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From: tony

Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 8:57 PM 

To: Swiecki, John 
Cc Lentz, Cliff <at> gmail; Raymond Miller; Terry OConnell 

Subject: OCT 2, 2015 Re: Baylands FEIR high speed rail correspondence  
Importance: High 

 

Hi John, 

  

I want to apologize to you, the Commissioners, and Mr. Zola for speaking on this subject without having read 

the docs you sent me today, and for not 

instead directly asking you to respond instead of trusting the misinformation that others had begun commenting 

about regarding the HSR planning and  

inevitability of the State wanting to take @ 100 acres for a train maintenance facility.   

  

My instincts told me that something was very wrong, but when none of the commissioners pointed out what I'm 

pretty sure all of them are aware of, and 

also failed to ask you to refer people to the appropriate sections of the FEIR that address this subject, it just 

opened up a big waste of time and effort 

talking without facts.  That's OK in matters of opinion, but not in a case where people can be misled by facts 

distorted or omitted.  As you will recall, I 

stood up in the first workshop and admitted that even with all the months and years of study time, I have not 

made it a priority to sleep with this EIR. 

I asked if we could get a sort of executive summary that I was told had been prepared for you.  I thought that 

would be far more manageable to look at, 

then possible delve deeper into something if there seemed to be a need.  This is such a case, where if I knew 

what you, Lloyd and the Commissioners 

knew about the inaccuracy of the comments made by others regarding HSR, I would have been happy to point 

out their error rather than add fuel to it. 

  

I had this conversation with Cliff Lentz today, and told him we all need to fix this, and I will certainly do my 

part.  Cliff Lentz told me the reason this FEIR 

is so large is due to all the peer reviews and extensive detailing.  I'm willing to believe we are lucky to have you 

as Community Development Director, and 

Lloyd as the EIR guru.  I don't know if it's normal to have to deal with people constantly questioning you 

integrity and competency, but I do think that  

without taking or making any of that personal, the two of you should be able to educate the rest of us to a point 

where all but those who refuse to accept 

reality will appreciate the quality of your combined work products.  

  

18A



2

Please forward this to the Commissioners for me. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Tony Verreos 

  

415-467-9600 
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From: Ceci Herrmann [mailto: ]  

Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 8:05 PM 
To: Swiecki, John; Tuong Van Do AT gmail; greg@greenknowe.org; carolynparker@sonic.net; 

hmj930@gmail.com 
Subject: Request to invite HSR representatives 

 
Dear Mr Swiecki and members of the City of Brisbane Planning Commission, 
 
If possible, please accept this email as a public comment submitted for the 10/13/2015 
public hearing of the Planning Commission, or for the 11/12/2015 hearing (which, as 
decided last night, will be a continuation of focus on last night's topics), or for the 
11/16/2015 public hearing (I believe it was decided at last night's hearing that Applicant 
presentations and Other Community Organization presentations are likely to be moved 
from 11/12 to 11/16). 
 
I write to send my sincere plea that the City act on the suggestion made by members of 
the Planning Commission and members of the public present at the hearing before the 
Planning Commission (held 10/13/2015) to invite representatives of the High Speed Rail 
initiative to one of the upcoming hearings. 
 
I also would like to register my view that, despite the "speculative" nature of the 
prospect of HSR-related impact on the Baylands, residents of this city are interested in 
the most updated information available about the prospective impact and depend on the 
City's staff for access to such information.  
 
If it is true, as one speaker indicated, that HSR representatives are engaging in 
outreach activities in nearby towns on the Peninsula (likely HSR corridor), then there 
certainly can be no harm in making an effort to find out if such outreach can take place 
in Brisbane. 
 
Please support this process by arranging for an invitation to be sent. Not doing so 
seems negligent, or at the least, somewhat disrespectful of the many comments and 
questions related to HSR that have been made publicly in these hearings thus far. 
Thank you for considering my request, and for the invaluable service and support that 
you continue provide to all of us. 
 
Yours, 
Cecilia Herrmann 
Resident 
580 Visitacion Avenue 
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CANDLESTICK PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION 

 
October 27th, 2015 
 
City of Brisbane 
City Council and Planning Commission 
50 Park Place 
Brisbane, CA 94005 
 
Dear Honorable Members: 
 
Please accept this letter as public comments for the ongoing Environmental Impact Report and planning                             
processes for the Brisbane Baylands development and Recology expansion projects (collectively                     
“Projects”). 
 
The comments are also a direct response to the recently published Final Environmental Impact Report for                               
the Brisbane Baylands development project (“FEIR”), which builds on the Baylands Draft Environmental                         
Impact Report (“DEIR”). 
 
Candlestick Preservation Association (“CPA”) is primarily concerned with the impact that the                       
aforementioned Projects will have on the recreational activity of windsurfing directly to the East of the                               
Baylands in the San Francisco Bay as well as on the air quality in this vicinity. 
 
We are encouraged that the FEIR finds that “None of the Project scenarios would reduce wind speeds                                 
enough to substantially impair windsurfing in prime windsurfing areas on San Francisco Bay.” 
 
However, the FEIR does not define what are the sufficient and necessary conditions for windsurfing                             
in this vicinity and does not connect such a definition to the impact created by the proposed                                 
Projects. 
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No definition of requirements for the impacted resource 

Without such a definition and connection, there is no logically consistent way to anticipate what impact                               
the Projects will likely have on this recreational activity. Without such a definition, “windsurfing” is                             
simply an abstract concept that is vaguely and arbitrarily dependent on wind. 
 
While the FEIR does refer to a document submitted by the San Francisco Boardsailing Association, we                               
maintain that document does not provide this critical definition relevant to this particular location. Every                             
location has unique characteristics including topology, tidal activity, orientation, and hazards that                       
collectively localize the sufficient and necessary conditions for windsurfing. Furthermore, no attempt to                         
utilize any definition for availability of the resource is made in any analysis in the DEIR. 
 
CPA’s 96page submittal to the DEIR contained a survey of active windsurfers who regularly use this                               
recreational resource. This survey was conducted to specifically establish necessary conditions for use of                           
this resource and was further used to establish a baseline level of availability for this resource. Our work                                   
was informed in part by over 150 concerned respondents to a petition we established in conjunction with                                 
our submittal. The criteria established by this survey was used to show that based on the proposed wind                                   
speed and turbulence impacts, a substantial taking would in fact occur under even the most conservative                               
scenarios. 
 
In the response to the public comments, the consultant states that the criteria provided in our DEIR                                 
comments relies on a wind measurement sensor that they dispute as authoritative or relevant for the                               
analysis we are proposing. Whether they chose to accept the use of this sensor or our analysis, the fact                                     
remains that without clearly defining the necessary and sufficient conditions for this recreational activity                           
in this vicinity, there is no way to determine if the changes to average wind speed and turbulence will                                     
result in a de facto taking with respect to the availability of this recreational activity. 
 

Responsibility of the FEIR as a “program EIR” 

Given that the FEIR is a “program EIR” (as defined under CEQA Section 15168), it should, among other                                   
things, “Provide the basis in an initial study for determining whether the later activity may have any                                 
significant effects.” 
 
Without the aforementioned definition of sufficient conditions necessary for this recreational activity,                       
subsequent “project EIRs” will likely inherit a vague and useless conclusion from this Final                           
Environmental Impact Report that there is simply no substantial impact and no further analysis is                             
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necessary. The FEIR should therefore also define what is meant by “substantial” impact or impairment                             
and should indicate when precisely further projectspecific analysis is warranted. 
 
Without these additions, the FEIR currently amounts to an adhoc study of a hypothetical conceptual                             
development without a criteria for determining whether the results of that study actually have any bearing                               
on the environmental resource being examined. The FEIR essentially suggests that no further studies or                             
mitigations are warranted under any circumstance, which is clearly inappropriate given that there is no                             
way to anticipate all future planning and building envelopes and therefore impacts. 
 

Proposed FEIR additions 
Given these shortcomings, we propose the following additions (or those of equivalent intent) be included                             
in the FEIR and as guidance in any future development review for these Projects. If the engineering                                 
consultants are in fact confident in their results and the City of Brisbane is sincere in its desire to comply                                       
with the spirit and legal requirement of CEQA, then these additions should be entirely acceptable. 
 

1. Conditions sufficient for windsurfing on any given day between April 1st and September 30th at                             
Candlestick Park State Recreation Area require a twohour window between 12pm and 7pm local                           
time wherein 75% of wind meter observations have an average wind speed of 16 miles per hour, a                                   
minimum lull of 10 miles per hour, a minimum gust of 20 miles per hour, and a dominant wind                                     
direction either West, WestNorthwest, or Northwest. The wind speed impacts determined by the                         
impact study should be assessed against a wind meter that is calibrated to be comparable to the                                 
existing Candlestick wind sensor, which is professionally maintained by Weatherflow, Inc. 

 
2. The impact area to be studied includes the area immediately off the Eastern shore of the Baylands                                 

area as described in the “Practical Sailing Area” designated below: 
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3. Substantial impact is defined as a reduction in number of sailable days based on the above criteria                                 

and impact study area greater than 10% of the baseline nobuild scenario based on average                             
existing, historic, and project wind speeds and turbulence over the Practical Sailing Area. 

 
These first three additions are easily accommodated by applying any proposed wind speed impacts to                             
historical wind speed measurements over several years at the Candlestick sensor to determine the likely                             
change in sailable days from proposed development. This data is readily available from Weatherflow,                           
Inc. and CPA is happy to assist in its procurement and application. This approach is consistent with                                 
methodology proposed in the DEIR to translate projected relative wind speed impacts to absolute levels. 
 

4. Subsequent developments to be constructed as high or higher than the current maximum                         
constructed elevation above sea level within the area contained in the Projects shall be required to                               
apply these criteria in demonstrating that their construction will not have substantial impact on                           
windsurfing recreation. Such a study should include the surrounding existing and                     
planned/approved contextual development. This would include wind energy or other energy                     
generation or collection systems regardless of their construction height. 

 
5. No discernible dust or odor and no toxic air or water contaminant above minimum applicable                             

legal limits shall be detectable within the “Practical Sailing Area” attributable to any development                           
of the Projects. 
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We reiterate that without additions such as we have proposed here, the FEIR is disingenuous, does not                                 
meet reasonable standards of engineering care, does not comply with the requirements of a program EIR,                               
and is invalid with respect to its assessment of the impact of the Projects on recreational activity in this                                     
vicinity. 
 
