory Committee) 

Given tlie build-out of the Mission Bay project, 
what number of parking spaces will be lost over 
the life c$ the Mission Bay project? (Please 
describe data in jive year incrernerrts.) 
(John Bardis, Inner Sunset Action Committee) 

. . . In summary I believe the predicted use [of] 
public transit is unlikely to occur, as the as  yet 
uttbuilt facilities may not be constructed, and the 
patrons from the peninsula will not use them in 
arty case. Thus, the largest group of farts will 
arrive by  car, not public transit. These people 
will need off sweet spaces not otlterwise occupied 
by business use (which frequerttly goes into the 
evening hours). Any assrtntption that thottsartds 
of busittess spaces used irt tlte daytime will 
automatically be al~ailable for evettirtg use by 
baseball farts is false. Many people today work in 
the early to mid e~ler~ings, and will want their 
cars to tral'el home in tlte later ei~enirtg. 
(Richard H .  Moss) 

The proponertts of this project say tltat they must 
haye a new stadiunt because the Giarits cari't fill 
Candlestick Park. H o w e ~ ~ e r ,  i f  you express arty 
concern about parking at the proposed contplex, 
they say not to worry because the stadium will 
never be jilled to capacity. Tlte fact is tltat there 
is no adequate plan for parking at this contl~lex 
and the nearby neighborhoods do not have space 
to handle extra parking pressure. (Chr.istirplier 
Sabre) 
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I rltink the larger- issrrr is tlrat tlre EIR o11er.strrted 
tltf l~<u,kirrg corrcerrrs J i ~ r -  rlre nwr-sf ~ .ose  tlrcct's 
heerr stored. (Willior~r Slouri) 

All ar~alyses presented in the SEJR are based on 
two event scenarios, both of which include a 
sellout b;~sebnll game. Although this is not 
expected to occur frequently, tlle arlalyses 
ex;lniine the associated irnpacts in order to 
provide a conservative (high-end impact) 
preser~tation. 

As p:irt of ongoir~g feasibility studies for the 
hallpark/arella, inore iolalysis of current and 
future parking resources has bee11 carried out to 
idctltify how pitrkir~g denland could be 
nccoo~t~mdnted tl~rough coordinated arid 
1irogri1rr1oied rise of kiture parking resources. The 
disussion below, based on ongoing studies, is 
preseirtecl for infornl;~tional purposes. A fosm;ll 
p~rking program would be subiect to further 
review in 11 sepaulte envirot~~nental ev;lltlation, if 
a formal proposal for the sports facilities is 
pursoed. 

,,, ,nklng . ' to scrvc the ballpark and arena facilities 
hits been itleutified i r~  terms of prinlaly and 
secondary parking supplies. The primary supply 
includcs parking structures provided on the 
ballpark artd arcrra sites, plus parking supply on 
Mission Bay parcels locateti rlorth of Chitla Basin 
Ch;lnt~el. A preliinirlary program for the prirnnry 
parking areas has been developed to identify how 
the nurnber of spaces, locatior~s and usage would 
cl121nge over lime ;IS Missior~ Bay is gradually 
tlcvelopetl. Tlris is shown ill Table XV.Q.4. 

Weekday Afternoons 

It is estilnatetl that the weekday primary parking 
woultl provide 4,500 spaces. This parking would 
come fiolu four sources: a garage at the ballpark 
site; a lot/gat'age at the arena site: lots/garages in 
the Mission B;ly Project Area; and "corltract 
pi~rking," consisting of parking resources 
specifically contrircted for ballpark/arena events. 
Rlble XV.Q.4 preserlts a possible primary 
p ~ ~ r k i t ~ g  [)rogra[11, which would likely be modified 
and refined as planning for the sports facilities 
progresses. Table XV.Q.4 indicates more current 
arid accurate estit~~ates of the number of parking 
spaces that could be provided at the bal1p;u.k and 
;uerl:l lhcilitics tli;~n the figures cited it, the SEIR. 

The secor~tlary parking supply would consist of 
other on-strect : I I I ~  off-street parking withi11 a 

15-minute walk of both the ballpark and arena 
sites, based on several parking surveys conducted 
between 1984 and 1987. No on-street or 
off-street parking within existing residential areas 
inclt~dir~g Sorrtl~ Beach, residential enclaves in 
Soutl~ of Market, or Potrero Hill was included in 
the inventory. I11 addition, the inventory was 
updated in the fall of 1988 for those areas where 
development activity has been the greatest in 
recent years, such as Yerha Buena Center (YBC). 

The supply of off-street parking in YBC was 
adjusted downward (by about 50%) to exclude 
lots that are slated for development. 
Approximately 1,030 private and public 
off-street, and 340 on-street, spaces in YBC are 
included in the secondary parking supply. It is 
anticipated that events in Moscone Center arid the 
ballpark (or arena) could be coordiriated to avoid 
events occurring silnultaneously at the two 
facilities. This would he possible because 
Spectacor Management Corporation would 
operate both complexes. 

The total parking supply (including Mission Bay) 
is about 25,190 spaces, based on the 1988 parking 
update survey. After accounting for low parking 
vacancy rates during weekdays and some increase 
in overall parking dem'uld over time, the 
available supply is estimated to be 8,550 spaces 
within a 15-minute walk in tlie year 2000. A 
greater proportion of this avaitable parking is 
located in the western half of South of Market 
and it1 the Sl~owplace Square area, where land use 
activities are gerieraily less intensive than in the 
area east of Fourth Sweet. 

Tliis supply of 8,550 ;!vailahle parking spaces is 
srnaller t l ~ a i ~  the supply il~dicaled in the SEIR. As 
a result, the SEIR is amended. 

T l ~ e  first paragraph on p. 19 of the SEIR 1391 is 
revised to state: - In year uK)O, the Mission Bay Project Area 

would still be largely undeveloped. This 
analysis assumes that lots in Mission Bay, 
north of Qlioa Basin Channel, would provide 
temporary surface parking 
for stadiumiarena events, in add~tl.~~.t_oo&a 
a a r k i n r t r ~ - ~ a - -  m i m ~ . e . . . ~ . w g  
m~ For w e e k ~ y e v e n . t s ~ e s ! ~ ~  
2,800 spaces h.-Mission Bay would be 
available for ballparldarena visitors. FOL 
e v ~ g _ . e v ~  ly Sh@t..spaces 
would be -- a b a p ~ m m  
visitors. The gr eater supply in the ev_ee&gs 
rdltslmer use leveb by Missi-B.ay 
eemmp?.qw tbaa ihw that wolll!s.ur*i 
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TABLEXV.Q.4: POSSIBLE WEEKDAY PRIMARY PARKING PROGRAM AVAILABLE TO 
SERVE THE SPORTS FACILITIES (IN NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES) 

-- 

Ballpark Garagela/ 
Arena Lot/Gamge 
Mission Hay Lots/b/ 
Contract Parking 

Ballpark Garagela/ 1,300 1,300 1,300 1.300 
Arena Lot/Garage 700 700 700 2,500 
Mission Bay Lots/G~uages/b/ 5,700 5,600 5,800 3,800 
Contract Parking -3IJQ -- 400 LaQ L@Q 

/a/ This analysis assumes that some of the spaces in the ballpark garage would be available to 
non-ballp~rk visitors. 

/b/ Estimated parking in the Mission Bay Project Area consists of spaces in surface lots and gilrages 
norill of Chicla Basin Channel. During weekday afternoons, the analysis does not assume the use 
of any garage spaces, which are presumed to be already occupied by Mission Bay employees or 
residents. The parking availability assumptions for weekday evenings, however, assume some 
garage spaces would be available for use by visitors to ballpark/ilrena events. 

SOURCE: Robert Reeves 

The Inst paragraph on p. 19 1401 is revised to state: 

- For Scenario One, a weekday afternoon 
sellout event at the stadim, visitors wmld 
not be able to fmd an a d w e  ammm-of 
parking within a 15-minute mdius walk (a 
distance of about threeguaaers of a mile) 
from the stadim4w-.tomeet.fuU&mand. 
S ~ . x h i t w o u l d ! v q . & x c - k a t  

farther tbao.l5 minutea Jivm the 
~ l a d i u m l ~ ~ .  Figure 3 provides an appm- -. 
imate indication of a IS-mioute walking 
radius. 

Tile tllirtl paragraph on p. 21 of the SEIR 1411 is 
cl~unged to state: 

Other more_.dis!mt areas such as h e r  
Mission and Potrero HiU &d be affected 

durin~ weekday events. ulpugb to a more 
limited -f 
Ka&euE-.- 
areas would be less attractive as parking 
resources because of their hiUy locations. 

In the fourth paragraph on p. 21 1411, the first 
sentence is deleted, and the first word of the 
second sentence and the comma that follows it 
("However,") are deleted. 

Table 7, on p. 19 of the SELR 1421, is changed in 
the following ways. Under "No. of Parkiug 
Spaces for Private Vehicles (StadiwnIArena 
Users and Staff)," the description in parentheses 
under "Availability" is changed to: 

Availabily (Within 15-Mia Walk o f t h e  
Ball-park & Arena) 



Under the "Availability (Within 15-Min. Walk of 
tlie Ballpark & Arena)" column, the "Weekdtty" 
scenario number is ch'mged to: 

The "Weeknight" scenario number in this column 
is changed to: 

An estimate of the available primary parking 
resources for weekday evening events at the 
ballpark/arena is shown in Table XV.Q.4. 

For the secondary parking supply within a 
15-minute walk of the ballpark/arena, the total 
inventory (based on a 1988 parking update 
survey) is about 25,190 spaces. This tolal was 
adjusted downward by 9,300 spaces to account 
for circumstiinces that would effectively reduce 
the available evening parking supply: private 
ofl-streel parking known to be used d w i ~ ~ g  the 
evenings arid weekends; a ~ d  on-street parking 
near the ballpark and arena sites where traffic 
conlrols would likely occur. This adjusted supply 
was reduced fi~rlher to incorporate parking 
vacancy factors that are based on eight parking 
occupancy surveys taken on weekday evenings 
and weekends. For weekday evenings, the 
nnmber of available parking spaces is estimated 
to be 11,420. This secondary parking supply, 
together with the number of spaces estimated for 
primary parking areas, would result in a total of 
about 19,420 spaces available within a 15-minute 
walk of the ballpark and arena during weekday 
evenings. The 19,420-space total incorporates 
more detailed parking programming, conducted 
after the SEIR was published. The parking 
supply nl~niber in Table7 on p. 19 of the 
SEIR/42/ is thus revised for the weeknight 
scenario. 

It is possible that current parking resources could 
bc diminished over time without some mcasure to 
protect arid retain them. For that puspose, a new 
mitigation measure could be considered for 
establishment of an overlay parking zone for the 
secondary parking area, which would require new 
development to replace at least the mount  of 
parking that is displaced. The parking 
replacement requirement could be increased if 
parking demands of the new development were lo 
exceed the number of spaces already located on 
the parcel. 

Page 27 of tlie SEIR 1431 is revised to add the 
following measure at the top of the page: 
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In order to maintain a relatively constant 
parking supply within a 15-minute walking 
distance, a parking overlay zone could be 
legislated for inclusion in the City Planning 
Code to require that new development leplace 
any parking that is displaced. 

[Pg. 201 talks about 15-minute walkir~g distance 
to the stadium. I think it's optimistic to think that 
people at night will walk 15 minutes. Maybe 
eight men together in a jolly fashion will walk. 
But eight women together, even after a few 
drinks, are not going to walk to this stadium. . . . 

Also you say here that people won't walk up on 
Potrero Hill. I want you to know that tlte people 
do for the love of sports walk up hills. My house 
is Jve blocks or six blocks above where the 
49'ers played for tlte first sellera1 years. Believe 
me, my son bought his way into their games by 
filling a parking lot that we didn't own. . . . 
[Tlhis document should not say Potrero Hill will 
not feel the impact because people will park up 
there and you should cop to that. (Commissioner 
Bierman) 

[Ort] Page 9 [the Draft Supplement states:] 
"Table 2 lbl, Tlte main deternzinant of the auto 
mode share is the supply of available parking. 
With substantially more limited parking 
resources available on weekday afternoons, 
levels of auto use would be lower than levels of 
auto use during weeknights." 

The assumption that the supply of available 
parking is lower during the weekday will force 
people onto public transit is hypothetical at best. 
What will most likely happen is people will arrive 
in the area earlier in search of a free parking 
space and walk the extra-distance to the 
stadiumlarena. (Jack Moore, Potrero League of 
Active Neighbors) 

While some visitors to the ballpark/arena would 
be willing to walk farther than others, the 
15-minute walking radius was considered to be a 
reasonable benchmark for planning purposes. 
The walking distance from the most remote 
points of Candlestick Park has been timed to be 
greater than 15 minutes, although for the majority 
of events, visitors do not have to park at these 
outer reaches. Experience at both Candlestick 
and stadiums in other cities indicates that fans 
will walk this distance at night. 
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The residential area on Potrero Hill located 
nearest to the ballpark site is an estimated 20- to 
25-minute walk. Although it is possible this 
neighborhood could be affected by parking 
demand associated with a weekday afternoon 
sellout ballgarne, this would not be a coturnon 
event, even at a proposed China Basin location. 
?'he Mission Bay, Showplace Square atid South 
o f  Market areas would be most heavily affected. 

The arena site is located an estimated 12-minnte 
walk frorn the nearest Potrero t-lill residential 
area. Existirig and proposed parking located 
within a 10-minute walk o f  the arena site would 
exceed the demand that would be generated by a 
capacity arena event. Parkirig within a 15-minute 
walk o f  the ballpark and arena would exceed tlie 
deinitnd generated by events at both the facilities, 
as analyzed in the SEIR. 

T o  tlie exterlt some ballparklarena parking 
demand could affect Potrero Hill, Ihe SEIR on 
p.26 1441 includes a mitigation measure lo 
administer a residential parking sticker program 
should parking problems becoine acute as a result 
o f  events at the sports facilities. 

Comment 

Please c/ar[fi wlretlier the i~arkirig garages being 
cortstrrrcted by the Missiorr Bay project are 
stirface, undergrouitd or a contbination. 
(Gary Adants, Caltrairs, District 4 )  

Parking supply in Mission Bay to be used for 
bnllparklarena events would be provided on the 
six blocks north o f  China Basin Channel bounded 
by Third, Townsend, Sixth, arid Berry Streets. 
Prior to development o f  the parcels, parking 
would be provided on surface lots. Current site 
plalming studies indicate structured parking, as 
part o f  the construction of  Mission Bay land uses 
on these six blocks, would be provided in 
single-level subgrade garages. For the three 
blocks bounded by Third. Townsend, Sixth, and 
King Streets, an additional at-grade parkilig level 
would be included in the building designs. 

It appears that an inordirtate nuntber of on-site 
~parkiirg spaces are devoted to stadiumlarerra 
entl~loyees: (500). (Richard J.  Wiederhorrt, Port 
(lfSari Frartcisco) 

The SEIR erroneously stated that on-site spaces 
would be used solely by employees. In fact, 
those designated parking spaces would be used 
mainly by VIP visitors. players and staff,  and the 
press. Consequently, the second sentence o f  the 
second paragraph on p. 19 of  the SEIR 1451 is 
revised to state: 

I0 addition, stadidarena staff, .VR ~ i t . ~ o r s  
p l a ~ ~ . e r s ~ ~ . ~ - ~ ~ & - L o r r . ~ ~ m e n J . ~  
J&Rz!& would require about 500 parking 
spaces for major evenls. 

Sirice tire docunterit (page 22) states that for year 
2020 inipacts, "n  critical differerice in inrpacts 
generated by the studiunrlarena would be related 
to parking", the rraficlparking impacts for year 
2020 should be as fully analyzed as they arc for 
year 2000. (Gary Adams, Caltrarts, District 4 )  

At least wit11 regnrd to some of the transl~ortation 
and parking impacts, the sul~l~leiitent suggests 
tliat by 2020 there really are no mitigation 
nreastrres. It's not sornethirlg that we have a 
haridle on at this point. And that does concern 
me. Apl~arerrtly when Mission Boy is built out, a 
lot of the a~~ailable parking will be lost. Is this 
the best we can do at this point? Is there some 
direction that we can have about what we will do 
irr 2020 witli regard to trarisportatiorr, parking 
arid other impacts? (Commissioner Morcrles) 

Planning for the ballpark/aretia facilities will 
include a parking prograni to erisure that existing 
arid future parking resources on and aroutid the 
two facilities are used efficiently. A preliminary 
program is presented in the Response on 
pp.  XV.Q.47-XV.Q.49. Were the City to arrive 
at a more formalized proposal for the 
ballparklarena, which would warrant a separate 
enviror~nieiital evaluation at rt future date, more 
analysis related to those site-specific details 
would be provided at that time. 

In terms o f  articulating potential impacts for year 
2020, there is limited ability to discuss future 
conditions beyond what has already been 
preseriled in the Mission Bay EIR. The arialysis 
for 2020 is niuch triore speculative than that 
presented for year 2000. The larger r~unlber of  
unknown variables for tliat distant tilrle 
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horizon, such as transportation improvements or 
new technological develop~rients that d fec t  
en~ployment and population growth patterns, to 
name a few, results in a potential margin o f  error 
in the analysis that could exceed the magnitude o f  
adtlitiorlitl inrpacts generated by a ballpark and 
arena. Thus, the conclusions of the 2020 arralysis 
as presented in the EIR would not be altered by 
additiorlal impacts o f  the ballpark/arena: without 
future transportation system improvements, such 
as those itlentified it1 tlie niiligatior~ olensures o f  
the Mission Bay EIR on pp. VI.E.217-VI.E.231 
o f  Volume Two,  V1.E. Trarlsportation, extremely 
congested conditions on the region's 
triuisportation rretwork would occur, which would 
be directly reflected in local traffic circulatiori 
conditions around freeway access points and the 
street segments serving them. 

[On] Page 26 [tlte Drafr Supplemerit states:j 
"Tlie stadiumlareria project would require spaface 
for cliarter bus parkirrg iri addition to parkirig for 
private cars. Tliis space could be pro~lided on tlte 
uri~ised Port of Sari Frartcisco lands near Piers 48 
arid 50 for stadiuni buses arid on tlie City-owned 
Cltarrrtel Street riglit-of way near the arena site." 

In the first place Port property has to be used for 
Port related actiijities. 111 the second place, 
Missiori Bay alterriatii~esA and B call ,for the 
mairi open space element for the Missior~ Bay 
dei~elol)rnent to be located adjacerit to Piers 48 
arid 50. And the Cltaririel Street right-of-way 
would provide ver-y little space ,for parking uriless 
it were de~~elol~ed as a multi-le11el parkirig 
facility. 111 tltat case wlto would build it, operate 
it, and ~ ~ l i a t  M ~ O U I ~  be the iriil?acts? (Jack Moore, 
Potrero League ofActi~je Neiglibors) 

Page 19, Table 7: 7-5 charter buses worrld 
occupy al~pro,vimately 1-112 acres of Iartd if they 
were parked in a ilalet cor!figur-atiort. Tltey would 
occu1)y at least two or three times this area if they 
were 1)arked as irrdividually accessible. As the 
Mission Bay Project is built out, it will become 
ir~creasingly difficult to firid tltis much laiid to 
corti~enieritly park these buses. Will the Port need 
Piers48 arid 50 fi)r other uses instead of bus 
parkirig lots? (Stel~hen L. Taher, Riricuri Poirit - 
Soiltlt Beach Redeoclo1)ment Area Citizens 
Advisory Committee) 

Iri dia'rrssirig the use of Pier 48-50 backlarid 
areas ,for autorrtobile or bus parkirtg, the Draft 
Sul~plenient sliorrld differeiitiate between acreage 
reserl~ed ,for Port use in the Mission Bay project 
artd tltat iriteiided to be used as open space. It is 

urtlikely that Port larid holdirtgs which are 
iritertded to remairt iri support o f  Pier operations 
u,ould be a~~ailahle to be used ,for parking. 
Contrary to the statement irt tlte Draft 
Supplement, this larrd is rtot "unused" (11g. 26). 
Usirtg it fur parking ltas i m ~ ~ a c t s  by disrtrpting 
hot11 pier operations and Port tenants ort tlie site. 
(Richard J. Wiederliorr~, Pol-t of Sart Fraricisco) 

Charter bus parking can occur either on a lot or at 
designated curbside spaces, or a conibinatio~~ o f  
both. Ballpark charter buses for a sellout 
ballgame would require about 75,000 square feet 
oC larrd (on a lot), or about 3,000 linear feet o f  
curb space. I t  is possible this amount o f  space 
could be accommodated along Third Street, south 
of China Basin Channel or on King Street. 
However, bus parkirig would then elinlinate about 
150 standard parking spaces. 

The SElR contains only prelitninary information 
about perking areas for charter buses. No 
dete~mination has been made as to where charter 
buses would be directed. Parking areas for buses 
would be one consideration in producing a 
parking program for the sports facilities. Details 
o f  that program would be part o f  l l~e  specific 
planning and design work necessary i f  the 
ballparklarena proposal is pursued. Were bus 
pitrkirig to occur on Inrid atljacent to Piers 48 and 
50, tlie planning analysis would have to include 
considerations o f  land-use trade-offs among port 
activities, Mission Bay uses arid the sports 
facilities. 

The SElR is corrected in the second paragraph 
under "Parking Mitigation Measures" on 
p. 261461 to delete the word "unused," in the 
second sentence, related to tlie current sti~tus o f  
Port o f  San Francisco lands near Piers 48 atid 50. 
As corrected, the sentence states: 

This space could be prwvided on the Port of 
San Framcisco lands near Piers 48 and 5P for 
stadium buses and on the Cily-owned 
Chamel Street right+f-way near the arena 
site. 

Traffic and Transit Mitigation 

Mitigatioris which u~ill reduce the iriipnct to State 
facilities should be included rrt  tlie doc~mierit. 
Those discussiorts sliould include, but rtot be 
lintited to, thefollon~ing areas: 
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financing, 
sclieclulilig considerations, 
implementation responsibilities, 
nionitorir~g. 

(Gary Adams, Caltrans, District 4) 

Response 

Tlie mitigation measures identified in the SEIR 
primarily address local streets and programs to 
11evi:1te trarisporlation impacts of the 
bxllpark/arer~:t. As far :IS slate lransportatio~i 
resources go. there are no new mitigation 
measures in the SEIR beyond the cumulative 
tlicasures identified in the Mission Bay and South 
of M:~rkct EIRs, to which the SEIR is appended. 
For the Response on implementation of those 
ctunulative mitigation measures identified in the 
EIR, see XV.E. Transportation, pp. XV.E.32- 
XV.E.41. 

