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Chapter 1: Introduction  

Page 1-2 
A discrepancy exists throughout Chapters 1 and 3 in relation to what is included in the DSP-V scenario description. 
The project descriptions should be changed so they are consistent throughout the document. For example, the DSP-
V description found on page 3-1 is lacking the “also includes 4,434 residential units” portion that is found on page 
1-1. Due to the variable project descriptions, it is unclear whether or not the DSP-V scenario contains residential 
units. 
 
Page 1-8 
Dr. Lee’s report should be included in the Appendix. Without referring to Dr. Lee’s report, important information 
about the toxins discovered in the Baylands is potentially left out of the document. Without this information, 
potentially significant Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts are not addressed. 
 
General comments on Chapter 1: 
 
1. A discrepancy exists throughout Chapters 1 and 3 in relation to what is included in the CPP-V scenario 
description. The project descriptions should be changed so they are consistent throughout the document. For 
example, the CPP-V description found on page 3-2 is lacking the “The CPP-V scenario encompasses the same 733-
acre area as the CPP scenario...” portion that is found on page 1-2. It is unclear whether or not the CPP and CPP-V 
scenarios encompass the same acreage. 
 
2. The amount of millions of square feet in the CPP/CPP-V/DSP/DSP-V descriptions are inconsistent with Table 3-
2C on page 3-30; therefore, the size of the projects is unknown. 
 
3. The measurement used to address the size of the project is unclear, since square-footage and acreage are both used. 
Please clarify exactly what square-footage and acreage are being measured. For example a “total area of 733 acres” 
and a “total of 7.7 million square feet” are both used to describe the size of the project site. This is misleading since 
we do not know how many square feet lie on each acre. In other words, it is unclear whether 7.7 million square feet 
refers to the flat footprint of the buildings or if it refers to the total amount of square feet a building encompasses, 
including one or more floors per building. 
 
 
Chapter 2: Executive Summary  

Page 2-4 
Each chapter should have a section of agency involvement in the form of a chart with oversight listed.  
 
Page 2-9 
Policy 330.1 of the 1994 General Plan states “Prohibit housing on the Baylands”; therefore, objectives numbers 4 
and 6 are inconsistent with the City of Brisbane’s General Plan. If the DSP or DSP-V scenario were selected, the 
General Plan would need to be amended. A footnote should be added at the bottom of this page, which explains the 
need for an amendment of the General Plan upon approval of the project. 
 
Page 2-9  
Impact 4.B-2, found under Significant Unavoidable Air Quality Impacts, states, “The Project would generate 
construction emissions that would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants and 
precursors for, which the air basin is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard”.  It is unclear how a project can be approved if significant unavoidable impacts exist after mitigation.  
Please explain the process of writing and adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations for each of the 
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts. 
 
Page 2-11 
Impact 4.N-7 states, “The Project would cause an increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by San 
Francisco Muni or SamTrans transit capacity”. The phrase “as it exists in 2010” should be added to the end of the 
original sentence. The public should understand that the current Muni and SamTrans systems would require updates 
in order to accommodate the aforementioned increase in transit demand. 
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Chapter 3: Project Description  

Page 3-4 
“Candlestick Park, an existing National Football League venue, is approximately 0.5 miles northeast of the Brisbane 
Baylands, east of US Highway 101.” Even though the existing condition of the area consists of the 49ers stadium, 
which brings excessive event traffic to the area, after this coming season, the 49ers will move to their new stadium; 
therefore, the regional setting and existing conditions will change. This should be acknowledged in the document, 
since the venue will not be utilized nearly as frequently as in the past and there is a massive housing project slated 
for development in lieu of the stadium.  
 
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 3-9 
Figure 3-3 provides a map which is not accurate based on the 2010 baseline. The contours are measured in 20-foot 
increments, but baseline contours are not included for levels at or below sea level in the Bay. The contour lines 
should run into the Bay, showing the baseline contours at or below sea level. This is a pertinent issue due to the fact 
that siltation may alter the contours.  
 
Page 3-11 
The veracity of the map found in Figure 3-4 is questioned since parts seem inconsistent with the known history of 
the landfill. The map should include supplemental information from the source (Dyett & Bhatia) that supports what 
is pictured. 
 
Page 3-13  
What are the sources for the 4 maps provided in Figure 3-5?   
 
Page 3-16 
The old boneyard is not mentioned in the Areas Subject to Remediation section, even though the boneyard remains 
could present a potential environmental impact. This issue needs to be added to this section and in relevant sections 
of the EIR.  
 
Page 3-17 
The hole left in the ground from the old turntable is not mentioned in the Former Railyard Buildings section. This 
feature should be added to this section because standing water has and does accumulate in the hole in which frogs 
and other flora and fauna have inhabited, and altering this area may impose a significant biological resources impact 
on the project. The Brisbane Bayshore Industrial Park is not mentioned in the Existing Uses section and must be 
included. Please add information on the Brisbane Bayshore Industrial Park because buildings may need to be 
stabilized during construction, people who work in the area may be impacted by construction noise, etc. 
 
Page 3-18 
The section on the Caltrain Bayshore Station is lacking pertinent information on the Baby Bullet train which now 
bypasses the Bayshore station. One statement in this section states, “It currently serves fewer than 300 average daily 
weekday riders (138 outbound and 150 inbound in February 2011).” Since the Baby Bullet train avoids this station, 
the number of riders is much fewer than what was estimated in February 2011, meaning that the baseline is out of 
date. Also, the overpass to this station has unusable elevators, which hinders access to the train and further degrades 
ridership. Please address these issues and provide the accurate historical trend of ridership since impacts related to 
traffic and circulation may be relevant. 
 
Page 3-20 
Several key arterial and collector streets were left out of the Traffic and Circulation section of Existing Infrastructure 
and Services, including Carter Way, Industrial Way, and Old County Road. These streets should be added to this list 
since potential significant Traffic and Circulation impacts may be overlooked. 
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Page 3-25 
It is unclear that the State Lands Commission’s parcel is part of the Brisbane lagoon because of its coloration. This 
issue should be included in the “Note” on the bottom left hand corner of Figure 8. 
Please define “Brisbane Sphere of Influence” in the note on the bottom left hand corner of Figure 8, and provide it in 
a footnote at the bottom of the page, because it is unclear what this actually entails. Please identify land owned by 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Section 3.3, Existing Project Site Land Ownership, is missing some 
pertinent data. Please identify the smaller parcels within UPC’s land, as well as who owns the properties and when 
they gained ownership, regardless of the individual property rights. This information was promised to be included in 
the Notice of Preparation, but was never added. 
 
Page 3-26 
On the map in Figure 3-9, the area below Lagoon Way should also be designated as “Marsh/Lagoon/Bayfront” 
instead of “Trade Commercial”, because page 61 of Brisbane’s 1994 General Plan shows that the aquatic area 
actually touches Lagoon Way. The area shown in dark green represents open space, but a huge difference exists 
between public open space and undeveloped private land. It is unclear whether or not all open space is available for 
public use. In order to distinguish between the two, public open space and undeveloped private land should be 
different colors on the map. Overall a detailed map displaying existing land use should be added.  
 
Page 3-36 
The net increase in building height from sea level should be added as a column in Table 3-3. This is important 
because of the impacts caused from increased building height: obstructed views from the Bay, wind impacts and 
shadows created. This is an important issue since ground level is variable. Height should be taken from mean height 
of the tide line, which will provide a fixed height versus ground level that has the ability to change over time.   
 
Page 3-40 
The first sentence in the last paragraph on this page states, “As shown in Table 3-1C...” This is incorrect, and should 
be changed, since it is actually found in Table 3-2C. 
 
Page 3-41 
The maps in Figures 3-13 and 3-14 are confusing due to the hashed colors overlay. These maps should be improved 
to make the overlays easier to understand, and also so people do not confuse public with private open space. 
 
Page 3-44 
The Public/Open Space/Open Space Connection/Wetlands land use designation states that recreational uses could 
include kayak rentals near the lagoon area. However, the lagoon is not suitable for kayaking due to the contaminants 
in the water. Before kayaking would be permitted at the lagoon, a soil scientist should sample the sediment in the 
lagoon and a biologist should test the wildlife in and around the lagoon for bioaccumulation, since it is not stated in 
the document whether or not toxins exist in the water. If toxins are found, they could impose a potentially significant 
Hazards or Biological Resources impact on the project site. Also, kayaking may have an impact on birds, nesting 
and other Biological Resources that has not been addressed or assessed.  
 
Page 3-45  
Table 3-3 is for developers and table 3-4 is for CPP. Tables 3-3 and 3-4 should coincide with each other. What is 
shown in 3-3 should also be shown in table 3-4 since they are different projects.  
 
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?   
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Page 3-53 
 “In General Plan Policy 330, Program 330b, replace the phrase ‘not to exceed six stories in height’ with the phrase 
‘not to exceed 45 feet in height.’” Please clarify where the baseline for the building height will be measured from 
since it is unclear to the reader whether the buildings will be 45 feet above sea level or 45 feet above the landfill, 
railyard, etc. 
 

Page 3-57 
“A hotel conference center is proposed along Sierra Point Parkway (extended) with a maximum building height of 
16 stories (160 feet).” Please include data (or provide where this information can be found in the DEIR) about the 
shade that will be created from this building and the affect it will have on the surrounding area. The shade of the 
buildings may create a significant Biological Resources impact. 
 
Page 3-62 
 “The Specific Plan proposes one pedestrian overcrossing over the Caltrain right-of-way and Tunnel Avenue for 
pedestrians and bicyclists.” Two over crossings seem inadequate to foster pedestrian circulation. If this is not studied, 
a potential traffic and circulation impact may result from the project. 
 
General comment 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?  
 
 

Chapter 4.A: Aesthetics and Visual Resources  

Page 4.A-1  
The lagoon should be added to the list of surrounding features in the Surrounding Area section, since a common 
person reading the EIR would not know the lagoon is present.  
Under the Surrounding Area section, San Bruno Mountain is said to be located south of Brisbane. San Bruno 
Mountain is South by South-East to West by North-West orientation.  
Under the Surrounding Area section, San Bruno Mountain is stated to be located south of Brisbane. This statement 
should be changed so that the common reader, unfamiliar with Brisbane, can understand that San Bruno Mountain 
does not lie to the south of Brisbane. The mountain actually surrounds the city to the west and southwest. San Bruno 
Mountain extends to the east of portions of Brisbane. IMO San Bruno Mountain surrounds Brisbane approximately 
180 degrees from the NW to the SE. 
 
Page 4.A-2 
In order to remain consistent throughout the document, “Figure 4.A-1” shown in the “Project Site” section, should 
be in bold type. The City of Brisbane should not be characterized as an urban community, as it is in the DEIR, since 
it is actually considered suburban and even semi-rural in some areas. The visual character of the historic Cow Palace 
is not mentioned, nor is the view of it from the Bay or any other viewpoint location. In order to provide a complete 
description of the surrounding areas, the historic Cow Palace should be mentioned. “The Project Site is partially 
screened from view along US Highway 101 as well as Bayshore Boulevard due to vegetative growth along the 
highway and the boulevard.” This is misleading to the reader since these plants were not deliberately planted to 
screen the Project Site from Highway 101, the existing plants have reached the end of their natural and healthy 
lifespan,  and their removal would therefore require the planting of additional plants if the site is intended to be 
screened from Highway 101.  
 