Finally, in the absence of the above proposed changes to the FEIR, we reserve the right to take any and all                                         
available legal action to ensure that this rare and valuable recreational resource that has been in continual                                 
use for over 30 years is protected and preserved including seeking injunctive relief. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter, and we look forward to your positive response. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brad Lee 
President 
Candlestick Preservation Association 
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From: Sam Bowman [mailto:  On Behalf Of Sam Bowman 

Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 10:45 AM 
To: Johnson, Kenneth; O'Connell, Terry; Lentz Cliff-on-sbcglobal; Conway, Clarke; Liu, Lori; Miller, Ray 

Cc: 
Subject: Comment in advance of the hearing on the Baylands project 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners and Members of the City Council, 

 

I may not be able to attend the next hearing on the Baylands project, but I have a comment that I'd like to 

submit: 

 

When I was in middle school and high school around 2000, I lived with my mother in Brisbane at Visitacion and Alvarado. I loved the 

community there, and I'm sad that I couldn't have stayed longer. In 2003, my mother started developing what turned out to be serious 

chronic autoimmune problems, and had to stop working. She couldn't afford the rent where she was, and had to look for someplace that 

was affordable on a fixed social security disability income. Nothing in Brisbane was feasible, and she didn't have the savings that it 

would have taken to live here for years on waiting lists for nearby subsidized housing options, so she left the Bay Area. I'm lucky to 

have wound up living just a few miles away as a graduate student at Stanford, but I wish we hadn't had to leave. 

 

There are many good things to be said about transit-centered housing development, in general, and the Bay Area certainly could use 

more. For me though, this is more personal. This is a small but significant step towards mitigating the incredible demands that have 

been placed on the area's small housing stock, and a small but significant step towards making sure more people like my mother have 

the option to stay. 

 

Yours, 

 

Sam Bowman 
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Open Space & Ecology additional comments on Brisbane Baylands Development 1/2014 

  

Chapter 2- Executive Summary  

Page 2-3  

“...implementation of any other Concept Plan development scenarios or alternatives would require the preparation 

and approval of a specific plan and further environmental review under CEQA.”  Selection of another scenario 

besides the DSP or DSP-V scenarios would require a new specific plan to be developed, which raises the question, 

who would pay for the research and creation of this new document?  

 

Page 2-6 

The definition of sustainable development found under the Overarching Objectives sections should be redefined in 

accordance with the City of Brisbane/ Sustainability Committee of Brisbane.  

 

Page 2-9  

Impact 4.B-2, found under Significant Unavoidable Air Quality Impacts, states, “The Project would generate 

construction emissions that would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants and 

precursors for which the air basin is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard”.  It is unclear how a project can be approved if significant unavoidable impacts exist after mitigation.  

Please explain the process of writing and adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations for each of the 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts. 

 

 

Chapter 3 Project Description  

Page 3-4 

“The Visitacion Valley neighborhood of San Francisco adjoins the northwestern border of the Brisbane Baylands.”  

An inconsistency exists between this statement and the map on page 3-6 (Figure 3-2), why is there an inconsistency?  

The neighborhood is not adjacent to the northwestern border of the Baylands.  This statement should be changed in 

order to be consistent with what is shown in Figure 3-2.  

 

Page 3-13  

What are the sources for the 4 maps provided in Figure 3-5?   

 

Page 3-40 

The “Community” Proposed Plan is not characterized correctly since members of the community did not form this 

plan, but instead it was composed during a series of tightly directed workshops that were paid for by the developer.  

Somewhere in the document it should be addressed that the Brisbane community did not specifically devise the 

plans for the CPP. How was the CPP developed? Who wrote the CPP? Who paid for the CPP?  

 

Page 3-46  

“Design and construction of the proposed grade 9-12 charter school is under the jurisdiction of JUHSD.”  Under the 

CPP and CPP-V scenarios, no residential development is proposed, so one would assume the need for a charter 

school would not exist.  It should be clarified whether or not a school will be necessary if the CPP or CPP-V 

scenario is selected, compared to if the DSP or DSP-V scenario is selected. Furthermore, if it is determined that it is 

not safe to have housing in the area, will it be safe to have a school? Environmentally, are the standards different for 

having a school different than other buildings that may be built? Does CEQA have a set of different standards for 

building a school compared to other buildings? And if so can you explain what the differences are?   

 

Page 3-49 

Please clarify how the separate Recology EIR affects the Brisbane Baylands EIR.  

 

Page 3-53 

“Delete references to the former owner of the UPC property.”  This statement seems to indicate that the property is 

no longer owned by UPC.  It is unclear whether or not UPC and Tuntex are the same entity.  If there was not a tax 

increase under Proposition 13 laws due to the change in ownership then this statement is considered a 

mischaracterization of the current versus past ownership of the property.  

 

“Modify Policy 38.1 (roadway level of service standards) to recognize that current roadway level of service 

standards (LOS D) will be exceeded due to future development in other cities even if no development within the 
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Open Space & Ecology additional comments on Brisbane Baylands Development 1/2014 

  

Project Site occurs...”  Please clarify the following: Why our General Plan would have to be amended based on other 

city’s projects? Who are the property owners? Who are the developers? What the relationships between the two 

(owners and developers)?  

 

Page 3-67 

“The majority of OID’s water supplies come from pre-1914 surface water rights that enable OID to divert up to 

257,074 AFY from the Stanislaus River at Goodwin Dam upstream of the city of Oakdale without restrictions.”  

Please provide information on any other agreements or commitments planned for this water for other future projects 

across the state.  

 

Page 3-68 

“While the need for ongoing remediation of the former landfill and rail yard areas does not result from Project Site 

development under any of the proposed Concept Plan scenarios, implementation of future development projects on 

the Brisbane Baylands is dependent on cleanup of these properties...”  Please clarify why the property will not be 

required to have remediation regardless of project approval.  

 

General comments on Chapter 3:  

 

1. The Air Quality section does not address precisely where the pollution from the increase in burning fossil fuels 

will travel, but they say it will not travel to Brisbane. Regionally where will it travel and what will be the impact?  

 

2. Why isn’t the Renewable Energy Generation Variant discussed in full detail like the City Council said it would 

be?  It should have been discussed at the same level as the CPP/CPP-V.  It should at least be included in the charts to 

allow for a side-by-side comparison between the other scenarios.  

 

 

Section 4.A- Aesthetics and Visual Resources  

Page 4.A-21 

The DSP/DSP-V photos found in Table 4.A-1 contain a building that is significantly taller than the rest of the 

surrounding buildings.  In short, please clarify whether or not this building is designed to be 160 feet tall and if this 

is its precise location.  

 

Page 4.A-40   

Parking lot lighting needs to the same color as street lighting?  Where did this come from?  What is this mitigating?   

 

Page 4.A-41 

“The EPA Energy Star rating for cool roofs is up to 0.65 for slightly sloped surfaces.” 

Please explain the albedo rating so that a layperson will understand. It may help to use 0.65 as the maximum along 

with a number range.  

 

General comments on section 4.A:  

 

1. “Native vegetation types, including coastal scrub and perennial grasslands, are confined to relatively small areas 

on Icehouse Hill in the western portion of the Project Site, to the tidal and freshwater wetlands along the edges of 

drainage channels and Brisbane lagoon, and to seasonal wetlands in the western portion of the site.”  The 

characterization of the native vegetation is not accurate since native species, such as coyote brush and Douglas iris, 

are also found between Icehouse Hill and the railroad tracks.  Omitting areas that actually do contain native plant 

species could dismiss a significant Biological Resources impact.  

 

2. “Visitacion Creek is a drainage channel that bisects the Project Site along an east-west axis and currently provides 

a limited amount of riparian vegetation and habitat.”  This description of Visitacion Creek lacks information about 

the existing bird habitat. Omitting this information could dismiss a significant Biological Resources impact.  

  

 

Section 4.B: Air Quality  

Page 4.B-23  

35A



Open Space & Ecology additional comments on Brisbane Baylands Development 1/2014 

  

Paragraph 3 gives a history of the revisions for air quality standards.  Given this clear illustration of  how standards 

are evolving, the Baylands project should be designed with this in mind so that it does not immediately fall into non-

compliance when standards are next revised. 

 

Page 4.B-27 

Specifies the emissions standards for diesel engines and that rental equipment may be used to meet these standards. 

How will this be determined and monitored? Also, will a subcontractor's equipment be factored into contracts? Is 

this something that can be considered in a development agreement?  If not, the least expensive, most polluting 

option may be chosen.   

 

 

Section 4.E- Geology, Soils, and Seismicity  

Page 4.E-8 

Notes that approximately half of the waste was found to be below the water table.  This is important to consider.  

 

 

Section 4.F- Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Page 4.F-19  

Mitigation measure 4F1 requires GHG reduction plan. Without baseline data it is difficult to determine when the 

range of 5% reduction has been reached, baseline data should be included. An alternative would be to exceed energy 

efficient standards outline by Title 24, by 20%. Exceeding title 24 standards will be a tangible goal.   

 

General comment on section 4.F:  

 

1. Studies show that Sierra snowpack shrunk 10% over the last 100 years and is expected to decrease by 25% by 

2050.  Please explain how the demand for water will be satisfied if we are faced with these issues in 2050.  

 

 

Section 4.G- Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Page 4.G-86 

“Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures” 

How will regulations and mitigation measures be instated?  

 

Comments to the City: 

Need for independent, third-party monitoring:  

Dr. G. Fred Lee made this issue that cornerstone of his recommendations for the Baylands. Some excerpts from his 

report (pages 21-22) are reprinted below. 
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Section 4.H- Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality  

Page 4.H-13and other pages  

And other pages.  The issue of litter and solid waste as water pollution is not addressed yet again.  Uncontrolled 

solid waste needs to be addressed in a SWPPP.  We are uncertain whether this would be considered a point or a 

nonpoint source.  According to the Ocean Conservancy the top ten most commonly found pieces of trash are not 

from industrial sources, but from everyday things such as cigarette butts and food wrappers.  Any development that 

includes human activity will contribute a significant amount of solid waste to watershed.  Much of that will find its 

way into the system and become water-born pollution.  
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http://www.oceanconservancy.org/assets/feature-images/standard/top-10-items-data-release.jpg 

 

Page 4.H-32 

Paragraph 3 “C.3 for new development that would introduce 10,000 square feet of new impervious surfaces, the 

specific project applicant would incorporate LID strategies.  ..."  Will any specific projects fall under this threshold?  