A cor~l)le of quick 11oirtts about the specifics of the 
crtvirortmer~tal ini,z)act. I f  everyone ,from outside 
the area drives into the City for the ba1ll)ark and 
ball garnes, tllese people are creating a lot of 
ert~~ir.orrttterrtaI disaster ,for ei~eryorte a s  well, not 
,jrrst crs (I small comntuttity, but os o glo6al 
err~~irorrnrerrtalproblettr like the ozone, etcetera. 

There corikd be sonte creatii'e w a ) ~  of dealing 
wit11 traffic and ~to l l r i t io~~.  Clrarrge sonte hours of 
n~orklocrd (f the traffic is so bad. Stop dri~ling 
cars, nine ~ ~ i l l i ~ t t  cars into tlte C i 0  every day. It 
secrtts like all the peolole outside the City Itai~e a 
lot to say n,itlr 1o11at is built irrside the Ciry. [B~ct] 
I think the kids I I U I J ~  no spokesl?erson for them to 
sl)ea/i ohout their needs. 

The En~~irotrn~etrtal Itttpact Report needs to be 
holistic and curtrl~relrertsii~e. (L)erlnis MacKenzie) 

Any final tlecisior~s made by the City on the 
b;illpark/arenit (if a formal proposal is identified 
;tntl porsued) would 1i;tve to take into account not 
only tlie e~~viro~unental  considerations initial!y 
itleririficd in the SEIR, but also social, econorntc 
;uid political considerations that are outside tlie 
scope of an erivirotunc~it;~l irnpact arlitlysis 
tlo~lllllellt. 

I t  slionld he tioted tlial the cumulative 
traiisporlatioti impacts (:IS well as llie resulting air 
qt~itlity inlpitcts) were :uialyzetl exterisively it1 the 
Pvlissiort Bay EIR. For tlie luture. the 

transportation ar~alysis in the EIR has already 
assumed that more people traveling to or from 
downtown San Francisco would shift from auto 
use to public transit in response lo increased 
levels of cor~gestion on the regional highway 
system. Further, the analysis implies that certain 
adjustments in work times (i.e., flex time) would 
be made by workers, resulting in freeway travel 
that occurs outside the standard 4:OO-6:OO p.m. 
peak commute period. In spite of that, future 
transportation conditions are still projected to be 
congested. As a result, the EIR identifies 
additional transit iniprovements, among others, to 
reduce congestiori arid low levels of passenger 
comfort on public transit systems. 

As a nunrber ofpeople hale noted, we belie~le that 
the EIR does sigrtificatttl)~ overstate the negarise 
nspects. W e  respect the staff for making a very 
conservative scenario. But whett we look at the 
issries, r'c think tltat the staff also correctly, evert 
frorn tlte very negative scenarios that they haile 
prepared here, do conclude that low cost 
ntitigation measures can deal with traffic and 
parking, that I issues related to the 
transl~ortation system which are iderrt[jied do 
adequately support and proside good access to 
the facilities that are under corfsideration. 
(RichardMorten, Sun Fr-ancisco Clfantber of 
Commerce) 

. . . 0 1 1  Page 24, you Ita11e all these mitigations 
and t ra f lc  intpro~jentents. They are serious arid 
they are su6stantii~e, and they're tlte only way 
that you can probably justify tlie traf lc  impact 
Soutlt of Market. I want to know it)ltether DPW 
has agreed to them, finds them feasible, n~hat  are 
the costs, who pays for it. I t ' s  really a uthole 
page of very extensive ideas. I just want to be 
sure they are all iliable, because quite a few of 
them -- I mean, you have got to rentember, tltese 
-- Third and King, Third and Mariposa, Se~jenth 
and Townsetid, Sixth and Brartnan, Second and 
Harrison. These are the area where all the 
do~t'rrton'n is entptying out. And u,ltether you cart 
really do this, I tltirtk i t ' s  got to be care-ficll)~ dotte 
with DPW. . . . 

. . . There is  a table on Page 25. And this is  the 
table tltat shows the ntitigation for these many F 
locatiorts. Sorire of then? go from E to D.  Sonte 
front E to B. Some front F to D. These are done 
because of the pre~jious page's suggestions. And 
that's ifcry serious, because we h a ~ v  nmrf)' 
docutttents tltat have these intersections listed at 
F now. W e  rte~fer before Itai~e had any srcggestion 
tltot that could be s o l ~ m i  by cchnrtgittg about seven 
myior street patterns. I just qrtestiott ic8ltether 
that's going to n'ork. (Contntissiorter Bierntart) 
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The traffic mitig;~lion tneasures identified in the 
SEIR were generally reviewed by staff at the 
Ueparltrierrt o l  Public Works, Traffic 
E~~gineering. Giveti the widtlrs of the 
rights-of-way (wl~icli are existing or planned via 
tlie 1-280 TCP), the measures are technically 
feasible atrd coulii bc carried out as described. 

It shoultl be nolet1 111:iI the possible tniligatiotr 
measures suggested in the SEIR for improving 
traffic operations would not be permanent 
:~rrarrgen~ents. Prol~ihitio~r of parkit~g or left-turn 
trlovcntents or use o l  police traffic control, if 
necessary, wonld be applied for limited durations, 
perhaps one or two hours before, and one hour 
following, events at tlic sports facilities. 

'l'l~e text of thc SEIR is revised lo note fliis 
additional poiut. 'l'lie following sentence is added 
lo the end of tlre first paragraph on p. 23 1471: 

- Many of those measures may involve 
implementation one or two hows befan: 
mdlm one hour after events at the two 
facilities. 

?'here are a r ~ u ~ r ~ b e r  o l  reasons why mitigation 
measures were able to be identified in response to 
atitlitionat impacts generated by the 
b;~llp"rkinrenn. First, many of these intersections 
are local irrlersectiorrs ihnt do not setve as 
freeway access I-atnps. Second, Sitn Francisco's 
street grid offers thc flexibility of directir~g trips 
to other local iatcrseclions to even out traffic 
distribution, Illus irnprovir~g their levels of 
service. As a result, measures for mitigating 
I~.;\ffic impacts at local, non-freeway ramp 
i~~tcrsections are more readily available than for 
ir~tcrsections that serve freeway ramps. I11 the 
case of freeway ranip intersections, their 
opcfi~tion is largely dictated by the level of travel 
dern'md on thc freeways themselves. When 
freeways are congested, the intersections feeding 
traffic onto the freeway also become congested. 
In those cases, thcrc are us~rally no effective 
measures available to mitigate congestion that 
results on the local streel system if there are none 
ider~lified lo relieve freeway congestion; 
rctlireclil~g traffic to other freew;ly intersections is 
therefore not cotlsidered mitigation, as those 
intersections also are usually co~rgested. The 
majority of ir~tersectio~~ arralyses presented in past 
cnvirol~n~e~~tal  evaluations. iriclodirrg llrnt of the 
Missiot~ Bay EIR, Socus 011 peak-bout conditiorls 
(430 lo 5:30 p.lrl.), which occir as a result of the 
weekday aftcrnool~ comtnute. During that time, 
freeway inlcrsectioirs are generally uniformly 
cot~gestctl. Tl~os, trritigntio~l measures have 
getrerally not beerr itlentified for ttiose conditions. 

Tlre viahilily of mitigation measures is affected 
by the time for which they are proposed. In the 
case of the ballparklarena analysis, mitigatior~ 
measures were tailored to the estimated times 
events at the two facilities would generate traffic 
impacts. Tlie two scenarios in the SEIR analyze 
traffic impacts for 3:00 to 4:00 p.m. (outbound 
trips from the ballpark) and 6 3 0  to 7:30 p.m. 
(inbound trips to tlie ballpark and arena), both of 
which periods woultl occur towarc1 the outer lirr~e 
reaches of the afternoon comtnute. Traffic 
cotiditions during those times, even at freeway 
ititersections, generally are not as severe as they 
are during the peak hour. Any unused 
intersectiotr capacity therefore provides more 
flexibility than would be available during the 
peak hour to redirect traffic and thus reduce 
congestion at an intersection. 

Wliile the possible tr;rffic mitigotion measures 
have been (letermined to be technically feasible, 
tlre associated costs lrave not been determined, 
nor is it kriown at this time who would pay for 
their implementation. It is not expected that costs 
wo9d  be great, as the measures woi~ld not require 
any physical change to the affected roadway 
network. Most costs would be generated by 
installation (and removal) of temporary signage, 
redirecting traffic with corres or other such 
barrierslguides, parking enforcement, and traffic 
patrols. Implementation of such measures would 
be determined in findings that would be prepared 
before ;~doption of u ballpark/irena proposal. 

Not all intersections that may need improvements 
are listed in the SEIR cumulative analysis. Other 
local intersections that might requirc mitigation 
would be evaluated as part of a detailed traffic 
improvement program in a subsequent 
ballparklarena analysis, condocted separately 
from tlie Mission Bay EIR. 

Regarding page 27, long range ( I 0  years) MUNl 
and other. t r a ~ ~ s i t  exlmnsion plans should he 
discussed. We understand t/tat future plans to 
extend MUNI Metro past the BART-funded 
Si-~rhlKing Street extensiorl exist. (Gary Adams, 
Caltrans, District 4 )  

The tmnsporfation irnpnct analysis does alreatfy 
incorporate assutr~plior~s of some irrcreases ir r  
MUNI se~vice, based on its Short-Range Tratisit 
Plan (as adopted by MTC), and MUNI's own 
long-range transit improvement plans. As with 
improvements for other transit carriers assumed 
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to be in place by year 2000, the discussion of 
those 'reasonably assnred tra~isportation 
i~nprovements" can be found on pp. Vl.E.211- 
VI.E.214 of Voliune Two, VLE. Transportation, 
of the Mission Bay EIR, to which this SEIR is 
appended, ar~tl on pp. XrV.E.21-XIV.E.26 of 
Volume Three, Appendix E, of tlie EIR. A 
similar discussion appears on pp. C-30-C-38 of 
tlie South of Market EIR Teclrnicel Appendices. 
That irlformatiori has not been repeated in the 
SEIR. 

The transportation analysis also includes an 
assumption that MUNI Metro would be extended 
beyond Sixth and King Streets under Mission Bay 
EIR Alternatives A and B, to the vicinity of 
Seventh and Channel Streets. Proposed as part of 
the Mission Bay project, that further extension is 
for the purpose of providing MUNI Metro service 
directly to the CalTrain terminal whicb, in 
Alternatives A and B, also is proposed to be 
relocated to the vicinity of Seventh and Channel 
Streets. 

On page 27, irt the ,fi>trrth llaragraph, the word 
"corild" should be changed to "should" in tlie two 
places it al>pears in order to give a greater 
priority to p~rblic trattsportatiort and ntake tltis 
paragral111 consistertt witlt tlte second paragrap11 
o ~ i  tltat page. (Nornian Rolfe, Sari Francisco 
Tamorro w) 

The mitigalion measure cited by the commenter 
regarding access routes for surface transit 
vehicles is revised to incorporate "should" in 
place of "could," along with other clarifications. 
As amended, the third paragraph under "Public 
Transit Mitigation Measures" on p. 27 of the 
SEIR 1481 states: 

Access rwtes  for surface transit vehicles 
should be kept clear of competing auto traffic 
in ordcx to assure efficient loading and 
depaaure of public bransit vehicles. Streets 
which be totally or partiaUy mewed 
for transit vehicles M o r e  and after events 
include portions of Second S a t  or Third 
Street pc-.af King Street, Berry Street 
toward the west, and portions of China Basin 
Street and Tbinl Street. south of China Basin 
cxuu&r- 

Comments 

Page 27 --  Tlte capital e.~penditures necessary to 

j~rovidc ellen a part of the estimated MUNI atid 
BART capacity needed to adequately meet puhlic 
trarlsit usage goals would be prohibitive. Who 
will pay for the new cars? (Marcia DeHart) 

Tlte report notes that the publtc transit systems 
would have difficulty servicir~g both the stadiunt 
arid normal cornmure trai~el deninrtd. Tlte EIR 
sltould discuss feasible mitigation measures for 
these transit impacts. How would the additiorial 
service needs be funded? (SttsanPultz, 
Metrol>olitatt Transportation Comntission) 

The transit services to the ballparklarena would 
not regularly require new transit equipment to be 
purchased by any of the transit operators. This is 
because the peak loads generated by the 
ballparklarena would not occur at the same time 
as the normal rush hours when transit operators 
use their entire transit vehicle fleets. During 
off-peak times, before 4:OOp.m. and after 
6:00p.m., transit systems have a substantial 
portion of their vehicles available to perform 
other-than-regtrkr services. For some operators, 
such as BART, Golden Gate Transit and 
SamTrans, the majority of their vehicles are not 
in operation in off-peak hours. The MUNI 
off-peak service level is higher than those of the 
soburb.ul systems, but even MUNI has it portion 
of its fleet idle in the off-peak hours. Although 
there would be no capital expenditures for transit 
vehicles during off-peak hours, there would be 
additional operating costs required to serve 
ballpark/arena events. 

If events at the ballpark/arena required transit 
service during peak hours, the level of service 
provided could be lower than demand, depending 
on attendance size. It is unlikely that transit 
providers would purchase more vehicles for the 
sole purpose of meeting demand generated by 
events at the sports facilities. More detailed 
consideration of other mitigation measures, if 
warranted in light of more detailed event 
schedules that may be identified were a 
formalized proposal for the sports facilities to be 
pursued, would be included in a separate 
enviro~~mentitl evaluation for the ballpark and 
arena. 

Comment 

On public trarisit. Priority routes for ],uhlic 
transit vehicles shotrld be identified in this 
jamnied area to allow the eflciertt moivntent of 
tliese ilehicles to and front tlte stadiuni arid the 
arena. Tltey should be, but how will they be? 
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You don't say. And wit11 all these streets at 
serious le~jels of jarttntirrg, I tlon't kriow honl 
yolc're going to do tltat. 

The Metro slro~ld be desigrtcd, Muni Mew0 
sltoiild be designed so it cart work for the stadium 
as high capacity statioris. What cost? And how 
do you do that? (Cornnrissiorter Biern~an) 

The need to give transit service priority lhrough 
corigested il~tersections is discussed in the 
Response on pp. XV.Q.41-XV.Q.42. The two 
concepts suggested are: 1) provide police traffic 
control at the nkosl congested iritersections with 
instructions to give priority to trarisit vel~icles, 
and 2) desigri "Ballpark Special" services to avoid 
crossirig King Boulevard. The exact design of 
trarisit priority routes wotrld be developed if a 
Tor111:1l proposal i l r  tlie ballpark/arena is pursued 
; I I I ~  suhject to its own detailed environmental 
review. 

MUNI Metro statio~ls are being designed in 
engineering work now under way for the 1-280 
TCP to handle a theoretical capacity of 9,000 
passengers per hour, which exceeds the projected 
Metro patronage which would be generated by a 
sellout crowd at the ballpark. That program is 
proceeding regardless of whether a ballparklarena 
is ultimately built in China Basin. In addition, 
T11e Embarcadero and King Street improvements 
which also are components of the 1-280 TCP 
inclutle signal pre-eniptions for MUNI tratlsit 
service everywhere south of Market Street, except 
at Third Street. 

Parking in Residential Areas (Mitiyatioo) 

Arrntlzer one abortt Porrero Hill. You're going to 
scty rieighhorhoods such as South Beach, Potrero 
Hill and Mission Bay car1 be restricted to local 
traffic. This is or! a game night. I don't think you 
cart say that. 1 nrearr, are people going to show 
~?as,ses? Do tlte)~ show their driver's license to a 
0 To me, that's just riot a good tltirrg to 
suggest. (Comr~tissioner Bierrrtarr) 

As a rrtirigariorr measure, the supl~lenrerrt talks 
c1110ur r.estricti/rg trnfic iri residential 
rtciglrhor~lrootls. As Contmissioner Bierntan has 
sorrre cortccrrrs, 1 would like soitre folion3-up on 
that is,sue. 

I'd like (111 clahorafion on hoke ncighb(1rltooc1 
str.erts in rrcarl?y residerrticrl areas corrld Oe 

restricted to local traffic. It seents like a very 
diflcult and perltnps expensive proposition. 
(Comntissioner Morales) 

Regarding page 26, elintinating street parking by 
requiriirg permits, especially in the Mission Bay 
and South Beach area, may not be a good idea. 
Adequate parking for stadiumlarena events is 
acktrowledged by this document to be very 
important. Therefore, no potential on-street 
parking sources should be eliminated. Another 
idea worrld be to irtstall parking meters that are 
enforced only during stadiumlarena events. 
Patrons can pay to park on the street during such 
everits, and residents can be issued stickers 
exen~ptirrg them front metered parking. (Gary 
Adams, Caltrans, District 4 )  

Page 24 -- How will the restrictions to local 
traffic be effected? While some sort of car sticker 
arrangenrettt could be worked out for residents, 
does this ntean they could not have guests visit 
during baseball season.? What if1 have a craving 
for Greek food some evening; how do I get to S. 
Asimikopolous? How do I pick up a pizza fr.on~ 
Goat Hill Restaurant, or get Thai barbeque? 
These Potrero Hill restaurants draw a city-wide 
clientele, and some arrangement must be made 
tltat does not interfere with their business. . . . 
Page 26 -- A preferential parking sticker 
program is proposed to etisure stadium arid 
arena visitors do not park on residerrtial streets. 
While tve have the reputatioii of being 
quiche-eaters, 1 doubt our fans would be much 
intiniidated by a ntere 'no parking' sign. Sinrilar 
signage exists in clther cities, but success depends 
hea~lily on er~forcernent strategies -- agabt, 
iir~~oii~ing police departtrtents. Ewti so, tlie 
hassles irtherettt irr finding a legal parking space 
might well be worth the $20 ,fine impose(/. Back 
cast, people park in driveways, on lawns, on 
sidewalks -- anywhere there is physical space j?)r 
a vehicle. (Marcia DeHurt) 

[On] Page 17 [the Drafr Supplement states:] 
"However, this could result in increased travel on 
streets in surrounding residential neighborhoods 
such as South Beach or Potrero Hill. Mitigation 
nteasures to reduce or avoid potential traffic or 
parkirrg impacts are presented on pp. 2.3-27." 

[On] Page 23 [the Draft Supplement states:] "a 
separute category of ntitigatiorr measures could 
be enrl~loyed oft streets irr residerttial 
i~eigltborhoods. Streets in neighborhoods sttch as 
South Beach, Potrero Hill and Mission. Bay could 
be restricted to Ioc,al trafic. Tlirougk trafJic 
goitrg to or from the stadiumlarena could be 
pr'ohiblted on streets iri these residential 
neighborhoods, thro~t~?h rlre use of street barriers 
trndlor police control services." 
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Right! Who's going to pay for this one? This is 
so unrealistic, it's difSicult to comprehend that 
it's eiJert in rhis docltnterit as a ntirigation 
nieaslrre. (Jack Moore, Powero League of Actii~e 
Neighbors) 

The primary method to keep ballpnrk/arena traffic 
away fro111 residenti;tl slreets in the South Beach 
and Polrero Hill areas would be to provide traffic 
routes and arking facilities which do not require 
the use o l' neighborhood streets. The lraffic 
rnan;igernent progrtim for the ballpuk/arena could 
include: 1) traffic engineering irnprovemerits at 
arterial street intersections to reduce congestion 
on through streets: 2) prohibition of specific 
traffic inovelnents such as the prohibition of 
northbound left turns along The Embarcadero at 
Second Street, at Townsend Street and at Braman 
Street for one hour after events; 3) a 
comprehensive system of traffic direction signs to 
poi111 oul the arterial street routes and major 
parking areas: and 4) an extensive public 
inforrnation syslern both within the ballparklarena 
and in the media to instruct f*dns on how best to 
reach the ballpark/arena. 

The alternative measure suggested for installing 
nlelers to regulate stadiumlarena event parking 
could also be a vi:tble merins of using parking 
efficiently. The following is added to the end of 
the Last paragraph on p. 26 of the SEIR 1491 as a 
possible measure that could be considered in 
more det;iil in subsequent environmental review, 
which would be necessary belore approval of a 
ballpark/arena: 

Another m e a m  that could be considered is 
the installation of p e g  meters in 
residential areas that exempt residents (with 
parking stickers) from paying, but not 
ballpkJamna or other visitors. These 
measures wodd lequire smng parking 
enforcement to be successful. 

An eSfective traffic management plan and an 
adequate supply of close-in convenient parking 
would keep the great majority of traffic away 
fro111 local neighborhood streets. The program to 
prolect local residential areas would be initiated 
in response to requests from each neighborhood 
only if the traffic trtariagetnent plan did not 
provide sufficient incentives to keep drivers out 
of residential areas. 

The program would consist of additional 
measures such as the preferential parking slicker 

program described in the mitigation discussion on 
p. 26 of the SEIR 1491, and the parking meter 
measure suggested by Caltrans above. 

Requests for control of through traffic on specific 
local streets would be dealt with on a 
case-by-case basis. As a first step in responding 
to such requests, traffic engineering solutions and 
traffic direction signs would be explored. 
Temporary passive police barriers, as discussed 
on p. 24 of the SEIR 1501, could be installetl 
during events at specific entrances to local areas 
where traffic could not be controlled in any other 
fashion. The actual posting of police officers on 
local streets to enforce traffic rules would be 
considered only as a last resort in any area where 
the traffic impact on local streets was impossible 
to control in any other fashion. 

The details of the traffic Inanagement plan would 
be worked out in the planning, environmental and 
engineering work, separate from the SEIR 
analysis that has been presented, which would be 
part of the develop~nent of the ballpatklarena 
project should that project be pursued. 

Comments 

The idea of hiring scores of traffic police to 
handle the congestion would be wry  e,~perisiile 
and I doubt would do very Iittle to overcome the 
problem. (Arthur Belttick, Automobile 
Procurement Corporation) 

Moriy of the proposed trqjj7c mitigations im~oli~e 
police services. The Police Department has 
eliminated overtime as a cost-cutting measure, 
and we in the rleighborhoods are suffering as a 
rest~lt. Whether sworn personriel or traflc 
personnel are utilized, of necessity there will be 
greatly increased osertime costs to the 
Department. Who will pay for these costs? 
(Marcia DeHart) 

. . . I speak for the 300 members of the South 
Park Improvement Association. We are two 
blocks from the stadium. We are one of j)robably 
the few people ir~ rhis room who are inzpacted 
directly irt a quality of l f e  way. . . . 

The poirzt I would like to make is that the 
mitigatirtg ntethods which this report addresses 
artd that are usedfiequortly, that this is the way 
to sohje it, those mitigating methods are ttvhat 
doctors use to ease the pai~t and suffer.irtg of a 
disease. The point is not to catch it in the first 
place. 