Page 4.A-3 
The map found in Figure 4.A-1 should be changed to a topographic map to allow the general public to visualize the 
views that would potentially be obstructed from various points that are not necessarily designated as “viewpoint 
locations”. By choosing high vistas for the placement of the viewpoints, the impacts on the majority of the 
persons/places in Brisbane are disregarded, and instead only the impacts on the persons/places least effected are 
measured. 
The document should note the specific areas of Brisbane where residents’ views will be obstructed by development. 
The map found in Figure 4.A-1 lacks a “viewpoint location” in the San Francisco Bay. The San Francisco Bay, 
especially in the vicinity of Candlestick point, is a popular windsurfing and sailing location. The view from the Bay 
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towards Brisbane provides spectacular views of San Bruno Mountain. By not providing a viewpoint location in the 
Bay, this entire view shed is disregarded, and significant Aesthetics and Visual Resources impacts may go 
unrecognized. The map found in Figure 4.A-1 should include a “viewpoint location” at the entrance to Brisbane near 
Highway 101 and Lagoon Road. This access point to the City should not be omitted since this location provides a 
driver’s first view of the town as you are entering Brisbane. In order to cover all potential Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources impacts, this viewpoint should not be excluded. 
The map found in Figure 4.A-1 should include a “viewpoint location” in downtown Brisbane since it is unclear to 
the public whether or not one will be able to view the project from downtown Brisbane. In order to cover all 
potential Aesthetics and Visual Resources impacts, this viewpoint should not be excluded. The viewpoint of looking 
toward central Brisbane from the 101 Freeway when traveling, southbound from San Francisco should also be taken 
into account.  
 
Page 4.A-4 
“Vegetation and the wildlife habitat it supports have been, and in some cases continue to be, highly disturbed over 
the majority of the Project Site.” This statement establishes a mischaracterization of the site’s vegetation and 
wildlife habitat, and therefore the word “disturbed” should be changed to “distributed and distributed”. “…the riprap 
embankment supporting the railroad tracks along the eastern edge.” This statement is false. The word “eastern” 
should be changed to “western edge of the lagoon”. 
“Visitacion Creek is a drainage channel that bisects the Project Site along an east-west axis and currently provides a 
limited amount of riparian vegetation and habitat.” This statement constitutes a mischaracterization of the riparian 
vegetation and habitat, and therefore the word “limited” should be changed to “a lot”. The word limited with respect 
to this statement should be defined.  
 
Page 4.A-5 
Figure 4.A-2b shows a photo of Visitacion Creek at high tide. A photo should be taken in the same location that 
shows the creek during low tide, otherwise the reader may mischaracterize the creek. This is an important data point 
to have since at low tide it appears almost empty. The visual aesthetics should be considered to be both visually 
appealing at low and high tide of the creek. The creek is also important as riparian habitat. 
 
Page 4.A-6 
The photos provided on this page, and in this chapter in general, were taken to portray each scene in a specific way, 
in order to show the least impacted views only.  Photos of the same scene should be taken from multiple directions 
so they are not misleading to the reader. Please present a complete assessment of all visual impacts.  
 
Page 4.A-29 
“Development within 350 feet of the eastern boundary of the Project Site (US Highway 
101) shall be designed to avoid blockage of views of the Bay shoreline from Viewpoints 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 11.” A 
separate mitigation measure should be provided that includes height requirements for development built beyond the 
stated parameters. Without clarification one could assume that the areas outside of this boundary will not be 
mitigated. Lower building heights are needed near 101, tall buildings will affect the views. Do viewpoints 10 and 5 
have a view of the Bay?  
 
Page 4.A-34 
“Although there are differences that could occur under the DSP, DSP-V, CPP, and CPPV scenarios, the following 

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

following design guidelines, found in Mitigation Measure 4.A-3, address design elements that largely contribute to 
the overall visual character and continuity of a site as large as the Project Site.” 
 
Page 4.A-38  
“Mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.C, Biological Resources, would reduce impacts related to tall structures 
and increased lighting to less-than-significant levels by incorporating design features that would help minimize bird 
strikes, including design features making structures, especially glass surfaces, more visible from the outside.” This 
sentence is not easily understood, and should therefore be reworded. Additional mitigation measures should also be 
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incorporated, such as using green and blue outdoor lighting, designing the buildings with less glass, and treating 
every window to decrease its reflectivity. 
 
Page 4.A-38  
Last paragraph.  ". . . increased lighting to less-than-significant levels”. Awkward phrasing.  It is unclear what the 
sentence is trying to communicate.   
 
Page 4.A-39 
In order for the layperson to understand the nighttime lighting guidelines, the “in-ground up-lights with diverter 
shields” should be described and their function further explained.  
 
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.  
 
Page 4.A-41 
The issue of daytime glare is addressed very generally and then specifically from the perspective of cars on US101.  
It is not specifically addressed regarding Brisbane and especially upper Brisbane.  We feel that this needs to be 
rectified.   
 
General comments on section 4.A: 
 
1. If sound walls are included in the proposed project, please provide images within Table 4.A-1. Please clarify 
whether new power lines will be above or below ground. If lines are above ground the unsightly views of the lines 
could pose a potential Aesthetics and Visual Resources impact. 
 
2. The DEIR states that these effects of light pollution are SU (significant unavoidable.)   We feel that this is 
unacceptable and that mitigation measures must be required.  Making drastic reductions is light pollution and 
reclaiming our night skies is of vital importance to all species and our quality of life.  We all agree that some 
lighting must be maintained for safety; however, it is not acceptable to stop there.  Creative solutions are called for.  
If we set the bar high enough, answer will be found."  
 
3. Brisbane is mischaracterized as Urban.  
 
4. It would be beneficial to identify any other potential aesthetics impacts by using a computer program that could 
be used to simulate the predicted night lighting from the project on the City of Brisbane.  This model could also be 
used to identify any Biological Resources impacts relating to bats and birds that could be impacted by the imposed 
night lighting. Please present all of the view impacts  
 
 

Chapter 4.B: Air Quality  

Page 4.B-3 
Paragraph 1 makes no reference to the environmental effects of ozone. An article written by Sjaak Slanina, Impact 
of ozone on health and vegetation (http://www.eoearth.org/view/article/153777/), states, “…ozone penetrates the 
leaves and needles of vegetation by way of the stomata…ozone is then deposited on the water layer on the cells 
inside the leaves and forms free radicals and ions…Ecosystems, such as forests, are damaged by the same 
mechanism.”.  Below are more references with supporting statements:  
http://www.epa.gov/region07/air/quality/o3health.htm 
How does Ground-Level Ozone Harm the Environment? 

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

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

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

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

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

http://www.mnn.com/health/fitness-well-being/stories/ozone-health-and-environmental-effects 
Ground-level ozone also damages vegetation and ecosystems. In the United States alone, ozone is responsible for an 
estimated $500 million in reduced crop production each year. Repeated exposure may permanently scar lung tissue. 
http://www.iowadnr.gov/Environment/AirQuality/CommonAirPollutants/Ozone/GroundlevelOzoneEffects.aspx 
Environmental Effects 

Ozone damages vegetation and ecosystems by inhibiting the ability of plants to open the microscopic pores on their 
leaves to breathe. It interferes with the photosynthesis process by reducing the amount of carbon dioxide the plants 
can process and release as oxygen. Elevated levels of ozone lead to reduced agricultural crop and commercial forest 
yields, reduced growth and survivability of tree seedlings, and increased susceptibility to diseases, pests and other 
stresses such as harsh weather. 

 
Signs of ozone damage include flecking, stippling, bronzing and reddening on plant leaves. Photo 

courtesy of USDA 
Yield Loss Caused by Ozone 
Dicot species, such a soybean, cotton and peanut, are more sensitive to yield loss caused by ozone than monocot 
species such as sorghum, field corn and winter wheat. The USDA provides additional information on the effects of 
ozone air pollution on plants. 
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Heagle, AS. 1989. Ozone and crop yield. Annual Review of Phytopathology 27:397-

423. 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:US-ozone-non-attainment-2007-06.png 
 
Ozone’s Effect on Materials 
Ozone can cause substantial damage to a variety of materials such as rubber, plastics, fabrics, paint and metals. 
Exposure to ozone progressively damages both the functional and aesthetic qualities of materials and products, and 
shortens their life spans. Damage from ozone exposure can result in significant economic losses as a result of the 
increased costs of maintenance, upkeep and replacement of these materials.  
 
Page 4.B-4 
Footnote d indicates a sampling schedule of one in six days thus 17% of days is sampled.   It would be more 
accurate to represent the number of day where maximum standards were exceeded as a ratio of days so that if the 
ozone levels were exceeded 5 times in 2010, then its probable that the total number of days with excessive levels of 
ozone is 30 days total or one in 12 days.  That is a much more honest picture of the pollution levels we are living 
with.   
 
Page 4.B-7 
Acknowledges the fact that; there are believed to be hundreds of toxic air contaminants. However only 21 
compounds have been categorized as TACs and only nine are monitored. Apparently of the 21 compounds that have 
been categorized as TACs most have not had exposure thresholds set.   (http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/id/taclist.htm)  
The DEIR only covers a handful.  As a member of the public, we feel that this level of understanding and discussion 
is inadequate to protect public health.   
 
Page 4.B-7  
State that in 2010 the number of air monitoring stations was increased to 76.  Over what area is this number spread 
and how many where there before?  How clear/accurate is our picture?   
 
Page 4.B-8  
Table 4.B-3. What is Intermune doing to cause an elevated cancer risk?  
 
Page 4.B-16 
The CEQA guidelines listed all pertain to human exposure.  None of these guidelines pertain to the environmental 
impacts of airborne pollution. This is a serious shortfall of environmental impact report, “ For instance, nitrogen 
deposition in soils and water is thought to have significant impacts on ecosystems, including acidification.  
(Ecological effects of nitrogen and sulfur air pollution in the US: What do we know?” Greaver et al, 2012.  Frontiers 
in Ecology and the Environment 10, 365-372.)” 
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Page 4.B-17  
Footnote 9 the BAAQMD guidance stipulates inclusion of PM 2.5 exhaust emissions only in this analysis.  Why are 
PM 10 emissions not addressed?  
 
Page 4.B-18 
Paragraph 2 “Table 1-1” should presumably read “Table 4.B-1.”  
 
Page 4.B-21  
Mitigation measure 4.B-1 should take rain events and afternoon winds into consideration when determining a 
watering schedule to mitigate dusts. There should be a goal of zero fugitive dust produced from site construction 
activity.  
 
Page 4.B-23  
Paragraph 3: emissions must also be considered for the remediation phase.  
 
Page 4.B-23 
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-30 
Table 4.B-8 through 4.B-12: None of the tables take into account background pollution as a result of the landfill.  No 
where are the cumulative effects of pollution considered?  
 
