




SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 January 21, 2014 
 San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

 

John Swiecki, AICP Reception. 

Community Development Director 
415558.6378 

City of Brisbane Fax: 

50 Park Place 415.558.6409 

Brisbane, CA 94005 Planning 
Information: 

Re: 	Comments on Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR 415.558.6377 

Dear Mr. Swiecki, 

TIldilk you for the opportunity to comment on the Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR. This letter contains 

the Planning Department comments, both from a technical CEQA perspective and also from a policy 
perspective. 

As stated in the cover letter from our Mayor’s Office, San Francisco strongly supports the proposed 

expansion and modernization of the Recology site, as included in one of the Draft FIR Alternative 

Plans We believe that there could be conflicts that would arise out of siting - high intensity 
commercial, office, institutional, residential or open space uses in close proximity to the Recology site. 

Traffic increases from future Baylands activities could conflict with necessary truck and vehicular 

access to and from the Recology site on nearby streets. This could result in transportation impacts not 

only with respect to truck and vehicle traffic, but also to planned Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), pedestrian 

and bicycle routes through the area. Additionally, noise, odor or air quality complaints or impacts 

could arise from siting proposed Baylands uses immediately adjacent to an active industrial use. 

We believe that the FIR needs to look more closely at the potential for future development on the 

Baylands site to cause such conflicts with the Recology operations, and then more rigorously discuss 

and analyze potential Mitigation Measures or Alternatives that may be available and necessary to 

reduce or avoid potential impacts in order to ensure smooth co-existence of the various activities in 

the area. We did not find sufficient analysis unique to the potential impacts of siting future Baylands 

development in close proximity to the expanded Recology operations in the Draft EIR. 

Regarding transportation impacts, the Draft FIR states that the Cumulative Without Project travel 

demand forecasts utilize the Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Study forecasts, developed by the 

SFCTA CHAMP 3 Model, as part of the analysis for the Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard 

EIR. The CHAMP 3 Model included certain assumptions about transportation mode splits, in 

particular transit and vehicular mode splits, based upon the proximity of existing neighborhoods and 

other area plans (such as Visitacion Valley, Executive Park and Candlestick Point/Hunters Point) to 

transit, which would have encouraged pedestrian trips from those areas to an intermodal transit hub 

connected to the Caltrain Station. The Brisbane Baylands Alternatives propose to move the Caltrain 

Station south of its current location (i.e., south of the location assumed in the CHAMP 3 Model.) We 

believe such a relocation of the Caltrain Station would reduce the attractiveness of transit for many 
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San Francisco reidents, and the likelihood of pedestrian trips to the transit hub in particular. This 

would require a corresponding shift in mode split assumptions for the transportation analysis in the 

Baylands Draft EIR. We did not see any discussion or analysis of that in the Draft EIR. 

Similarly, the Draft EIR lists several transit improvements as being included within its future 

cumulative scenario (e.g., T-Third Line extension to Caltrain Station; Geneva Avenue BRT; Bayshore 

Intermodal Station Improvements.) The Baylands proposal to relocate the Caltrain Station further to 

the south, and the Baylands Alternatives which do not include any new housing, could create 

significant barriers to the substantial funding that would be required for those transit improvements, 

based upon MTC’s funding criteria. That could seriously jeopardize the construction of those transit 

improvements. The Draft EIR did not examine whether relocation of the Caltrain Station to the south 

or adoption of project Alternatives without housing could hinder or preclude construction of the 

assumed transit improvements, which would in turn require a change in the assumptions built into 

the transportation methodology and analysis. 

Regarding Mitigation Measures, as pointed out in the enclosed letter from SFMTA, the transit 

mitigation measures in the Draft EIR (4.N-7 and 4.N-9) are too vague and lack the specificity or clarity 

necessary to understand what is being proposed, how the measures would be implemented or 

funded, or how effective they would be in terms of mitigating identified impacts. Those measures 

defer the mitigation to future study, plan development and agreement, without presentation of 

specific performance criteria, feasible mitigation options potentially available or the effectiveness of 

such measures. Information regarding the necessary timing, funding requirements or implementation 

of such measures is also lacking. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.N-7 requires the project sponsor 

to work with San Francisco’s Municipal Transportation Agency to reach an agreement to provide a 

fair share contribution to capital costs for increased transit service. However there are no performance 

objectives, no parameters for the types of improvements, no addressing of feasibility and no 

recognition of the significant lead time required for development, approval, funding and 

implementation of any such measures. Nevertheless, the Draft FIR concludes that the mitigation 

measures could reduce impacts to less than significant. We do not see how those conclusions can be 

reached based upon the level of information provided in the Draft EIR. 