What will happen if they do?  What measures will still be required and what will the project be exempt from? Do we 

want the same requirements for projects over 10,000 feet?   

 

Page 4-H-33 

As a mitigation measure for excess storm water, the city of Rotterdam in the Netherlands is using sunken areas 

(public plazas and playgrounds) as temporary reservoirs that can be drained once a flood event has passed.  

(Probably a planning issue not a DEIR issue).   

 

Issues for the City: 

The Creek 

The Open Space and Ecology Committee, in its (January, 2011) scoping comments for the DEIR, recommended “A 

wetland river park with seasonal flood plain.” Plans for the Creek so far show a narrow corridor with steep banks, 

especially east of Tunnel Avenue. Several objectives may be accomplished by designing the wetland river park with 
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wide, gently sloping banks. First, it would provide enhanced habitat for birds and aquatic life, and for native 

vegetation. Second, wetland vegetation would serve to filter contaminants. Third, the larger area would provide for 

enhanced ability to drain large storm water flows.  

 

Section 4.I- Land Use and Planning Policy  

Page 4.I-10 

Suggest adding the land use designations to the map for clarity and ease of use.   

 

Page 4.I-19 

Policy 27 centrally located facilities “. . . centrally located within the area east of Bayshore Blvd and designed to 

serve the Baylands.  What are the public services within the Baylands and how are they designed to serve the people 

of central Brisbane?  Public services are considered vital within the frame work provided by the One Planet 

framework for sustainability.  Clarify this statement in order to demonstrate consistency.  

 

Page 4.I-28 

Policy 152 Slope Stability.  The DEIR disregards this issue stating that the development will occur on flatter 

portions of the project site.  However, the high school is purposed near Ice House Hill and might be at risk from a 

slide.  A slide barrier should be included as part of the project scope.  Keeping Ice House Hill as open space does not 

preclude a slide from happening.  Therefore we consider this inconsistent.  

 

Page 4.I-29 

Policy 173 Remediation of site.  DEIR states that this is consistent without addressing at what phase of development 

remediation will take place or how it will take place making consistency meaningless.  Remediation prior to 

occupancy is an important environmental issue. Timing and sequencing need to be addressed with respect to site 

remediation of the project site. There needs to be clarification on whether remediation will be done during, after of 

before. 

 

Page 4.I-32 

Caltrain, Noise and Land Use.  The DEIR states this is consistent, however having housing and other sensitive uses 

within 50' of the tracks cannot be made acceptable even with mitigation measures.  Please see other comments for 

specific information.  

 

Page 4.I-37 

Policy 336 Interaction of Central Brisbane with the Baylands.  DEIR calls this consistent based on the connectivity 

of Geneva Ave.  However, Geneva Ave is located on the San Francisco/Daly City boarder and not located in or 

directed towards Brisbane.  Clearly Geneva Ave will not provide connectivity with Brisbane making this statement 

clearly inconsistent.  

 

 

Section 4.J- Noise and Vibration  

Page 4.J-21 

2nd paragraph, first bullet re: Orientation of buildings to minimize sound intrusion.  How is this going to work if we 

are also orienting buildings for passive solar and to minimize wind obstruction?   

 

General comments on section 4.J:  

 

1. Please address why new development may be built that would increase the average noise levels across locations in 

Brisbane when many of the monitored areas already exceed maximum noise levels.  

 

2. Exterior noise levels, emitted from sources such as traffic noise, do not seem able to be mitigated, at least to levels 

which are considered less-than-significant.   

 

3. Please make this chapter more user-friendly by providing comparisons that the lay person can understand, such as 

describing the loudness of a noise measured at 45 decibels.  
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4. It is confusing to the reader why the origin of the Bay Trail is located at Highway 101.  An alternative route 

should be proposed that would be more aesthetically pleasing and less noisy for riders.  

 

5. Please clarify why there aren’t any impacts related to the proposed school.  

 

6. It should be mentioned in the document that the noise emitted from the wind turbines depends on the size of the 

wind turbines used in the project.  

 

7. Please clarify whether the Bay Trail is considered active or passive.  

 

8. This chapter does not address the physiological and psychological effects of hearing loss.  The general public 

should be advised of these concerns.  

 

 

Chapter 4.O: Utilities, Service Systems and Water Supply  

Mitigation of storm water: Roofing material has a small effect on water quality, the larger factor is the pollution 

absorbed from the atmosphere prior to precipitation and particulates deposited on the roof. 

http://www.bae.ncsu.edu/stormwater/PublicationFiles/RooftopRunoff2009.pdf 

Roofing materials do have an effect on the conditions under which rain water can be harvested.  Information from 

Water Shed.org indicates that a tar and gravel roof will yield 15% less water.  

http://watershedmg.org/sites/default/files/docs/wmg_calculating_runoff_worksheet.pdf   Barbara Ebel’s experience 

here in Brisbane is more dramatic.  They have 600 gallon of tank collecting from our sloped metal roof and 600 

gallons of storage fed by the neighbor's roof.  Both roofs are of approximately the same size.  During the first storm 

of the season, the tanks connected to the metal roof over topped.  The tanks connected to the flat T&G roof reached 

75% capacity.  Ebel’s metal roof will continue to yield small amounts of water from morning dew 10 months out of 

the year while the T&G roof yields nothing in anything less than a sustained rainfall.   

 

 

Chapter 4.P- Energy Resources  

If Recology is willing to pursue a renewable energy program beyond their requirements, can we/can we not expect 

the development plans to also do this? 

 

A gross omission is made in evaluating energy resources within the project.  It details the consumption of fuels and 

electricity but assigns absolutely NO value for the embodied energy of materials such as wood and steel framing, 

concrete, asphalt etc.   

 

 

Chapter 6- Impact Overview, Growth Inducement and Cumulative Impacts  

 Page 6-43  

Paragraph 3.  "wind speed reductions of as much as 20 percent would occur over small areas near the shore at the 

CSPRA windsurf launch site. .  ."  According to an article written by Denis Wee states, “Present day boards are 

designed so that they will start planning when their speed exceeds about 7 knots. The speed then shoots up very 

quickly in excess of about 13 knots. For such boards, it is not possible to maintain an intermediate speed between 

these two values.” A wind reduction of 20 percent or more can greatly reduce windsurfing speeds that are necessary 

for planning, how will this be mitigated?  

http://web.singnet.com.sg/~dgswee/ 

 

General comment on Chapter 6: 

 

1. How will the aesthetics of the project be altered over a 30-year build out period? 

 

2. What this chapter make very clear if it wasn’t clear before is that this project is simply too large to be absorbed by 

the San Francisco Bay Area.  The fact that it overruns mitigation measures, population and job growth, air quality 

attainment, traffic congestion, and other areas of grave concern means that it’s just too big.  That said, we sincerely 

hope that some small project or maybe a longer timeline will be approved by the city. 
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Chapter 7- Sustainability  

Page 7-2 

No actual criteria based on numerical facts or benchmarks for sustainability are provided; a punch-list of 

sustainability principles is shown instead.  This section lacks an immense amount of factual evidence, yet Brisbane’s 

sustainability should not be glazed over. Please provide the benchmarks that the DEIR refers to. 

 

General comments on Chapter 7:  

 

1. This section uses sources from 1987 and 2000, which are extremely out of date, especially when compared to the 

scientific evidence made available since then.  Many events have occurred in relation to sustainability since 2000 

that should be referenced in this chapter.  

 

2. This chapter seems to encourage rapid population growth, placing a dependency on non-renewables and 

disregarding the harms of over-consumption.  This section neglects the complexity of natural systems through the 

pursuit of human development laid out in the proposed development plans.  The relationship between this section 

and sustainability is therefore misleading to the reader.  

 

3. The site currently contains toxic or harmful pollutants.  It is not mentioned anywhere in chapter 7 that the land 

will be remediated before development would commence.  

 

4. This section is misleading to the public since resource distribution should be geared towards the general public 

and the environment instead of the developer.  

 

5. Chapter 7 is misleading since the sustainability principles do not meet sustainability standards.       

 

6. Please provide information on how frequently the railroad tracks are repaired. It is unclear whether or not this has 

even been evaluated. It is essential for the public to know the effects the railroad will have on the adjacent buildings, 

and therefore this information should not be left out.  
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Introduction and Overview 

The  Candlestick  Preservation  Association  (hereafter  referred  to  as  “CPA”)  retained  the  services  of 
EnviroComp Consulting, Inc.1, in this case.    

We understand that the proposed Baylands Project2 may negatively affect the wind flow patterns  in a 
region where windsurfing is extremely popular. 

We have reviewed a set of documents related to the proposed Baylands Project. This report presents the 
current results of our investigation and opinions, based upon the materials reviewed, and the analyses 
performed to date.  EnviroComp reserves the right to supplement this report in the event new information 
is presented.   

 

Qualifications and Experience 

EnviroComp  is  a  consulting  firm  specialized  in  atmospheric  sciences.  Since  2001,  EnviroComp  has 
performed studies in air pollution, wind flow, and meteorology. 

                                                            
1 http://envirocomp.com/  
2 http://www.ci.brisbane.ca.us/baylands‐information  
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Paolo Zannetti 

Dr.  Paolo  Zannetti  is  the  President  and  Founder  of  EnviroComp  Consulting,  Inc.3  and  the  non‐profit 
EnviroComp  Institute4.  He  is  also  Professor  of  Environmental  Sciences5  at  the  Wessex  Institute  of 
Technology (WIT), Ashurst, UK. Dr. Zannetti has performed studies and scientific research in atmospheric 
sciences for four decades. His activities have covered pure research in the fields of environmental sciences 
and  numerical  modeling,  written  publications,  seminars  and  courses,  project  management, 
environmental consulting, editorial productions, and expert  testimony. He has written more  than 300 
publications, and 40+ books and book chapters, including the book “Air Pollution Modeling”6, completed 
in 1990, which was the first comprehensive book in the field and is still today a widely used textbook. A 
4‐volume, multi‐author, revised and expanded edition of this book has been published7 during the period 
2003‐2010 under Dr. Zannetti’s direction and chief editorial management. This 4‐volume edition includes 
a chapter8 on wind tunnel modeling. 