Page 4.B-34 
This section appears to be talking about construction related cancer risks; however, it seems unlikely that the 
workforce would be in residence during the construction phase so the relative vehicle trips per day should not be 
reduced due to the housing credit.  44,985 trips for the DSP and 82,176 trips for the CPP seems an impossible ratio.  
Please clarify.  
 
Page 4.B-37  
Use of electric [or manual] landscape equipment should be considered.   
 
Page 4.B-39 
Cancer risk assessments for school children are calculated on 9-year exposure duration.  Please explain or 
recalculate for 12-year exposure duration since children usually go to school for 12 years or more.  
 
Page 4.B-43 
Health impacts for Caltrain are based on existing 96 trips per day. What will the health impacts be for the additional 
trips to accommodate the service population as described elsewhere in the EIR?   
 
Page 4.B-48 
Project site development would not support the primary goals of the (BAAQMD) clean air plan.  Would the 
Alternative Energy Generation support these goals? This should be stipulated.   
 
Page 4.B-51  
Table 4.B-21, ECM 4.  Shade tree planting: it was our understanding that trees were not going to be used in order to 
prevent their roots from disturbing the landfill cap.  How can we have substantial tree planting and still preserve the 
cap?   
 
General comments on section 4.B: 
 
1. Pollution from the Bay Area travels to the Central Valley from operations and construction. Winds will blow 
pollution east of the project site. What methodology may be used to assess the damage from the Baylands 
development?  Regionally where will it travel and what will be the impact?  
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Below is a map of the Non-attainment and Maintenance areas 8-hour ozone standard. The following excerpts are in 
support of airborne pollution and distance as an issue: 
http://www.nps.gov/shen/naturescience/airpollution.htm 
"Air transport is the term used to describe the mechanism by which air pollution moves from an emissions source 
to a receptor. A source is a location (i.e., smokestack, chimney, exhaust pipe) from which the pollutant emanates and 
a receptor is the place (i.e., soil, vegetation, waterbodies, human lungs) where the pollutant is deposited. The 
atmosphere itself is the transporter of pollutants from sources to receptors. If the wind carries the plume of pollution 
high enough in the air, it may travel for hundreds of miles before being brought to earth. This is known as long-
range or long-distance transport." 
 
http://www.epa.gov/air/caa/peg/interstate.html 
"States and tribes seeking to clean up air pollution are sometimes unable to meet EPA's national standards because 
of pollution blowing in from other areas. The Clean Air Act has a number of programs designed to reduce long-
range transport of pollution from one area to another. The Act has provisions designed to ensure that emissions from 
one state are not contributing to public health problems in downwind states. It does this, in part, by requiring that 
each state's implementation plan contain provisions to prevent the emissions from the facilities or sources within its 
borders from contributing significantly to air pollution problems "downwind" - specifically in those areas that fail to 
meet EPA's national air quality standards." 
 
http://www.livescience.com/7916-pollution-travels-globe-study-confirms.html 
"Researchers analyzed meteorological and chemical data and discovered that some pollutant plumes in the United 
States can be traced back to Asia. One study found that a polluted air mass took about eight days to travel from East 
Asia to central Oregon." 
 

 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/caaqs/ozone/ozone-fs.pdf   
 
2. What is the enforcement mechanism for cars that idle more than 5 minutes?  
 
3. What type of water will be used to dampen down dust? Where would the source of this water be?  
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4. Was pollution from the water trucks considered in URBEMIS calculations?   
 
5. Based on the type of water used to dampen down the dust, will there need to be additional remediation caused by 
water needed to dampen down dust.   
 
6. Training for contractors and foremen should be given about the all encompassing impacts of a construction site 
and should be passed down to construction crews. This will engender self-monitoring and produce less pollution and  
waste. This type of training should be considered to help mitigate a range of impacts created by construction.   
How can we be assured that the contractors, foreman and crews will be trained? Why was this not considered as a 
mitigation measure?  
 
 

Chapter 4.C: Biological Resources (Comments that are from different sections in the document are relevant 

to section 4C) 
Page 3-7 
“The majority of the Project Site is flat or gently sloping toward the Bay, with an elevation range of 10 to 50 feet 
above mean sea level.” This is not an accurate characterization of the slope of the Project Site. The majority of the 
Project Site is not sloping toward the Bay; the terrain is much more variable than what is portrayed in this statement. 
The map on page 3-9 shows the project site with an elevation up to 60 feet in some areas which disproves the 
statement “elevation range of 10 to 50 feet above mean sea level”. Either this statement should be changed to 
incorporate this variability or the statement should be supplemented with a map providing the slope of the Project 
Site. 
 
Page 3-19 
The Lagoon and Other Natural Resources section inaccurately characterizes the wetlands and native plants on site. 
Additional information should be added to this section, since potential significant Biological Resources impacts may 
be overlooked. 
 
Page 4.A-38  
“Mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.C, Biological Resources, would reduce impacts related to tall structures 
and increased lighting to less-than-significant levels by incorporating design features that would help minimize bird 
strikes, including design features making structures, especially glass surfaces, more visible from the outside.” This 
sentence is not easily understood, and should therefore be reworded. Additional mitigation measures should also be 
incorporated, such as using green and blue outdoor lighting, designing the buildings with less glass, and treating 
every window to decrease its reflectivity. 
 
Page 4.A-41 
The impact of daytime glare emitted from the windows is discussed under Impact 4.A- 4. The potential impacts on 
drivers on US Highway 101 are discussed, but impacts on the residents in Brisbane, especially upper Brisbane, are 
absent. These parts should not be omitted from the impact statement and mitigation measures, since a potential 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources impact may exist regarding daytime glare reaching upper Brisbane and the 
Northeast Ridge from these solar panels. 
 

Page 4.C-1  
Paragraph 3 reconnaissance-level field surveys.  Typical of ESA, they look at averages and assume things are the 
same each year.  For annual rainfall, years ending in June 2007 and June 2011, the average rainfall was similar – 
16.89" and 28.87" respectively.  How they can consider conditions on the ground to be similar especially when the 
combined rainfall for Mar-Apr 2007 was only 1.96" and the combined rainfall for Mar-Apr 2011 is 7.58". That is a 
considerable difference when considering seasonal wetlands, for example.  This highlights a common problem and 
fallacy in using these types of “hit –and-run” field surveys that do not stand the test of time in gathering long-term 
data and biological trends.  See rainfall charts for SF- Golden Gate Weather Services. That the ESA biologists saw 
“no appreciable changes” between a year with almost 8 inches of rainfall in a two month period and a year that was 
very dry with less than 2 inches of rain for the same two-month period questions the veracity of the observations so 
the should be corroborated over time by and with consistent scientific monitoring by a different and non-partisan 
research group. Other years the variation in rainfall is even greater.  For example, the Mar-Apr rainfall for 2008 was 
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less than 1/2" but Mar-Apr 2006 had 13.76".  In the attached photos, areas under water contained small fish located 
near the machinery equipment and the old railroad tunnel; see the Google Earth Image below.  (See Chart below for 
reference and photos) 
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Note: The address for point A is the Machinery & Equipment Co. Inc: 3401 Bayshore Blvd., Brisbane, C.A. In the 
lower right-hand corner you can see the foundation for the yet to be built Mission Blue Nursery.  You can see the 
Machinery and Equipment Building (the old Ice house) and at the top of the image, you can see the bed for the old 
railroad track and where the run under Bayshore Blvd.  This is the area where Michele Salmon took the seasonal 
wetland photos.  It was not a drainage channel at all.  It was deep standing water (6+ inches or more) and had the 2 
to 3” silver fish in the water along with tadpoles and insects. In a wet year, there is quite a bit of standing water 
around the back side (northern) end of the nursery, too.   
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Page 4.C-1  
Due to rock fall and seismic activity that occurs over a 5-year period there are topographic changes that occur. The 
DEIR states that there have been no changes; this should be altered.  
  
Page 4.C-2  
Lack of habitat does not mean that the species will not live in a less than optimal habitat. In the first paragraph it 
states, “…the CNDDB record for the species was recorded outside a five-mile radius from site from the Project Site 
contributed to a determination of low potential for occurrence determination.” This sounds as though the presence of 
species is based on probabilities rather than sightings.   
  
Page 4.C-3  
Under the section Terrestrial Communities, non-native grasses are described. There should be a description that 
mentions most grasses in the Bay Area landscape are non-native.  
 
Page 4.C-4  
In the last sentence of the first paragraph, it states that, “…Johnny jump-up plants have been grazed by herbivores 
such as deer…” there are no deer located on the Baylands or San Bruno Mountain.  
  
Page 4.C-4 and 4.C-14 
On page 4.C-4 it states that Lupinus sp. is a grass on Icehouse Hill. Lupine are not a grass it is a nectar plant for 
Callippe silverspot butterflies, and a host plant for the Mission Blue Butterfly. This should be mentioned in addition 
to Viola pedunculata.   
 
 Page 4.C-5  
The under story is mischaracterized as ruderal habitat. In Figure 4.C-1 there are several areas that are mislabeled. 
Near the Former Railyard there is a wetland, thus this is not ruderal. In the Lagoon there is a small tab on the left 
that is labeled as, “Invasive scrub”, but in this area there are also native species. Lastly, seasonal wetlands are 
missing in this map.  
  
Page 4.C-5  
“Native vegetation types, including coastal scrub and perennial grasslands, are confined to relatively small areas on 
Icehouse Hill in the western portion of the Project Site, tidal and freshwater wetlands along the edges of drainage 
channels and Brisbane lagoon, and seasonal wetlands in the western portion of the site.” This statement is lacking 
important components, for instance that native plant species can actually be found throughout the site and not just in 
these confined areas. For example, Douglas iris can be found around the base of Icehouse Hill. A detailed vegetation 
map should be provided so the public will know the species of plants and plant communities found on site. On page 
4.C-5, figure 4.C-1 this map should be improved by including a full biological assessment and map.  
 
Page 4.C-7  
There are many species in this list that have not been locally sighted by residents. The last paragraph states, “…the 
operator of a horse stable in Icehouse Hill described previously observing red-tailed hawks nesting in the small 
eucalyptus grove north of Icehouse Hill. Eucalyptus may also provide roosting and nursery sites for several bat 
species, including fringed myotis and long-eared myotis.” If public opinion will be used in this document it should 
not be of just one individual. In the past there has been a sighting of Fox and Coyotes in the area, which is not 
included in this list. Were there actual sightings of these listed species? There should be a data chart in the document 
of sightings and number of how many sightings for each species.  
 
Page 4.C-9  
The second paragraph under Freshwater Emergent Wetlands states, “The freshwater emergent wetlands on the 
Project Site typically lose surface water or completely dry up during the summer months…” There are areas that 
stay wet all year round where species can exist and this should be distinguished from the truly seasonal wet areas in 
a map. 
  
 Page 4.C-10  
The last paragraph states, “It is possible that the Brisbane marshes once were inhabited by what are now special-
status species. However, it is unlikely that any of these species would currently be found in the tidal marsh or tidal 
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marsh drainage due to the relatively small size and longstanding fragmentation and isolation of the remaining 
habitat.” Additionally, in the second paragraph, “…the project site is not located within the known range for the 
particular species, the species is believed to be extirpated and no longer occur in the vicinity.”  Rather than assume 
that these species no longer exist in the area studies should be done presently and historically. This study will 
determine presence and abundance to set and achieve goals of rehabilitating important habitat.  
 