This Err~~irorrrrierital Ir~tpact Rel~ort, when read as 
a body of work, iniplies that the stadirtnt is a 
disease but there are ways to offset this. The 
report does not tell us a nur~tber of trhirrgs. It 
n~orild ntitigate sonre of rlie rraffic at intersectiorrs 
by ha~~irtg traffic police at tlrer~r. Does it realize 
that traflc police are rlrere already? (Bruce 
Bitrdick, South P ark Irrt~~roi~ernerrt Associatiori) 

. . . I'd like to get on to a niore important aspect 
of rlte Ertvirorrntental Irnpact Rel~ort, which is that 
55 policeriierr &om rhe City arrd County of 
Sarr Francisco utould be required to direct traffic 
each tinre tltere was a ball game. 

I was at a police cornrn~trrity relations meeting 
Tuesday nigltt. The big problent in ortr 
~reighborhood is crack artd ir is drugs arrd it is the 
lack of ,fi,olicenterr to mortitor and deal with that 
situatiorr. N'e carmot afford one policemart orrce 
a week, n o ~ e r  ntirrd 55 every tirlte there is a ball 
ganre. 

Mr. Lurie is the irerson irr the end who is ,going to 
~rtake rhe nroney front rliis. Artd it is the request 
of ntyself, artd I 'ni sure ritany residerrts of the 
City, tliat those 55 policemen be provided ,from a 
1,rillate agency and not come &om my taxpayer 
artd your ta.rl)ayer money. (Mariort Aird) 

Of all the mitigation measures proposed, only one 
measure for the intersection of Third and King 
Strect concludes the clear need for police traffic 
control, under the two scen;uios studied in the 
SEIR. It is likely that measure could be satisfied 
by a few officers, uot 55, as stated by one 
comtnenter. This would be fewer th'm the 
rnrmber of officers curreutly required for traffic 
coutrol at Carldlestick R ~ r k .  T h e  possibility of 
need for ndtiitioilal police contwl is identified for 
residential neighborl~oods, but such control is not 
exclusively prescribed. These tneaswes are 
iiitcridetl to focus on :Ire;ls nffcctetl by 
b;tllpark/areila events. While it is acki~owledged 
that the City already cor~ducts police traffic 
control in other locations (largely to facilitate 
traffic flow at congested freeway intersections), 
activity in tliose areas is independent of the 
mitigatiotl measures identilied for the 
ballpark/arena. 

Cost estitn;~tes artd final decisions as to 
irnplerncrrlaliort of ;~ll  mitigation lneaslrres ;Ire a 
matter for resolutiotl in findings that must 
accompany a decision to approve a project. If a 
forrnal proposal for a ballpark/arella is secured 
anct approved by the City ill the future, the 
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disposition of each mitigation measure ideutified 
tlrrough the environmental review process would 
be determined at that time. 

Other Parking Mitigations 

Orre of the issues has to deal with parking around 
the stadiunt. Artd tlte supplement states that tltere 
are about 3,000 parking spaces adjaeerrt to the 
stadium and about 2,000 next to the arena. Yet 
there's a rteed, at least at the sta(lircm, of about 
9,000 to 15,000. Now, the sup1)lement concludes 
rhat that be accornntodated irr nearby areas 
somewhat farther from the stadiunt. 

My question is, how will people be directed to 
those nearby areas? Because my sense is  that 
they would be scattered rhrorcghortt a wide area. 
1 rlon't know how people would know where to go 
or wlierher they are going to jam up certain 
streets. H o w  will they be directed to those 
available parking spots? 

I know that orie srcggestion was an innoi~atii~e 
program whereby parking spaces are essentially 
sold along with the game tickets. Alrparerttly 
that's beerr tried successftlly in Vancoto:er. But I 
wanted more iriforntatiort about how that 
program worked and whether it was in fact 
feasible and why it hasn't been tried in other 
cities in the United States. 

Along those lines, I was also interested in the 
feasibility of the parking boat. I didrr't know 
wltetlter that was just sort of wishful thinking or 
art idle thougltt, or whether in fact it tr-uly was 
sontethirig that could provide adequate parkirrg 
around the stadium. (Commissioner Moralcs) 

Page 26, paragraph 5;  A concept st~clr as a 
'parking boat" uzould likely be regarded as riew 
bay ,fill under tlte McAteer-Petris Act by the 
BCDC and kvould not be permitted. (Stelrlten L. 
Taher, Ritrcon Point - Sourk Beach liede~~elolr- 
ment Area Citizerts Advisory Comntittee) 

Response 15 11 

Tlre idea of a parking boat has not been strhject to 
any in-depth evaluation as to its feasibility. 
Whether or not the BCDC would consider 
pern~itting this measure has not bee11 explored nt 
t h ~ s  time. Alternate solutions, such as the parking 
assignment program, and parking facilities 
planning betweell the ballparklarena sites ar~d 
Mission Bay area, are currently the subject of 
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deeper stutly, as they offer lower cost parking 
possibilities, with potentially fewer 
environmental impacts. Further investigation into 
these mitigation measures, as well as others, 
would occur if a formal proposal for the 
ballparklarena, and its subsequent enviromnental 
review, is pursued. 

The parking program in Vancouver referred to 
consisted of a computerized ceniral box office 
Ihat reserved both a seat in the stands and a 
parking space, primarily for professional football 
nnd soccer games at British Columbia (B.C.) 
Stadium. This program has essentially been 
discontinued, as the soccer team has since gone 
bankrupt, and the B.C. Lions football club fountl 
a more efficient parking arrangement. 

The parking system allowed people to choose the 
lot they wanted to park in. The fees were $3.00 
to $5.00. depending on proximity to the staditun. 
I-landling fee for the reservation service was 50e. 

After the first year of operation of the 
compoterized parking reservation system, it 
became apparent there was m overstock of 
available spaces and number of parking 
cotrlpanies used to provide parking. Initially, 
with about 25,000 season-ticket holders, about 
2,000 reserved parking spaces were used. For an 
anticipated sellout game, an additional 800 or 900 
casual users might have used the 
reserved-parking service. 

With a parking stock of about 8,000 spaces, 
reserved parking supply exceeded the demand. 
There never seemed to be a lack of parking, and 
the demand for reserved spaces decreased over 
time. The B.C. Stadium facility contains about 
4,000 on-site parking spaces, and about 
20,000 spaces within a 15-mirwte walk. The B.C. 
Lions organization now relies primarily on 
contracts wit11 parking operators to accommodate 
stadium visitors on-site and in the vicinity. 
Apparently it has been determined to be more 
efficient for V~ulcouver to proceed on a 
first-come-first-serve basis than on the reserved 
parking system for individual games. However, 
the B.C. Lions still make available reserved 
season parking. 

While the experience with reserved parking 
programs in Vancouver may provide some 
insight, that experience ntay not be indicative of 
what wo~lltl happen if they were implemented in 
San Francisco. It is possible that a similar type of 
system would be succesful for weekday afternoon 
events, when parking supply is most limited. The 
success of such a program also would likely be 
influenced by the amount of marketing and 
advertising provided. Should a ballpark/arena in 

China Basin ultimately be approved (separate 
from the Mission Bay project), it is likely some 
experimentation with various potential mitigation 
measures, such as this reserved parking program, 
would be necessary before determining the most 
workable solutions. 

Secondly, there is the possibility that one might 
be able to provide artd tie in satellite parking, for 
example, as an alternatii~e to parking witltin 
njalking distance with shuttle buses. And is that 
mitigation possible within Mission Bay? I'd like 
to see some discussion arourrd that. 
(Comntissiorter Engmann) 

The measure suggested in the Comment was 
generally considered prior to publication of the 
SEIR. Upon evaluation of large parking 
reservoirs in the greater downtown, beyond 
walking distance of the ballparklarena sites, it 
was determined there would not likely be 
substantial amounts of unused parking in those 
facilities on a consistent basis that would make an 
established shuttle service viable. This is 
particularly true for weekday afternoon events, 
when parking in general is least available. 

If a formal ballpark/arena proposal is pursued by 
the City, more evaluation could be warranted to 
evaluate the feasibility of this mitigation proposal 
for weekend ballpark/arena events, whicll were 
not evaluated in the SEIR. In addition, it is 
possible that a modified version of the measure, 
to provide shuttle service as a complement to an 
organized parking program that assigns a specific 
parking space to specific ballpark/arena seat 
tickets, would be viable to ensure efficient use of 
parking already available in the nearby area. 

Transportation Land Use Mitigation 

Comments 

Irr the Mission Bay project, u~hich is a plartned 
development, I think I'd like to see some 
discussior~ of mitigations in the Mission Bay 
project that we could build in, assuming a 
stadiunt or arena were built in. For example, the 
layout of Sheets in Mission Bay, the 
establishment of corridors in Mission Bay could 
be designed in such a way to either encourage or 
discourage trafic traifeling through Mission Bay, 
either between I01 along Third Street to the 
stadiunt or to dowrttown. . . . 
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Tl~ere are cr lot of otller rrritigations that might be 
put iri arolrrrd the stadirrm, but those I clow't think 
arc totally alyr.cyriate for the discussiort 
tonight. But l'd like to see sonre discrtssiorr of 
how Missiorr Bay cuull he clesigried as a 
niitigatiori to the stadium. Because when we 
discuss Missiort Bay, if n'e have a stadium, those 
issues are orres rlrat we're goirrg to haile to face 
arid it u~oul l  be riice to hol~e sorlte illfar-ntatiorl to 
O a ~ e  that decisiolt 011 .  (Corliriri~~iorier Engntarirt) 

. . . Per-/raps irt lirie ~d t l t  w11at Commissiorter 
Erigriiarirt i s  talking about, as  a ntitigatiorr there 
should he sorlte disclrssiorr about Mission Bay, 
. . . / i l f  . . . ntor-e ltousirrg arrd less office space, 
. . . o l d  I rlte traffic .situation. 
(Cornntissiorrer Bier-marl) 

. . . We'iv had some great dehatcs here about tlte 
irrt~rtsity of use in Dotlr Soutlt of Market arrd 
Missiorr Bay, arid we will continue to have those 
discussioris. 

My qrtestinrt goiJs to whether tltere is any 
ntodification or deduction in tlte uses in South of 
Market or Missiori Bay tllat would sigriificarttly 
lesseri tlte iriil~act of a stadium and arena. 
(Corrrrtiissio~ter Morales) 

Response 

In getieral, the config~rration of the Mission Bay 
street grid in Ilte EIR Alterllittives and the South 
of Market Street grid is well-suited for 
distributing trikffic from ballpark/arena events in 
an efficient manner. With six lanes for traffic, 
King Street would have tlte level of capncity that 
would be needed as one of the main access roatls 
to both facilities, as well as providing a direct 
route to 1-280. T l ~ e  roadway widths and 
regimented grid of South of Market Streets enable 
travel to disperse relatively quickly. Third Street 
in particular wotlld provide an importatit 
north-south route leading to numerous freeway 
access points to the north, as well as a route to the 
south to access the Mariposa Street rarnps of 
1-280. Except ulrler Mission Bay EIR 
Alternative B, King Street is contemplated for 
development largely as a commercial street; 
under Alternative B, there would be housing 
along botll sides of King Street. Alternatives A 
R I I ~  B in Mission Bay both propose housing along 
'niird Streel, which would be adversely affected 
by heavy traffic willlout adequate design and/or 
sountl insulation. 

Because King Street would fimction as a rn{ior 
freeway access in the future, it is projected to 
c;ury high volumes of traffic with or without trips 

attributed to the ballpark/arena, and would 
operate at congested levels. If Berry Street 
connected through to at least Seventh Street, it 
would be able to relieve impacts on King Street 
by providing a parallel route. Beyond the 
Mission Bay boundaries, the utility of Berry 
Street as a distributor street would be further 
enhanced since it extends throngh to connect with 
DeHaro Street. Berry Street would be a 
particolarly attractive alternative to drivers 
traveling in the westbound direction who are riot 
destined to extreme congestion otherwise 
projected for the intersection of Seventh and 
Townsend Street following ballpark/arena events 
such as those enter 1-280, 'and also would relieve 
analyzed in the SEIR. To the extent this 
occurred, residential uses along Berry Street 
under Alte~nativeB would be affected by 
increased traffic md noise. The remainder of 
Mission Bay's street network is designed to 
discourage through traffic. 

With regard to the question of whether altering 
the mix of housing and colrimercial space in 
Mission Bay or South of Market could triitigate 
traffic conditions, existing analysis in the Mission 
Bay and South of Market EIRs indicates thcrc 
would not likely be :I large enough difference 
created withit) either area itself to offset 
substantially the impacts generated by 
ballpark/arena and cumulative traffic. 

Table VLE.26, on pp.VI.E. 167-VI.E.168 of 
Volume Two, V1.E. Transportation, of' the 
Mission Bay EIR, presents intersection operating 
conditio~is for Alternatives A m d  B during the 
penk hour (4:30 to 5:30 p.m.); intersection service 
levels in the South of Market area are presented 
on p. 125 of the South of Market EIR. When 
discussing cumulative traffic impacts, even 
considering vastly different programs for Mission 
Bay yields only a limited difference in impacts. 
With Mission Bay Altemative A (with 7,700 
housing units atid over eight million square feel 
of commercial space at full build-out), the 
intersection of King and Third, for example, 
would operate at Level of Service F. With 
Alternative B (contailling 10,000 housirig uriits 
and about 1.5 million square feet of commercial 
space at full build-out), the Level of Service for 
King and Third would be E. (Those projections 
do not consider the effects of mitigation 
measures.) The South of Market Plan, as shown 
in its EIR (projecting an iricrease of about 1.1 
tnillion square feet of commercial and industrial 
space), would have a more limited effect in the 
context of cumulative impacts than Mission Bay. 
Traffic conditions would not differ greatly 
because the majority of trips at major 
intersections such as King and Third Street would 
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be genert~ted by travel from the rest of the 
downtowri area. Differences in the South of 
Market or Mission Bay land use programs would 
result in even smaller ch'anges in traffic operating 
conditions at more distant intersections from the 
hallpark/aretia, such as those further lo the north 
tliat feed onto :I freeway. 

Furthermore, with the particular scenarios 
evaluated in the SEIR, the differences in the 
nuniber of trips betweeri Mission Bay laritl use 
programs or South of Market would largely be 
overwhelmed by the number and concentration of 
trips generated from the ballparklarena sites. The 
local intersections projected to be congested in 
tfre SEIR are directly adjacent to the ballpark or 
arena sites. Thus, the impacts on adjacent 
intersections of sucll potentially large generators 
(as dictated by the ballparklarena event scenarios 
analyzed) could not be mitigated solely by 
altering land uses on dispersed sites over the 
larger Mission Bay Project Area. 

While the analysis shows hours of con~estion 
e.~j)ected fr.on~ crrmulati~~e impacts at the regional 
Irigh+t~oy .screertlines, it shortld also indicate the 
i!.\']'~ctrd levels o f  ser~~ice.  In addiriori, it would 
be hell?ful f the tables showed the percentage of 
traflc corrtributed by the proposed projects at the 
screerrlines during the p.nt. peak hour. (Susan 
Pulr:, Metropolitan Transportatiori Commission) 

"Conges~ion," as defined in the description of 
freeway coatfitions discussed on pp. 12-13 of the 
SElR 1521, indicates when vehicle dematid equals 
(or exceeds) capacity of the particular freeway 
segment being discussed. With a 
volume-to-capacity ratio of 1.0, the rough Level 
oS Service equivaletil would be E or F. 

Given the event scenarios, it is not possible to 
provide a reliable estimate in this analysis of the 
percentage of peak-hour freeway trips that would 
be attributable to vehicle trips emanating froltl 
ballpark/;u.ena events. That is because the peak 
volurnes from aftenloon or evening events would 
be expected to occur before (3:00-4:00 p.m.) or 
after (6:30-7:30 p.m.) the transportation-system 
peak hour (4:30-5:30 p.m.). Because ballpark1 
arena trips would be most likely to occur on 
either elid or the afternoon commute period, the 
SElR ;rn:~lysis estiniates impacts in terms of the 
extended duration over which freeways would 
likely he operating at capacity. 

Air Oualitp 

Comment 

A& a~rality imy_acts and aiialvsis. The DSEIR 
does not quantify the emissions associated with 
t l ~ c  proposed stadium and arena. The DSEIR 
needs to ideritify what the emissions would be 
fsom the projected trips irr terms of tonslday, riot 
the percent increase. The DSEIR refers to the air 
quality and transportation sections o f  the DEIR 
for Missiori Bay. It is our interpretation that the 
traflc and air quality analyses identified in the 
DEIR are based on the years 2000 and 2020. The 
stadiun~ and arena developments are assumed to 
be built by 1995. Therefore, the j~roposed 
changes have not been considered in the original 
artalyses and should be identified in the DSEIR. 

The DEIR ,for Mission Bay identified the 
emissions per alternative for the years 2000 arrd 
2020 in tonslday; 

Year 2000 
i?Qlb&m M- Alta AlUY 

Year 2020 
Pollutant A u  A[t. AAlt.N 

CO 
HC 
NO- 

The entissions from the proposed alterriatii~es 
exceed the BAAQMD's significant threshold 
linzifs for indirect sources as identqied in its 
guidelirte document for tie~~eloping eni~ir-onnte~~tal 
impact reports. Any project which exceeds the 
threshold lirnits needs to incorporate mitigarion 
measures to reduce the project's intpact. The 
tltreshold lintits, in tonslday, are listed below: 

&axL4rea A i r 4 u ~ t a p e m e 1 1 t . D & r 1 U  
Sinriificarit Tltreshold Lintits in torislday 



Thcse linrits 0r.e sintilor to the significant 
tltreshold lirriits fi)r new stationary sources. If a 
statiorrary source has err~issiorts greater tlinn the 
lirliits listed aboi~e, it woull be considered a 
niajor new source and would not he permitted 
urrless entissiorrs int1)acts were fully mitigated. 

Mitigation ntecrsrrres. The IISEIR refers to tlic 
riiitigatiorr measures identified in the DElR for 
Mission Bay. The DEIR iderrtifies i7rol~l)sed 
nritigutior~ r~reasures to reduce the projected 
rrrotor. i~ehicle ernissioris. Both the DEIR arid the 
LISEIR rrced to idcrttify the eritissiorrs reductions 
tllcrt ivill occur. ortce these r?icasures are 
i~i!~~/crrii~rrted arid corrll)ar.e these redtrctions to the 
e,~jrectcd irrcr.ease. Irr additiort, the DEIII and tlie 
LISEIII should discirss the irill~act these nieasures 
will have iri I-ed~rcirrg the iricrense o f  eniissions 
r e l ~ t t i ~ ~ e  to the BAAQMD significarrt tltresholcl 
l i t  If it is corrclttded that the air quality will 
still he sigriificaritly irtil~acted, we I-econtrrierrd 
that this project not lie certified uritil sircli tinre as 
the DElR trnd the IISEIR idcritify nieasures to 
mitigate the 11rr)ject ernissiorrs. 

111 addition, Plrblic Resources Code 
Sectiort 21081.6 (Assentbly Bill 3180) requires 
that, olong wit11 the adoption of an EIR, the lead 
agency also ntrrst adopt a ntonitoring and 
relx,c".tirlg progr.arrr to eristrre cortrl~liartce durirrg 
pr.oject inr~)lerirerrttrtiorr. We recor?tmend sucll 
l~rogrc~nis be inclirded in the firial EIR. (Junies D. 
Boyd, Ca1ifi)rnia Air Resources Board) 

The objective of the SElR was to assess tlle 
effects of the staditun/arena as an addition to the 
cumulative baseline for evaluation of the Mission 
Bay Alternatives at a program level, not to 
evaluate in detail the project-specific effects of 
the stadiumlarena. The latter would be subject to 
separate enviroruner~tal evaluation on the sports 
complex, as its own review process proceeds. As 
the Cotnment notes, the Mission Bay EIR focuses 
on the years 2000 and 2020; the cumulative 
baseline was generated for those years (and the 
settirig year 1985) only. For the purposes of a 
program EIR on the development of Mission Bay 
(the cnvironiriental snalysis in the Mission Bay 
EIR assunles cotltinuing curn~~lative growth in the 
City and the region though the 1985-2000 
period, hut does not quantify individual or 
collcctetl components of tltat growl11 in zuty of the 
intervening years). Additional impacts of tlle 
tllpztrk i d  arena are also evaluated in this 
ti~l~el'ratrre. Tlte irrlltience of the threshold limits 
is reflected in the mitigation tneaswes presented 
ou pp. Vl.F.23-VI.F.25 of Volume Two, V1.F. 

XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
Q. Sports Facilities 

Air Quality, which address both the Mission Bay 
Project impacts and cumulative air quality 
impacts. 

The Mission Bay EIR recognizes and states, as do 
recent certified Sat1 Francisco ELRs, that major 
projects such as office high-rises and mixed-use 
developments would produce unavoidnble 
adverse cumulative air quality impacts, even after 
applicatiori of all the suggested feasible 
mitigation measures. Many mitigation measures 
cannot be quantified as to effectiveness. In San 
Francisco and the Bay Area, vehicles me a 
primnty generator of emissions. Therefore, the 
types of lnitigation measures that are most useful 
are those that encourage the use of curpools, 
vanpools and transit, and discourage 
single-occupant autos. The EIR impact analyses 
already incorporate tmvel assumptions tliat reflect 
a higher proportion of transit and carpool use for 
employees in downtown San Francisco and its 
vicinity (including Mission Bay and South of 
Market) than for employed tritvelers f ro~n the rest 
of the region. Mitigation measures proposed in 
both the Mission Bay and South of Market EIRs 
include measures for further redocing auto 
volu~nes and therefore air pollutant emissions: 
some examples me TSM (Transportation Systems 
Management) or TDM (Transportation Demand 
Management) Programs, extending MUNI light 
rail service, and transit preferential treatnrent. 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
would be carried out for Mission Bay, pursuant to 
law. Details of that program will not be provided 
in the EIR. Rather, they will be provided during 
the approval process, when the mitigation 
measures adopted as part of the Mission Bay 
project are identified. Specific mitigation 
measures for the air quality iulpacts of the sports 
complex would be considered during its separate 
environmental review if and as the approval 
process for that project proceeds. 

Comment 

. . . Air quality. Have you factored irt tlie delay 
for automobiles, tltat tltey will be sittirlg with 
their cars running? Tltat's a commertt I'se mode 
in all the presious EIR's. (Commissioner 
Biemtan) 

The commenter is correct in suggesting that 
idling of cars is one of the many factors that 
affect air quality. An exact calculation of 
concentrations at a specific location would also 



XV. Summary of Comments and Responses 
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include consideration of such factors as the 
direction of travel of all cars, location of idling 
cars and duration of idling, snrrounding building 
configuration and ti~eteorological conditions. 
Even given these data, there are no modelling 
programs or formulas that can estimate actui~l 
carbon tnonoxitle (CO) concentrations with 
certainty. The analysis in this and other San 
Francisco EIRs is performed on a broader or 
more "macro" scale in order to gain an 
understanding of relative concentrations over an 
area and, tnore in~portant, trends in air quality for 
a given area over time. 