In addition  to his academic and  scientific achievements, Dr. Zannetti has worked on  several  litigation 
projects and provided testimony at depositions and trials in more than 35 cases. 

Frank Freedman 

Dr.  Frank  Freedman  is  a  senior  scientist  at EnviroComp Consulting,  Inc.  and  adjunct professor  at  the 
Department of Meteorology and Climate Sciences at San Jose State University. Dr. Freedman specializes 
in air pollution and atmospheric boundary layers, the study of the earth’s lowest kilometer. His PhD work 
at Stanford University involved turbulence modeling, utilizing computational and wind tunnel data in his 
analyses. He has worked on several academic and applied consulting projects  related  to air pollution, 
surface  layer wind  flow,  and  turbulence, with  emphasis  on  computational modeling.  He  has  taught 
courses  in  these  areas  at  San  Jose  State  since  2005. Dr.  Freedman  received  his  Certified  Consulting 
Meteorologist9 certification in 2010. 

 

Examined materials 

• Section 2.9 Individual Responses to Comments from Organizations of the Final EIR, May 2015 
• CHAPTER 3 Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR, Final EIR, May 2015 
• 4.M Recreational Resources, Draft EIR, June 2013 
• APPENDIX J Recreation: Windsurfing, Draft EIR, June 2013 

                                                            
3   http://www.envirocomp.com 
4  http://www.envirocomp.org   
5 http://www.wessex.ac.uk/research/wit‐staff/862‐dr‐paolo‐zannetti  
6  Zannetti, P. (1990): Air Pollution Modeling – Theories, Computational Methods, and Available Software.  
Computational Mechanics Publications, Southampton, and Van Nostrand Reinhold, New York. 450pp. 

  http://www.amazon.ca/Pollution‐Modeling‐Theories‐Computational‐Available/dp/0442308051   
  This book can now be freely downloaded at: http://www.envirocomp.com/pops/airpollution.html  
7  http://www.envirocomp.org/aqm  
8 http://www.envirocomp.org/aqm/AQM3_flyer.pdf  
9 https://www2.ametsoc.org/ams/index.cfm/education‐careers/ams‐professional‐certification‐programs/certified‐
consulting‐meteorologist‐program‐ccm/  
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• Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report and Other Public Planning Processes, 
Candlestick Preservation Association, December 2013 

• Potential Wind Conditions at Brisbane Baylands Specific Plan Windsurfing Area Testing. Technical 
Memorandum from Environmental Science Associates to City of Brisbane, November 2, 2012 

• Information presented at http://www.ci.brisbane.ca.us/baylands‐information  

 

Opinion #1 – Computer Modeling 

The EIR addresses the issue of windsurfing in the area of interest. It is surprising, however, that the only 
scientific  tool used  for  this purpose  in  the EIR  is a wind  tunnel.  In  fact,  there  is a very  large  literature 
available studying the  interactions of buildings and wind10; empirical formulas have been developed11; 
computer models have been used12. That the EIR makes use of none of these other means of studying this 
issue, especially given  its complexity,  is surprising and does not comply with standard analysis practice 
from our experience. 

Computer modeling, in particular, is nowadays a standard tool for studying wind patterns in a hypothetical 
setting, in this case under the possible development of new buildings. Without a computer model, results 
are highly questionable. Several models could and should have been used in this project to simulate 1) 
the wind flow in complex terrain, e.g., with the EPA‐recommended13 MM5 and WRF, and 2) the effects of 
buildings, with a Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) code, such as FLUENT14, or public domain codes, 
such as OpenFOAM15.  

Especially  in  this  case,  given  the  complexity  of  the  flow  patterns  in  the  area,  computer modeling  is 
indispensable. This is because with a computer model one can simulate the wind pattern applying real‐
world wind flow speeds, terrain, and building heights. Rather, with the wind tunnel, because the limits of 
its physical size, buildings and the surrounding terrain cannot both be accounted for, and much smaller 
values for building heights compared to actual size have to be used. Application of scaling factors (the "R‐
values" used by the authors) then become  necessary to translate the smaller wind tunnel speeds to the 
higher  speeds  that would be experienced  in  the  real world. While  the use of  such  scaling  factors  to 
estimate  how  the  low wind  tunnel  speeds  translate  to  actual  physical  scale  is  applicable  for  simple, 
theoretical flows, scaling factors are highly uncertain for the complex flow situation we are dealing with 

                                                            
10 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0960148198001918 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/095006189190060X 
http://www.academia.edu/8110643/Interaction_of_Across‐Wind_and_Along‐Wind_with_Tall_Buildings 
11 http://www.researchgate.net/publication/263648862_Simplified_formulas_for_evaluation_of_across‐
wind_dynamic_responses_of_rectangular_tall_buildings 
http://www.calpoly.edu/~rgordon/vent/windexh.pdf 
12 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0010448582900082 
http://iawe.org/Proceedings/8APCWE/A.%20K.%20Mittal.pdf 
https://narac.llnl.gov/uploads/Calhoun2004_UCRL_ComplexBldgFlow_RANS_207258_eaorz.pdf  
13 http://www3.epa.gov/scram001/metmodel.htm  
14http://www.ansys.com/Products/Simulation+Technology/Fluid+Dynamics/Fluid+Dynamics+Products/ANSYS+Flue
nt  
15 http://www.openfoam.com/  
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in this EIR. A computer model is much better equipped for this situation due to its ability to directly model 
the scenario to real‐world scale. 

In summary, the complex upwind topology and the  large area to be modeled make  it very difficult for 
wind  tunnel  analysis  to  be  a  comprehensive,  accurate model  for  real‐world  conditions.    Computer 
modeling  is  essential  to  provide  credible  results  and  validate  the  findings  of  a wind  tunnel model.  
Computer modeling can easily provide a sensitivity analysis and produce error estimates whereas wind 
tunnels cannot easily provide this (in the case of the wind tunnel experiments in this EIR, it appears no 
such  sensitivity or error analysis has been done).   No  scientific  study of  this  type  should be accepted 
without an estimate of the likely range of error or an analysis of the impact of the potential error on the 
study subject.  Without full upwind topology modeling, without any validation to calibrate the findings of 
the wind tunnel, and without a sensitivity analysis to determine the range and  impact of errors, there 
must necessarily be low confidence that the findings of the wind tunnel are accurate with respect to real‐
world conditions or the impact of the proposed development on windsurfing activity. 

 

Opinion #2 – Wind Tunnel 

The wind tunnel experiments are poorly described in the reports we examined. In the past, as part of our 
scientific work, we have examined dozens of publications discussing wind tunnel results.  It  is standard 
practice  for  authors16  to  explain  how  the wind  tunnel  experiments were  performed,  to  present  the 
formulas describing the similarity scales between the physical model and the real world, to discuss how 
the flow is generated and how the inflow is specified, to discuss the Reynolds numbers of the simulations, 
to explain if, and if so how, terrain features are accounted for in specifying the  inflow, and to describe 
how the wind  is measured at different  locations  in the tunnel. These key factors (and other  important 
ones)  are  either  not  explained  in  the  reports we  examined17  or  are  explained  vaguely,  poorly  or  in 
insufficient detail for us, as qualified scientists/engineers who have worked on dozens of similar projects, 
to understand what was actually done.  

Therefore, in addition to our general reservation that computer modeling, in place or in conjunction with 
wind tunnel, should have been the major tool for this assessment, we also have strong reservation on the 
validity of wind tunnel results. 

We  note  that  the wind  tunnel  literature  is  clear  on  the  danger  of  producing  erroneous  results.  For 
example, see NIST Technical Note 1655, “Toward a Standard on the Wind Tunnel Method”18, stating that 
serious errors can result from improperly running wind tunnel experiments and that the adequacy of the 
performance of the simulation needs to be validated against certified test results. 

                                                            
16 See, for example: http://weather.ou.edu/~pkklein/texte/description.pdf 
http://www.ruhr‐uni‐bochum.de/imperia/md/content/asib/ws08_09/boundary_layer_windtunnel.pdf  
http://dspace.library.colostate.edu/webclient/DeliveryManager/digitool_items/csu01_storage/2010/08/27/file_1/
85170 
17 The reports we examined included the Draft Environmental Impact Report, Master and Individual Responses to 
public comments to the DEIR, and the Wind Tunnel Testing Technical Memorandum from Environmental Science 
Associates to the City of Brisbane, dated November 2, 2012. 
18 http://www.itl.nist.gov/div898//winds/pdf_files/NISTTN1655.pdf  
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On the issue of windsurfing, the main conclusion of the EIR is “These incremental changes in wind speed 
and turbulence in the launch and sailing areas are expected to be undetectable to most windsurfers”. This 
does not appear to be a valid scientific statement. The scientific method would require, first, to establish 
what is “detectable” for the average wind surfer (or for average, beginner, and advanced wind surfers). 
Afterwards, calculations may be performed to verify if, when, and where detectable variations are found. 
The  scientific method  also  requires determining  the uncertainty of  these  calculations;  in  fact,  results 
without uncertainty analysis can be highly misleading. 

Moreover, the real issue here is not “detectability” but “impairment”. The real question is whether or nor 
the variations in wind speed and turbulence caused by the urban developments will impair windsurfing in 
the area, and to which degree in different locations. This basic question has not been answered, in our 
opinion, in the EIR, and much more scientific work is needed to properly address this issue. 

In  addition, we  found  the  combination  of  2012  and  2009  data  in  the wind  tunnel  results  extremely 
confusing. The explanation for this “combination” is reported below. 

 

The sentences above are not encouraging concerning the accuracy of the wind tunnel experiments. How 
can we trust results produced “in strips” because the test model would not fit into the wind tunnel? Why 
was the test model not designed to fit? According to the engineering consultant who executed the wind 
tunnel study, the test areas were segmented to complete physical measurements because the geographic 
areas were  so  large.    In  their words,  "such  segmenting  is  common practice,  and does not  introduce 
appreciable error into the measurement process."  This is incorrect. Any “segmentation” of the region will 
introduce errors, which may be very large and difficult to quantify.  