Page 4.C-11  
In the section Open Water Estuarine Habitat states, “The lagoon’s shorelines contain little beach during high tides 
and most of the shoreline exposed during low tides is protected by riprap.” This statement makes it unclear whether 
the shores are beaches or riprap, as the site is there are beaches. This should be clarified and accurately described.  
  
Page 4.C-12  
Using data from 2003 is obsolete. It would be expected for some similarities to occur between studies. It would be 
difficult to determine the current state when extrapolating data from 2003 to 2010, much less when actual 
development will occur. How often wetland delineations are typically conducted? How many similar data points 
were found to prove that the 2003 data was a valid study for current use?  
  
 Page 4.C-13  
Why was the San Bruno Elfin not included here? Are they assuming this because they did not find the host plant?  
Was a thorough bioassessment done to ensure that the host plant is not present on the entirety of the site?  
 
Page 4.C-14  
There is no mention of Stickle Back Fish.  
 
Page 4.C-14  
In the second paragraph it is stated, “None of these larval host plants have, however, been documented as occurring 
on the project site and individual plants were not observed during reconnaissance surveys.” Some plants are subject 
to seasonality, thus they would not have been observed during this cursory survey if it was not conducted during 
several points in a year.  
  
Page 4.C-19  
There should be specific surveys done for the following species: San Francisco Garter Snake, San Francisco Damsel 
Fly, Stickle Back, Mountain Salt Marsh Mouse and the California Red Legged Frog.  
  
Page 4.C-36  
The conclusion states, “Special status plant species occur within the Project Site only on Icehouse Hill.” This can’t 
be concluded since a full biological assessment was not completed.  
  
Page 4.C-37  
Under mitigation measure 4.C-1b states, “If the City determines that disturbance or mortality is unavoidable, 
special-status plants shall be restored onsite in either the annual grassland or coastal scrub habitat located on 
Icehouse Hill.” Viola pedunculata is a host plant to Callippe silverspot butterflies, which is listed as an endangered 
species by the USFWS. This plant has not been successfully grown in the area despite several attempts. 
RESTORATION PLANTINGS OF NATIVE PLANT SPECIES AT TOWER LOCATIONS ON SAN 

BRUNO MOUNTAIN, a draft report from PG&E has cited many instances of Viola on the site, but proves that 
seed collection and cultivation is difficult. Below are some excerpts from the report that expresses this: 
- “Viola seeds are very difficult to collect even though the plants are numerous on San Bruno Mountain.” 
 - “The Viola pedunculata seed was reported to have difficulty in germination by several groups working with that 
species at San Bruno Mountain…In addition, the first batch of Viola seed provided to the nursery resulted in no 
germination.”  
- “Viola pedunculata was a challenging species to grow; not only was it reported difficult to propagate, but also to 
establish in the wild.”  
Thus, establishment of special status plant has proven to be difficult, suggesting that restoration of these plants as a 
mitigation measure is problematic, especially with some species such as Viola pedunculata. Full knowledge of the 
plants life cycle and demonstrably successful nursery production are needed to successfully restore this species of 
plant.  
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Page 4.C-37  
Under mitigation measure 4.C-1b states, “Mitigation areas shall be fenced or marked for three years.” How will 
fencing affect access and flight of surrounding species?   
  
Page 4.C-37  
There are rare and endangered plants on Icehouse Hill. Increased use of the trail and installation of fencing will 
further deplete the habitat. Domesticated animals on the trail may also introduce invasive species by burrs on fur or 
through consumption and spread of seeds through feces.   
  
Page 4.C-40-41 
Mitigation measure 4.C-1d states that trees will be checked for nests prior to removal. Adults use trees for perching 
and shade and removal of trees will cause raptors and avian species to retreat out of the area. Furthermore, a 
biological survey of burrowing owls up to one month prior to site grading is insufficient due to the fact the owls can 
relocate their original nesting areas. Lastly, “passive relocation” of burrowing owl nests may increase mortality.   
 
Page 4.C-45  
Surveys should be done for special status species and precautions should be taken not to disturb species or allow 
runoff to contaminate the lagoon.  
 
Page 4.C-47  
Mitigation measure 4.C-1g, bullet 6 states that, “permeable pavement materials” will be used, but Brisbane uses 
non-permeable. This is a contradictory statement and will not suffice as a part of mitigation.  
In the document both permeable and non-permeable pavement materials are mentioned to be used on the project site. 
There are areas in the project site where non-permeable and permeable materials are not desirable due to infiltration 
and runoff impacts. On pages 2-29, 4.C-46, 4.H-15 and 7-9, it is explained that permeable surfaces will be used as 
mitigation “An increase in impervious surface area shall include establishment of vegetated swales, permeable 
pavement materials…” Page 4.H-33 states, “Construct sidewalks, walkways, and/or with permeable 
surfaces…Construct driveways, bike lanes, and/or uncovered parking lots with permeable surfaces.” Please specify 
where permeable and impermeable materials will be used on the project site, a map will also be a useful visual aid. 
Additionally, a memo from the Director of Public Works, states, “The City shall require that site designs consider 
limiting overall site imperviousness, minimizing directly connected impervious surfaces and, where feasible, 
maximizing on-site infiltration of runoff in areas of new development and redevelopment”  (pg 10). This memo’s 
purpose was to state adopted guidelines into the city plan. However, it is not demonstrated how mitigation measures 
proposed will prevent infiltration into the landfill, since some areas of the project will contain pervious surfaces. 
Mitigation measures should consider these factors. 
Website: http://brisbaneca.org/sites/default/files/Supplemental%20Information%20Items%206%20-%2020.pdf 
  
Page 4.C-60  
Mitigation measure 4.C-4g should include replacement of habitat since they will remove parts of the existing habitat.   
  
 Page 4.C-63  
The Callippe silverspot butterfly needs a water source as a part of its habitat. How will development affect water 
sources?   
 
General comment on section 4.C: 
 
Native Bay Oysters were not mentioned in this chapter. There are reports on Native Bay Oysters of the Bay; these 
should be included in the document. The State Coastal Conservancy along with other federal and state agencies 
started a restoration project last July in the Bay Area. Efforts to restore eelgrass beds and native oyster habitat results 
in several benefits: Oysters are ecologically important species that filter pollutants provide habitat and food to other 
species and adds structural integrity to shorelines in the face of potential damages from sea level rise. A biological 
survey should be done on the lagoon for oysters. See article links below.   
S.F Chronicle report: http://www.sfgate.com/science/article/Building-homes-for-oysters-in-S-F-Bay-3721430.php 
State Coastal Conservancy Press Release: http://scc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/restore-shoreline/restoring-living-
shoreline-pr-final-071912.pdf 
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Chapter 4.D: Cultural Resources  
Page 4.D-16 
The bone storage house should be included in the chart even if not it is historically significant to show that the 
matter has been considered.  
 
Page 4.D-25 
State the firm which did this survey to ensure a more complete document. 
 
Page 4.D-25 
Last bullet. Maps of Brisbane from 1946-2005. Why was this time frame chosen? Alternatively we suggest having 
as much historical reference as possible, so we recommend to date back further.  
 
Page 4.D-31 
Seismic testing of 7 Mile House should be conducted to ensure that pile driving will not affect the building.  
 
Page 4.D-34 
What method will be used to get core samples?  How might archeological artifacts be preserved that are found in the 
core samples?  
 

 

Chapter 4.E: Geology, Soils and Seismicity (Comments that are from different sections in the document are 

relevant to section 4E) 

Page 3-15 
Figures 3-4 and 3-6 seem inconsistent since the landfill in the railyard shown in Figure 3-4 is not shown in Figure 3-
6. The presence of the non-engineered fill in the former railyard is important due to the potential for liquefaction on 
the Project Site. Please address this issue and its inconsistencies, since the potential for an impact relating to 
liquefaction exists on site. What is the difference between liquefaction and subsidence with different types of fill? 
 
Page 4.E-1 
Sunset Scavenger waste records should be investigated to understand landfill contents.  
 
Page 4.E-1 
Is the Regional Water Board the sole agency that documents the landfill contents?  
 
Page 4E-1 
In the last paragraph it states, “At the time of closure of the landfill in 1967, a soil cap was placed over the landfill 
and additional clean soil has also been placed over much of the site (BKF, 2011).” Has the soil been checked to 
ensure that it is clean prior to using this dirt onsite? The mitigation for this should include testing for other 
hazardous materials it may contain. 
 
Page 4.E-1  
The document states that “primarily” non-hazardous wastes were disposed of in the landfill. Were there also 
hazardous wastes? What are the hazardous materials referred to on page 4.E-1? Define what is meant by “typically” 
in this case. Define what those hazardous materials are, and how they will be mitigated. There should also be testing 
for radioactivity and all hazardous wastes.  
 
Page 4.E-1 
The DEIR should include information from Dr. Lee’s report dated November 2010, “Report on the Adequacy of the 
Investigation/ Remediation of the Brisbane Baylands UPC Property Contamination Relative to Development of this 
Property”, which is relevant to the topic of waste and chemicals in the landfill.  
 
Page 4.E-3 
The statement that ". . . the majority of the site being flat or gently sloping toward the Bay." This statement while 
unclear give the impression that the land slopes down towards the bay.  The topographical map on page 4.E-5 which 
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shows an average elevation of 10' above sea level on the western portion and an elevation of between 10 and 50' 
above sea level on the bay side of the project site.  A visual inspection of the site will also confirm this is correct and 
at odds with the description.  
 
Page 4.E-11 
Map 4.E-5 is a misrepresentation of the present site conditions since this map is based on data taken from the 1960’s.  
 