In brief, the calculations for CO in the EIR 
include iwo components, a local and a 
background concenlration. The baseline or 
setting background component was based on the 
highest measured concentration at the Potrero 
Hill air quality tnonitoring station, where traffic 
volumes are tninirnal. It is assumed, therefore, 
that these data reflect area-wide or background 
concentrations rather than local traffic. The 
baseline local component was established through 
meetings with the Bay Area Air Qnality 
Management District (BAAQMD) a ~ d  review of 
data from the Potrero station, recent 
nleilsurements at Sixth and Brnnnan Streets and 
inforttti~lion developed in the Downtown Plan 
EIR. The BAAQMD recommended using the 
Downtown Plan figures as a reasonably 
conservative baseline total for Sixth and Bratman 
Streets, the most heavily travelled of the South of 
Market locations, where vehicle idling is cotnmon 
during tlie p.m. peak hour. From these two 
numbers, the local component was derived. The 
analysis for other intersections in the setting year 
and all intersections in the future was then 
"scaled" from the Sixth and Bratman location. 

'K'llis scaling is done by estimating a local 
component of CO based on a given location's 
proportion of traffic relative to Sixth and 
Br;ton:~n. The analysis requires assumptions 
about vehicle volumes and average vehicle speeds 
from which emissions are derived. (The rate of 
emission of CO is derived from factors developed 
by the BAAQMD, which are based on average 
speeds, atid increases substantially as speeds 
decrcase.) The analysis is conservative in that the 
Sixth and Brannan baseline intersection is the 
itlost heavily travelled in the area. Further, the 
analysis assumes a five-tnile-per-hour traffic 
speed for each of the intersections with a 
projected Level of Service F, the lowest speed 
available in the BAAQMD's list of emission 
factors. 

Thus, the analysis methodology in the Soutl~ of 
Market EIR and the Mission Bay EIR, extended 

to the SEIR, implicitly takes into account 
stop-and-go vehicular traffic by its assumption of 
a very low average speed. CO emissions per mile 
of travel rise steeply as speed drops, so the 
assumption of a very low average speed 
implicitly takes into account the times at which 
vehicles are idling. 

The analysis applied a consistent formula based 
on conservative assumptions in order to model 
changes in air qwility through the forecast 
period. While not specifically including all 
possible components which may affect air quality 
in the analysis, it is considered by the BAAQMD 
and other air quality experts to be an acceptable 
method for modeling current arid future air 
quality conditions in San Francisco. The 
methodology provides a consistent means for 
depicting CO concentrations in the setting and 
forecast years and thereby observing reli~tive 
changes in local CO concentrations over time. 

Page 28 --  While statistically the worst-case 
nteteorological phenonlerion is coitfined largely 
to winter, personal e.rperience and cornnlort sense 
shows we also get a few days of serious 
ini~ersions during the late spring and early fall, 
as well. During baseball season. I do not feel 
the EIR adequately aclrlresses this problenz. 
(Marcia DeHart) 

The SEIR air qtiality analysis is based on the 
cumulative impacts presented on pp. VI.F.11- 
VLF.20 of Volume Two, V1.F. Air Quality. That 
analysis of emission additions for all the criteria 
pollutants is on a yearly basis, averaging in 
emissions over all the seasons. The detailed 
analysis of roadside concentrations was, as is 
standard in San Francisco EIRs, for carbon 
monoxide (CO) only. Maximum concentrations 
of CO occur in the winter, during radiation 
inversions (caused by radiation from the warmer 
ground surface to the cold night sky), rather than 
in the late spring and early fall, dwing subsidence 
inversions (caused by the downward movement 
of cooler air masses toward the grourld surl'ace). 

While poor air quality conditions for CO 
occasionally occur during late spring and fall, 
average air quality conditions during those 
seasons would not be worsened beyond the 
average fall/winter conditions assumed in the EIR 
analysis. 



XV. Summary of Comments aad R e s p o m  
Q. Spats Facilities 

011 /]age 29, a rcfcrc~~ce is made to "local 
Dack~iv)rtrid." Docs this refer to local industry 
that affects air qrrctlity as opposed to the 
trnr~s~~ortatio~t clcrnelrfl (Gary Adrrms, Caltrans, 
District 4 )  

"Local background" refers to the combined 
emission contributions of all local sources, both 
stationary and tnobilc, other than those from the 
traffic I the specific street(,?) (or the specific 
intersection) being analyzed. 

111 tl~cse days of protectirtg our coast porn oil 
drillirzg arid oil spills and protecri~tg our air ~ , . ( I I I ~  
fitrtl~er ~~oliuriori, I ant horrified that by our 
actions tonight nse ntay select an alter~riative in 
Santa Clara rltrrt crtcourages even greater 
del~e~ideitce on autor~tobiles. 

111 coritrnst, the /~roi~osed ballpark at China Basin 
is accessible by every /lub/ic transit system in the 
Bay AI-ea. Tlie ricw hall1,ar.k at Second and King 
Street will actrrall)~ resrrlr in lower emissiorisft.ont 
arrtor~iobiles as contpar-ed ro Cartdlestick Park. 
(Richard Cohn) 

The SEIR notes that its air quality evaluntion is 
conservrttive, in that it does not subtract existing 
err~issions due to Caridlestick Park from the 
rcgional totals. As the SEIR is a rcquired 
prerequisite for approval of a Plan for Mission 
Bay, but not for thc approval of the sports 
cotnplex, the potetrtial effects of a move by the 
Giants to Santa Clara would be the subject of 
rcvicw in a scparatc environmental analysis for 
the spor.ts f:tcilities, were that project to be 
pursued. 

The ne,rt page [ I ) .  6 of the SEIR], the iitcreased 
ro~rgcsriorr and iioises fr.orti this is talked about, 
btrt I think it's pr.etty ija~tre. Maybe, Barbara 
[SaItrttJ [will] ,feel that it 's disctrssed fur-tlter on 
crtorrgh, but that's a pretty general stateiizent, I 
think. (Coi~iritissiorier Nierniarz) 

The Comment was made in reference to a general 
statement made on p. 6 of the SEIR 1531 that 
ballpark/arena events would generate congestion 
and noise in surrounding areas. The magnitude of 
those itnpacts is described in a much greater level 
of detail in the SEIR on pp. 7-27 (transportation 
impacts) 1541 and pp. 29-31 (noise impacts) 1551. 
To provide huther information on those topics, 
details of the siting and design of the two 
facilities would be necessary. Such additional 
analysis would be appropriately included as part 
of a separate, subsequent environmental 
evaluation to be conducted were a formal, 
more-detailed proposal for ballpark/arena 
facilities to be pursued. 

[On] Page 30 [the Draji Supplenient states:] 
"Under those circumstunces, more levels in the 
14-story South Beach residential com~ ~ lex  could 
be exposed to direct-path crowd or loudspeaker 
noise." 

It would be unbearable for residents lii~ing in 
these apartments. This area has been plartnedfor 
housing dei~elopmertr. Introducing a 
stadiumlarena into this em~irortment w~ill 
itridermine a decade of planning, construction, 
andfuture irtvestment. . . . 

[On] Page 31 [the Draft Supplement states:] 
"under Scenario Two, the additional traffic afrer 
stadium and arena ei~ents (afler 10:UO p.m.) 
would increase the local Community Noise 
Equh~alertt Level (CNEL) qnd the day-night (L  
noise levels, and the additional trajyic behre 
those events (after 7:UUp.m.) would increase the 
local CNEL, thus making the areas north of 
China Basin Channel and possibly along portions 
of Third Street more incontpatible for housing 
dei~elopritertt than indicated irt the Missiori Bay 
D r ~ j i  EIR, and poterttially requir-iiig further 
noise-reduction construction measures in housing 
de~lelopnzent.'' 

Sart Francisco needs to dei~elop housing to 
reduce the pressure on existing neighborhoods 
and to provide additional housing oppor.tunities 
,for below market or "affordable" housirig. 
Pro~~osals that make housing "more 
iitcontpatible" weaken the City's ability to ntcet 
what sliould be its number one prioriQ -- housiitg 
develol~ntent. (Jack Moore, Potrero League of 
Active Neighbors) 



XV. Smnmary of Comments end R q o m w  
Q- Sports Facililies 

These are Comments on the ballpark project 
itself, rather than on the Draft SEIR. Noise 
impacts of the ballpark would be evaluated in 
greater dettitil in any project-specific 
environmental review of that project, and taken 
into account in decision-making on it, st~ould it be 
pursued further. 

Page 30, secorid paragraph: Noise worrld affect 
tlie projected South Beach public park east of 
Second Street arid tlte existing waterfront 
lrc?nieriade and public access artd fishing areas 
alortg tlre boat harbor breakwater. (Stephen L. 
Taber, Rirtcon Point - South Beach 
Rede~~elol?nient Area Citizens Advisory 
Coniriiittee) 

The third sentence of the first full paragraph on 
p. 30 of the SEIR 1561 is changed, as follows: 

Also, if the stadium wen: not the same height 
amund its en& perimeter (for example, if 
the outf~eld structure to the east of the field 
were open or lower than the slructure at the 
home-plate end), some crowd or loudspeaker 
noise could hsve a direct path toward the 
east; i.e., toward the ppiacted S o d  Beach 
m!im .es9C4f--SwmdW 
m.tkxkQnpunneaadeandsaccessand 
f@I?ipg asas alone r h e b o a t  lwbm 
M-water. the Bay iw! and the South 
Beach Marina. and toward the easterly end of 
the pqosed Mission Bay open space in 
Alternative A (weiland in Alternative B). 

Comments 

Pane 29, "Noise." The DEIR does riot discuss a 
11cr:y sigrtificorit noise source, which corisists of 
tlzc noise ntade by croir'ds of up to 40,000 
sl?ectator.[s] Iea~ling the stadirrrn at one time. 
Tliis i~jould be particularly of cortcern when 
ei~enirrg garires lrt out late at nigltt wheri niariy 
~wol)le irt the surrounding residential areus rvill 
De aslcel). 

0 1 1  Pages .70 and 31, it talks ahorrt noise witltin 
(Ire stadirint. It does not talk about tlie effect of 
rioise arourtd tlte stadiunz, especially noise caused 
by 40,000 l?rople leaving tlre stadiunt late at ttight 
after ei~eriirrg games. (Stephen L. Taber, Sart 
Frariciscnris,fi)r Plannirig Priorities) 

Page 30 . . . [Tlhe net conclusion has to be tltat 
there are no mitigations for the stadium that will 
adequately reduce noise in residential areas, 
particularly during night games. In general, as 
city-dwellers, we are used to the sound of trafJic. 
After wins at Candlestick, howe~ler, there is much 
horn-blowing artd sltouring as people drive 
away. What proposals will be forthcoming to 
errsure a quiet, orderly del?artr~re from the 
stadium and arena? (Marcia DeHart) 

The following paragraph is added after the first 
full paragraph on p. 30 of the SEIR 1571: 

An additional source of noise would be the 
crowds of up to 45.000 fans leaving the 
stadium after a baseball game. The impact 
would be greatest following a capacity night 
game, when many nearby residents would be 
asleep. Pedestrians themselves would be 
noisy as they left the stadium: motorists 
leaving garages and o n - s a t  parking spaces 
might blow then horns as they depart. 
Mitigations for these impacts, such as 
additional sound insolation in smmmding 
buildings, could be needed, aad would be 
considaed in any project-specific 
envbimental review of a ballpark if the 
impacts were found to be potentially 
significant. 

Comment 

[On] Page 30 [the Drafr Srrpplemerit states:J 
"Noise shielding (for exanlple, a solid wall up to 
the roofline) could be imposed as a mitigatirtg 
cotrditiorr of project al?proval." 

Did it ever occur to yoti tlrat tlze residents enjoy 
the viewfroni these apartments? The Aeigltt liritit 
along the Bay is 40 feet. That limit niust he 
str-ictly enforced. (Jack Moore, Potrero League 
ofActh~e Neighbors) 

Response 

Specific measures to mitigate potential noise 
irnpacts generated by the stadiumlarena on 
residents in the area would be the topic of 
discussion in a separate environmental evaluation 
for the sports facilities. Similarly, that analysis 
would address the relationship of the two 
facilities to existing height limits. The ultimate 
disposition of adopted mitigation measures and 
height limit restrictions would rest with decisions 
made during a separate approval process for the 
sports facilities. 
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In Figure V1.1.4 (existing views), p. VI.I.16, 
Viewpoint 4, the stadium would appear to the 
right of the China Basin Building and could 
appear almost twice as high. However, in 
Figure VI.I.9 (Mission Bay developed), 
p.Vl.1.48, the stadium would not be visible 
behind the building on the east side of Third 
Street (the right side of the photomontage) in 
either Alternative A or Alternative B. 

Ti le  stadium would likely stand out most in views 
from the proposed open space soutb of the 
channel east of Third Street (0s-1,  Alternative A, 
mapped in Figure VI.I.12, p. VI.I.58; OS-2, 
Alternative B, mapped in FigureVI.I.13, 
p. VI.I.6.1). An oblique photomotltage across the 
channel for Alternative A is shown in Figure 
VI.I.8, p. VI.I.46; the buildings on the north side 
of the. channel are eight stories. The stadium, 
tlirectly acrvss the c h a ~ ~ e l  from the proposed 
open space, would be more imposing, because the 
stadium could be as much as 40 feet taller than 
the eight-story Mission Bay buildings, and also 
because the view would be direct (head-on). 

The above discussion is a general description of 
possible impacts. It is possible for a ballpark 
design to include walls of varying heights (e.g., 
the bleacher seats over the outfield could be 
lower than reserved seats). The resulting impacts 
on views could vary as a result. Detailed analysis 
of this issue would be part of a separate 
enviror~lnen~al review were a formalized proposal 
for a ballpark to be pursued. 

[On] Page 32 [the Draff Sul~plemerit states:] 
"Light sources can also arrrroy people at night 
ii,lierr tlte light soltrce is rtot i~ieived directly. 
Wlt~zre irrterrse lighting is ifiewed against a dark 
background the contrast attr-acts the attention of  
the iliewer and could be corrsidered annoying." 

Tlie residents o f  So~itli Beach arid Missioii Bay 
,c,ill be se~lerely annoyed! 

[On] Page 32 [the Draft Su/7plen1ent states:] "In 
additiori to being arrrioying, this carr create unsafe 
rtigltt-tinre corrditioris for drillers and 
pc*destriarrs." 

Hoki, will the iision and safety of drivers crossing 
the Bay Br.idge during a rrigkt gome be affected, 
beyortd the need for "extra concentratiori"? (Jack 
Moore, Potr,ero League ofActiilc Neiglrbors) 

Page 33, paragraph 4: Neiv liglltirig corrld be 
i~isible arrd aririopirtg to residents of South Beach 

and the Rincon Hill lzousing de~~elopnteiits. 
(Stephen L. Tuber, Rincon Point - South Beach 
Redevelopment Area Citizens Advisory 
Comntittee) 

Page 33 -- In Glen Park, the sky glow from 
Candlestick night games creates sufficient glare 
that it interrupts sleep. Candlestick is nearly 
2 miles away from me, and Doublerock Hill 
l~rotects US  from the worst of the problem. The 
light impacts on Potrero Hill and the new 
residential neighborhoods cannot help but be 
worse than the EIR makes clear. (Marcia 
DeHart) 

The extent to which the vision and safety of 
drivers crossing the Bay Bridge during a night 
game would be affected would be determined by 
the specific design of the ballpark lighting system 
and by the atmospheric conditions at the time. 
Lighting system design features (not yet specified 
in detail) include the intensity of the lights, their 
numbers and horizontal and vertical orientation, 
and the extent to which their beams are 
concentrated onto the playing field (as opposed to 
dispersing in undesired directions). Atmospheric 
conditions include the clarity of the air. In clear 
air, the direct escaping beams would travel the 
greatest distances; on the other hand, fog, smog 
and suspended particles in the air would attenuate 
the direct beams, but scatter the light so that it 
would appear to a driver as a wider source. 
Effects on drivers on the Bridge and elsewhere 
would be expected to be considered in the 
specific environmental review of the ballpark, if 
and as the approval process for the sports 
complex proceeds. 

Everything else being equal, the effects of the 
ballpark lighting system would be greater on the 
closest residential areas to a China Basin ballpark 
than they are to the residences closest to 
Candlestick Park. This is because the upper 
stories of some of the South Beach housing, and 
of the Mission Bay housing across Third Street 
(in Alternative B), would be closer to the ballpark 
lights than are residences near Candlestick Park. 

Comment 

It seemed to me that the mitigation measures 
relating to the lights are somewhat coriclusory in 
the impact of those lights at night. And I'm 
u~orideririg if the mitigation measures proposed 
relating to the stadium lights cortform to major 
league baseball requirenients regarding lighting. 
(Comnzissioner Morales) 
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Re- 

Until a specific design for the stadium is 
available, i t  is not possible to specify the degree 
o f  glare and reflectivity that would be created 
from ballpark lighting. The statements in the 
SEIR regarding possible mitigating factors are 
based on inlortnation supplied by lighting-design 
experts at I fOK Sports, at1 r~rchitectural and 
engineering tirrn that has designed nutnerous 
sports facilities in the United States, and 
engineers at Flack & Kurtz, electrical engineering 
col~sultants to HOK. As many o f  the lighting 
options described in the SEIR have been installed 
ill sports facilities, they are known to be able to 
meet tnajor league standards, where 
applic:tblc./S9/ A detailed discnssion o f  lighting 
iorp:lcts ant1 n~i t ignt i~~g nlertsures would be 
itlcluded in a separate environtnental evaluation, 
conducted were a fonnalized proposal for a 
ballpark to be pursued. 

Comments 

It [p. 5 af  rlte SEIR] talks in the ne.rt paragral~h 
ahorrt Mission Bay open space on the cast side of 
Third Str.eet. I thirlk ther-e is also o/)cf! sl~ace 
sorrrh o f  ~i'here I tltirik this is, on the west side. 
Woltld you please disctrss -- I o'ort't tl~irrk tlrere 
rtrlrsr be ntrrclt sltadotv impact because this is 
a r t 1  of i Nut w o ~ / d  you discrrss if there is any 
wind cfect 0 1 1  uny of the ol)ert S / J U ~ Y S  /?rol?o,sed or 
esisring artd how that would be mitigated, if it can 
be ttlitigated. . . . 

The last t l t in~ .  I rhirik we should hcrve some 
shadow studies even ofpresunted building of this 
size with whatei~er shape the dei~elopers of tlte 
stadiunl want ro trse. Btrt we don't usually pass 
rliirtgs like this ivithout showing some kind of a 
sliadow impact. (Commissiuner- Bicrniart) 

Tliere is no discrrssiou about rlie irnpact of rlie 
~ ~ r o ~ ~ o s d  stadium on rhe Mission Bay park which 
~vould be right across the channel ,fr.om the 
stadiunt, both porn tlte stattdpoirrt of the height of 
thar faciliry, 150 feet approxinmtely, and also 
,fr.ort~ rltc srarrdpoint of the shading, shadowing 
~?ffect --  woltld it itiolate Pro11osirior~ K? 

Page 5,  Second Frrll Paragral~h. The DEIR 
~trerrtiorls tltcrt the proposed Missiori Bay o~pen 
space would he directly across China Basifr 
CAartrtcl ,fr.oni the stadiunr. It should describe the 
ad1~e1.s~ ~'isual, wind char~rtelli~ig and, possibly, 
slradon~ intpact ort that ol?ert space. It shorrld also 
describe the shadow impact on the planned 
Redei~elol~nlerlt Area park, to be located due east 
,fr.ont tlte sradium. . . . 

Page 32, paragral?h 1: The 17roposed stadirrm 
~ ~ o u l d  cast new sigitificarit shadou~s ~ I I  the 
projected South Beach public park east of Secorfd 
Street, on the waterfront promenade, and on the 
public access and fishing areas 011 the boat 
Itarbor breakwater. These slradouls would 
appear ro be cast duririg periods of peak park 
usage. New sigriificarit shadows niay also be cast 
on the public open space of South Park and on 
the requir-ed open spaces of the residential 
det~elopments in Sourk Beach. (Steplien L. Tuber, 
Xincon Poirtt - South Beaclt Redei~elopnterrr Area 
Citizens Adsisory Contmirtee) 

Page 31 -- As the EIR rightly points out, until a 
desigtt is in hand, we cartriot know what rlte wind 
and shade inipacts on surrounding areas will be, 
so no mitigations can be pro~~osed.  Recrlistically, 
once the project reaches design stage, it will be 
urtstol~pable. What, tlte~t, will be the irtcerrtii>e for 
the dei~eloper to incorporate adequate rttitigations 
(if, indeed, such mitigations exist)? (Marcia 
Z>eHart) 

On pp.  31-32 1601, the SEIR describes the 
potential visual impacts o f  the strtdium, "visible 
frorn marly points in Mission Bay, the downtown, 
and the South o f  Market area, as well as from 
more distant c~eigl~borhoods such as Potrero 
Hill." The open space across the chanr~el from 
the stadium site (0s-1 in Alternative A ,  OS-7 in 
Alternative B) ,  would be one o f  these vantage 
points. See, for example, the Mission Bay EIR, 
Figures V1.1.8 and V1.1.9, pp. VI.I.47 and  V1.1.49, 
respectively, o f  Volurne Two,  V1.I. Architectural 
Resources and Urban Design, which show views 
o f  existing and proposed Mission Bay mid-rise 
structures, as seen from proposed Mission Bay 
open space sites. 

Wind channeling has its greatest impact 
itnmediately at the base of a high-rise building. 
At a miotirnum height o f  150 feet, the stadiu~n 
would have less impact immediately at its base 
than a typical San Francisco high-rise building; in 
addition, the closest portion o f  the open space 
would be o f  the order o f  250 feet away, across the 
channel. 

The statlinm would be almost due north o f  the 
open space east of Third Street. Therefore, it 
wo~lld not, even in the very early niorning or the 
very late evening in June, cast a shadow on that 
open space. Some o f  the strip of open space 
south of  the channel west of  Third Street might 
receive shading from the stildium in the early 
morning hours in Jitne; such shrtdows woilld 
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overlap those from the Lefty O'Doul Bridge and 
the China Basin Building. 

The sl;tdiitrn would add to shadows on tlie 
planned Recleveloprnent Aren park, and tlie South 
Beach tnarina, in much of the afternoon and on 
summer evenings. Maximum shadow lengths 
would occur on December dtemoons and 
summer evenings. 

As noted in earlier Responses and on p. 1 of the 
SEIR 1611, the SEIR is not the environmental 
review docutnent required for approval of the 
stadium. Were City decision-makers to consider 
approval of the sports complex, detailed shadow 
analyses would be required, and mitigation of the 
shadow impacts of the stadium would be a 
co~isiderntion in the decision-making process. 
The SEIR concentrates prilnarily on 
stadinm/arena effects that relate to cumulative 
impacts. 