Moreover, the figures with the wind tunnel results indicate many areas within the windsurfing area where 
wind tunnel results yielded “no data” (see for example Figure 20 of Technical Memorandum). Finally, the 
wind tunnel experiments did not provide results in a critical area near the shore which is the region of 
maximum interest for wind surfing19. 

                                                            
19 Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report and Other Public Planning Processes, Candlestick 
Preservation Association, December 2013, page 28. 
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All  this  is  disconcerting  regarding  the  suitability  of  the wind  tunnel  for  this work.  A  computational 
modeling approach would have none of these limitations. 

 

Opinion #3 – Literature 

The effects of buildings on wind flow, and the effects of winds on buildings, is a topic well studied in the 
literature20. We note that no efforts appear to have been made in the EIR to perform proper literature 
review and study past effects of urban developments.  

The potential damage to windsurfing activities by construction of new buildings  is an  issue debated  in 
other locations21. A serious literature review on this subject should have been performed.  

For example, there is much literature on the minimum distance D downwind of structures where the wind 
is unaffected (distances shorter than D experience wind speed reduction and wind direction changes). See 
for  example  literature  on  building wake  effects22, wind  breaks23, wind  turbines24,  and  other  things. 
Generally, this downwind distance is about 10‐30 times the height of the structures, but of course, the 
precise value depends on the situation.   

 

Opinion #4 – Lack of Scientific Basis for Significance Criteria 

The Draft EIR p. 4.M‐9 states that “The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would have a significant 
effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would…  Substantially  degrade  the  existing  windsurfing  recreational 
resource at CPSRA”. We were surprised to find no effort to establish objective, scientific parameters for 
assessing whether a substantial degradation is expected. Only by defining in advance, and quantifying in 
an  objective  manner,  what  a  “substantial  degradation”  is,  can  we  then  calculate  whether  future 
developments will create an adverse impact. 

The task is relatively simple. We know that there are optimal days for wind surfing at the site25; we also 
know  that  there  are moderately  good  days,  difficult  days,  and  days when wind  surfing  is  practically 
impossible. A simple analysis of the meteorological parameters  (including wind speed and turbulence) 
during different conditions would lead to the identification of those wind flow changes that are critical 
and may transform a “good” surfing day into a “bad” one, based on a pre‐defined degradation level. 

A meteorological station  should have been  installed at  the site. Data should have been collected and 
analyzed to  identify and categorize wind flow scenarios, from those most favorable to wind surfing to 
                                                            
20 E.g.: http://www.ibpsa.org/proceedings/BS2013/p_1148.pdf 
http://www.calpoly.edu/~rgordon/vent/windexh.pdf 
http://www.cpom.org/people/jcrh/ptrsA.pdf 
http://www.ijerd.com/paper/vol4‐issue9/D04092126.pdf  
21 E.g., Aruba: 
http://www.pwaworldtour.com/index.php?id=35&tx_news_pi1%5Bnews%5D=292&cHash=30010f78dea2a3d540e
0a9d3edf0b3a5  
22 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0167610592900186  
23 http://extension.psu.edu/plants/plasticulture/production‐details/windbreaks  
24 https://renewables.gepower.com/wind‐energy/turbines.html  
25 The Candlestick Preservation Association reported an average of 85 windsurfing days annually. 
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those less favorable. After these scientific efforts, it would have been possible to determine in a scientific, 
objective way whether or not expected variations in wind and turbulence, caused by the new buildings, 
can cause “substantial degradation”. Even the word “substantial” needs to be expressed in proper terms. 
Is a degradation of windsurfing in the area substantial if it occurs 10% of the days? 5%? 1% 

Without a well‐defined scientific approach and without objective, a‐priori quantifications, conclusions are 
impossible and remain highly subjective and uncertain.  In our opinion, conclusions  in  the EIR, such as 
“These incremental changes in wind speed and turbulence in the launch and sailing areas are expected to 
be undetectable to most windsurfers”, are not based on sound science. 

In fact, the Draft EIR page 4.M‐11 states that “There are no known critical thresholds in wind speed or 
wind  speed  reduction  that cause a  substantial degradation of  the CPSRA windsurfing  resource”.    It  is 
mandatory, as a prerequisite for any study such as this one, to identify these critical thresholds.  

 

Conclusions 

The  current  EIR  study  has  enough methodological  problems,  questionable  assumptions,  insufficient 
accuracy, excessive margin of error, and other factors such that further studies should be required in order 
to adhere to basic sound engineering principles and the requirements of CEQA. 

More studies are certainly needed. Current studies are highly uncertain and incomplete. Current results 
are not trustworthy. 

       
 
Dr. Paolo Zannetti, QEP  Email: zannetti@envirocomp.com  
President, EnviroComp Consulting, Inc. Phone: (510) 490-3438 
2298 Ocaso Camino  Fax: (510) 490-3357 
Fremont, CA 94539 (USA) Company: www.envirocomp.com   
 Personal: http://www.envirocomp.com/people1/zannetti.html  

 

                                                                          
Dr. Frank Freedman, CCM  Email: Frf0104@gmail.com   
Senior Scientist, EnviroComp Consulting, Inc. Phone: (510) 490-3438 
2298 Ocaso Camino  Fax: (510) 490-3357 
Fremont, CA 94539 (USA) Company: www.envirocomp.com   
     Personal: http://www.envirocomp.com/people1/freedman.html  
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Capasso, Julia

From: Joel Diaz 

Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:27 PM

To: Capasso, Julia; Bonnie Boswell

Subject: Planning commission letter - please forward to the commissioners

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Honorable Planning Commissioners:  
 
I wanted to send a quick note regarding the recent Fiscal Analysis Reports for the Baylands - It 
appears these reports are intentionally drafted in such a way as to avoid clearly stating that the DSP 
is financially infeasible.  
 
I would like to clarify for the record, that the DSP is in fact not feasible and is evidenced by 
information in the Memorandum. Please see the excerpts below from the Memorandum regarding 
Baylands Economic Feasibility Considerations.  
 
The main test for determining feasibility is to see if the land sales revenue covers the horizontal costs-
  which it does not.    
 
As such, the DSP and the 3 other plans are currently not feasible. 
 
Also, the report ultimately suggests offsetting costs by $500 million to potentially be considered 
feasible. I can assure you that absent all of the long term expenses, and in consideration of the 
construction phasing, as well as the limitations of gross revenue for government bond financing 
purposes, there is no financial hope for the DSP or its variants. 
 
In summation: The DSP does not meet the City Economic objectives nor environmental objectives. 
The Renewable Energy  Alternative has been identified in the EIR as the superior alternative, and 
according to CEQA, is required to be approved absent any overriding considerations. Ironically, it 
seems that the RE alternative may now also be the best financial alternative as well. 
 
It is unclear at this point how much the City has spent in time and money on this development 
application, both directly and indirectly, but it appears that it is finally time to deny the DSP because of 
its financial infeasibility. 
 
Please see the excerpts below which confirm financial infeasibility. 
 
“The developer will be measuring feasibility in terms of a return on its investment. Simply stated, 
under existing conventional market conditions, revenues must cover costs to motivate a developer to 
proceed with a project 
in addressing the fundamental feasibility issues, it is our view that an appropriate approach for this 
case study is to address the following question: can revenues from land sales for sites with land use 
entitlements (i.e. approved specific plan and CEQA) cover the horizontal development cost (excluding 
land and predevelopment costs)... 
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...however, land sale revenues at today’s values would not cover all costs, i.e. land, predevelopment 
and horizontal costs. 
 
Achieving a threshold in which revenues from land sales cover horizontal development costs might be 
an acceptable minimum return to commence development only if the overall development program 
enables the property owner to recover all costs and earn a profit. Without the ultimate expectation 
that revenues will cover all costs and yield a profit, timing of proceeding would be delayed until 
market conditions support proceeding 
 
As discussed above in the case study, horizontal development costs are a key driver in determining 
feasibility. As such, significant reductions in horizontal development costs could influence what might 
be considered a feasible development program. For, example if the horizontal development costs 
could be reduced from $1.1 billion to $600 million” 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Joel Diaz 
6505207483 
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Capasso, Julia

From: clara johnson 

Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 6:59 PM

To: Swiecki, John; Capasso, Julia

Cc: Miller, Anja

Subject: message for Planning Commission Meeting June 9, 2016

Thanks for passing it along. 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners 
 
I appreciate your message requesting input from interested parties regarding your deliberations on 
the Brisbane Baylands Specific Plan FEIR. 
 
This is what I have to offer.  There are some circumstances that relate to the land and UPC's plans 
for the land that are well established and the consequences of those circumstances directly impact 
the degree of intensity of use or type of use that should be placed on that land.  They are: 
 
Traffic Impacts 
Sea Level Rise 
Toxic Contaminants 
Brisbane's Small Town Character 
 
Traffic Impacts 
 
The EIR says that many important intersections will be at Level F, the worst level possible under that 
scheme before this development is added..  The truth is that the traffic can't be mitigated to a better 
situation that this development in its larger configurations will result in terrible traffic and terrible 
delays which will impact the lives of all Brisbane residents one way or another.  It will lower the quality 
of life in Brisbane.  The renewable energy alternative is the most environmentally beneficial and the 
logical choice. 
 
Sea Level Rise 
 
Whatever is built on this land will be subject to impacts from sea level rise.  Someone has to pay to 
protect or to mitigate those impacts on whatever is built. The renewable energy solar and wind 
generators can be initially built or later modified to accommodate rising seas.   The likely sea level 
rise is now five feet.  The sea level rise will  have impacts on the toxic contaminants and any ongoing 
remediation.  The developer's plans do not address how infrastructure will be effected by what the 
inundation underneath will do to the soil and that impact could cost a fortune.  Who will pay for all the 
resulting repairs?  Will the City be found liable for irresponsibly approving an intense development at 
this location?   
 
Toxic Contaminants 
 
As stated above, seal level rise may jeopardize remediation ongoing remediation plansand may 
expose the public to dangerous toxic chemicals.  If that happens, someone has to pay to remedy that 
situation.  Who will pay?  The developer will be long gone. 
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The regulatory agencies will be watching over this land for 30 years or more.  It will be reviewed five 
years.  It is likely that there will be new future costs to pay for the chemicals that are present that are 
determined, in the future, to be more toxic to humans or the enirnment than we now know.  Who will 
pay to remediate them?  There are many unknowns with the contamination present because we are 
always learning more about chemicals and their impacts.  It is not wise to put large numbers of 
people in a position to be exposed to potential risk.   
why not be prudent and minimize the risk.  The renewable energy alternative does just that.  
 