Page 4E-11ff, and figure 4E-3 
Discussion of Bay Mud, Groundwater, sediments, aquifers, etc., and pp 4E-35, 36, discussion of geotechnical 
investigations, and sections 4E and 4G in general.  
In general, the DEIR is misleadingly definitive about the underlying geology of the site. 
The underlying geology is not well understood, and the various water-bearing units are nowhere near as uniform or 
as distinct as suggested in various parts of the DEIR.  
It is especially important that construction does not result in increased contamination of the aquifers or the bay, and 
for this reason it is important to be very clear that the geology and hydrogeology of the site are only partially 
understood, and more investigation will be needed in order to safeguard the water-bearing units from increased 
contamination. 
A report by MACTEC (now AMEC) dated May 24, 2010 (Groundwater Monitoring Report, 
First Quarter 2010, Appendix B, p. 1-1) contains these observations about the Schlage OU: “A correct 

understanding of the Site’s hydrogeologic framework is critical to the successful design, assessment and 

performance of the [remediation] program. To date, the previously established definitions of water-bearing zones 

have been unable to explain completely the contaminant distributions and other hydrogeological 

observations....Recent field activities... indicate a reassessment of the Site’s hydrogeologic conceptual model is now 

necessary.... the existing definition of water bearing zones do not adequately represent the Site hydrogeologic 

condition.... [the report] presents an alternative hydrogeologic model ... that explains historic groundwater 

observations and better predicts fate and transport.” 
For the reasons explained by MACTEC, and for clarity in general, it would be useful if the DEIR were to use 
MACTEC/AMEC’s terminology (see report quoted above, p. 2-1), i.e., Young Bay Margin Deposit, Colma 
Formation, Old Bay Margin Deposit, Merced Formation, Franciscan Formation bedrock. The most recent 
remediation measures have used the newer terminology, and many members of the public and the DTSC have 
become familiar with it. It would also be useful to reproduce MACTEC/AMEC’s cross sections of the Schlage OU 
area to demonstrate how much the underlying hydrogeology may vary across the site. 
Figure 4E-3 uses the Burns and McDonnell (2002) stratigraphy, and it is used throughout sections 4E and 4G (esp. 
4G-19, 20). The first paragraph on p. 4G-20 under “Overview of Project Site Hydrogeology” confuses the matter 
even more by citing upper and lower water-bearing units (both part of the Colma Formation) separated by Young 
Bay Margin Deposits. At least in the Schlage OU portion of the Baylands, this is not the case. 
While the DEIR does make it clear that soil borings will be necessary to establish adequate foundations for building, 
it is not clear from the narrative that additional investigation is necessary to establish how and where there is 
communication between the various water-bearing units. 
In the section on “Use of Previous Geotechnical Investigations,” the DEIR states that “...geologic hazards ... have 
been well studied and documented in numerous geotechnical investigations....” and “As a result of these previous 
geotechnical studies, much is known about the underlying conditions including thicknesses of fills, Bay Mud and 
landfill waste.” 
This may be true in the Schlage OU portion of the site, and it may be true in areas where there have been recent 
borings, but the subsurface layers are not uniform in thickness or depth, witness the cross-sections developed by 
MACTEC/AMEC for the Schlage OU (see the report referenced above).  
Previous investigations also were done before the recent addition of very large amounts of material on top of the 
landfill and other areas, changing the thickness of underlying layers, and contributing even more to differences 
across the site. 
 
Page 4.E-18 and 4.E-19 
For uniformity tables 4.E-9 and 4.E-10 should use the same color scheme when displaying level of earthquake 
hazard and shaking amplification.  
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Page 4.E-22 
Table 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 for readability should all be in the same units or a description should be given about how they 
relate to each other.  
 
Page 4.E-23 
A description of impacts of landslides such as from Tulare Hill into the Lagoon and rockfalls such as from Icehouse 
Hill should be explained in the project site description.  
 
Page 4.E-24 
Under Soil Corrosivity, there is discussion of soil pH, which directly correlates with corrosivity. Have pH 
measurements and corrosivity of the landfill been considered? Will pH data be gathered for each individual land 
parcel?  
 
Page 4.E-24  
Paragraph 3.  ". . . one boring near Icehouse Hill, Bay Mud is located above the groundwater table, suggesting a 
possible higher shrink-swell potential." How does the location of this boring relate to the tank farm and the purposed 
location of the new high school?   
 
Page 4.E-24, 25 
There should be a section on sea level rise and the impacts it will have on communities; including mitigation 
measures.  
 
Page 4.E-24, 25 
If the amount of moisture in the soils affects the severity and rate of corrosion of substrate; then what measures will 
be taken to anticipate the impact of sea level rise?  
 
Page 4.E-24, 25 
Mitigation measures should be considered to mitigate spread of hazardous waste and leachate during sea level rise.  
 
Page 4.E-25 
How do documented fill and undocumented fill differ with respect to soil erosion potential? Define “typically” with 
respect to reduction of soil erosion when it is graded and covered with concrete.  
 
Page 4.E-27, 
Table 4.E1. What is the mitigation for areas of liquefaction that is not supported by pilings? Page 4.E-34 
It appears that the corrosive soils may not be suitable to sustain development, has the pH been determined? If so 
they should be displayed in the document. Can piles be damaged to due to corrosion from the soils?  
 
Page 4.E-33 
On page 3-8 for the description of the landfill: The process for closing the landfill should be included and the current 
state of the landfill fully described. After the inclusion of these additional details page 4.E-33 should reference page 
3-8. The current state of the landfill may be misleading to future mitigation measures needed before building occurs.  
 
Page 4.E-33 
Paragraph 3 talks about the regulation of landfills by the San Mateo County Health System.  However the landfill in 
question was unregulated because it historically preceded  landfill regulation.  The paragraph omits this important 
information in favor of leaving the reader with the impression that this landfill was closely regulated by SMCHS.  
Statements such as "minimum standards for the proper handling . . . of solid waste to prevent the creation of public 
health and safety and environmental concerns." Are therefore not applicable to this site and could have the effect of 
misleading the public and not adequately addressed. 
  
Page 4.E-36 
Densification is an act of compaction, as described in footnote 9 on page 4.E-45, “…consolidating soft soils through 
repeated systematic application of a heavy weight”. 
This will be used to improve soils for foundation as described below, “A sound geotechnical approach typically 
includes improvements to the foundation soils, such as compaction or densification." Repeated use of a heavy 
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weight is expected to cause significant noise and vibration. What will be the mitigation for this? Effects of 
compaction such as this should be included in the Noise and Vibration section of the EIR. 
 
Page 4.E-36 
“Once appropriately designed and subsequently constructed in accordance with local and state building code 
requirements, the structures would have the structural fortitude to withstand anticipated seismic hazards without 
significant damage.” Based on page 4.E-37 this statement should say Significant and Unavoidable from IX and X 
from table 4.E-4 that shows high potential risk for an earthquake. The risk is high and there will be little to no 
protection at a level 9 or 10 seismic event.  
 
Page 4.E-38 
The definition of “Breach” should be included in the document for clarification. Proper mitigation measures should 
be considered, and should include responsible agency for fixing issues.  
 
Page 4.E-39 
Mitigation measure 4E-2. Requiring a site-specific geotechnical report. Please add more detail on what would be 
required for a site-specific geotechnical report. How many borings would be required, i.e., borings will be required 
at what intervals? How deep would they have to go? How far outside the building footprint should borings be 
required? What measures would have to be taken to ensure that cross-contamination of water-bearing layers does 
not result from the process of boring or driving piles or other foundation work?  
 
Page 4.E-39 
Measure 4.E-2b.  A Post-Earthquake Inspection and Corrective Action Plan for the site-specific development . . . 
shall be implemented in the event of a magnitude 7.0 or grater earthquake centered with in 30 miles of the former 
Brisbane Landfill.  Results of the inspection of containment features and groundwater and leachate control facilities 
potentially affect by any static or seismic deformations of the landfill shall be reported to the RWQCB within 72 
hours of the event."  The paragraph goes on to speak of what types of mitigation measures may be undertaken.  
However, this document fails to address who will be doing the inspection, who will be implementing mitigation 
measures and on what time frame.   Please note that the time line is 3 days for inspection and notification, not action 
taken.  In the event of a real emergency it’s reasonable to assume that the timeline might stretch out longer leaving 
the residents of Brisbane with a toxic time bomb. Designated staff to work with the RWQCB is also needed. Who 
will do the inspection? Why was a Richter scale of 7 chosen instead of 6.5? Why was there not a deadline for 
implementation?  
 
Page 4.E-40  
On page 4.E-37 it is stated that there is high probability that there will be a significant seismic event within the next 
20 years. With a high probability of an earthquake findings determined to be less than significant are not consistent 
with these risks.  
 
Page 4.E-40 
Impact 4.E-3 and page 4.E-41 Mitigation measure 4.E-3. Geotechnical studies within 1000 and 500 feet of a 
building should be done.  
 
Page 4.E-40 
In the last paragraph it is stated that the "Potential for liquefaction may be present. . ." We recommend this wording: 
Potential for liquefaction is present. This is due to evidence in map on page 4.E-29  
 
Page 4.E-40 
Last paragraph.  "potential for liquefaction may be present. . ." Previous evidence present within the chapter has 
shown that the potential for liquefaction is clearly present.  The use of a double qualifier makes this statement 
invalid.  Suggest replacing [may be] with [is].  
 
Page 4.E-41 
Analysis from Treadwell & Rollo, Inc. states that, “placement of engineered fill may cause underlying Bay Mud to 
fail.” The DEIR does not speak to this issue and current condition of site. Not knowing this information makes it 
difficult to determine proper mitigation for buildings and infrastructure.  
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Page 4.E-41, 42 
Impact 4.E-4 states, “…the potential placement of engineered fill may cause underlying Bay Mud to fail.” 
For many years, consultants for the landowner have argued that Bay Mud is a relatively impermeable layer that 
prevents contamination in the fill from reaching the aquifers. What can be done to prevent cross-contamination from 
the landfill into the aquifer if failure of the Bay mud were to occur?  
 
Page 4.E-42 
A table similar to 4.E-4 on page 4.E-21 should be made to display measure of stability of development. 
 
Page 4.E-42 
The scale mentioned is for bedrock, for those areas not built on pilings what would be an appropriate scale to make a 
determination from?  
 
Page 4.E-43 
Mitigation measures 4.E-4a and 4.E-4b are in question because the site has not been mapped using standards from 
the C.A Seismic Hazard Mapping Act. This assessment should be done.   
 
Page 4.E-44  
"Policy 152 requires, among other things, that soil and geologic investigations be done in areas identified as prone to 
slope instability.  Therefore in complying with the directive of Policy 152, erosion or loss of soil would be 
prevented."  Please rework this statement to avoid false correlations in the mind of the reader between "performing a 
study" and "effective prevention of soil loss" without also detailing the necessary intervening steps.  
 
Page 4.E-45 
Explain the implications of over consolidated Young and Old Bay Mud. 
 
Page 4.E-45 
Discussion of wick drains and deep dynamic compaction. The use of wick drains is assumed in estimates of 
settlement at the landfill. However, wick drains may increase the chances of cross-contamination in the underlying 
layers. Please discuss the possible negative effects of wick drains and clarify whether or not the DEIR recommends 
their use.  
 
Page 4.E-45 
During compaction will hazardous materials move offsite? If so, proper mitigation measures should be considered. 
 
Page 4.E-47 
Paragraph 2 refers to the use of wick drains.  Please consider where will this highly contaminated water go?  How 
will it be processed?  
 
Page 4.E-50 
Does the construction of a recycled water plant (on page 4.O-48) due to the types of soil have an impact on the 
ability to support the recycled water plant?  
 

 

Chapter 4.F: Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Page 4.F-1 
In the introduction to this section, temperature change and sea level rise will affect flood potential and the potential 
for water intrusion in the Baylands.  
Although the last sentence in the Introduction states, “Impacts of climate change on the project Site, including sea 
level rise, are addressed in Section 4.H…” there is actually only minimal information provided. In order for the 
public to fully understand the potential impacts of climate change, the topic of sea level rise must be expanded on. 
Page 4.H-7 and 4.H-8 does state how high the sea level is expected to rise on site, but this should also be stated in 
this section. The Environmental Setting does not address issues specific to the Baylands. For example, the first 
paragraph states that “continued warming is predicted to increase global average temperature between 2 and 11°F 
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over the next 100 years,” but the life of the proposed project is 50 years not 100. Statements such as this are 
misleading to the public and should be changed to represent the Baylands’ situation. 
 