Tlte following is added after the second sentence 
of tlie first paragraph on p. 32 of the SEfR 1621: 

- Areas shaded could include the p p t e d  
South Beach public pa& east of Second 
Street, the waterfront promenade, and lhe 
public access and fishing areas on the marina 
breakwater. At otha times, the stadium 
might shade more distant open-space areas. 

Cultural Resources 

Comment 

Althorrglt the area of tlte proposed project has 
bee11 heaitly developed sirrce the nineteentlt 
century, the l~resence af Native American cultural 
resources is a likelihood which should be 
addressed in arty enl~ironmental document from 
that part of the Bay Area. Tlte entire Bay area 
,t!os occrrljied for centuries by the Ohlorte group 
of tlre Costarlbart Irtdiar~s. Nels Nelsort, an 
c~rch~reologist, iderltified and cataloged over ,fi,ur- 
lrrtrrdr-ed i~illagcs, slrell mounds, campirrg and 
Irari~esting sites along tlte shoreline of 
StrrrFrar~cisco Bay, Salt PabIo Bay, tlte 
Car-qrrir~ez Struits and the Pacific side of the 
Pertir~sula betlc'eert 1908 and 1912. These were 
prirnaf.ily large, easily iderrtifiable cultural/social 
sites. 

IYithin the recent past tlrere have been several 
archacolngical sites - discovered during the 
det~e1o~)nrerrt af properry n,hiclt [Irad] been in use 
,for nrar~y yeurs nrtd assunled to be , f ee  of cultural 
resolrr.ces. Tlrere Itat~e been two such finds on 
Sto~ertsorr Street, orre at the site of the preserlt 

Nordstrom's department store. An archaeologist 
was excavating the site at Fifth and Market 
Streets iirt search of a school brtilding front tlte 
1800's. He had gone to depth of fifteen feet 
bclow the level of the street. He made another 
excavation a short distance to the west and went 
down an additional several feet and discovered 
an old Costanoan Indian village site, dating back 
centuries. A similar site was discovered at 
Stevenson near First Street a short time before 
that. 

A Costanoan burial was discovered during the 
excavation for a hydraulic lift at  an Ordnarrce 
shop rrear Crissy Field at  rlre Presidio. It was 
determined that it was a female, about thirty 
years of age at the time of her death, said to be 
appr.oximately 726 A.D. 

The s/tore/ine of Salt Francisco Bay Itas changed 
over tlte past, rlte former shoreline is sei~eral 
blocks away from the Bay in many parts of town. 
China Basin, India Basin, Islais Creek, the area 
around Mission Rock have all been filled and 
btiilt over, putting the former waterfront inlatrd. 
Tlre former village sites have been covered by 
soil f iom other parts of town, or dredged up from 
the Bay. The Stevensotz Street sites are examples 
of that type of filling operation. Tlte remains at 
tlte Presidio were discovered under fill used to 
create the present day shoreline. Tlte soil at that 
burial site indicated that it was marshland during 
the early periods. 

Tlte California Envb'onntental Quality Act, 
Appendix K, deals with the discovery of 
arcltaeological sites and tlte procedures to 
follow. It also contains the instructions to follow 
when human remains are fourtd during any phase 
of developntent. (William Anthony Johnson, 
California Native American Heritage 
Comntission) 

The Mission Bay EIR, on pp. VLJ.1-VI.J.21 of 
Volume Two, V1.J. Cultural Resources, contains 
an extensive discussion of cultural and historic 
resources in and around Mission Bay; detailed 
mitigation measures describing the procedure for 
handling site excavation activities and 
archeological discoveries are given on 
pp. VI.J.22-VI.J.27 of Volume Two. That 
investigation covers the proposed arena site. 
Were the ballpark to be under consideration by 
City decision-makers, it would be subject to 
additional environmental review including a 
site-specific archival survey and mitigation 
measures, if applicable. Appendix K of the 
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CEQA guidelines is advisory in nature. The 
cultural resource mitigations imposed by the 
Department of City Plarlriir~g (a standard 
requirement) establish a comprehensive approach 
to archival research, site investigation, 
construction and excavation oversight, and 
resource retrieval that already has been applied 
successfully in other development projects in San 
Francisco. 

Gevlvgv and Seismicity 

[On] Page 36 [tile Draft S~~pplentent states:] 
"Sliouid a major eartliquake occur at a time when 
there were iarge crowds at the arena aridlor 
sttrdi~rm, the Mission Boy EIR's estiniates of 
injuries and deaths n30uld be expected to increase 
iri at least rite proportiorts of tlte populatio~t 
increases described a b o ~ ~ e .  

"Howei~er, the situation would probably be 
wlorse. In an earthquake, tlte presence of large 
escitable crowds, concerttrated in one or two 
structures, could cause more panic, with 
resulting pile-ups of people, trampling, etc., than 
would be e,xpected in conventional buildings." 

In an area described as one of the worst in case 
of ear.rhquake, and an EIR that states "the 
situation u~ould probably be worse"; how can this 
~ro]?osal be taken seriously? The cortsequences 
are too severe. (Jack Moore, Potrero League of 
Actiie Neighbors) 

This is a Comment on the stadium/arena project, 
not on data presented in the Draft SEIR. 

FuFails. ro.pr.o~!~.~~~pLa.~.iLlf~~rmlario!~.. The DS 
[Llraj? Su i~~~ le~ t i e~ i t ]  fails to yroi~ide com~~lete 
irfo~.matiorr aho~rt marly it~tpacts of the proposed 
stc~dilrrtl ortd trreria. In prept~ri~rg the response to 
this conrrtient, it +~)ortld be appreciated that 
conil~letc irifi)rmation be proi~itied respondirtg to 
thc,f(~llow~irrg questions: 

W11at arc the impacts of alternati~~e s tad i~m~ and 
arerro projcct co~tfig~irotions (one of which would 
irrcludc the cor~strrroio~t of all the support 

facilities necessary, i.e. parking, transit, streets, 
freeway interchanges, etc., to accontmodate all 
the impacts from these projects on the immediate 
vicinity of the projects)? (John Bardis, Inner 
Sunset Action Committee) 

What the environniental discussion oi~erlooks artd 
what the Environmental Impact Report overlooks 
is the examination of the principal alternative to 
building this ballpark in China Basin. And that 
alternatil~e is tlte construction of a stadium for 
the Giants in Santa Ciara on a waste dump site 
that is only accessible by automobile from a 
freeway. (Richard Cohn) 

The purpose of the SEIR analysis is to identify 
additional potential cumulative impacts of the 
most recently discussed ballpark/arena proposal, 
so that the full extent of cumulative impacts is 
considered by the public and decision makers in 
evaluating Mission Bay, which is a separate 
project. As a result, the SEIR has not evaluated 
alternatives to the ballpark/arena facilities 
described in the document. The appropriate 
avenue for analyzing alternatives to the China 
Basin location would be in a subsequent 
environmental evaluation, separate from the 
Mission Bay EIR process. 

"The Small Business Bowl organization offers a 
100% privately-funded, $550 million downtown 
ballpark and National Small Business Sports, 
Conventio~t & Trade Center, plus a solution to 
the Dowiltown Sun Fraricisco to Airport to 
Peninsula conlmute bottleneck." 

"Besides the 45,000-seat ballpark, there are 
5 major Itousing contple..;es n~itlt over 
1,000 apartment units, 8 officeiretail buildirrgs 
including an entrepreneur R & D facility and 
Inter~tationai Trade l>evelopment center-, a 
20,000-seat soccer stadium, a 15,000-seat Sl~orts 
areria, an Olympic Pool arena, a .375,000 square 
feet co~tvention center, and 5,800 on-site parking 
spaces within the 3rd artd Towrisend conti~le,~. 
Pro~~isions have been made for a medical clinic, 
grocery stores, theaters, dry cleaners, etc." 

. . . It is irortic that Mayor Agnos' hasty attempt 
to suppress the SBB pro~)osal / ~ y  knowingly 
usurping the SBB proposal has 6acLflred: 
Federal Ian) requires tltat a supglm~zal.~.&& 

be perfornied. Further, additional statutes of 
the EIS law require that "Federal age~ic'ies 
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coirsider erri~irnnnterrtal effects ,fully, irrcludirrg 
alterrratil~e courses qf actiorr before reachi~rg a 
decisiorr to proceed with major Federal actions." 
111 short, tlte purl~ose of the EIS process is to 
errsure the best dealfor the taxpaying public. . . . 

Tlre Stadium i Tlte Arena. See "News Release" 
for descrir,tiort of SBB [Snrall Business Bows/] 
]rrol>osal. It would a1)pear that tlre SBB's 100% 
pri~~ately-funded Small Busirress, Sports, 
Corr~~ention, Housi~rg & Transit Center would 
nrake "best use" ofpublicly-controlled land. 

Tlie size and capacities of tlte stadirrm and sports 
arena are alq)ro.~imately equal, hut the SBB 
proposal oflers parking for approximately 5,800 
11s 2,000 i~ehicles. 

El~errt Tinres. Due to the pltysical layorit of the 
SBB proposal, light and sourid would be 
restricted to art area witlrirt the designated site. 
Tlte sriperior tra~rsportation capacity arrd 
facilities of the SBB proposal allow "open" 
schedulirrg of acti~jities. Indeed, prelimina~y 
figures i~rdicate that CalTrain's 35,000 & 
passengers per Itour, plus MUNI Metro's 16,000 
seaturd passengers per hour will allow 
sinrultarieous sclteduling o f  everits - with the 
possi6le exception of a Giarrt's World Series. . . . 

Inrplenrentation of tlte final design of Mission Bay 
~ t ~ i l l  haiw a profourid impact or? the SBB area, as 
well as trarrsit and parkirrg coriditioris. San 
Frarrciscans are goirtg to Ita11e to determine i f  
tltey warrt the proposed "City Withiri a City" or a 
"l~rterrratiorral Trade, Oceart Corrtnterce and 
Mi,~ed Use Area." 

. , , Tlre future of Sart Francisco's residents 
depends on ntai~rtairrirrg and increasirrg tlte 
dil~ersity of jobs as well as striking a balarrce 
betweert space allocated to work arid housirrg. 

Corrstr-rtction of tltc Sniall Btisirress Bowl will 
cr-eate tlie required political and ecorronric 
balarrce necessary for the Small Business 
Coniniuriity in Sari Francisco and the Greater 
Bay Area to he able to contpete effectively with 
Big Busirress in the de1~elo11nient of the Pacr'jic 
Rinr. . . . 

The Small Busirless Bowl proposal prol~ides 
facilities ilastly su1)erior to Mayor Agrros' 
6all~)arklsports arerra plan and tltereby deserves 

fit11 corrsideratiorr by ttre public. 

Tlrus, we ask that the Plartrrirrg De11artniertt 
j'i)rmally consider sl)orrsorirtg the preparation of 
a Srrpplen?errtal Drafr EIR for tlte Snrall Busirress 
Bowl ])rol~osal in tlre inrnrediate future. 
(1)elrnert C. Queen, Snrall R~isirress Bowl) 

The Comments refer to a "Small Business Bowl," 
a development proposal in the area generally 
bounded on the north by Towr~send Street. on the 
east by the Bay, and on the soulh by China Basin 
Channel. The western boundary falls parallel to, 
and between, Third and Fourth Streets. These 
boundaries do riot coincide with the Mission Bay 
Project Area, which is the focus of analysis in the 
EIR; the EIR Alternatives suggest different land 
use programs for a constant area. Similarly, the 
12 land use variants studied in the EIR are 
confined within the Mission Bay Project Area. 

At this point in the Mission Bay planning 
process, the preparation of a federal 
Enviroiimental Impact Statement is not necessary, 
as there are no federal approvals required for t l~e 
actions that would be contemplated by the City 
under the current EIR: amendments to the City's 
Master Plan, City Planning Code and Zoning 
Map, and adoption of a developtnent agreement 
between the City and Santa Fe Pacific Realty 
Corporation. It is anticipated that various phases 
of development pursued over the build-out period 
of Mission Bay would require subsequent 
etlvironmental evaluation to analyze construction 
details that cannot be identified at this time. 
Where such subsequent development activity 
triggered approvals from any federal agency, the 
envirotuner~tal evaluation would have to meet all 
applicable provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as well as 
state CEQA requirements. 

It must be reiterated that the current SEIR under 
review does not constitute the enviro~u~~etital 
evaluation for the stadium/arena concept 
introduced by Mayor Agnos. As an extension of 
the Mission Bay and South of Market ELRs, the 
purpose of the SEIR is to disclose additior~al 
irtor~natiori on cumulative i~npacts, wt~ich must 
be considered by the decision-makers before 
approving any part of a plan for Mission Bay. 
Any alternative sites, design or cordiguration of a 
ballpark/arer~a complex, which col~stitutes a 
separate project, would have to proceed with an 
er~vironmer~tal evaluation separate from the 
Mission Bay EIR. 

The Small Business Bowl proposal described by 
the conimenter also is considered to be separate 
from the Mission Bay Plan, in that it is proposed 
for it different site. The fact that it is not analyzed 
in the Mission Bay EIR, however, does not 
preclude the proposal from being considered lor 
review and approval. As for any development 
project, publicly or privately sponsored, 
environmental review is condrtcted by the 
Departlnent of City P l m ~ i n g  upon receipt of a 
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completed application for such review. (It should I71 pp. XIV.M.11-XIV.M.12 of Volume Three, 
be noted that a subsequent environn~ental Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
evaluation would not assign all MUNI Metro and EIR. 
CalTrain capacity to serve project-generated trips, 
contrary to the implication in one of the I81 p.XN.M.12 of Volume Three, 
conrmenter's statements.) Upon completion of Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
errviro~rrental review, the project may then be EIR. 
considered for approval, based on the merits of 
the proposal. 191 pp. XIV.M.2-XN.M.4 of Volume Three, 

Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR. 

Comment 
1101 DD. XIV.M.11-XN.M.13 of Volume Three. . . &.  

Also, if we discussed Alterrmtive C [Variant I l l ,  Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
which I tltink should be included in tltis EIR. 
s~rpplenient, theri we are directly displacing open 
spaces proposed for tlte Sei~entlt and Townsend 
site -- open space that is  placed irt sucl~ a way 
tlrat it ~~orr ld  serve riot only the residents of 
Mission Bay, but also of the South of Market. 
(ltutlr Grasanis, Sari Fraricisc'ar?~ fur Planning 
Priorities) 

If the arena were built at the Seventh and 
Townsend site, the open space proposed there in 
Variant 11 (EIR Hearing Proposal), as described 
and reviewed in XV.P. Alternatives and Variants, 
pp. XV.P.6-XV.P.26, would have to displace 
some other proposed use in that variant, or be 
lost. An analysis of associated impacts could be 
included in a separate environmental evaluation 
for the arena (if that project is pursued). 

NOTES - Sports Facilities 

11 11 p. X1V.M.I of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

1121 p. XN.M.4 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

1131 Figure XIV.M.l on p. XIV.M.3 of Volume 
Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the 
Final EIR. 

1141 pp. XIV.M.7-XIV.M.8 of Volume Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR. 

1151 p. XN.M.5 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

1161 p. XN.M.8 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/I71 p. XN.M.5 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final E m .  

I l l  San Francisco Deparlment of City Planning, 1181 p. XN.M.5 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
S ~ . u l b _ _ u f ~ t ~ ~ v i r ~ ~ ~ t . & b D a c t  Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR; 
&@a, EE 85.463, certified December 7, paragraph added appears on 
1989. pp. XIV.M.5-XN.M.6 of Appendix M. 

121 pp. XIV.M.9-XN.M.31 of Volume Three, 1191 Figures XIV.M.1, XIV.M.2, and XIV.M.3 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final on p.XIV.M.3, p. XIV.M.21, and 
EIR. p. XN.M.24, respectively, of Volunie 

Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the 
131 n. XN.M.4 of Volume Three. Aonendix M. Final EJR. 

Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR: ' 
1201 p. XN.M.40 of Volume Three, 

141 pp. XIV.M.2-XN.M.4 of Volume Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 
EIR. 

1211 Marlene Canard, Personnel Administrator, 
151 p. XN.M.2 of Volume Three, Appendix M. San Franisco Giants, letter, August 29, 1989. 

Sports Facilities, in the Finnl EIR. 
1221 p. XN.M.6 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 

161 p. XIV.M.4 of Volume Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. Figure 1, 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. p. 3, referenced in this change, appears as 
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Figure XIV.M.l, p. XIV.M.3, in the Final 
EIR. The paragraphs added appear on 
pp. XIV.M.6-XN.M.7 of Appendix M. 

/23/Note 141, p. XIV.M.40 of Volume Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR. 

/24/pp. X1V.M. 12-XN.M. 13 of Volume Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR. 

/25/p. XN.M.13 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/26/Table XIV.M.l, p. XIV.M.10 of Volume 
Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the 
Final EIR. 

/27/Table XIV.M.3, p. XIV.M.14 of Volume 
Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the 
Final EM. 

/28/p. XIV.M.1 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/29/City and County of San Francisco, &adium 
Fsq$ibilitv Analvsis, A Studv ofAltematives 
for a Stadium for the City g f  San Francisco, 
CA, 1983, Chapter B.5, Table 3. 

/30/Table XIV.M.5 p. XIV.M.17 of Volume 
Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the 
Final E m .  

/31/Table XIV.M.5, p. XN.M.17 of Volume 
Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the 
Final EIR. 

/32/p. XN.M.12 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/33/Figures XIV.M.2 and XN.M.3 on 
p. XIV.M.21 and p. XIV.M.24, respectively, 
of Volume Three, Appendix M., in the Final 
EIR. 

/34/p. XIV.M.9 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/35/p. XIV.M.27 of Volr~me Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/36/pp. XIV.M.13-XIV.M.14 of Volume Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR. 

/37/p. XIV.M.14 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/38/p. XIV.M.29 of Volume Three, Appendix 
M. Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/39/p. XIV.M.22 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/40/p. XN.M.23 of Volume Tluee, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/41/p. XIV.M.23 of Volurne Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/42/Table XIV.M.7, p. XIV.M.22 of Volume 
Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the 
Final EJR. 

/43/p. XIV.M.31 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EJR. 

/44/p. XN.M.30 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/45/p. XN.M.22 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EJR. 

/46/p. XN.M.30 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

1471 XIV.M.26 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
gborts Facilities, in the Final ELR. 

/48/p. XN.M.31 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/49/p. XN.M.30 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final E N .  

/50/p. XN.M.29 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/51/Informatior1 for this Response was provided 
by the following sources: Norman Stowe, 
Public Relations, B.C. Pavilion Corp., 
telephone conversation, June 1989; Karen 
Lampella, B.C. Stadiunk Events, telephone 
conversation, June 1989; Peter Jackson, 
Ticket Master, Vancouver, B.C., telephone 
conversation, June 1989. 

/52/p. XN.M.16 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EJR. 

/53/p. XN.M.7 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EJR. 

/54/pp. XIV.M.9-XIV.M.31 of Volume Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR. 

/55/pp. XIV.M.33-XN.M.35 of Volrrme Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR. 

/56/p. XN.M.34 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final E N .  
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/57/pp. XIV.M.34-XIV.M.35 of Voli~me Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR. 

/SR/p. XlV.M.36 of Volunle Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/59/Randy Dvorak, HOK, telephone 
conversation, March 16, 1989; and Helen 
Diemer, Flack & Kurtz, telephone 
conversation, July 14, 1989. 

/60/pp. XIV.M.36-XIV.M.37 of Volurne Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR. 

/61/p. XIV.M.l of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

/62/p. XN.M.36 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR. 

STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES FOR 
SPORTS FACILITIES 

Draft SElR (as reflected i~ 
V~Lumi_Thr_en,App-endihM_ 

Sports Facilities) 

Some copies of the Draft SEIR were issued with 
misprinted pages. In these copies, "Mission Bay 
Draft Arena" appears in the first sentence of the 
first paragraph on p. 1 (p. XIV.M.1 of Volu~ne 
'rhree, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final 
EIR) and in the first sentence of the third 
paragraph on this page. This typographical error 
is corrected to "Mission Bay Draft EIR." Also in 
these copies, "Arena Alternative A," which 
appears in the first sentence of the fourth 
paragraph on p. 1 (p. XIV.M.l of Volume ' b e e ,  
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR), 
is corrected to "EIR Attenlalive A," 

To update the status of this sports facilities 
proposal (in all copies of the Draft SEIR), the five 
pnragraphs under the heading "Introduction" on 
111'. 1-2 (pp. XIV.M.1-XIV.M.2 of Vollune Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR) 
are deleted and replaced with the following: 

- After publication of the Mission Bay Draft 
EIR in August 1988, Mayor Art Agnos 
released an invitation for pmposals for a 
stadium to be located on the block bonndect 
by Second, IXrd and King Streets, and San 
Francisco Bay; and an indoor arena complex 
at Seventh and Townsend Streets. A&!&-& 
cumulative im~wts  potenMy associated 
sith_tb t ilities were the subiect of 
sWPtem"",t":ofw:the m. published B 

Much 1949. The ballpark wncep- 
& y t l y  defeated by San Fmnctsco 
v o w  in November@. 

Neither of the facilities included as a 
component in a development proposal for 
Mission Bay. However, the pmgmd arena 
site is located within the cwent Mission Bay 
Project Area boimkies; if an arena were 
approved, those boundaries would be 
modified to exclude the arena site. 

Because of the potential magnitude of activity 
that would be posed by these two 
developments and their close proximity to the 
Mission Bay Project Area, additional 
enviromnental evaluation ~a required to 
supplement the cumulative impact analysis 
presented in the Mission Bay Draft EIR. This 
m necessary to ensure that implications of 
the two facilities as they might affect 
mmoundhg areas, and city or regional 
systems, were adequately accounted for in the 
cumulative d y s e s .  The focus of the s p  
pkemental en - ntal analysis (presented 
below) theI.efxs -not address specific 
design or program details of the stadium or 
arena; those types of issues would be subject 
to separate envhnmental review if a detailed 
program rn ultimately defined. 

To evaluate a scenario with adverse 
conditions that &d bt: reasonably Wrely to 
occur, the primary stadidarena analyses 
as- the p e n c e  of the land use program - 
described in EIR Alternative A in the Mission 
Bay Project Area. For purposes of the 
analysis, it m assumed that the Mission Bay 
S / L W  land uses at Seventh and Townsend 
Street in Alternalive A would be consolidated 
with other SlWlRD uses elsewhere in the 
Project Area to aUow the proposed arena to 
occupy that comer. 