Brisbane's Small Town Character 
 
Our town's character is in harmony with our Mountain and Bay environment.  If any of the highly 
urbanized alternatives of this project are built, we're sunk.  You cannot recover the human 
connections and intimacy with the natural environment that we now enjoy.  Millions of square feet at 
the foot of our town do impact those qualities because such a huge change will change everything.  I 
suggest the only choice that respects our community is the renewable energy alternative. 
 
I hope that you will agree and recommend that alternative.  There is so much at stake. 
 
Sincerely  
 
Clara Johnson 
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From: Shergias  
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2016 3:50 PM 

To: Johnson, Kenneth 

Subject: Re: Baylands 

 

Hello, 
  
I just want to voice my opinion on the Baylands project. 
  
I am against residential housing being put out there. 
  
I would prefer lots of recreational areas. 
  
I am for a crocker industrial park type use.  Buildings no higher than 5 stories. 
  
Something on the order of the architecturally acclaimed twin Diodati buildings 
at 400 Oyster Point Blvd. 
  

 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
S Giannini 
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From: Dana Dillworth

Sent: Friday, August 19, 2016 9:48 PM 

To: Spediacci, Sheri; O'Connell, Terry; Swiecki, John 
Subject: Fwd: Crude by Rail News - Benicia and Beyond 

 

Please enter into the public record record for the Baylands deliberations and distribute to ALL city council 

members and planning commissioners.   

 

This speaks to my request that we be careful of open-ended definitions of "rail-related activities" and even 

consider passing a moratorium on rail transport and storage of crude and hydrocarbon byproducts in  Brisbane. 

Thank you. 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

 

From: The Benicia Independent <rogrmail@beniciaindependent.com> 

Subject: Crude by Rail News - Benicia and Beyond 

Reply-To: The Benicia Independent <rogrmail@beniciaindependent.com> 

 

The Benicia Independent ... News & Action on Valero 
Crude By Rail 

Is this email not 
displaying correctly? 
View it in your browser. 

 

 

 

 

Forward to a Friend
 

 

 

August 19, 2016 

 

A quick summary of 
oil train news in the 

last two weeks... 
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Crude By Rail in the news... 

• Oil train safety an issue in Washington 

gubernatorial debateAugust 19, 2016 

• North Dakota pipeline construction halted until 

court dateAugust 18, 2016 

• Oil firms dig deep to battle Colo. anti-fracking 

initiativesAugust 18, 2016 

• Maine’s Right-to-Know Advisory Committee to 

reconsider hiding oil train data August 18, 2016 

• Exxon, other refineries affected as Louisiana 

waters riseAugust 17, 2016 

• Lifting of trade restrictions has expanded crude 

oil’s reach August 17, 2016 

• EPA says oil train operator violated federal Clean 

Air Act at Albany facilityAugust 17, 2016 

• Spokane City Council Nixes Proposed Oil And 

Coal Train Ballot Measure August 17, 2016 

• New Economic Study Shows CEQA Protects 

Environment without Stunting Economic 

GrowthAugust 16, 2016 

• LATEST DERAILMENTS: A 3rd in Selkirk Railyard 

in less than 2 months, and 1 in ArkansasAugust 

16, 2016 

• DESMOGBLOG: Science advisors tell EPA not to 

downplay fracking-related water 

contamination August 15, 2016 

• Phillips 66 oil-by-rail project may be in jeopardy – 

deadline Aug 15 August 13, 2016 

• U.S. Government Just Approved an Enormous Oil 

Pipeline August 13, 2016 

• Oil industry desperate: claims oil spills are good for 

wildlife and the economy August 13, 2016 

• NPR: In The Pacific Northwest, Oil Train 

Derailment Highlights Potential DangersAugust 13, 

2016 

• Feds award $1.1M in Minnesota for “Positive Train 

Control” upgradeAugust 12, 2016 

• Petition: Ban Oil Trains For GoodAugust 11, 2016 

• Valero, other refiners spend more on U.S. clean 

fuel standards, look for savings through 

exportsAugust 11, 2016 

• BNSF, Union Pacific lawsuit: claims California’s 

new rail hazmat fee illegalAugust 11, 2016 

• PUBLIC RADIO: The Best Of A Worst Case 

Scenario: How Bad Could The Mosier Oil Train 

Spill Have Been? August 10, 2016 

• Nearly a year and a half later: Here’s why 

Gogama’s Makami River ‘will never be pristine 

      Below are a few lead stories.  At left 

below are quick links for other recent oil 

train and climate news - read on. 

Benicia Independent Editor, Roger 

Straw 

 

FED REPORT: Many 
railroads making 
little progress on 
installing safety 
systems required by 
Congress 

[Editor:  Important for 

Benicia/Valero/Union Pacific: "Progress 

varies considerably by railroad. For 

example, BNSF has equipped 4,309 of 

its 5,000 locomotives, but Union Pacific 

has equipped only 13 of its 5,656 

locomotives."  - RS] 

By Joan Lowy, Associated Press, 

8/17/16 

      WASHINGTON — Many commuter 

and freight railroads have made little 

progress installing safety technology 

designed to prevent deadly collisions 

and derailments despite a mandate from 

Congress, according to a government 

report released Wednesday.  [MORE...] 

  

Three local letters 

Benicia’s future is with Patterson, 

Young and the new economy 

By Grant Cooke, Benicia Herald, 8/17/16 

      If Valero’s crude-by-rail, or CBR, 

project goes through, it will do 

irreparable damage to 

Benicia.  [MORE...]. 
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again’ August 10, 2016 

• BNSF ad campaign: fining oil train companies 

illegal, won’t solve future problems August 8, 2016 

• Trump energy policy: more fossil fuels, less 

regulation August 8, 2016 

• Vancouver oil terminal hearings wrap up, decision 

expected late 2016August 7, 2016 

• GOP Establishment ties to the stalkers harassing 

Bill McKibben and Tom Steyer August 7, 2016 

Read up, stay informed, speak up! 

  

The Benicia Planning Commission's strongly worded 

Feb 18 RESOLUTION denying Valero's project can be 

foundhere.  

 

The FINAL DRAFT Environmental Impact Report on 

Valero Crude By Rail and other related documents are 

posted on the City's website.  A complete listing is also 

available on the Benicia Independent.  Your letters and 

those of experts, public agencies and organizations may be 

viewed on BenIndy's Project Review page. 

 

ORGANIZING NOTES 

  

Yard Signs and more... 

This isn't over yet!  We need to continue talking 

to our neighbors and City officials. 

 

You can still order a yard sign here! 

(PLEASE NOTE: if your sign is stolen or vandalized, please 

report it to the Benicia police & write 

toinfo@safebenicia.org.  They want to know, and will be 

happy to replace your sign.) 

 

Please make a donation for the work of 

SafeBenicia on GoFundMe...  

...and check 

Questions about Valero’s operating 

capacity 

By Grant Cooke, Benicia Herald, 8/10/16 

      Regarding the recent letter by 

Valero’s environmental manager, 

Kimberly Ronan. The letter writer 

complains that there were inaccuracies 

in a previous letter written by Kathy 

Kerridge that pointed out that data from 

BAAQMD indicated that Valero was 

refining about 65% of its capacity. This 

clearly begs lots of questions that one 

would like to ask the refinery.  [MORE...] 

Bay Area Air Board needs to step up 

for cleaner air 

By Michelle Pellegrin, Vallejo Times-

Herald, 08/04/16 

      There are 24 people in the Bay Area 

with the power to regulate the air we 

breathe. Their decisions cause or reduce 

asthma, cancer and other illnesses that 

can and have resulted in 

death.  [MORE...] 

  

Phillips 66 seeks 
six-month delay in 
San Luis Obispo rail 
spur hearing 

By Chris McGuinness, New Times, 

8/18/16 

      The oil company proposing one of 

SLO County’s most controversial 

projects is asking the SLO County 

Planning Commission to wait six months 

before taking up the issue again. 

      After months of lengthy hearings, 

Phillips 66 requested that a planned 

commission meeting on its proposed rail 

spur extension project scheduled for 

Sept. 22 be pushed back until March 
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out theSafeBenicia Store(cafepress.com/safebenicia), 

where you can buy a t-shirt, coffee mug or other cool 

STOP Crude By Rail paraphernalia.  

 

  

CALENDAR 

Valero APPEALED thePlanning Commission's 

unanimous decision to deny their Crude By Rail 

proposal.  The appeal is being heard by Benicia's City 

Council.  Council hearings began on March 15 and 

continued on April 4, 6, 18 and 19.  On April 19, the City 

Council accepted Valero's request for a DELAY. Additional 

hearings will continue in September.  All meetings will be 

held at 7:00 p.m. in City Hall Council Chamber, 250 East, L 

Street, Benicia. 

 

We have work to do - STAY TUNED AND STAY ACTIVE! 

 

Benicia Planning Commission hearings on Valero's Crude 

by Rail proposal ended on February 11, 2016.  The 

Commission decided the EIR was inadequate, and voted to 

deny issuing a use permit.  You can download the 

Commission's Resolution to Deny. 

 

Benicia City Councilmeetings are scheduled for the 1st 

and 3rd Tuesday of each month at 7:00 p.m. in the Council 

Chambers. 

Council members’ names can be found here. 

Copies of Council Agendas and Minutes are availablehere. 

 

The Benicia Planning Commission normally meets on 

2nd Thursdays of each month at 7:00 p.m. in the Council 

Chambers.  Names of our Planning Commissioners, 

agendas and minutes can be foundhere. 

 

- Benicia Independent Editor, Roger Straw 

  

2017. 

      The move comes as the company 

waits for a decision by federal regulators 

on another controversial proposal also 

involving oil-carrying trains in the 

Northern California city of Benicia.... 

[MORE...] 

  

MOSIER OR: High 
levels of benzene in 
groundwater after 
oil train crash 

[Editor: Significant quote: "The 

concentration that we found (of benzene) 

was 1,800 parts per billion, which is 

approximately ten times higher than a 

screening level for what would concern 

us for animals living in a wetland."  - RS] 

By Sara Jerome, Water Online, 8/15/16 

      A town in Oregon is still 

reeling from a train derailment two 

months ago, discovering the crash 

leaked oil into the groundwater supply. 