Page 4.F-4 
The document inconsistently and sporadically uses the terms “million tons” and “metric tons” which is confusing to 
the reader since 1 ton equals 907 kilograms while 1 metric ton equals 1,000 kilograms. The first sentence under 
State of California Emissions states, “emitted approximately 550 million tons of CO2e,” while the third sentence 
under San Mateo County Emissions states, “emissions were estimated to have been 905,090 metric tons per year”. 
Using metric tons makes the amount of emissions seem less than they actually are. For example, 905,090 metric tons 
is actually almost 1 billion tons. In order for the reader to understand the methods for measuring the impacts, these 
terms should be clarified and consistent. 
 
Page 4.F-4  
3rd paragraph.  The emissions sources listed only total 63.6%. What are the specific compounds and sources that 
comprise the remaining 36.75%?   
 
Page 4.F-6 
The Endangerment Finding should specifically identify the threats to public health and welfare so that the public is 
aware of the potential health risks they may face in terms of GHG emissions. 
 
Page 4.F-8 
In the first sentence, the phrase “monitoring or reporting” should be changed to “monitoring and reporting”.  
 
Page 4.F-12 
As stated under Regional Regulations, “On March 5, 2012, the Alameda County Superior Court issued a judgment 
finding that BAAQMD had failed to comply with CEQA when it adopted its 2012 thresholds of significance” and 
“the court set aside the thresholds and ordered BAAQMD to cease dissemination of them until it had complied with 
CEQA”. If the BAAQMD thresholds can’t be upheld, there should be equally stringent standards that can be used 
and upheld. If BAAQMD thresholds can’t be upheld and on other standards are available, then will there be no 
standards in place to implement? The DEIR should document other standards and adopt the most stringent standards.  
 
Page 4.F-17  
Table 4.F-1 states that existing land uses to be removed (Brisbane Industrial Park) -2762 metric tones CO2e.  First, 
elsewhere in the DEIR, Brisbane Industrial Park is shown to be outside the limits of the project and untouched.   
Second, we had to puzzle over why they subtracted emission for existing uses that had never been added in to begin 
with.  Here is what we came up with . . .  a= existing uses b= existing uses to be removed c= new uses d= net 
increase in CO2 e= delta between existing uses and new uses a - b + c = d = total carbon footprint c - b = e = 
increase in carbon footprint over current emissions. We are more interested in the total carbon footprint when 
looking at mitigation and this should be addressed within the scope of the project.   
 
Page 4.F-17  
The calculations in the chart should be clarified.  
 
Page 4.F-18 
Table 4.F-2 contains estimates of GHG emissions for each Concept Plan scenario. Vehicle trips are calculated by 
models and “assumptions”. It is not substantiated to assume that the majority of the people living in the Baylands 
will also work in the Baylands. According to Citydata.com most Brisbane residents commute more than 15 minutes 
to work, indicating that they do not work in Brisbane. Please clarify the basis used to assume that the new Baylands 
residents will mostly work in the Baylands as well as live here. This data is misleading to the general public as to 
how beneficial the project will be in decreasing GHG emissions due to the reduction in vehicle trips. 
Under the CPP, “Operational GHG Emissions per Service Population (16,191 jobs” should contain an end 
parentheses, and would therefore read, “Operational GHG Emissions per Service Population (16,191 jobs)”.  
 
Page 4.F-18, 20 
Table 4F3 -4F2. Mitigation measure proposed for reductions, no reduction reflected for motor vehicles. 
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Page 4.F-19 
The DEIR states that, “the larger number of [GHG producing] vehicle trips occurring in the CPP and CPP-V 
scenarios results from the physical separation between onsite employment opportunities and offsite housing for 
Project Site employees.” However, the Cumulative Impacts chapter explains that 14,000 units of housing are 
proposed for other developments within one mile of the Baylands. Especially if the proposed transit improvements 
are built, these residents could easily find jobs and shopping within the development. It is not clear to the public 
whether this situation was used in developing the method for calculating the GHG emissions of the 4 Concept Plan 
scenarios. Based on the method used, the DSP and DSP-V GHG assessments could be misleading if in fact the 
residents do not find employment in the Baylands. A calculation should therefore be done that takes into account the 
scenario that zero percent of the Brisbane residents also find work in the Baylands. This calculation would be used 
to determine if a different level of significance after mitigation would occur for the DSP and DSP-V scenarios.  
 
Page 4.F-19  
The conclusion made is faulty; CPP is assumed to have more traffic because people will be commuting, rather than 
people living in Brisbane and working here. It is unclear how the amount of traffic has been estimated.    
 
Page 4.F-19  
Mitigation measure 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.  
 
Page 4.F-21, 22, &23 
The following is a list of possible mitigation measures that should be implemented into 
this chapter:  A free shuttle service, with access locations in central Brisbane, would be implemented to enable residents of 

central Brisbane to have easy access to the Baylands and vice versa. This measure would reduce vehicle trips outside 
and within Brisbane.  Charge stations for electric and plug-in hybrid vehicles should be provided at various locations in the Baylands.  Methane from the former landfill should be captured and burned in order to reduce overall GHG emissions.  Project emissions should be partially offset by the installation of solar panels on commercial and industrial 

facilities in central Brisbane.  Since solid waste emissions are the second largest GHG source for all 4 of the Concept Plan scenarios, a solid 

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

2. Information relevant to the proposed project’s emissions from other chapters, such as 
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Traffic and Circulation, should be incorporated into the Greenhouse Gas Emissions chapter. As the DEIR is 
currently written, extensive and thorough review of other chapters is required to evaluate the GHG sections, and 
even then it is hard to understand. The GHG Emissions chapter should be easily read and understood by the lay 
person, without needing to review other sections of the document. 
 
3. The Environmental Setting section uses language that is more equivocal than it should be, given the evidence that 
global climate change is in fact occurring today. These ambiguous terms, such as “could”, should be changed to 
present tense. For instance, “extreme heat events are occurring more frequently” and “wildfires are becoming more 
severe and more frequent”. Without these alterations, the general public may assume that changes related to global 
climate change won’t occur, when in fact change has already been documented. 
 
4. Ocean acidification is an important problem created by excess anthropogenic emissions of CO2. The general 
public is largely unaware that CO2 can persist in the atmosphere for over 100 years. The community should be 
provided with a complete background on the science behind GHG emission; therefore, the Introduction or 
Environmental Setting section should at least mention ocean acidification and the persistence of CO2 in the 
atmosphere. 
 
5. What are the assumptions made to calculate vehicle trip estimates for CPP and DSP plans? How are the 
calculations done? They should be displayed.  
 
6. Gridlock on Hwy 101, trips generated from the project are from people that live elsewhere such as San Francisco. 
The EIR should address the number of car trips/ density at one particular point of Hwy 101 as a representation of the 
impact of the project and also including the surrounding proposed/ approved projects. 
 
7. Studies show that Sierra snowpack shrank10% over the last 100 years and is expected to decrease by 25% by 
2050.  Please explain how the demand for water will be satisfied if we are faced with these issues in 2050. 
 

4.F and 4.P combined comments: 
COMMENTS, GREENHOUSE GASES AND ENERGY SECTIONS OF BRISBANE BAYLANDS DEIR 
These comments also refer to the Traffic/Circulation and Cumulative Impacts sections of the DEIR, because in our 
opinion it’s impossible to make sense out of the Greenhouse Gases section without such references.    
 
(1) Accordingly, our first comment on the DEIR’s discussion of GHGs is that information from other chapters and 
sections relevant to the understanding of the proposed projects’ emissions should have been brought into the section 
on GHGs, at least in abbreviated form.  As the DEIR is written, extensive digging into other chapters is required to 
evaluate the GHGs section, and even then it is extremely difficult to understand and evaluate. 
 
(2)  Environmental Setting, Impacts of Climate Change:  Some of the language here is more equivocal than it should 
be, given the accumulating evidence of harm.  Extreme heat events are occurring more frequently; wildfires are 

becoming more severe and more frequent; the geographical distribution of species is shifting as a result of the 
relatively small increase in global mean temps that we have already caused.  These phenomena are documented, so 
saying these things “could” happen isn’t enough.  Similarly equivocal language is found elsewhere in this section.   
Ocean acidification is not mentioned, although scientists are increasingly alarmed about it and it is the second of the 
mega-problems created by excess anthropogenic emissions of CO2. In the general introduction to the GHG section 
of the DEIR, it deserves at least passing mention.  So does the fact that CO2 is very persistent (100+ years) in the 
atmosphere, which is not very well understood by the general public and should be included in the Greenhouse 
Gases subsection.  
 
 (3)  Comparison of the estimated GHG emissions of the 4 project variants:  Because considerable onsite renewable 
energy generation is anticipated with all variants, much of the GHG impact will arise from transportation.  Both the 
developer-sponsored plans are claimed to result in less-than-significant GHG impacts because they would be below 
the 4.6 ton per capita per year BAAQMD ‘threshold of significance.’  This is because onsite housing and proposed 
shopping and amenities would, it is claimed, internalize a lot of trips within the site boundaries--unlike either of the 
‘community’ project variants, which because they are not fully ‘mixed use’ (don’t include onsite housing) would not 
get the same ‘trip internalization’ greenhouse benefit.    All four of the described plans, it is assumed, would be 
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transit-oriented, but according to the DEIR the provision of transit in the two CPP variants would still result in an 
unacceptably high number of auto trips and the resulting GHG emissions. 
 
(3a)  upon what evidence are the models used to project GHG emissions from the two developer sponsored plans 
based?  Research on this issue revealed a scholarly article by Helen Jarvis titled “Dispelling the myth that preference 
makes practice in residential location and transport behavior,” which appeared in the journal Housing Studies in 
2003, says that the belief common to many urban planners—that if you build mixed use developments travel, 
especially individual auto travel, will decrease—ignores many of the real household dynamics governing the use of 
transportation, even when mixed use developments are built and even when residents have strong environmental 
values (San Francisco, along with Seattle and Portland, are the 3 cities that Jarvis used to conduct detailed 
‘biographical’ studies of households.)  While Jarvis favors this type of development, she says that the transportation 
avoidance assumed by planners does not materialize, or does not materialize to the expected extent.  She attributes 
this to the fact that many families especially in expensive areas like ours are two earner, or two career, households; 
that access not only to ‘schools’ but to particular (perceived as desirable) schools is important; that the daily 
activities of many households are highly fragmented and remain geographically dispersed outside their 
neighborhoods, even if those neighborhoods are mixed-use.  
 
 Do the models used to estimate GHG emissions from the two DSP variants take such considerations into 

account?  We question their validity and the precise emissions estimates that arise from them, and therefore 

also the finding that the DSPs will result in acceptable GHG emissions impacts as a result of falling below the 

BAAQMD ‘threshold.’ 

 

But it gets worse.  For all four plans, it is assumed that public transit improvements will result in heavy use of transit 
to/from the site, reducing auto trips and GHG emissions below what they otherwise would be.   
 