The stadiumlarena facilities were assumed to 
be completed in 1995. In most cases when a 
time barizon is applicable, the analyses below 
evaluale cumulative impacts in year 2000, 
because there is an extensive bocty of 
information on cumdative impacts available 
for this timeframe. In a few instances where 
the stadidarena would have identiliable 
impacts beyond 2000, they are discussed 
accordiagly. 

Similarly, to reflect the current statns of the 
sports facilities proposal, the first paragraph 
nnder the heading "Project Description" on p. 2 
(p. XIV.M.2 of Volume Three, Appendix M. 
Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR) is deleted and 
replaced with the following: 
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Few details about the stadinm/arena design, 
o p e h o n  or p ~ ~ g  were known adk 
time_& t h e e e n t a l e . '  
analysis. However. general panunetem?! 
identified below for each of the facilities, 
which established the bases for the impact 
analyses presented herein. 

On p. 18, the source for Figure2 
(Figure XIV.M.2, p. XIV.M.21 of Volume Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR) 
is changed to: 

Environmental Science Associates, Inc.; 
Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.; ~&RQ&EI 
LC--! 

On p. 20, the second sentence of the note in 
Figure 3 (Figure XIV.M.3, p. XIV.M.24 of 
Volutne Three, Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in 
the Final EIR) is revised to state: 

. On-street parking in residential areas 
were not counted in the inventory of parlring 
spaces assumed to be available for the 
stadium/arena. 

The source for Figure 3 is changed to: 

Environmentai Science Associates, Inc.; 
Robert L. Iianison : and Robest Reeves 

On p. 32 (p. XIV.M.37 of Volume Three, 
Appendix M. Sports Facilities, in the Final EIR), 
the fourth sentence in the third paragraph is 
arnentled, as follows: 

Generally, stadium lamps are of high 
intensity, can have considerable beam widths, 
and are oriented about 2 2 d s : m  to 
45 down Erom the horizontal, so the 
li@t from several laoops can be visible at the 
same time Grom many off-site areas within 
the viewshed. 

Volume .- . . 0 - n e C - h a p l e d  
Executiv_e.SSunryY 

The following is added to p. 1.5, after "Variations 
on Alternntives": 

SPORTS FAClLlTlES 

A supp1ement to the Mission Bay EIR 
evaluated additional cumulative impacts 
associated with a proposal for a ballpark and 
arena announced by Mayor Art Agnes after 
publication of the r)raft Em. m e  proposed 
sports facilities included a 45,000-seat 
ballpark noaheast of the Project Area, and a 
20,000-seat arena withia Mission Bay 

bouadalies. mspoltation, land use and 
employment, noise, air quality, mban design, 
and seismic impacts were evaluated for two 
scenarios. The ballpark concept was defeated 
by San Francisco voters in a ballot measure in 
November, 1989. 

Volume One - Chapter 11. 
Highlights & Conclusions 

The following is added to the end of "Variations 
on Alternatives": 

A supplement to the Mission Bay EIR 
evaluated additional cumulative impacts 
associated with a p p m a l  for a ballpark and 
arena anmmced by Mayor Art A g m  af ta  
publication of the Draft EIR. The proposed 
sports facilities included a 45,0009eat 
ball* northeast of the Project Area, and a 
20,000-seat arena witbin Misgion Bay 
boundaries. Transpatatioo, land use and 
employment, noise, air quality, mban design, 
and seismic impacts were evaluated for two 
scenarios. The ballparh concepf was defeated 
by San Francisco voters in a ballot measure in 
November, 1989. 

Background & Approach 

In March, 1989, a supplement to the Mission 
Bay EIR was pnhlished to evaluate additional 
cumulative impacts associated with a ballpark 
and arena proposal am~lmced by Mayor Art 
Agnos after publication of the Draft EIR. The 
proposed sports facilities included a 
45,000-seat b ark northeast of the Project 
Area, and a 9 2 ,O-m arena withio the 
Project Area. Two conservative scenarios that 
would be reasonably likely to occur were 
analyzed: a baseball sellout dming a weekday 
afternoon, and a weeknight baseball sellout 
c o m b i i  with a 50% capacity event at the 
arena. The ballpark concept was defeated by 
San Francisco voters in a ballot measure in 
November, 1989. 

For more detail on the supplemental 
emironmental analysis of the sports facilities, 
see Volume Three, pp. XIV.M.1-5. 

More people would be expected to use public 
transit or travel modes other than private 
automobiles to attend events at the sports 
facilities than would be the case at 
Candlestick Park, due to more available 
public transit and more limited parking. 
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Intersections in the immediate vicinity of the 
sports facilities would be congested after 
weekday afternoon or before weeknight 
events. The sports facilities also would 
contribute to cumuialive WIG congestion at 
intersections providing access to the 1-80 and 
1-280 freeways. A weekday afternoon 
baseball sellout would contribute to 
cumulative cougestion on regional freeways 
during the peak aftemuon commute. 

For the heo scenarios analyzed, most impacts 
un public transit would a r m  during 
non-peak hours. MUNX would experience the 
greatest impacts following a weekday 
baseball sellout. There would also be 
additional demand un CalTrain, BART, 
Sam'Iians, AC Transit, and Golden Gate 
Transit. 

With a weekday afternoon baseball sellout, 
parking witbin a 15-minute walk (one-half to 
~ u a r t e m  of a mile) would not satisfy 
demand. For the weeknight scenario, parking 
witbin a 15-minute walking distance would 
be adequate. 

For more detail on transportation impacts, see 
Volume Three, pp. XlV.M.9-31. 

The spofls facilities would displace existing 
commercial, iadustrial, and maritime-related 
businesses, and the Port of San Francisco 
maintenance facility at Pier 468. The ballpark 
would be adjacent to the Rincon Point I South 
Beach Redevelopment Area, a developing 
residential neigh- Events at the sports 
facilities would introduce more intense 
activity into surmunding neighborhoods. 
which would be particularly noticeable dur i~~g 
the evening. 

Noise from events at the sports facilities, 
pticularly the ballpark, would affect 
mrrmmding areas. Crowd and loudspeaker 
noise from the ballpark could be reduced 
Ihrough desiga Crowd noise oulside the 
facilities befm and after events would be 
dioscult to control. Noise from nightlime 
events would be the most noticeable. 
Inc- local and regional tra€tic would 
affect air quality. 

Both the ballpark and arena sites are located 
in an area subject to "violent" groundshaking 
in the event of a major earthquake. Should 
m e  occur when there were large crowds at 
one or both of the facilities, casualties could 
be substantial. Mitigation measures for 
seismic hazards could include spacial 
planning for crowd control and emergency 
response, and equipping the arena to sexve as 
a mass care facility. 

For more detail on land use and employment, 
noise. air quality, urban design, and seismic 
impacts, see Volume 'Ihree, pp. XIV.M.5-8 
and 31-40. 

A new figure, similar to FigureXIV.M.1, is 
added to this seclivn in Volume One. This figure 
shows the localion of the stadiuni and arena and 
has the following caption: 

Figure J3.76: Location of Sports Facilities. In 
January, 1989, Mayor Art Agnos proposed 
Umt a ballpark and arena be constructed at 
Mission Bay. The additional cumulative 
impacts associated with those sports facilities 
were evaluated in a supplement to the 
Mission Bay EIR. The ballpark was turned 
down by San Francisco voters in November, 
1989. 

Ballpark lighting could cause glare, and 
would be seen from long distances as well as 
fmm ihe immediate vicinity. Glare impacts 
would depend on ballpark design and the type 
of lighting used. The sports facilities also 
would cause wind and shadow impacts. 
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This scction presents staff-initiated text changes 
lor scctions of the EIR or1 which no public 
conirnents were received. 

VOLUME ONE - A USER'S GUIDE 
TO THE MISSION BAY EIR 

The first sentence of the first paragraph, left-hand 
coltunn, is revised to state: 

- m e  Mission Bay W Environmental 
Impact Report (J3R) describes 
euvirmunenral effects of three alternative 
development p r o w  and twelve 
variations on them. 

111 the last sentence of this paragraph, "the 
Department of City Planning" is deleted. As 
revised, this sentence states: 

- The BIR is divided into several elements to 
meet the needs of the many dierent people 
expected to use it. 

In the second paragraph, left-hand column, 
"including project Alternatives and environmental 
impacts" is deleted from the end of the second 
sentence. As revised, this sentence states: - The Executive Summary provides a brief 

overview of the EIR. 

The following new paragraph is added before the 
last paragraph in the right-hand column: 

- Volume Four (Summary of Comments and 
Responses) summsrizes and responds to 
orel and wrinen comments on the Dmft 
EUI. Volume FOUI also contains revisions 
to the Draft EIR arising from responses to 
commenls or staff-initiated text changes. 
Together, the revised Draft EIR (Volumes 
One thmgh Three) and Volume Four 
comprise the Final EIR for Mission Bay. 

VOLUME ONE - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

0 p. 1.1, left-hand column, the first sentence 
under "Guitlc to the EIR" is revised to state: 

- 'lhe Mission Bay Final E n v i ~ e a l a l  
Impact Report (EIR) is divided into 
volumes. 

The following new sentence is added before the 
last sentence of this paragraph: 

Volume Four summarizes and responds to 
oral and written comments on the Dmft 
W. Together, the revised Draft EIR 
(Volumes One thmvgh Three) and the 
Summary of Comments and Responses 
(Volume Four) comprise the Final BIR for 
Mission Bay. 

On p. 1.1, left-h'uld column, the last sentence of 
the second paragraph under "Context" is revised 
to state: 

Development plans for Mission Bay have 
bear proposed since 1981; Santa Fe Pacifi 
Realty Corporation (nmamed Catellus 
m I ~ m e n t  Cmporation in JUUG 1990) is 
the project spoosor. 

VOLUME ONE - CHAPTER 11. 
HIGHLIGHTS & CONCLUSIONS 

(CONTEXT) 

On p. 11.1, the last sentence of the introductory 
paragraph under "Context," at the top of the 
left-hand column, is revised to state: 

Developmeat phm for Mission Bay have 
been popocred since 1981; Santa Fe Pacitic 
Realty Corpomtion @named Catell141 
Develamem Cozmrahon m June. . . 

199Q) is 
the project sponsor. 

The first full paragraph in the right-hand column 
on p. 11.2 is corrected to state: 

The l!@&m Bay Plan. Ramraal for C i h n  
R&w includes: 7,700 to 7,960 residential 
units; 24 to 4.lndlion s q m  feet of 
Oaces; 2.3 to 2.6 million square feet of 
sexvice, light indushial, or research and 
development space; 300,000 square feet of 
retail space; 200.000 square feet for 
community use; 500 hotel m s ;  a ballpa* 
and up to 78 acres of open space. 

VOLUME ONE - CHAPTER 11. 
HIGHLIGHTS & CONCLUSIONS 

(REPORT AUTHORS) 

On p. 11.115, the address of Environmental 
Science Associates, Inc., under "EIR 
Consultants" in the left-hand column, is changed 
to: 

- Environmental Science Associates. Jnc. 
W A )  
301 Brannan Smt .  Sui@ 200 
Saa Francisco, CA 94107 
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At the top of the right-hand column on p. 11.115, 
the following change is made to the name under 
"Pro,iect Sponsor": 

~ & ~ ~ ~ e l ~ e n t ~ ! o n  
Cfgmterly Santa Fe Pacific Realty 
Corporation) 

On p. 11.115. under "EIR Consultants," left-hand 
column, two names are added. Before the names 
of tile Lead Graphic Artists, the following name 
is added: 

S. Elizabeth Haines, Editor 

The followirlg name is added to the Lead Word 
Processors: 

W B a Q ,  Cheryl Fowler, Georgette 
Simmonds: Lead Word Processors 

Under "Project Sponsor," in the right-hand 
colu~nn on p. 11.1 15, the suite number in Santa Fe 
Pacific Realty Corporation's address is ch'mged, 
as follows: 

201 Mission Street, Suite 202 

In addition, the position titles following the 
names at the end of this address are deleted. 

Also on p. 11.115, righ(-hai~d column, tile address 
of Roger Owen Boyer rcnd Associ:ttes is chaiiged, 
RS  follow^: 

1009 MacDonald Avenue, Suite 3 
Richmond, CA 94801 

VOLUME TWO - TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Orr p. xiii, the title of Table VI.E.17 is corrected, 
as follows. ("Hour" is already underlined in the 
EIR; tile underline beneath this word in the 
following change therefore does not indicate a 
revision.) 

- P.M. Peak H m  Outbound Transit Riders at 
Screenlines, 1985 and 2020 

VOLUME TWO - CHAFTER 111. 
BACKGROUND AND AREA 

DESCRIPTION 

TIlc last sentence on p. 111.3, which continues on 
p. 111.4. is revised to state: 

a - Its real estate subsidiary, Santa Fe Pacific 
Realty Corporation (SFP) &namsd Catellus 
Development Corporation in June,_BJ, 

now manages all Saata Fe Southern Pacific 
land in Mission Bay. 

The last sentence of the partial paragraph at the 
top of p. 111.5 is revised, as follows. (M&B 
Bav Plan is underlined in the EIR; the underline 
beneath this title in the following change 
therefore does not indicate a revision.) 

IIlre -W3ioe_-B~Plan proposal did not 
include laad easl of -is Street and south 
of the Eldorado Street alignment, tbough the 
EIR Project Area does.141 

On p. 111.10, the text of note 141 is deleted and 
replaced with the following: 

141 This was included in the Project Area 
analyses in the EIR so that a contiguous area 
between Third and China Basin Streets, 
which share many common public policy 
and land use issues, could be considered at 
an equal level of detail. 

VOLUME TWO - CHAPTER XI 
REPORT AUTHORS AND 

PERSONS CONSULTED 

The name and suite number of the project sponsor 
shown on p. XI.1 under "Project Sponsor and 
Project Consultants," in the left-hnnd column are 
revised, as follows: 

Catellw Development Comma - h i  
(formerly S a m  Fe Pacific Realty 
corporation1 
201 Mission Street, Suite 202 

On p. XI.1, the address of Environmental Science 
Associates, Inc., under "EIR Consultants" in the 
right-hand column, is changed to: 

Env*onmentaLSLCj~cCe.~iates, Iw. 
I:SA I Planning and Environmental Services 
(F'rime ~onsut-taat) 
301-StreerSa- 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

On p. XI.2, the following name is added to the 
list of Lead Word Processors shown at the top of 
the left-hand column under "Environmental 
Science Associates, Inc. (Cont'd)": 

Lisa Bautista, Che'yl Fowler, Georgette 
Simmoads: Lead Word Processors 

The following name is added before the names of 
the Lead Graphic Artists in this information: 

S. Bizabeth Haines, Editor 
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Also on p. XI.2, left-hand column, the address of 
Roger Owen Boyer and Associates is changed, as 
follows: 

1009 MacDonald Avenue, Suite 3 
Richmond, CA 94801 

VOLUME TWO - CHAPTER XIII. 
BIBLIOGRAPHY AND REPORT 

OUTLINE 

In the third item on p. X111.7, the word "Project" 
is deleted from the report title. 

The word "Transportation" is added to the title in 
the last item on p. X111.10, as follows. (m 
Data Book is underlined in the EIR; the underline 
beneath this title in the foilowirig change 
therefore does rkot indicate a revision.) 

- Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 
l K x a q m m t i o n ~ 1 F p ~ ~  Data Book: 
Edition 8. Tennessee. 1985. 
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S. S U M M A R Y _ . O ~ X U M O N Y  RELATED TO THE M Z W N  BAY PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

Not all of the public testimony given at the Draft EIR and Supplemental EIR public hearings and during 

the public comrnent periods raised questions about the Mission Bay Draft EIR. Some of it expressed a 

point of view or questioned aspects of the Mission Bay pl,anning and development process. Because 

those types of concerns do not relate to the content or quality of the EIR, they do not require response 

under the California Environmental Quality Act. However, to ensure that all testimony is considered by 

the City Planning Commission, remarks related to issues other than the EIR itself are summarized in this 

section. 

Testimony concerned with suggestions for Mission Bay or dealing with the Mission Bay planning and 

development process is addressed in "Overview and Update of the Mission Bay Planning and 

Development Process," the first part of this section. It summarizes the history of the Mission Bay 

planning and development process, and highlights future stages and steps, including further 

opportunities for public participation. That subsection includes a chronology of the pl'anning process to 

date, and updates the discussions of the development agreement process, anticipated Master Plan and 

zoning actions, and Mission Bay's relationship to Proposition M. 

"Summary by Topic of Testimony Expressing Views on the Mission Bay Plan" first presents testimony 

on land use, business activity and employment; housing and population; community services and 

infrastructure; transportation; hazardous wastes; and sports facilities. (Some of this testimony may also 

be addressed also in Responses in the appropriate section of EIR-related Comments. Comments related 

to the EIR analysis of those topics and detailed Responses to them comprise Sections XV.B.. XV.C., 

XV.D., XV.E., XV.L., and XV.Q, respectively, of this document.) Testimony on the project planning 

and approval process, and Mission Bay Alternative selection and development follow. 

A list of the persons whose testimony on issues other than the adequacy of the EIR is included in this 

summaty concludes this section. 

OVERVIEW A N D  UPDATE O F  THE MISSION BAY PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

Chronology 

Plans for the development of Mission Bay have evolved over the past eight years. A brief chronology of 

that evolution is as follows: 

- In 1981, Southern Pacific Company (SP) developed the first plan for Mission Bay and presented it 
infortn:~lly to the City without the benefit of prior consultation with either City staff or community 
groups. 
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- SP submitted a second proposal for Mission Bay in 1983, following some City and community 
consultation, but withdrew it when substantial public opposition was encountered at public 
hearings on the proposal. Three alternative plans were offered by community groups as alternative 
visions for Mission Bay during the public debate over SP's proposal. Those alternative plans were 
presented by the Mission Creek Conservancy, San Francisco Tomorrow, and the Potrero League of 
Active Neighbors. 

- Then-Mayor Dianne Feinstein and Santa Fe Pacific Realty Corporation (SFP), successor to SP by 
corporate merger, reached a tentative understanding in 1984 on guidelines for a land use program 
for Mission Bay that the Mayor would support (Mayor's Letter). 

- In 1985, the Department of City Planning (DCP), with funds contributed by SFP, initiated an open 
public planning process for Mission Bay to solicit input from interested community participants, 
SFP, and public agencies. 

- The DCP planning process began with a public scoping meeting and a two-day workshop which 
included representatives of all interests working at drafting tables to create conceptual plans for 
Mission Bay (September 1985). 

- The Department and its consultants prepared an analysis of prior developer and community plans 
and information developed for Mission Bay. That effort resulted in the Draft Backaround and 
Preliminam Findings Report (November 1985). The analysis in that report was reevaluated in a 
variety of community meetings during the course of the planning. 

During 1985 and 1986, DCP prepared Choices for Mission Bay (June 1986), a report presenting a 
range of possible planning approaches to Mission Bay development issues and three design 
concepts integrating different land use programs and planning concepts. The report was refined 
through an extensive community pre-publication review process and public hearings. 

- A public scoping meeting on the EIR was held November 12,1985. 

- During 1985 and 1986, DCP produced Objectives and Policies (September 1986), which outlined 
goals for Mission Bay development. The document was refined through an extensive community 
pre-publication review process and public hearings. 

- During 1986, DCP developed the three Alternatives and ten variants to be analyzed in the EIR in 
consultation with community groups and SFP. The EIR analysis of the Alternatives and variants is 
designed to provide information on the impacts of a range of Mission Bay development scenarios. 
That enables the impacts of modifications to any one development concept to be extracted from 
existing analyses and understood without having to be reanalyzed independently. 

DCP published about 20 &e&LSUdzs on various topics in fall 1986 and presented these reports 
at public hearings to provide additional information for the planning process. 

In January 1987, DCP published the Mission Bav Plan - Prooosal f m  Citizen Review, a land use 
plan and program developed with the benefit of a variety of forms of input from and consultation 
with citizens, agencies, and SFP, and held public hearings and solicited input from the community, 
public agencies, and SFP. 

The City and SFP began negotiation of a development agreement for Mission Bay in late 1987. 

- DCP published the Mission Bay Draft EIR on August 12, 1988. The public comment period 
extended from August 12, 1988 to November 21, 1988. Public hearings were held on the EIR on 
September 22, October 6, October 27, and November 10, 1988. 

- The Mission Bay Clearinghouse proposed an alternative land use program in November 1988, and 
requested that it be added to the EIR to expand the Alternatives and variants analyzed in the Draft 
EIR. 
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- On Masclt 17, 1989, a Draft Supplement to the Mission Bay Draft EIR was published to evaluate 
t~tlditiortnl cutr~rrl;~tive imp:~cts associated with a ballpark and arenn propos;ll annourlcetl by Mayor 
Art Aprlos earlier that year. The public comment period for the suppletrlent extended from 
Mtlrcll 17 to May 5, 1989. A public hem'ing on the supplerrlent was held on April 20, 1989. 

- SFP submitted a development agreement application and plan to DCP on May 1. 1989. The 
;~pplicalion and plan were based on, and derived I'rum, the 1987 DCP Pl;tn (Mission Bay Pllm - 
Pr~p.@salf~r_Cli!izet~.K.e_~e_y.), and incorporated motlifications agreed to by DCP and SFP cluring 
tlte cortrse of the developnter~t agreernenl negotiatiot~s. The Cily Planning Colllrnission held public 
hearings on the application in Jwie and Decetnber 1989. 

The EIR I-learing Proposnl and Developtnent Agreement Application were each iricorporated into 
tlte Mission Hay Suotlrtaly of Comnlents and Kesponses as variants (Vari;trtts I I antl 12, 
sespectively), tlrortph their uses and ilnpacts iall within the range of impacts of the Alternatives and 
variants covered in the Draft EIR. 

Oral ant1 written commenls received on both the Mission Ray Draft EIR ant1 on the Draft 
Supplernelrt to the Mission Hay Draft EIR are sunnnarized and responded to in this vollune 
(Volume Four, Summary of Coniments and Responses). 

Tlie development agreetnent negotiations between tlte City and SFP, initiated in 1987, continue. 
Developtnent agreelnents are authorized by state law as a means of providiltg developers of staged 

tleveloptnents with greater certainly that they will be able to colnplete their developments {IS planned and 

initially approved. In return, the responsible public agency is entitled lo negotiate for and obtain from 

the psoject sponsor greater public benefits than the agency would otherwise obtain. 

The City adopted development agreement procedures effective July 1988. The procedmes require a 

fortnal application by the project sponsor, a public hearing imniediately followiog the application, ilnd a 

variety of opportuniiies for public input thereafter. 