      A Union Pacific oil train derailed in 

Oregon’s Columbia River Gorge in June, 

raising concerns about nearby water 

service and knocking the wastewater 

system completely out of function in the 

town of Mosier.In the aftermath of the 

initial crisis, officials are facing down 

water contamination, seeking treatment 

remedies for lingering 

pollution.  [MORE...] 

  

IN MEMORIAM: 
Benicia’s Joel 
Fallon: Is Crude by 
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Rail really do or 
die? 

Re-posted 8/14/16 in memory 

of Benicia's first and most 

beloved Poet Laureate, Joel 

Fallon, who died on August 

11, 2016. Joel was an inspiration to all 

who knew him and a thoughtful, 

visionary activist. This call for rejecting 

Valero's Crude by Rail proposal 

appeared in the Benicia Herald and the 

Benicia Independent in April 2014. 

IS THIS REALLY ADIOS? 

By Joel Fallon, 4/25/14  

      WHAT AM I MISSING HERE? Are 

Benicians just kittens in a burlap sack, 

down by the riverside, resigned to the 

inevitable? 

      Let’s see if I’ve got this 

right.(MORE...) 

  

Dakota Access 
pipeline to upend oil 
delivery in U.S. – 
Losers to include 
struggling oil-by-rail 
industry 

By Catherine Ngai and Liz Hampton, 

Reuters, 8/12/16 

      It may seem odd that the opening of 

one pipeline crossing through four U.S. 

Midwest states could upend the 

movement of oil throughout the country, 

but the Dakota Access line may do just 

that.  (MORE...) 
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County Emergency 
Moratorium Stops 
All New Unrefined 
Oil, Coal, and LNG 
Export Projects 

By Samantha Wohlfeil, Bellingham 

Herald, 8/10/16 

      BELLINGHAM  >  No new 

applications to ship unrefined fossil 

fuel through Cherry Point can be 

approved for at least the next two 

months afterWhatcom County Council 

passed an emergency moratorium 

Tuesday night, Aug. 9. 

      The council unanimously 

passed the moratorium to address 

concerns about potential public health 

and safety risks that could come with the 

increased transportation of unrefined 

fossil fuels, such as crude oil traveling by 

rail through the county to two refineries 

at Cherry Point.  (MORE...) 

  

California pushes to 
extend its 
groundbreaking 
Global Warming Act 

San Francisco Chronicle editorial, 8/8/16 

      Ten years after California passed 

AB32, our landmark law to fight climate 

change, the Legislature is being pushed 

to pass its successor. SB32, envisioned 

as the logical next step in California’s 

push, would set a target of reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent 

below the 1990 level by 2030. 
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      It should have been an easy 

ask.  (MORE...) 

  

 <--  MORE OIL TRAIN NEWS 

 

 

VALERO CRUDE BY RAIL 

For a detailed AND UPDATED 

background on Valero’s proposal 2012-

present, see The Benicia 

Independent's VALERO CBR 

BACKGROUND.  Also see CITY OF 

BENICIA - VALERO CRUDE BY RAIL.  

 

BENICIANS FOR A SAFE AND 

HEALTHY COMMUNITY 

On the web: SafeBenicia.org 

Facebook: facebook.com/stopcrudebyrail 

To order a yard 

sign and/or volunteer, go here. 

For upcoming events, go here. 

CONTACT: Andrés Soto, (707) 742-

3597 

info@SafeBenicia.org 
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From: Chris Nelson
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2016 12:55 PM 

To: Johnson, Kenneth 

Cc: Cisneros, Xiomara at Baylands 
Subject: Brisbane Baylands 

 

To the Planning Commission of the City of Brisbane: 

 

The City of Brisbane, unlike many other Bay Area cities, especially those between San Francisco 

and The Silicon Valley, has a unique opportunity to be on the right side of history.  The amount 

of land available in Brisbane at the Baylands site is nearly unprecedented on the peninsula (for 

infill development) and represents an amazing opportunity for the City of Brisbane to be part of 

the solution to the traffic and housing affordability crisis facing Bay Area residents, particularly 

those who live in SF and commute to Silicon Valley, and vice versa.  

 

The opportunity to approve housing and mixed use development on this site, rather than just 

commercial/industrial/office/warehouse, etc. exists.  This opportunity to approve it exists now 

and it should be passed/approved, not passed on to future generations. 

 

How can California and the Bay Area continue to thrive as a hub for jobs and the economy when 

our crushing traffic problems and housing affordability threaten to derail this 

progress?  Approving the plan for Brisbane Baylands as set forth by the Master Developer is a 

smart choice and it is the RIGHT DECISION. 

Please land on the right side of history. 

Best regards,  

 

--  

Chris Nelson 

San Rafael, CA 

415.515.3587 
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From: Ron Kilcoyne
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2016 2:23 PM 

To: Johnson, Kenneth 
Subject: Brisbane Baylands 

 

I am ashamed that my neighbors are opposing housing of Brisbane Baylands. I want my kids to 

be able to afford to live here and we need more housing to do that. This project will not destroy 

the character of Brisbane but will add needed housing for our kids and their families. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ron Kilcoyne  
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From: Rosanna Lee
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2016 3:50 PM 

To: Johnson, Kenneth 

Subject: Support for Brisbane Baylands 

 

Dear Planning Commission, 

 

I am a resident and love living in Brisbane just as many of our neighbors do. Brisbane needs to 

keep up with the times and the changing environment around us. That includes the appropriate 

levels of development to continue to make Brisbane a desired place to live and work. I support 

working with UPC to create an appropriate development plan for Brisbane Baylands and trust the 

Planning Commission will arrive at the best plan. That would mean it would need to be feasible 

for the development firm and yes, even make them money. Overall, development improves 

quality of life of residents and surrounding communities. We must also consider the alternative 

to development which is just a large piece of unused, toxic land. Thank you. 

 

R. Bassford 
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From: Rick Laubscher 
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2016 5:57 PM 

To: Johnson, Kenneth 

Subject: Bayshore Baylands public comment 

 

Planning Commissioners, 

 

As a homeowner and resident of “North Brisbane,” I often shop in your city and appreciate its 

charms.   

 

As a committed and lifelong Bay Area urbanist and supporter of transit-oriented development, I 

urge you to include a substantial housing component in the Brisbane Baylands project.  As 

you’re aware, this project has been designed to complement the Schlage Lock project a few 

blocks from my home in Little Hollywood.  My neighbors and I believe that the Baylands and 

Schlage Lock developments must together include sufficient housing to encourage and enable 

those with jobs in the Baylands to live nearby.   

 

We believe this is essential to the health of our neighborhood for two reasons: 

 

1) The area within a one-mile radius of Geneva Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard is a food and 

retail desert.  We need a critical mass of residents to attract the kinds of food stores, restaurants, 

and service businesses other communities have. If Brisbane Baylands is all commercial and 

office space, that won’t happen.  Schlage Lock alone will not be enough. 

 

2) Building more office buildings with no housing is only going to exacerbate the traffic on 101 

and Bayshore Boulevard and the crowding on Caltrain. Even the Geneva Avenue cut-through 

and Caltrain electrification and new trainsets will not be enough to handle the demand on.  

 

It is essential we balance business and residential needs in our region as a whole, and that 

requires every city to do its part.   

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

 
Rick Laubscher 
201 Tocoloma Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94134 
rick@messagesmith.com 
415-305-5242 
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From: david needham  
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2016 11:41 AM 
To: Johnson, Kenneth 
Cc: Lentz Cliff-on-sbcglobal; Liu, Lori; Conway, Clarke; Davis, Madison; O'Connell, Terry; 
Spediacci, Sheri 
Subject: Letter to Planning Commission Regarding the Brisbane Baylands - 08.24.2016 
 
Dear Brisbane Planning Commission, 
 
Upon review of the Planning Commissions recommended use of the Brisbane Baylands, I would 
like to express my concern that it may not address all components of sustainability that Brisbane 
should consider when evaluating alternative uses of this land.  In that context, when discussing 
sustainability, typically there are the following components: a. Environmental, b. Economic, and 
c. Social (or Community).  These components are common to both business and 
macroeconomic measures of the sustainability of an ecosystem (I.e. Triple Bottom Line and/or 
Sustainability Circles). 
 
In that context, it is my opinion that the Planning Commission’s proposal is weighted most 
heavily to Environmental sustainability.  While incredibly important, a land use / development 
recommendation should seek to strike a balance between Environmental, Economic and Social 
sustainability.  If a balance is not stricken across all dimensions, none of the constituents 
win.  In the context of the Baylands, we have several constituents that need to win in order for 
this to be a positive outcome for all: the Community, the City government and the Developer 
(UPC). 
 
The current proposal, which recommends 1 to 2 million buildable s.f., utility scale renewable 
energy production and expansion for Recology, in my opinion, does not sufficiently address the 
elements of Economic or Social sustainability that would make this a win for all three 
constituents previously mentioned.  
 
To deliver the Environmental sustainability that the Planning Commission wishes to see, there 
must be suitable economics for any landowner / developer (in this case UPC) to warrant their 
investment.  It is my opinion that the recommendation does not create suitable economics for 
the developer.  Absent suitable economics, there is no business incentive to invest the money 
and time required to remediate the lands or create the beautiful open spaces that the 
community wishes as an outcome of the project.   
 
To deliver Economic sustainability, it will require that we, Residents, City Council and the 
Planning Commission, seek to strike a balance between the UPC land use application and an 
alternative plan more in line with the Community Proposed Plan that recommended other uses 
such as Hotel & Conference, R&D, Cultural & Entertainment and Mixed Use.  Absent a variety 
of uses, both the Developer and the City will not see long term sustainability in the project.  We 
should seek to create an ecosystem that will attract tenants to the project by including other 
uses that will foster the creation of amenities + diversity desired in  modern work 
environments.  As ultimately, economic sustainability will be measured through the companies 
(tenants) domiciled in the Baylands, the number of jobs created and tax revenues generated.   
 