Regarding Alternatives analysis, the Draft EIR examines four main Alternative Specific Plan build 

schemes, each of which results in a large number of significant unavoidable transportation and air 

quality impacts. The Draft EIR examines a No Project, existing General Plan Build Out Alternative 

(approximately 2 Million square feet of industrial and commercial development) and the Draft EIR 

concludes that this No Project Alternative would avoid the significant transportation and air quality 

impacts of the Build Alternatives. The Draft FIR also analyzes two Reduced Intensity development 

Alternatives (approximately 5.3 Million - 6.8 Million square feet of development) and the Draft E1R 

concludes that such Alternatives would not avoid the significant impacts related to transportation and 

air quality. Hence, all Specific Plan mixed-use Build Alternatives analyzed in the FIR have substantial 

significant unavoidable environmental impacts, and the only transit-oriented mixed-use Alternative 

that reduces or avoids those impacts is a No Project Alternative. This leaves a hole in the EIR, 

whereby the readers and decision-makers are left guessing as to what level of mixed-use 

development, including residential, could constitute a Specific Plan Build Alternative and still avoid 

many of the significant transportation and air quality impacts identified for the four main Alternatives 

and the Reduced Intensity Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
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Given the enclosed comments from other San Francisco agencies, we suggest that the EIR should 

include within its range of Alternatives a Specific Plan Mixed-Use with Housing Build Alternative that 

furthers the stated project objectives related to environmental protection, sustainability, contribution 

to regional housing, transportation and air quality solutions, but minimizes the significant impacts to 

surrounding communities identified for all of the Specific Plan Build Alternatives presently analyzed. 

The parameters for such an Alternative would include the following: 

Mixed-use development, including housing, at reduced levels (amount of development to be 

determined by further analysis, presumably somewhere between 2 Million and 5.3 Million 

square feet) which substantially reduce or avoid the significant and unavoidable 

transportation and air quality impacts identified for all other mixed-use Build Alternatives; 

Transit/transportation infrastructure changes to encourage transit use and reduce potential 

transportation conflicts: See SFMTA enclosed letter for suggested transportation 

infrastructure improvements; two variants analyzed, one with Caltrain station moved north, 

and one with Caltrain station moved south, to compare impacts between different intermodal 

Expansion of Recology site; and 

Revised site layout (or alternative layouts) to maximize transit utilization and minimize or 

mitigate potential conflicts arising due to proximity of surrounding mixed uses to the 
Recology site. 

We believe that such an Alternative would not only further the stated project objectives, but would 

also be more in keeping with the regional plans of ABAG, MTC and the BAAQMD, as presented in 

the Draft EIR. For a project at the size, scale, location and regional importance of the Baylands, we 

believe that the EIR should provide the public with analysis of a feasible reduced impact Build 

Alternative such that decision-makers are not left with a choice only between significant, unavoidable 

impacts of a new plan, or no project. 

As also indicated in the enclosed comments from our Mayor’s Office, we note that the Draft FIR 

provides very little information and calls little attention to the conflicts between all Alternatives 

considered in the EIR and the California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) proposal to use a 

portion of the Baylands site as an operations and maintenance yard. For the reasons pointed out in 

the cover letter from our Mayor’s Office, we believe that the CHSRA project is reasonably foreseeable 

rather than speculative. Since the CHSRA project has potential statewide and regional significance 

and contemplates use of the Baylands site, it would seem that decision-makers and the public should 

be provided with that information and analysis of potential conflicts between the CHSRA and 

Baylands proposals in the Baylands EIR. That would require additional impact analysis for each of 

the Baylands Alternatives, as well as possible inclusion of a new Alternative (or perhaps a Variant to 

an existing FIR Alternative such as the Renewable Energy Generation Alternative) which would 

include the CHSRA operations and maintenance yard on a portion of the Baylands site. 

The Brisbane Baylands DEIR highlights the Renewable Energy Generation Alternative as the 

environmentally superior alternative for the Baylands. The DEIR also states that the City of Brisbane 

must balance economic, social and environmental objectives in establishing a development plan for 
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the Baylands. The Planning Department supports these objectives, especially as they pertain to bi-

county and regional impacts on housing and transportation. 