SFP filed its tlevelopment agreement application with the City in May 1989 (Variant 12, analyzed in 

XV.P. Allernatives and Variants on pp. XV.P.27-XV.P.46, is based in part on the land use program 

contained in SFP's developn~ent agreernenl applicalion). The City Planning Comn~ission heltl public 

hcarings on the application and the fee lo be paid by SFP in June and Decetnber 1989. Pursuant lo City 

ordin;tnce, DCP has maintnined a record of Mission Bay development agreement negotiations held since 

the July 1988 adoption of the development agreement procedures. The following actions are anticipated 

once an agreement is reached between the City's negotiating teatn and SFP, and a draft development 

agreetnelit is prepared: 

- The Cily will provide the draft developlnent agreement for public review. 

- The City will provide a comprehetlsive sulntnary of the development agreement. 

- DCP will publish a report su~nmarizitig the rkegoliatio~rs and providing releviull documents. 
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DCP will publish a fiscal analysis report on the fiscal implications of the development for the City. 

- DCP will hold small group meetings in the community as appropriate to discuss particular aspects 
of the agreement. 

- The City Planning Commission will receive public comment in writing and by public hearing, and 
will consider action on the draft develop~nent agreement and transmittal to the Board of 
Supervisors. 

- The Board of Supervisors will consider action on the development agreement. 

Master Plan a d Z _ o i n g  Actions 

DCP will prepare the following Master Plan and zoning materials for consideration by the City Planning 

Commission and, where appropriate, the Board of Supervisors: 

- The Mission Bay Specific Plan, a Master Plan "area plan" including the land use plan and 
development program, and implementing provisions such as urban design guidelines, a description 
of capital improvemer~t 'and financing, and principles governing the sequencing of development; 

Amendments to the Central Waterfront Plan, an area plan of the Master Plan; 

Amendments to other Elements of the Master Plan, where appropriate; and 

Amendments to the City Planning Code and Zoning Map to provide appropriate zoning, 

The above materials will be published in draft form for review by the public and consideration by the 

City Pl'mning Cornmission in public hearings. The City Planning Commission is also expected to 

consider a subdivision map to be proposed by SFP. DCP will conduct small group meetings with the 

community on the documents as appropriate. 

The City Planning Commission has final jurisdiction over the Specific Plan and other amendments to the 

Master Plan. The Board of Supervisors will conduct public hearings and consider action on the zoning 

amendments, subdivision map iind related matters. 

Provosition M 

It is anticipated that a proposition will be submitted to the voters to exempt Mission Bay from the annual 

office limitation provisions of Proposition M. If passed, it would enable Mission Bay office 

development to proceed without reference to office development limitations in San Francisco. Without 

such an exemption, Mission Bay office development would have to compete with other office 

development proposals that are subject to the annual office allocation (presently 475,000 square feet) 

which may be approved by the City Planning Commission. That would likely reduce the amount of 

office space that SFP could develop annually in Mission Bay, 'and lengthen the period required to 

complete Mission Bay. 
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SUMMARY BY TOPIC OF TESTIMONY EXPRESSING VIEWS ON 
THE MISSION BAY PLAN 

The following testimony, from transcripts and letters, is summarized and grouped by topic. Some of this 

testimony is paraphrased, and similw comments are combined. 

-Use, Business Activity, and Employment 

Land Uses 

- Land uses proposed by the Alternath~es should be modified. 

Some SILIIRI> in Alternati~~es A and B should he replaced with retail and otlicr uses to 
increase comntunity-accessible types of busiriesses, ser~lices and cultural facilities. 

Alternathje B's housing sholrld be reducedfrom 10,000 to 7,700 units, or perhaps to 6,000 
or a ma.~imum of 7,000 units. This would significantly decrease the demand for seri~ices 
and the impact on the en~~ironrnent. 

A supermarket should be proidded to seriJe Mission Bay and surrounding areas 

16th Street should be turned into a major tlzorougltfare with shopping and retail facilities 

The antount of office space should be decreased. 

Housing density should be reduced, and open space and wetlands should be increased. 

Mission Bay should be integrated into the existing City fabric. 

Maximum housing should be provided on site to satisfy the need generated by all non-residential 
uses. 

Structures should be commensurate iit size with the moderate scale of surrounding districts 

A range of housing types should be provided. 

- Neighborhood commercial zones should be provided within walking distance of residerrtial 
districts. 

A scheme should be providedfor protection of any buildings or sites with historic or arclzitectural 
merit. 

- Proi~isions must be made so that displaced industries can relocate to other Sun Francisco sites 

- Mixed-use structures should be developed. 

- The economic viability of surrounding areas must be maintaiited. 

- There should be an aggressise housing policy for north of the channel in Mission Bay to prevent 
ofice sprawlfr.om encroaching on the area. 

- Decision-makers and the public should be informed of the increased land i~alue that n~ill result 
from alternative zoning actions so that the City can negotiate the trade-offs between different land 
uses. This information would also enable the public to make more informed contntcrits on 
alterttative selection. 
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Some proposed land uses in Mission Bay, e.g., commercial space, can be developed in areas other 
tltan Mission Bay, but others cannot be relocated or developed elsewhere. 

Port Preservation and Expansion 

The Port should be preserved and expanded. 

- Land east of Third Street must be devoted to port-related uses. 

The econonly of the City demands that port use continue on the central and southern waterfkont. 
Protecting the Port building Mission Bay is feasible, economically justified, and strategically 
necessary. 

- Wetlartd i~alues should be balanced with port uses. 

- A mixed-use development east of Third Street would prevent the "backlands" of Pier 50from being 
used as a massive container yard. 

- Existing port activities must be retained, and adjacent proposed uses must be compatible with 
current and future port activities. 

Employment 

- The construction industry generates employment and economic benefits. Mission Bay would 
generate employment in the construction industry and should be approved. 

Land uses will affect the kinds of businesses in Mission Bay and will therefore determine whether 
there are low- or moderate-paying jobs. For example, employment in back-ofice space pays less 
tltan employment at the Port or at warehousing. The City needs to be assertive with the project 
sponsor about what would be in the best interests of its citizens in the Mission Bay Plan. 

The choice among Mission Bay Alternatives would have no effect on regional employment and a 
miniscule effect on San Francisco employment. There is a difference of only 15,000 between the 
three Alternatives out of 500,000 jobs in downtown San Francisco in 2020. Employable San 
Francisco residents wiN have more than enough job opportunities under any Mission Bay 
Alternative. Therefore, employment should not be an overriding consideration for determining the 
make-up of the Mission Bay Plan. 

- Mission Bay should provide employment opportunities to use the skills and abilities of San 
Francisco residents, 

Implications of Development for Nearby Areas 

- People in the Nearby Areas might be "kept out" of Mission Bay due to its inward pattern of 
del~elopment and inaccessibility. 

People in the Nearby Areas should have access to Mission Bay retail areas. 

Housing and Population 

Jobs/Housing Balance 

- There must be a balance between employment and housing in Mission Bay 
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Alternative A would bestprovide this balance because it would provide jobs as well as ltousiitg, 

- Alternative B would best provide this balance because it would have the most affordable housing 
and least entl~loymenr growth to miitintize lortg-distance commuting. 

Housing Affordability 

- There must be more affordable housing in Mission Bay. 

Thirty percent of Mission Bay housing should be low- and moderate-income units. 

Missiorl Bay is tlte last opportuitity for a large-scale developntertt in the City to reduce the current 
shortfall of affordable housing. 

Tlte housirlg affordability crisis is likely to worsen over the next 30 years. 

- Only 28% of the Mission Bay workforce would be able to afford housing in Mission Bay. 

- Mission Bay should have enough affordable housing to meet the needs of its wurkers plus an 
additiottal1.000 units to  help meet the City's existing sho~tfall. 

- To create more housing that is affordable: 

Reduce the demand for housing by decreasing office development 

Make 50% of Mission Bay housing affordable as defined by the HUD income limit of 
$32,000 and below for a family offour. 

D e v e l ( ~ ~ ~  an alternative that provides only housing or have the City subsidize more housing 
through emirten; domain. 

Communitv Services and Infrastructure 

Open Space 

- Ample open space should be providedfor all users. 

- The plans of Santa Fe Pacific and the City do notprol~ide sufficient open space 

Mission Bay is an opportunity to remedy the currentproblem of insufficient open space. 

The lack of open space in Alternative A is unacceptable 

All land east of Tltird Street should ]tot be desoted to open space. Tlte balance of land uses in 
Alternative B is preferable and acceptable. The rest of the Project Area would be deprived of 
much-needed opeit space if all the open space were located east of Third Street, and a sterile, 
high-density ern~ironment would result. 

- A network of patltways should be developed tltrougkout tlte open space. Signs should be posted to 
indicate areas of special interest. 

An indoor interpretive center witlt a variety of educational exhibits should be constructed adjacent 
to the wetland. 

- The open space system should be an integral part of Mission Bay design. The open space in 
Mission Bay sltould be well designed and of suficient size and diversity to serve the entire 
commrcnity (workers, residents and visitors). 
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Playfields should be incorporated into the plan and sized to serve both the South of Market 
neighborhood and the new Mission Bay community. The fields should be located on the former 
stadium site for closer access to the South of Market site, and possibly in some other areas west of 
Third Street. 

- Open space developed along Mission Creek should be connected with the open space east of Third 
Street to provide a continuous network of walking paths and viewing and sitting ar-eas, as well as 
access to the waterways and other natural features of Mission Bay. 

- Mission Bay's environment should reflect its unique location. 

- Viewsfrom Potr-ero Hill should be preserved and height limits maintained along elevated highway 
view corridors. 

- A variety of public open spaces should be created for active and passive recreation for both 
daytime and residential use. Public access to water should be considered over private uses (e.,?., 
private backyards, marinas). 

- Ample semi-private and private spaces (e.g., yards, terraces, roof decks, andlor balconies for each 
unit) should be created. 

- The advantages of flat site developmerit (e.g., arcades, canals, pathways, promenades) should be 
maximized. 

Parks 

A major waterfront park should be located east of Third Street, along the bay side. This park 
should be available to residents of Nearby Areas and all San Francisco residents and visitors, not 
just Mission Bay employees and residents. 

Mission Bay Shoreline Park should be: 
. 

Sop-edged and thickly landscaped, with as much grass as possible, 

Meandering in design and contrasting with the immediate area; and 

Water-oriented, open to the sun, and irregular in design and topography. 

- The shoreline park, including the open space along China Basin Channel, tlte 18-acre wetland, and 
the greensward by the Bay should be considered a unique feature of citywide interest and 
developed with that perspective in mind. 

- The shoreline park described in the Proposal for Citizen Review is barely adequate and should be 
modified by; 

Widening the channel and bayfront parks; 

Increasing tlte wetland to take up the 17-acre port parcel; and 

Moving the playingfields to the 17thlTownsend site. 

- Creating a lar-ge park east of Third Street will cause adverse trafjic, parking, and other related 
impacts on both the project and Nearby Areas. 

- All parks in Mission Bay must have automated irrigation. 

Buildings near China Basin Channel open space should be located and designed so that they do 
not cast shadows on the channelparks. 
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- The northern bank of the channel should be straight and hard-edged to maximize water circulation. 

- There should be plenty of trees in China Basin Channel open space, and existing pilings should be 
lefi in place or new ones added along the tlorthern edge,for feeding birds to perch on. 

The soutlter~t edge of China Basin Charinel open space should be a gently sloping tidal bank that is 
planted with native salt mars11 vegetation and that provides wildlife habitat. 

The boatlhouseboat neighborhood, as well as the access and parking amenities serving that 
neighborhood, sltould be presen~ed. 

Wetlands 

There must be a wetlands at Mission Bay. 

A ,vetland can be included at Mission Bay without compromising other uses. There are basically 
no urban design problems in providing a wetland at the site. It is possible to have a wetland and 
still keep Piers 48 and 50 fully functional. 

- There should also be a wetland in Candlestick to serve Sun Francisco, particularly residents in the 
Bayview and Hunters Point areas. T ra~~e l  irt the City is time-consuming, and even a short distance 
05 for example, four miles is a barrier in getting from one place to another. 

- According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, over 50% of adult Americans participate in 
wildlife-oriented outdoor recreation activities. Thatproportion is certainly higher in the Bay Area. 

- Around San Francisco Bay, 90% of the wetlands have been lost; throughout the country, wetlands 
have decreased by 50%. 

- New York, Los Angeles, Seattle, and Portland are restoring their wetlands or increasing their use. 

- Wetland areas and wildlife refuges in the Bay Area are so much in demand that they ltave to turn 
visitors away. These areas are diflcult to reach because of traffic congestion, and school trips to 
visit them are expensil~e. 

- Wetlands offer an immediacy with nature and opportunities to observe nature, as well as 
recreational opportunities and educational and environmental benefits. 

- Mission Bay is the last opportunity to pr.011ide wildlife habitat that is important to the Bay's 
ecosystem. 

- Mission Bay is an historic wetland. 

- Due to the Clear1 Water Program and lack of development, many shorebirds ltave returned, as 
ltave herring, harbor seals and California sea lions. 

- A wetland park must be created in the region of Mission Creek to provide a hosl)itable 
environment for shorebirds, fish and marine nzanimals. 

- A wetland must be included in the plan so that the wild birds will remain along the channel. The 
channel edges should be soft so that tltese birds can browse and feed. 

- Alternative A does not provide for the continued de~jelopment and enhancement of wildlife at 
Mission Creek. Without a wetland, the resident population of, and foraging by, herons and egrets 
would be reduced or eliminated. 

Probably more than half the fish species, particularly commercial and sport fish, depend on 
wetlands for their existence. Wetlands are therefore critical to the City'sfishing industry. 



XV. Smnmary of Comments and Responsee 
S. Smmmy &Testimony Related to the 

Mission Bay Plan 

- The restoration of the wetlands would have a positive effect on the economy of San Francisco, 
benefitting the City's fishing industry, the Mission Bay Project, and adjacent housing and hotels. 

The port-owned land adjacent to Piers 48 and 50 is the best site for a wetland from a biological 
standpoint. If the wetland were located there, it should: 

Elrcontpass a minimum of 18 acres: 

Provide visitors with maximum views and contact with the Bay at both of the northern 
promontories at the wetlarrd's entrance; and 

Include a rocky island close to the entrance for birds preferring that type of emlironment 
and a second islandfurther into the wetland that is flatter and grassier. 

The wetland must be created in the first phase of the development ofMission Bay. 

If the port-owned land cannot be made available in the near future, the wetland should be planned 
west of Third Street. 

Recreational Facilities 

- Housing and circulation patterns should be considered in determining a recr-eatiort-complex 
location. 

- Fishing piers and boat concessions sltotcld be established in separate locations. 

- A gym should be added once the resident population at Mission Bay is in place. 

- Privately operated recreational facilities (e.g., fitness centers) could help public facilities nzeet the 
projected recreation demand. 

An Olympic-sizedpool would be a desirable addition to the City's recreational resources. 

Cultural and Community Facilities 

- Mission Bay should include cultural facilities to serve both the community itserand the City as a 
whole. 

The Planning Commission should commit to providing adequate, centrally located community and 
cultural facilities at Mission Bay. 

- The arts are important to the economy of every community in the City. A study of the Mission 
District, for example, indicates that 70% cf the merchants there think that the arts enhance their 
business and increase customers. 

- A national poll conducted last year by Lou Harris and Associates found that attendance was up at 
cultural events in local community facilities that offered affordable entertainment. 

- Cultural and related facilities should include: 

A maritime museum east of Third Street, next to Piers 48 and50; 

Space for theatres, exhibits, art installations, arts classes, galleries, rehearsallstudio areas, 
storagelpreparato~y areas, and workshops; 

A neighborltood art center; and 

Live-work spaces for artists. 

XV.S.10 
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- Facilities should be used f i r  both active participation (i.e., learning the arts) and passil~e 
participation (i.e., viewing the arts). 

- Cultural facilities should be prominently and centrally situated in an aesthetic environment. 

- A task force made up of members of the arts and planning commissions should be designated to 
study ways of funding cultural facilities. 

- Artists should be brought in at tfte very beginning ofthe planning process. 

Economic benefits gained by building some residential units in the area east of Third Street would 
generate public amenity (e.g., open space, cultural facilities) benefits in other locations irt the 
Project Area. This is especially critical in futtdirtg exyartded nrltural resources like the proposed 
Fort Mason South andlor a museum-arts complex. 

Community and cultural facilities should be constructed in the first phase of Mission Bay 
development. 

Schools and Child Care Facilities 

- Child care facilities should be designated and planned for rrew and developed in Phase One of 
Mission Bay, not later in the process, to ensure licensable space, sponsor commitment and 
adequate facilities. 

- Child care needs and affordability should be assessed in each subsequent phase 

- An elementary school should be constructed in Phase One and should be designed so that it cart be 
used jointly witlt child care programs. 

- If a school is not constructed, the reserved site should be made available for a child care program 
or a recreatiottal program. 

- A grammar school should be built next to a senior center. 

Recreational buildings should include consideration of licensable space for child care, and, in 
determining staflng, tot lots and playgrounds should be considered active recreation areas at 
which supervision is required for at least some part of the day. 

Since child care sites must be adjacent to open space, recreational open space should include uses 
appropriate for children. 

- Payment of an "in lieu" fee should occur at the beginning of the first phase of office construction to 
provide immediate child care services to employees and residents of Mission Bay and surrounding 
neighborhoods. Some or all of those fees could be provided to those witlt low or moderate incontes. 

Plans to address child care must be made in advancc of each dei~elopment phase to determine the 
mix of new child care facilities versus in-lieu,fees to be provided. 

- If the Office and Hotel Affordable Child Care Ordinance is revised in the future to apply to other 
uses, Mission Bay should be made to comply with those amendments. 

- Child care,facilities developed in Mission Bay should be rent,free. 

Transportation 

By 2000, the regional roadway and transit capacity serving San Francisco would be saturated. 
Major infrastructure improijements may be necessary to accommodate transportatioit demands 
after 2000. 

XV.S.11 
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- A detailed study of 16th Street, which would be the major east-west access to the project, should be 
conducted. 

- The vat-iation of retaining a CalTrain station at Fourth and Townsend St?-eets should be stressed 
(Variant 9);  with underground tracks from south of 16th Street, it would be a good start toward 
completion of afull extension to downtown San Francisco. 

All forms of transportation to the Project Area and through the Project Area must be improved. 

- Light rail and other surface transportation should be provided. 

The regional Southern Pacific commute line should be strengthened as a means of public transit. 
An all-weather station and a tie-in to existing and new MUNl service must be provided. 

- T l ~ e  e-xisting quality of rail senlice to all present and proposed port facilities and to existing 
rail-served businesses should be presersed and guaranteed. 

Hazardous Waste 

The cost of remosing toxic wastes from past Santa Fe and Southern Pacific disposal practices 
should be borne solely by Santa Fe. 

- Such costs shotild not be used as an excuse to revise project plans to irtcrease commercial 
deselopment. 

Sports Facilities 

Testimony Favoring Sports Facilities 

A dowrttown stadium would: 

Enhance the quality of life and the City's image; 

Foster a diverse en~~ironment for City residents; 

Benefit downtown businesses such as hotels, restaurants and retail stores; 

Benefit youth; 

Pro~jide a wltolesome, inexpensh~e recreational actisity forfamilies and indi~~iduals; 

Generate entployment; and 

Increase tourism. 

- Construction o f a  stadiumlarena complex wortld attract businesses, resideritial de~~elopnzerits, and 
inljestment opportunities to areas South ofMarket and along the soutltern waterfront. 

Parking and transportation impacts irtdrtced by a stadium and ar-ena do not outweigh the benefits 
of such facilities to tlte City. 

Even given a worst-case scenario, a ballpark would benefit e~eryone, 

- Maintaining a major league franchise is integral to the City's sense of ttrtity and civic pride. The 
$50-100 million that the franchise would generate anrtually cannot be replaced. 
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- The Planning Commission and Department of City Planning staff should work with Spectacor and 
the Giants to ensure that the architectural design of the stadium and arena enhances the City's 
shyline arid visual appeal. Noise or lighting impacts from the operation of these facilities sl~ould 
be addressed. A sensitive arcltitectural design would make the stadium and arena more acceptable 
to voters and to adjacent neighborhoods. 

Testimony Opposing a Stadium 

- A downtown stadium would: 

Degrade the quality of life: and 

Create environmental problems such as trafic and parking impacts, noise impacts, air 
quality impacts, and aesthetic impacts. 

- A downtown stadium would be inconve~tient to peninsula residents, and tlte u~eather down tow^^ 
would be only marginally better than that at Candlestick. 

- The air quality impacts caused by people driving to and from ballgames are a source of concern, 
particularly as they u~ould affect cltildrert in Sarl Francisco. 

- Resources should be spent on developing cultural facilities and community services rather thart on 
a stadium. 

- How many times must the public have to reject this thing before the developers stop trying to serve 
it up again ? 

Proiect Planniw and Aeproval Proces 

- The planning process should be opened to the public again, and the public should have further 
opportunities to participate in this process. 

- Citizens sl~ould have a chance to vote on Mission Bay developmerzt. 

The City should have a true public participation process ,for all large-scale developn~ents. This 
would require: 

Creating a citizerts advisory conzmittee, 

Developing public goals for large-scale de~~elopments; 

Developing criteria for responding to developers' alternative proposals; 

Making data, e.g., on certain City districts, airailable to the public; 

Examining similar developments, processes and costs in other citieslcounties; and 

Performing cost benefit analyses of all proposed alternatives from a regional development 
perspective. 

Mission Bav Alternative Selection 

- T l ~ e  basic analysis is contplete, and it is now up to the "policy makers" to decide tlte ,future of  
Mission Bay and its surrounding area. 
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The Planning Commission and City administration, not Santa Fe Pacific, should determine what 
should be included in Mission Bay development. 

Policies, particularly those on transit, transportation, and housing affordability, should address 
cumulative impacts of development in the City, not just site-specific issues. 

The decision on the Alterrtatives should be based on housing, transit, traffic, and environme~ttal 
factors. Employment should not be a factor since Mission Bay would have little effect 011 
employment growth in San Francisco. 

The Alternative that is approved should help alleviate problems of housing availability and 
affordability, tr-ansit ot~ercrowding, transportation congestion, and environmental quality. 

Alternative B, modified to include more affordable housing, should be selected. 

New housing affordability policies and programs should be developed by the City to address the 
shortfall in affordable housing. 

The annual limit on cumulative ofice development should be continued by the City. This would 
help mitigate traffic congestion and the jobslhousing imbalance resulting from cumularive 
development. The City should count the square footage of Mission Bay office development within 
the existing annual limit of one million squarefeetper year. 

A transit assessment district for the downtown area and vicinity should be established by the City. 
This would fund transit and transportation infrastructure to accommodate employment growth that 
occurs afler the year 2000. 

Mission Bay should benefit the environment by restoring wetlands and vegetation and by 
improving public transit. The proposedproject fails to do this and should not be approved. 