However, 
3b) the GHG assessment for all the plans assumes that proposed transit improvements (i.e., the Muni T-line 
extension, multi-modal Bayshore Caltrain station, Bus Rapid Transit on Geneva/Harney, etc.) will materialize.  But 
the DEIR acknowledges in the Traffic/Circulation section that most of the “ambitious” proposed improvements are 
unfunded. With current developments and increased need of public transportation in San Francisco there are needs 
for millions of dollars to provide service to arenas alone, additionally $2.2 billion is needed to fulfill Muni’s 
“deferred capital needs.” (S.F Gate link: http://www.sfgate.com/warriors/article/Warriors-arena-transit-blueprint-
America-s-Cup-4994843.php) 
 
3c) According to Table 4-N-17 (p. 4-N-83 in the Traffic/Circ. Section) about 20% of the trips to/from the project site 
during peak hours will be to points south, Brisbane and beyond.  Yet even with the proposed transit improvements 
described in the DEIR, transit provision in this direction is not very good and/or can’t be counted on. 
Except for SamTrans Route 292, there is no transit connection between the project site and central Brisbane.  The 
292 is infrequent and expensive for short trips—and SamTrans  does not issue transfers to riders. 
Caltrain is relied upon to do most of the north/south heavy lifting, so to speak, especially south of the San Francisco 
city limits and the terminus of the Muni T-line.  According to an article on Palo Alto online, however, Caltrain is 
already operating well over its peak hour capacity (130% on some trains, according to the article).  Moreover, 
Caltrain lacks a dedicated source of funding; a look at Caltrain’s website did not clarify whether this problem had 
been solved or not.  The same Palo Alto online article 
(http://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/show_story.php?id=29513), dated May 2013, says:  
 
“The rail agency continues to grapple with a lack of dedicated funding and surging demand for its services. 

The proposed 2014 budget was balanced using "one-time only" stopgap money. That funding is part of the same 

life-saving measures revenue used to sustain Caltrain through the last few budgets. 

 

These funding sources have included using regional money through the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 

stopgap funds and funds repaid to San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) for purchase of the rail line. But 

those funds are exhausted, and Caltrain will need to identify new funding or consider reducing service in 2015, Gigi 

Harrington, Deputy CEO for finance said of a preliminary report to the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board.” 

 
What will the GHG impact be of any of the 4 developments if transit improvements don’t materialize?   
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(3d) Even if the transit improvements do materialize and reduce auto trips to and from any of the proposed project, 
any additional traffic resulting from the project itself and from the 14,000 or more units of housing that will be 
located within a mile of the Baylands (see Cumulative Impacts chapter of the DEIR) will impose a huge burden on 
Hwy 101, which according to the Traffic and Circulation section already operates at E or F Levels of Service.  Even 
with mixed-use and all of the proposed transit improvements, we are likely talking about thousands of additional 
trips that involve Hwy 101.  It seems inevitable that this will result in gridlock and greatly increased GHG emissions.  
Internal combustion engines do not operate efficiently in stop-and-go traffic, or as people sit on Parking Lot 101 and 
emit fumes.  It’s not clear that the additional GHGs from this cumulative impact have been accounted for. 
 
(3e) on page 4-F-19, the DEIR states that “the larger number of [GHG producing] vehicle trips occurring in the CPP 
and CPP-V scenarios results from the physical separation between onsite employment opportunities and offsite 
housing for Project Site employees.  However, the Cumulative Impacts chapter explains that 14,000 units of housing 
are proposed for other developments within one mile of the Baylands.  Especially if the proposed transit 
improvements are built, these near neighbors could easily get to jobs and shopping within the development via 
transit or bicycle.  It is not clear to me, even after reading most of the Traffic and Circulation section, that this 
possibility has been factored into the GHG assessment of the CPP and CPP-V plans, so the precision implied in the 
comparative GHG assessments in the DEIR may be misleading—that is, the GHG impacts of both DSP variants 
may be Significant Unavoidable, and the Significant/Unavoidable GHG impacts of both Community plans may be 
less over the threshold than predicted or analyzed.  
 
(3f) Part of the purpose of the proposed Recology expansion (CPP-V plan) is to consolidate operations and reduce 
(offsite) truck trips—which, in effect, would constitute an emission offset.  There is no evidence that this has been 
accounted for in the DEIR, even though it seems that an estimate of its extent should be possible.   
 
4.  California is committed to reducing its overall GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 
(executive order and CARB).  If project construction takes 20 years or so, the year 2050 will be looming closely by 
the time the project is finished.   ‘Efficiency thresholds’ aside, any of the project variants will emit substantial 
amounts of greenhouse gases (and as stated above, it seems likely that both DSPs ought also to be classified 
Significant Unavoidable) some of which will be undoubtedly be ‘new’ emissions.  This makes the absence of a more 
thorough treatment of the Renewable Energy project variant in the DEIR even more inexcusable—and it is clear that 
a GHG Plan must be recommended for ALL the other four project variants, not just the CPP and CPP-V, so as to 
limit GHG emissions to the maximum extent. The list of possible mitigations recommended in the chapter on pages 
21-23 should also include 
 a.  Free shuttle service that would enable residents of central Brisbane to have easy access to the Baylands 
and vice versa, which should reduce the need for auto trips outside Brisbane and within Brisbane.  SamTrans 292 
bus service, which is the only extant or proposed transit link between central Brisbane and the proposed 
development, is infrequent and expensive.    
 b.  Charging stations for electric and plug-in hybrid vehicles at residences and workplaces. 
 c.  The capture and burning of landfill methane from the former landfill 
 d.  Solar installations on commercial/industrial facilities in Central Brisbane to offset project emissions. 

e.  Solid waste power generation (Recology).  After transportation, solid waste emissions are the biggest 
GHG source for all of the proposed project variants.   A combination of reduction and power generation should be 
investigated to achieve maximum GHG emissions reduction. 
 
Finally, however:  even if GHG emissions from transport could be offset by additional public transit provision and 
additional non-traffic GHG mitigation, the non-GHG impacts of (auto) transportation—traffic delays,  difficult 
emergency vehicle access, etc.--  connected with the site and neighboring developments are likely to be 
unacceptable.   
 
The Draft EIR (p. 4F-19) says: “... the number of vehicle trips generated by the CPP and CPP-V scenarios is 
predicted to be 81 and 72 percent greater than the number generated by the DSP and DSP-V scenarios, 
respectively.” 
 
The Appendix does not show how these calculations were made. Please show the calculations, including the number 
(assumed) of individuals employed in each scenario, the number of residents in each scenario, the number of trips 
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generated per employee, the number of trips generated per resident, the number of employees who will use transit to 
go to work, the number of residents who will use transit to go to work, and the number of residents who will work 
on the Baylands and not drive to work. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4F-1 needs some work: 
Mitigation Measure 4F-1 requires a Greenhouse Gases Emissions Reduction Plan to “... reduce GHG emissions to 
the greatest extent feasible with a minimum performance standard of five percent ....” It is not clear what the 
baseline GHG emissions are from which a minimum performance standard would be calculated. Compliance with 
this measure would be impossible to judge. We need to request measurable performance standards that will exceed 
Title 24 by 20% to discourage single occupancy vehicle trips.   
 
 
Chapter 4.G: Hazards and Hazardous materials (Comments that are from different sections in the document 

are relevant to section 4G) 

Page 3-8 
“After the 1906 San Francisco earthquake, the area west of the rail corridor was filled in primarily with demolition 
rubble.” The description of this area should include its previous history as a cattle bone yard and should 
acknowledge the potential for pollutants to exist in the soil from the animal remains. The site history is incomplete, 
since the Stauffer Chemical plant is not mentioned and chemicals may exist in the soil. These important aspects of 
the site history should be reviewed, since significant Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials impacts may be overlooked. “After closure of the landfill in 1967, the area was buried with a 
20- to 30-foot cover of soil and has been used for soil and construction material recycling since the 1980s.” 
Information must be provided that proves that the above statement is true. In section 4G, there seem to be various 
depths of soil cover mentioned over the landfill: page 4.G-11 states, “Based on the results of the 2000 B&M and 
Geosyntec investigations, a contour map of the soil cover thickness, reflecting the mid-2000 conditions, was 
prepared. According to the map, the thickness of the cover material generally ranged from 1 to 37 feet”, on page 
4.G-19 states, “The soil types range from sandy clay to gravel with sand and range in thickness from 6 to 40 feet” 
and on page 4.G-90 states, “The thickness of the current soil cover ranges from a few feet to over 30 feet…”. The 
soil depths are inconsistently cited throughout this chapter and should be more accurately determined before the land 
may be developed. A large gap in the site history exists between the years 1967 and 1980. The document does not 
mention that during a period of this time the site was used as a racetrack and for other interim uses. These uses may 
have contributed additional chemical waste to the soil. Tire dumping occurred on site; therefore, toxins potentially 
leached into the soil, but this topic is not mentioned. If these issues are not addressed in the EIR, important 
significant Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts may be overlooked. 
 
Page 3-12 
The former Brisbane landfill operations are inaccurately characterized. A timeline should be inserted to show when 
landfill regulations originated. More background information on the history of the landfill is necessary to make this 
section complete. “From 1953 to 1959, the landfill was extended an additional 600 feet eastward into San Francisco 
Bay and filling of the northern portion of the landfill was completed.” This statement lacks information on the 
landfill regulations (if any) that were in place at that time and data on what was actually dumped. “The thickness of 
the cover over the former landfill area is estimated to range from 1-37 feet.” This statement is inconsistent with the 
amount of soil that was previously said to have been put over the landfill on page 3-8. Information is needed to 
support the claim above, and it may be necessary to provide contour information on the soil thickness across the 
entire landfill. The greatest soil thickness is known to be much greater than 37 feet in some areas and a minimum of 
1 foot of soil seems like a low estimate. Due to the contradictory information in the statement above, it remains 
unclear how deep the landfill actually extends. What will the ramifications be due to the inconsistency of soil depth 
over hazardous materials and how will subsidence affect this? What is the difference between a 1 foot distance and a 
37 foot distance from the cap that will cover the landfill?  
 
Page 4.E-1  
The document states that “primarily” non-hazardous wastes were disposed of in the landfill, but were there also 
hazardous wastes? What are the hazardous materials referred to on page 4.E-1? Define what is meant by “typically” 
in this case. Define what those hazardous materials are, and how they will be mitigated. There should also be testing 
for radioactivity and all hazardous wastes.  
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Page 4.E-41, 42 
Impact 4.E-4 states, “…the potential placement of engineered fill may cause underlying Bay Mud to fail.” 
For many years, consultants for the landowner have argued that Bay Mud is a relatively impermeable layer that 
prevents contamination in the fill from reaching the aquifers. What can be done to prevent cross-contamination from 
the landfill into the aquifer if failure of the Bay mud were to occur?  
 
Note: the first part of section 4G contains a listing of reports prepared over the last 35 years investigating hazardous 
materials. This list is taken directly from Geosyntec summaries prepared in 2012. Some of the conclusions drawn in 
these reports are unwarranted, and some of the investigations were just plain inadequate. Comments to that effect 
will appear later. Descriptions of the contents of the reports may be fairly accurate, however, and we won’t try to 
comment on those descriptions in these comments.  
 