The Planning Department supports analyzing impacts on housing and transportation infrastruction 

and reducing them through alternatives that maximize housing, retail and office in a mixed-use 

centers near high capacity transit. The City of San Francisco does not support moving the Caltrain 

station south, especially with over 1,600 units planned adjacent to the station, just north of the county 

line at the old Schiage lock site. Similar transit-oriented development is supported in the Baylands as 

well. Local transportation impacts should also be considered in light of maximizing regional 

opportunities in new facilities for California High Speed Rail, Caltrain and Recology. 

Additional impacts of concern include: 

1) The impacts of uses linked to a high drive-alone mode share and underutilization of transit. These 
tend to be: 

a. Retail and entertainment uses that are not part of a mixed-use development are frequently 

b. industrial uses are frequently linked to high auto mode share/low transit usage. 

These impacts are greatest with both of the CPP alternatives. In some scenarios, providing mixed-uses 

that are linked to higher transit use, or a transit-oriented development alternative, may reduce impacts 

on the regional environment and transportation systems. 

2) The Visitacion Valley/Schiage Lock site plans just to the north of the Baylands include open space, 

housing and commercial development. The impacts on the mixed-use neighborhoods within that site 

should be considered in each alternative. 

3) Demand for housing is high in the Bay Area, especially in and near the City of San Francisco. While 

development to the north of the county line is increasing regional supply, the City of Brisbane should 

also address impacts on bi-county and regional housing demand by including housing to the 

maximum feasible extent. 

Lastly, a correction to the Draft EIR should be made at page 4.1-13. The Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock 

site plan is being revised: The plan for the site now proposes 1,679 residential units and 43,700 square 

feet of commercial and institutional development. 

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for this large and important 

project on our border. San Francisco looks forward to working together and helping Brisbane create 
the best possible project for this site. 

Sincery,  
-__ 

John R}ulaim 

tor of Planning 
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Brisbane Baylands DEIR 

Comments 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

October 11, 2013 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Brisbane Baylands Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIR). The Authority recognizes the strong vision in the plan and supports the efforts of the city of 

Brisbane to encourage quality development of much needed housing and job space.  We are also glad to 

see acknowledgement in the DEIR of key previous planning efforts in the area, including the Bayshore 

Intermodal Station Access Study and the Bi-County Transportation Study. 

Strong connections are needed between the work done on the Bi-County Study and the proposed 

Baylands development, and we appreciate the city of Brisbane’s previous cooperation on and 

commitment to the cost-sharing concepts agreed upon in the Bi-County Study. We see it as an 

important function for the DEIR to contain language committing development to be responsible for its 

fair share. We would appreciate clarification on whether the current language is sufficient, in light of 

observations we make below. 

The DEIR’s Cumulative Without Project (baseline) scenario assumes completion of several projects 

proposed by the Bi-County study, including the Geneva Ave extension, the US 101 Candlestick 

interchange re-configuration, the T-Third Light Rail Line extension, and the Bayshore Intermodal Station 

re-configuration. These projects are not fully funded and in fact rely on public and private contributions, 

including from the Baylands development, which raises a question about whether they should be 

included in the baseline scenario, and whether the DEIR can commit the development project to 

contribute its fair share to these transportation projects. 

The area is a joint Priority Development Area (PDA) between San Mateo and San Francisco counties. In 

order to retain its designation as a PDA and to be eligible for certain regional transportation funds, 

housing must be included in the development. We understand there to be multiple land use options 

under consideration, only some of which would result in housing. We strongly suggest that housing be 

included in the development, as its absence would affect our ability to advocate for funds to build the 

transportation projects outlined in the Bi-County Study, ones that are assumed to be built in the 

Cumulative Without Project (baseline) scenario. 

The DEIR identifies multiple local traffic impacts as significant and unavoidable, including some 

intersections in San Francisco. Given that finding, we propose that the development project contribute 

funds toward efforts to address increases in traffic congestion.  We acknowledge and support the DEIR’s 

mention of TDM measures as one such effort. However, the DEIR does not provide any detail of such 

measures. How will TDM measures and commitments to those measures be codified? We would like to 

see the inclusion of stronger and more specific descriptions of TDM programs and projects that would 

be implemented. The Bayshore Intermodal Station Access Study included discussion on TDM concepts 

that is relevant here. Also, we suggest that an on-demand, area-wide traffic calming program, such as 

the one proposed as one of the Bi-County Study’s list of jointly-funded projects, could also be a 

developer commitment. 