The final Mission Bay land use plan and development agreement should; 

Emphasize a mix of uses which offer maximum ownership and employment opportunities to 
San Francisco residents, most especially low- and moderate-income persons; 

Emphasize the development of light-industrial, blue-collar service, maritime and 
rzeighborhood-serving retail which offer opportunities for employment and ownership for 
lower income residents; 

Provide affirmative incentives to relocate all displaced existing firms within the Project 
Area or elsewhere in San Francisco: 

Undertake economic data base studies and economic issue and needs analysis on a citywide 
basis to provide the base of information necessary in devising the economic land use plan 
for Mission Bay and for revitalization plans in lower income and minority neighborhoods: 

Deemphasize commercial office land uses, if it doesn't deliver direct economic benefits to 
meet the needs of lower income and minority residents; and 

Facilitate full access to information and full participation by the Community Developntent 
Council, its member groups and tlie community at large in planning and implementation of 
the Mission Bay Project. 

In the final Mission Bay land use plan and development agreement, the developer and the City 
should mitigate tlie impacts of the Mission Bay Project on surrounding neighborhood commercial 
areas by providing resources (including funding and land) to foster economic and business 
development in lower-income and minorify neighborhoods. (For example, this could include 
employment and training, education, small business assistance, and needs analysis and economic 
developmerzt planning and community services, particularly for children, youth and families). 
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Mission Bay Development 

- Developnierit under any alterriati~~e should be phased. Housing, infrastructure and open space 
should be constructed before, or simultaneously with, commercial development. 

- Cumulatite oflce dettelopntenr irt Sart Fraricisco should be developed at a pace in keeping with 
that of housing cortstruction and infrastructure impro~~entents. 

LIST O F  PERSONS COMMENTING O N  T H E  MISSION BAY PLAN 

Raymond Aker, China Basin Maritime Historical Park Committee 

D O M ~  Amador 

Barbra Bagot, San Francisco Ballpark Alliance 

Jolm Bardis 

Pattie Bartlett 

Bob Begley, Hotel Council of San Francisco 

Mary E. Burns, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 

Assemblyman John Burton, California State Assembly 

Rene Cazenave, San Francisco Council of Community Housing Organizations 

Arnold Cl~irr 

Abby Cohen, Child Care Law Center 

Richard Cohn, San Francisco Ballpark Alliance 

Brad Curtis 

John B. decastro, Potrero Boosters and Merchants Association 

Norman Dudum 

Jimmy Estrada 

Arthur Feinstein, Golden Gate Audubon Society 

Milton Feldstein, Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

Jim Firth, Potrero League of Active Neighbors and Mission Bay Clearinghouse 

Jolm Flanagau 

Leah Forbes, San Francisco Arts Commission 
Rebecca Ford, Potrero Boosters and Merchants Association 

Dale Freeman 

Andrew Gordon, San Francisco Ballpark Alliance 

Ruth Gravanis, San Franciscans for Planning Priorities 

Robert Isaacson 

Walter Johnson, San Francisco Labor Council 

David Jones, San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth 

Ellen Kernaghan, Potrero Boosters and Merchants Association 

Ira Kurlander, San Francisco Tomorrow 

Merle Lawrence, Mayor's Office of Child Care Advisory Council 
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Toby Levine, Mission Creek Conservancy 

Toby Levy, South Park Improvement Association 

Dennis MacKenzie 

Anthony R. Manning 

Robert Marthinsen, Mission Creek Harbor Association, Inc. 

Robert M. McGee, South of Market Business Association 

Stan McGinnis, Rochester Big & Tall Clothing 

Mission Creek Conservancy 

Patrick Moreira 

Scott W. Morrical, Golden Gate Audubon Society 

Richard B. Morten, San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

Richard H. Moss, Potrero Boosters and Merchants Association 

Tom Murray, Potrero League of Active Neighbors and the Mission Bay Clearinghouse 

Nancy Nederhauser, Potrero League of Active Neighbors 

Barbara Petersen 

Jim Queen, Community Development Council 
Alan Raznick, San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth 

Richard Reineccius 

Christopher Sabre 

San Francisco Tomorrow 

Steve Schirle 

Steven Schnier 

Gary Shawley, Potrero League of Active Neighbors 

Bill Sloan 
Arden Smith, Potrero Boosters and Merchants Association 

Regina Sneed, Mission Bay Clearinghouse 

Steven J .  Sockolov, Rochester Big &Tall Clotlling 

James Sullivan 

Thomas Thompson, Associated General Contractors of California 

Michael Vandeman 

Gloria Van Winkle, Potrero Boosters and Merchants Association 

Anne Wilson 
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T.  STAFF-INITIATED TEXT 
CHANGES FOR THE MISSION 

BAY HAZARDS MITIGATION 
PRO.GRAM 

Tlrc following staff-initiated revisions are made 
to Volu~ne One of the Mission Bay m&adsS 
.Mi!.ig;ltl.o~~.Prog~.m: 

CHAPTER 11. REGULATORY 
AUTII[ORITY AND AGENCY 

ACTIONS 

Chi p. 20, the first two sentences of the first 
paragrtrph under "Local" :+re revised, as follows. 
(The title of the ordiriance, cited in tire first past 
of tlrc first sentence, ant1 the word "and" in the 
sccontl sentence are already underlined. The 
urrtlcrlines herre:+tlr these words in the following 
clratrye thcrcfore [lo not indicate revisions.) 

" S.Mk F?w.?~.K.Q "&-d~&~.1:.~-~C.~4L.ilf~ 
# A 2 5  86 IWnlous . W.@?cs1 . . .  Q&mme 

Fart~U, ~~ .Ch@tc~..l!l-.... Pub.Lic .. Ya.& C-&> 
~ l i _ c ~ c c . _ 2 a ) , ~ ~ ~ S a a ~ ~ m . ~ ~ - . . M ~ ~ i ~  C.&c 
establishes, as of June 27, 1986, a n d 2  
amendd. .Augrrs!.Z, 1988, a requirement for a . . . ... . . .. . . . 
ba~acralous wastes analysis ia conjuacaon 
with applications for certain building 
permits. A irwmdous wastes analysis 
consisting of a site history and a soil aoalysis 
is required for buildiarg permits if more than 
50 cubic yards of soit are to be disturbed. md 
eitlrer the site is bayward of the Mslmk high 
tide line, or ia any o h  area designated by 
rbe D k t w  of P~~blic %Xedth (DPEI), or an 
analysis is otherwise rcqr~ired by the Directo*. 

On 11. 20. 'Ire third sentence. of tire first pirr:rgr:+ph 
~nrdcr "Local" is tlcletetl. 

'l'lre first scrrlcrrcc of the second paragraptr under 
"l..oct~l," also 011 p. 20, is revisetl to state: 

- 7Be required analyses include those for 
inorganic, persistent and bioaccnmulative 
toxic substances listed in 22 CAC [now CCRJ 
66699 (20 substances); v o M e  organic toxic 
pollutants listed in 40 CFR, Part 122, 
Appendix I), Table II (28 substances); PCBs; 
pIl (acidity) Ievels; flammability; cyanides; 
snlfidcs; methane and other flammable gases; 
and apy oU~er bwardous wastes designated by 
the Director of Public Works. 

The following sentence is added to the end of the 
first paragraph under "Clean-up Levels" on p. 24: 

In some cases, a health risk assessment would 
assist responsible parties to select an 
appropriate cleaa-up level. Refer to 
Section W.D of tbis report. 

The following sentence is added to the end of the 
second paragraph urider "Clean-up Levels" on 
p. 24: 

Again, health risk assessments would assist 
in these determiuations. 

CHAPTER IV. ENVIRONMENTAL FATE / 
RISK ASSESSMENT 

On p. 70, the second sentence of the first 
paragrap11 under "D. General Procedure for 
Conducting Specific Risk Assesstnents" is 
revised to state: 

- For mauy potential contaminauts, a kxmd 
risk assessment must be conopleted before 
necesssuy remedial action can be determined. 

Tire following sentence is added after the seventh 
senlence of tliat paragraph: 

Risk assessments would be done in 
confomance with applicable slate and federal 
@del i s .  

On p. 71, the following sentence is added after 
the first sentence under "Exposed populatio~rs": 

Various categories of use are considered at 
this stage. 

CHAPTER V. CONFIRMATION 
INVESTIGATIONS 

Severnl additions and corrections arc made to 
Table 8 on pp. 80-81. "Berryllium" is corrected 
to: 

- Beryllium 

Tire first colutnn of analytical methods listed for e 
"Cadmiurn/cmpd" is changed from "EPA 5010" 
to "EPA 6010". 

"Flouride" is corrected to: 

Fluoride 



XV. Summary of Commats md Responses 
T. Staff-Initiated Text Changes for the 

Mission Bay Hazards Mitigatim 
nogram 

e The "EPA 6010" that is listed in the first column 
of arialytical rnethods for "Mercory/cmpdU is 
deleted. 

e The first column of analytical methods listed for 
"Seleniurn/cmpd" is changed from "EPA 5010" to 
"EPA 6010". 

0 The second column of analytical methods listed 
for "ci~rbon tetraclrloride" is changed from "EPA 
8010 Pc 8020" to "EPA 8010". 

The second column of analytical methods listed 
for "chlorobenzene" is chariged from "EPA 8010" 
to "EPA 8010 & 8020". 

The following volatile organic and analytical 
methods are added after "2-chloroethylvinyl 
ether" on p. 80: 

- chlomform EPA 8240 EF'A8010 

The following volatile o r~an ic  and analytical 
metl~otls are added before 'methylene chloride." 
al tlre top of tlre colwnri on p. 81: 

methyl 
chloride EPA8240 EPA8010 

011 p. 81, " I ,  I ,  - trichloroethane," which follows 
"1, 2 - tra~rsdichloroethylene," is corrected, as 
follows: 

The following volatile organic and analytical 
methods are added after "1, 1, 1 - trichloroethane": 

- 1, 1.2-&i- 
chloroethane EPA 8240 EF'A 8010 

A sentence is added to the end of the last listed 
iletri orr p. 85. This item states in its entirety: 

- Sampling and analyzing groundwater from 
each monitoring well to assess shallow 
groundwater W t y .  Analyes will 
fw~eesame~~e~~dilo.r$e.soil 
.gunpIes p-t to San Francisco Ordinance 
P!oLZl3AG. 

The first sentence on p. 92 is revised to state: 

- Samples will be analyzed for the hazardous 
substances listed in the City's hazardous 
materials analysis ordinance 
(Ordimme W3-86), with the exception of 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) @PA 
Method 8240/8010/8020). 

The last sentence of the second paragraph under 
"Sampling for Soil and Water Physical and 
Chemical Properties," which begins on p. 96 and 
continues on p. 97, is deleted. 

In Table 9 on p. 102, "Pentachlorphenol" is 
corrected to: 

The last sentence of the first paragraph on p. 103 
is revised to state: 

Detection limits range as low as SugKg of 
soil ppb by weight). 

On p. 110, the last sentence of the second 
paragraph is revised to state: 

The U.S. EPA, the RWQCB, and the U.S. 
Army corps of Engineers K!!xz proposea 
new test pr0c-s thal no longer include 
elutriate tests. 

In the third paragraph on p. 110, the first and 
second sentences are revised and the last sentence 
is deleted. As revised, this paragraph states: 

The procedures pmpcwzl a tiered approach 
that hcludes bulk sediment analyses for 
metals, pesticides, and a specific list of 
aromatic organic con taminants. lh? 
interpretatiw of this involves a 
c o m e  of the dredged mataial with the 
exisling sedimats at the disposal site; 
disposal will gma&@ be permined if 
"ma&* different" conditions do not exist 
between the dredged materials and the 
disposal site. If such differences do occur, 
bioassay and bioacclrmulation tests on the 
dredged materials would be required 

A serrtence is added to the end of the sixth listed The following new paragraphs are added after the 
iteru on p. 87. This item states in its e~itirety: third paragraph on p. 110: 

- Collecting and analyzing samples firom the - Although these procedures were not adopted 
perimeter weUs to assess soil and in a --agency agmement, the U.S. Army 
groundwater quality at the site boundaries. Corps of Engineers has i n f o d y  applied 
W y s e s  will be l h e z e  as h e  tests them as part of its analysis of permit 
required forthes~iLsampl%5,abave. applications for pioposed dredging projects io 



XV. S m i n g r  of Comments and Res 
T. StaET-Iniriated 

Mission Bay 
]pro- 

San Francisco Bay. Salarly,  che Regional The third sentence of the third paragraph under 
Water Quality ConW Board (RWQCB), on this heading, which continues 011 p. 116, is 
January 20, 1988, approved in concepl the revised to state: 
tied-testing for detenniniog the 
s~rability of sediments for in-Bay - This d&minaeon, 
disposal. The landersmding has also been w m e n t ,  i s  s 
a to i by the Corps and EPA. wn-b-s wastes can require fuaher 

cleanup. 
Despite use of &we procedures, in-Bay 
disposal of dredged materials at the Alcatraz 
site remains highly contn,veniial. R w m e  
agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Setvice, the Cal'iomia Department of Fish 
and Game, and the National Marine 
Service generally abjat to issuance of 
permits for such disposal. Partly in "porn 
to these concerns. the RWQCB on Jime 21, 
1989 adopted a proposed amendment to the 
San Fmcisco Bay Region Water Qnality 
Control Plan which would limit the type and 
quantity of dredged material that could be 
disposed of at Alcatraz. The amendment is 
scheduled to become effective DBccmber 31. 
1991, pending approval by the State Water 
Resources Control Board. 

A misspelling is corrected in the next-to-last 
sentence of the last paragraph on p. 110 and a 
new sentence is added after this sentence, as 
follows: 

These contamjnants include a fnJl spechum 
of metals, pesticides. PCBs, phth&@, and 
other miscelJmeous organic and inorganic 
canpounds.1131 LLbhs~y-M_hra!* 
~ ~ l . w a e w w w l d  be q u h U y  - 
t!&s@Reeional.er_wty ConDrol Bmdas 
m f  -thmw&ngning=ess. 

CHAPTER VI. REMEDIAL ACTION 

The following is added xfter the first sentence in 
the first paragraph under "C. Level of Cleanup 
Required" on p. 115: 

The potential thre;lt to the environment is one 
of the factors considered in the formal health 
risk assessment (see Section ND) that helps 
determine the need for cleanup. 





XVI. Certification Motion 

a XVI. CERTIFICATION MOTION 

SAN FRANCISCO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION NO. 12006 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRON- 
MENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR MISSION BAY. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco City Planning Commission (hereinafter 
"Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the Final Environmental Impact Report, identified as 
case file No. 86.505E, for Mission Bay: 

1) The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Department of City 
Planning (hereinafter "Department") fulfilled all procedural requirements of the 
California Erlvironmental Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 el. seq., 
hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Admin. Code Title 14, 
Section 15000 et .  seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") arid Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

a. The Department determined that an EIR was required and provided public notice 
of that determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on 
August 28, 1987. 

b. On August 12, 1988, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (hereinafter "DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general 
circulation of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the 
dates and times of the City Planning Commission public hearings on the DEIR; this 
notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such notice. 

c. On August 12, 1988, copies of the DEIR or notices of DEIR availability were 
mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons requesting it, to  those noted on the 
distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies, the latter both directly 
and through the State Clearinghouse. 

d. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the 
State Clearinghouse on August 12, 1988. 

2) The Cornmission held four duly advertised public hearings on said DEIR on 
September 22, 1988, October 6 ,  1988, October 27, 1988 and November 10, 1988, a t  which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the 
DEIR. The period for written comments ended November 21, 1988. 

3) On March 17, 1989, a supplement to the DEIR (hereinafter SEIR) was published to 
address additional potential cumulative impacts beyond those analyzed in the DEIR 
associated with a proposed ballpark and indoor arena in and adjacent to the Mission Bay 
Pro,ject Area. 

a. On March 17, 1989, the Department provided public notice in a newspaper of 
general circulation of the availability of the SEIR for public review and comment and 
of the date and time of the City Planning Co~nlnission public hearings on the DEIR; 
this notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such notice, 
and to government agencies, directly or through the State Clearinghouse. 
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4) The Co~nmission held a duly advertised public hearing on said SEIR on April 20, 1989, 
a t  which opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on 
the SEIR. The period for written comments ended May 5, 1989. 

5) The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received 
a t  the public hearings and in writing during the public review periods for the DEIR and 
SEIR; prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or 
based on additional information that became available during the public review period; 
and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material, presented in a "Draft Summary of 
Comments and Responses," published on June 1, 1990, was distributed to the Commission 
and to all parties who commented on the DEIR, and was available to others upon request 
a t  Department offices. 

6 )  Three memoranda to the City Planning Commission were transmitted on August 2, 
August 6, 1990, August 20, 1990, and August 23, 1990 containing additional information 
and errata ,  which was made available to others upon request a t  the public hearings on the 
Mission Bay Plan held on those dates and a t  the Department offices. 

7)  A Final Environmental Impact Report has been prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the Draft Environmental Inipact Report, the Supplement to the DEIR, 
comments received during the review periods, any additional information that became 
available, and the Draft Summary of Comments and Responses as  required by law. 

8) Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for review by 
the Co~i~mission and the public, and these files are part of the record before the 
Commission. 

9) On August 23, 1990, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final 
Environmental Impact Report and found that the contents of said report and the 
procedures through which the Final Environmental Impact Report was prepared, 
publicized and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and 
Chapter 31. 

10) Tlie City Planning Comrnission finds that the Final Environmental Impact Report 
concerning File No. 86.505E: Mission Bay, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that 
the Summary of Comments and Responses and its subsequent memoranda contain no 
significant revisions to the Draft and Supplemental Environmental Impacts Reports, and 
hereby does CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said Final Erlviromnental Impact Report in 
cornpliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

11) The Commission, in certifying the completion of said Final Environmental Impact 
Report, finds the following significant environmental impacts associated with the Mission 
Bay Project now proposed for adoption (which most closely resembles Variant 12 of 
Alternative A), which could not be mitigated to a level of insignificance: 

1) land use change, replacing existing railroad, industrial, warehousing and 
transportation uses and vacant land with housing, office, retail, light industrial, 
community services, and open space; 

2) preclusion of development of a container terminal east of Third Street within the 
Project Area (unless a land exchange or similar arrangement is adopted to provide 
alternate locations for container operations acceptable to the Port of San Francisco, 
the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and the 
Metropolitan Transportation Con~mission as currently proposed in the Mission Bay 
Development Agreement); 
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3) contribution to increased use of all transportation systems, resulting in expanded 
congestion on the regional freeway system and local feeder streets;  

4) contribution to increased pollutant emission levels from vehicle use and 
construction activity resulting in increased frequencies of regional ozone violations 
and localized PMlO violations; 

5) emissions of carbon monoxide, hydrocarbon and nitrogen oxide in excess of 
one percent of county-wide emissions, which is defined to be "significant" by the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District; 

6) seismic safety impacts created by introducing a substantial increase in population 
(employees and residents) in the Mission Bay Project Area, resulting in greater 
potential for injury or death in the event of a major earthquake; and 

7) potential temporary but unavoidable impacts associated with dredging China 
Basin Channel, if required to implement the Project, by releasing toxic contaminants 
that may be contained in the bottom sediments into the water column. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the City Planning 
Commission a t  i ts regular meeting of August 23, 1990. 

Sharon A. Rogers 
Secretary 

(Commissioners Bierman, Elzey/Boldridge, Engmann, Hu, Morales, Nothenberg/Karasick, 
and Sewell) 

AYES: Bierman, Boldridge, Engmann, Hu, Morales, 
Nothenberg and Sewell 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 
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MEMORANDUM 

SEPTEMBER 13, 1990 

To: F i l e  86.505E M i s s i o n  Bay P l a n  

From: Barbara W. Sahm, Env i ronmenta l  Review 

Re: R e v i s i o n  t o  F i n d i n g s  o f  S i g n i f i c a n t  Impact  i n  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  M o t i o n  

The C i t y  P l a n n i n g  Commission c e r t i f i e d  t h e  M i s s i o n  Bay F i n a l  EIR on August  23, 
1990. T h i s  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  a c t i o n  i n c l u d e d  a  l i s t  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
impacts.  The proposed F i n d i n g s  a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  Commission R e s o l u t i o n  a d o p t i n g  
t h e  M i s s i o n  Bay S p e c i a l  Area P l a n  i n c l u d e  changes t o  t h i s  l i s t  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  
impacts.  The changes add s e v e r a l  impac ts  as b e i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t  u n m i t i g a t e d  
impacts  r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  t h e  P r o j e c t ,  and r e v i s e  one o f  t h e  impac ts  l i s t e d  i n  
t h e  August 23 c e r t i f i c a t i o n  mot ion.  

The F i n a l  EIR s t a t e s  " A l l  A l t e r n a t i v e s  would  commit t h e  P r o j e c t  Area t o  more 
i n t e n s e  urban uses, compared t o  e x i s t i n g  v a c a n t  r a i l r o a d ,  i n d u s t r i a l ,  
warehousing, and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  uses, and vacan t  land. "  (Page X.1.) T h i s  
statement,  abbrev ia ted ,  has been i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  F i n d i n g s  a t t a c h e d  t o  
Commission R e s o l u t i o n s  a p p r o v i n g  t h e  P r o j e c t  t o  r e p l a c e  f i n d i n g  1 1 )  1 )  i n  
Mo t ion  No. 12006. 

T h i s  f i r s t  s i g n i f i c a n t  impact  i n  M o t i o n  No. 12006, as approved on August  23, 
suggests t h a t  t h e  new l a n d  uses i n  t h e  P r o j e c t ,  i n c l u d i n g  housing,  o f f i c e ,  
r e t a i l ,  l i g h t  i n d u s t r i a l ,  community s e r v i c e s  and open space uses would  b e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  impacts.  T h i s  i s  n o t  an a p p r o p r i a t e  sugges t ion ,  i n  l i g h t  o f  t h e  
O v e r r i d i n g  Cons ide ra t  i o n s  f i n d i n g s  t h a t  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  new proposed uses, such 
as hous ing  and open space and commercia l  uses, a r e  b e n e f i c i a l  aspec ts  o f  t h e  
p r o j e c t .  The i n t e n t  o f  t h e  f i n d i n g  i n  t h e  EIR C e r t i f i c a t i o n  M o t i o n  had been 
t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  o f  l a n d  uses compared t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  
r a i l  and i n d u s t r i a l  uses and vacan t  l a n d  i s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  env i ronmenta l  
impact ,  as p r o v i d e d  f o r  i n  t h e  EIR on page X.1. There fo re ,  t h e  f i n d i n g s  
a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  Commission's f o r m a l  P r o j e c t  a p p r o v a l  a c t i o n s  have m o d i f i e d  t h e  
f i r s t  s i g n i f i c a n t  impact  i t e m  t o  c l a r i f y  i t s  i n t e n t .  

BWS 385 


	20081230111549.pdf
	20081230111624.pdf
	20081230111849.pdf