We need not look further than Sierra Point to see that absent a strong ecosystem, we will see 
high vacancy rates despite a growing commercial real estate shortage in the Bay Area. 
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It is my belief that if we are to address Economic sustainability, an output of the system will be 
the funding required to address the elements of Social (or Community) sustainability we also 
seek.  As ultimately, jobs + tax revenues pay for the things that matter most to our community: 
education, police + fire safety, transportation, culture and community amenities (pool, 
recreation, etc..). 
 
As a 3rd generation Brisbane resident, parent of three children (enrolled @ BES) and a senior 
executive at a mission driven firm in Silicon Valley, I am trying to present a point of view that 
reflects someone whom is invested in the long term success of our community and someone 
whom also has to balance the various elements of sustainability on a daily basis as part of my 
job.  Currently, it is my opinion that the recommendation being presented by the Planning 
Commission to City Council does not sufficiently address all of the elements of sustainability 
needed to make this viable for our Community, the City or the Developer. 
 
If you wish to engage me further in this conversation, I am more than willing to make myself 
available to discuss this more.  
 
My sincere thanks for taking the time to read this letter, 
 
David A. Needham 
 
Brisbane Resident @ 260 Monterey Street 
SVP, Technology @ Oportun, Inc.  
 
 

249A



From: Kim Follien [mailto:follien.kim@gene.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2016 8:04 PM 
To: Spediacci, Sheri 
Subject: Public Comment Regarding Item G for 08/25/2016 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
Hi Sherri, 
 
The comment below is in response to Item G, Brisbane Baylands. General Plan Amendment 
and the proposed Brisbane Baylands Specific Plan. Could you please forward this to the 
Planning Commission and the City Council. And if possible, I would like it to be given to the 
Planning Commission in time for their meeting tomorrow evening. Thank you. 
 

Dear Planning Commission. 

I support amending the General Plan to allow housing as an approved use on the Baylands, so 
that the City can begin working with UPC to develop a feasible plan that will provide benefits to 
Brisbane, such as containment and remediation of the site, open space for habitat, trails, sports 
fields and parks, grocery store, drug store, renewable energy, and restoration of the round 
house. 

I don’t agree with your reasons for rejecting the General Plan amendment to allow housing in 
the Baylands. The Baylands can be made safe for housing, as it would be subject to the 
standards required by the State of California. There are many examples across the US 
demonstrating that former rail yards can be made safe for housing (Mission Bay, Bridgecourt 
Emeryville are just 2 examples). The community survey results indicate that 50% of the voters 
who responded feel that some level of housing on the Baylands would be appropriate, so there 
is support for housing. The assessment regarding the effect on community character appears to 
assume it would be negative. What evidence is that assessment based on? The Ridge is 
physically separated from Central Brisbane, and has had nothing but a positive impact. 
Regarding municipal cost-revenue considerations, the City has many tools at its disposal to 
protect Brisbane from financial harm. This was described in detail in the Financial Impact 
Assessment. 

Locating high density housing near transit follows best practices (National, State, and Regional) 
for smart growth and helps lower regional greenhouse gas emissions by reducing regional 
commute traffic by providing housing closer to jobs. High density housing is more sustainable 
that the way Brisbane residents are living today. The cost of housing in the bay area is 
continuing to increase, forcing people (like our children) to live further and further away from 
their jobs, increasing greenhouse gas emissions, and negatively impacting health and 
happiness due to long commutes.  

I’d also like to point out some other results of the community survey: 

78% felt the City should proactively work with potential developers to ensure that any 
development is consistent with Brisbane’s character and values. 

81% place a high priority on remediating and containing contaminants. 

66% feel that developer funds should be used for remediation and containment. 
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Without working with UPC on a plan that benefits both Brisbane and UPC, there won’t be any 
containment or remediation of that site, and little (if any) development that will benefit Brisbane 
residents. In closing, please note that also in the community survey, only 16% felt that the City 
should remain passive (not work with a developer), and simply review and reject or approve 
submitted developer proposals, and yet that appears to be the way the Planning Commission is 
behaving. 

Kim Follien (Brisbane Resident for the last 26 years) 
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August 25, 2016 

TO:  Brisbane Planning Commission; Brisbane City Council 

FROM:  Open Space and Ecology Committee (OSEC) 

RE:  Clarification of OSEC position re: Land uses on the Baylands; response to comments from Jonathan 

Scharfman, UPC 

We are writing to reiterate and underline points made in our original statement acknowledged in the 

June 9, 2016 Planning Commission meeting, which seemed to be somewhat misinterpreted. 

OSEC was asked to state its general opinions on land uses in the Brisbane Baylands.  While we are well 

aware that specific proposals—a Developer Supported Plan (DSP) an Alternative Energy Plan (AEP) and a 

“Community Plan” (CPP) are under consideration by the Commission, we did not limit our thought 

process or comments to these plans.  Rather, we sought to think as holistically as possible, taking into 

consideration not only the characteristics of the site, including its toxicity, but also known possibilities 

such as California’s high speed rail system; how the Baylands as a geographic area might integrate with 

the rest of the city; and how Brisbane might play a role in the sustainability of the Bay Area as a whole. 

Thus, we recommended using part of the Baylands for maintenance facilities for the high-speed rail 

system—a use which we consider appropriate given the toxicity of the site, the past uses of the site, and 

the desirability of preserving open space for wetlands (climate adaptation) and wildlife habitat.  Should 

the high speed rail authority be able to declare eminent domain to use the land for this purpose, we 

support the idea. Although this land use is not featured in any of the development plans considered so 

far, we do not think it makes sense to ignore this possibility. 

We also mentioned a transit hub, probably centered around the Bayshore Caltrain station, as a desirable 

site use.  We have been told that the lack of housing would make such a use impossible—but it seems to 

us that this is an example of a place where holistic thinking is useful.  Thousands of housing units are 

planned and/or under construction only a short distance from the Baylands.  The cumulative impacts of 

traffic from these developments is likely to be considerable even if nothing is built on the Baylands; the 

development of the Schlage Lock and Candlestick sites in San Francisco seem to us ample justification 

for at least considering a transit hub.     

Thank you for considering OSEC’s point-of-view and concerns for sustainable development on the 

Baylands.  

Regards,      

Michael Abney, OSEC Chair  
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From: Christine Ouano-Dodd 

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 10:32 AM 
Subject: Brisbane Baylands 

 

Hello, 

 

I am writing to you in support of the Brisbane Baylands planning.  My family has been residents 

in the Visitacion Valley area of San Francisco for over 40 years and we are also landowners in 

Brisbane. 

 

As the surrounding communities grow and flourish, we feel that Brisbane should adjust to these 

positive changes as well.  The need for commercial and retail space, as well as residential, to 

serve our nearby neighbors is great.  I work at Genentech which is a stone's throw away from 

Brisbane and I can already see how companies like Genentech would bring big business to a 

hidden gem like Brisbane.  The much needed development in the Baylands would only enhance 

the charm of Brisbane.  There is so much potential to build upon the sitting land area which has 

so much to offer. The City of Brisbane could and should become leaders to the changing 

infrastructure in the immediate area with the redevelopments of Schlage Lock and Candlestick 

Park. 

 

Growing up near Brisbane 30 years ago, we do know first hand that this town really hasn't 

changed much.  We are huge proponents to implement new schools in the area especially a high 

school. We are fully supportive of this.  Living in the area, my siblings and I went to Lowell 

High School which was a 1-1.5 hour bus ride on MUNI from Visitacion Valley every day.  A 

good alternative school in the area was not available.  I would want to have this option for my 2 

year old son as he becomes of age.  Brisbane should invest in the families and residents in the 

area -- a good educational base is so important in areas especially if the area is surrounded by 

tech and biotech juggernauts whose employees constantly search for good schools for their 

children living nearby.  

 

We hope you will consider our support for the Brisbane Baylands.  The Brisbane Baylands staff 

remains passionate about how Brisbane can exceed its potential and we are beyond enthusiastic 

with their plans for the area.  We need it! 

 

Best regards, 

 

-Christine & Piers Ouano-Dodd 

-The Ouano Family 
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From: aldeivnian On Behalf Of Adina Levin 

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 4:48 PM 
To: Johnson, Kenneth 

Subject: Housing as a transportation solution 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

 

Thank you for review of the Baylands proposed development.   

 

Friends of Caltrain is a nonprofit supporting Caltrain and sustainable transportation on the 

Caltrain corridor.  One of the major community concerns with this project is traffic. 

 

This EIR shows a similar result to EIRs elsewhere in the region, in Mountain View and Menlo 

Park - that vehicle miles and greenhouse gases are reduced, in plan scenarios that include 

housing.  While not everyone who lives near work will work nearby, providing that option has an 

overall result in reducing driving. 

 

In addition, while the plan does call for some transportation demand management, it is much less 

strong - and therefore results in more traffic - than is being implemented elsewhere in the region, 

in places including South San Francisco, Menlo Park, Mountain View, and Sunnyvale.  

 

Therefore we urge you to support the version with housing, and pursue options for stronger 

vehicle trip reduction. 

 

Thanks for your consideration, 

 

- Adina 

Adina Levin  

Friends of Caltrain 

http://greencaltrain.com 

650-646-4344 
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From: anjakmiller 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 4:54 PM 
To: Tuong Van Do AT gmail; Anderson, Greg; Ibarra, Angel; reinobox@gmail.com; Munir, 
Jameel; Parker, Carolyn; Capasso, Julia; Swiecki, John 
Subject: Resolution WHEREAS for tonight's meeting 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
As chair of the City Council -appointed Citizens Committee to Review the Baylands EIR I must 
request that the committee's intensive volunteer work and input be somehow recognized in your 
formal legal resolution of recommendations to the Council.  
 
Our Citizens Committee members have not only submitted extensive, knowledgeable comments 
on the DEIR but also continued our work through regular observation of and input at your 
hearings.  
 
This level of citizen participation in a major local planning process is extraordinary and therefore 
worth mention in your recommendations. An additional draft WHEREAS clause is attached for 
your consideration. 
 
Anja Miller 
 

 
For Planning Commission Resolution GP-01-06/GP-02-10/SP-01-06 
 
Addition proposed by Anja Miller 8/25/2016 
 
Resolution page 3, after the 4th WHEREAS: 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council appointed a volunteer Citizens Committee of 28 Brisbane residents 
to review and comment on the DEIR, which Committee then worked intensively for a year to 
study the entire document and submitted extensive comments on the DEIR relevant to the 
application and its alternatives; and 
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