Page 4G-20 
Leachate Recharge from the Bay 
Paragraph 2, states “... it appears that tidal influence is not likely a significant contributor to recharge of leachate in 
the landfill....” 
 This entire paragraph is a direct quote from Geosyntec’s 2012 Summary, except for the use of the word 
“basin” after “groundwater.” The sentence quoted above contains several qualifiers, “it appears” and “not likely ... 
significant....”. Even so, it is misleading to repeat the contention (even if it only “appears” and “is not likely”) that 
Bay water is not entering the fill area. Further study is required to determine the extent of Bay infiltration, and to 
assess the impacts of sea level rise on Bay infiltration.  
 There is no conclusive evidence that landfill leachate is not or will not be recharged from Bay waters. The 
Kleinfelder studies are over 20 years old, and appear to be based on samples from one well (“The study concluded 
that ... groundwater, at least in the vicinity of the tested well, ....”). 
 Contradicting this statement, Dr. G. Fred Lee’s review concludes: “Since apparently at least a portion of the 
wastes in the Brisbane landfill are below the water table, even effective prevention of infiltration of moisture 
through the cover will not stop leachate generation.”  
 Geosyntec’s 2010 report is also contradictory: 

 
 Leachate recharge from the Bay is an important issue. The landowner’s consultant’s project that leachate 
management will not be an issue after a landfill cap is installed. In fact, leachate will need to be monitored and 
managed for as long as the contamination exists.  
Methodology 
 The methodology described under “Impact Assessment Methodology” (p. 4G-77) results in an inaccurate 
portrayal of hazardous materials on the site. Section 4G relies heavily on Geosyntec’s two 2012 Summary Reports, 
often quoting whole sections word-for-word. No additional sampling or testing was performed, and hazardous 
materials outside the boundaries of OU1, OU2, and the landfill, were not investigated. 
 The DEIR’s purpose is providing information, and part of that task is explaining the extent to which 
information is lacking. Decision-makers need a thorough explanation of the limits of available information. 
 The available information on hazardous materials is incomplete. For example, Dr. G. Fred Lee (pp. 15-21) 
explains some inadequacies in the excerpts below: 
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Other Areas Needing Investigation 

 The DEIR overlooks the portions of the project site that are not included in OU-1, OU-2, or the landfill.  
 Several areas need additional investigation: 
 (1) the police firing range on Icehouse Hill, which is contaminated with lead. 
 Icehouse Hill is proposed to be a public recreation area. The dangers of lead poisoning, especially 
poisoning of children, are only recently becoming well known in the US. It is essential that humans and other 
species sensitive to lead be protected from direct contact with lead or contact through contaminated water. 
 (2) the lagoon and its periphery 
 The DSPs propose increased recreational use of the lagoon, including kayaking and other activities which 
are likely to bring people into direct contact with contaminants.  
 Lagoon water quality has not been sufficiently investigated. At this time there has been no known sampling 
and analysis of the lagoon sediment, which would likely be stirred up by human activity on the surface of the lagoon. 
Investigating the lagoon water and sediment must be a requirement for development that brings more people to the 
lagoon area. Van Waters and Rogers is suspected of heavily contaminating the lagoon and this should be 
investigated.  
 There have been no studies, such as those recommended by Dr. G. Fred Lee, to assess the health of aquatic 
life in the lagoon. Increased human activity near the lagoon, including fishing, would potentially increase the 
amount of contamination that reaches humans. Dr. Lee argues (p. 32): 

 
 (3) Sites on Industrial Way and in the vicinity of Icehouse Hill have not been investigated for 
contamination. Industrial operations such as Stauffer Chemicals and a bone rendering facility were sited here and are 
likely to have left contaminants in soil and/or water. 
 At least three other Stauffer Chemical Co. plants  
Cold Creek, AL: http://www.epa.gov/region4/superfund/sites/npl/alabama/stacocreal.html 
Tarpon Springs, FL: http://www.epa.gov/region04/superfund/sites/npl/florida/stachemtsfl.html 
Black Mountain Industrial Complex in Henderson, Nevada: https://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/docs/fact_sheet-103108.pdf 
These sites are known to have been heavily contaminated, and the first two are Superfund sites.  
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Page 4.P-12 
“Because Project Site remediation is, in fact, required and not optional, the energy consumed returning the Project 

Site to a safe and healthy condition is not considered to be wasteful. Although the extent of Project Site development 

is large, construction and development would occur over a 20-year period, and demand for construction-related 

electricity and fuels would be spread out over that time frame.” 

 
If project site remediation is required to return the site to a safe & healthy condition but will occur over a 20 year 
period, how will that impact people in proximity to un-remediate areas during the course of the build out? Assuming 
remediation will be done in patches and not all at once, how will exposure rates be controlled to the local population 
of harmful airborne contaminants?  By necessity, there will have to be increased remediation at the early phases of 
the project. (This comment is relevant to Chapter 7, thus the comment has been added there as well).   
 
General comments on section 4.G: 
 
1. Pre-drilling could cause toxins to reach the surface that we did not otherwise know were there, which is why the 
matrix should be tested beforehand. Nowhere in the document does it state that the matrix will be tested before pre-
drilling. The risks of pre-drilling should be addressed in this section, since this activity could bring about significant 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts that are not covered in this chapter. 
 
2. Pipeline safety: 
While the DEIR finds that the risks to human health and the environment from the Kinder-Morgan tank farm and 
pipeline are “less than significant,” the city needs to use every means possible to ensure the integrity of the pipelines 
and to safeguard the areas around the tank farm and pipelines. How will the pipes be monitored and what safety 
measures be taken, specifically for this pipeline? An article in the Wall Street Journal online, January 20, 2014, 
entitled “High-Tech Monitors often Miss Pipeline Leaks” describes the inadequacy of pipeline monitoring in the US.  
Many leaks are only discovered by residents. 
(http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702303754404579310920956322040?mg=reno64-
wsj&url=http%3A%2F%2Fonline.wsj.com%2Farticle%2FSB10001).   
 
 

Chapter 4.H: Hydrology and Water Quality (Comments that are from different sections in the document are 

relevant to section 4H) 
Page 4.G-18 
“Preliminary Fill Soil Import Criteria - 2011” 
“Guidance was developed by Geosyntec to screen fill materials accepted as Brisbane Landfill cover soil.” 
Please correct all references to a clean soil layer on the landfill. In fact, as noted here, there was no recommended 
procedure to screen deposits on the landfill prior to 2011. The DEIR should also describe the “guidance” developed 
by Geosyntec, i.e., describe exactly what screening was recommended. Do they use a gas detector that reads 
petroleum hydrocarbons? What is an acceptable reading? Does screening include other substances? What are the 
acceptable readings for those substances? Has Geosyntec’s recommendation been accepted? What, if any, 
confirmation is available that screening was performed?  
 
Page 4.G-19ff 
“Overview of Project Site Geology” 
par 2 repeats an inaccurate characterization, “A clean soil layer ... overlies the waste.” There is no evidence to 
support calling the soil layer clean. See comment above. 
par 3: “Underlying the landfill and former railyard. Non-engineered fill ... consists of a heterogeneous mixture of 
clay, silt, coarse sand, and gravel with fragments of brick, stone, and wood from the 1906 San Francisco earthquake 
rubble.” This is an inadequate characterization of the deposits. The landfill received wastes from industrial and 
shipyard uses, as well as household and office wastes. It is likely that the fill underlying the railyard contained a 
wide range of substances, including hazardous chemicals. 
par 4: “waste” is not properly characterized. It includes medical wastes, chemicals, tires, heavy equipment, and 
materials contaminated by radiation from medical and shipyard sources. 
Dr. Lee’s report contains evidence of this, “Whatever classification assigned to the wastes deposited in the landfill, a 
review of the composition of Brisbane Landfill leachate and landfill gas emissions shows that hazardous chemicals 
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that are typically associated with hazardous wastes are present in the landfill and are being released from it” (Lee 2). 
Golder Associate’s Inc., conducted analysis as requested by the BBCAG, below are some of the reports findings: 
 
“Comparisons of chemical data with limits established by the Environmental Protection Agency indicates that 

several metals were present at concentrations in excess of those established to protect saltwater aquatic life. These 

include nickel and arsenic (both widespread) with fewer occurrences of silver, lead and zinc.”  

 

 “The water quality monitoring reports present analytical data from approximately 2002 to 2008 for groundwater, 

leachate, leachate seeps in the interior drainage channel, and surface water. There is evidence that VOCs, present 

in the leachate or leachate seeps, are also present in downgradient groundwater. This is consistent with the findings 

from the SWAT investigation.” “Municipal waste is known to commonly contain small quantities of hazardous 

waste, primarily household hazardous waste, and this may be the source of the hazardous waste constituents 

identified in groundwater, leachate and leachate seeps.”  

Alternatively, the industrial or shipyard wastes that were identified in the WDR findings may be the source. 

However as noted in the SWAT investigation findings, records related to wastes disposed at the Brisbane Landfill 

are incomplete or unavailable”  
Findings from the report display that hazardous substances in the landfill are present, thus characterization of the 
deposits should reflect these findings. In addition to the report mentioned above on page 4.G-23 states, “Waste tires 

were also placed in the landfill as reported by KRON-TV in 1965; an aerial photograph of the Brisbane Landfill 

taken in 1963 shows four localized black areas, likely representing tire stockpiles…The landfill closed before more 

stringent landfill regulations were in place that would have provided more detailed information on the waste stream 

profile.”  
 
It would be understandable if the DEIR were to use MACTEC/AMEC’s terminology (used for the Schlage OU) 
throughout the report, i.e., Fill, Young Bay Margin Deposit, Colma Formation, Old Bay Margin Deposit, Merced 
Formation, Franciscan Formation bedrock. The most recent remediation measures have used the newer terminology, 
and many members of the public and the DTSC have become familiar with it. Figure 4E-3 uses the Burns and 
McDonnell (2002) stratigraphy, and it is used in sections 4E and 4G. The first paragraph on p. 4G-20 under 
“Overview of Project Site Hydrogeology” is taken directly from the 2012 Geosyntec report, and is in direct conflict 
with Figure 4E-3, which shows the B water bearing zone beneath the Old Bay Mud layer. Apparently “shallow 
water bearing zone” sometimes means fill zone, and sometimes Colma Formation, and while these two zones 
communicate, at least on the northwestern edge of the site, they are also separated in other areas by Young Bay 
Margin Deposits. Whatever terminology is used needs to distinguish between the fill zone and Colma Formation. 
 
par 5ff and p. 4G-20: The terminology used in the DEIR is not consistent, and very confusing. On page 4G-19 the 
terms “bay margin deposits” and “bay mud” are both used, leading one to believe they might be different things. 
 

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

Page 4.G-21 
“Following cessation of landfill operations, the landfill was buried with a soil cover approximately 20-30 feet deep 
to prevent future human contact with contamination.” 
The landfill cover has not prevented future human contact with contamination, and it is inaccurate to say so. The 
depth of the landfill cover is a moving target, ambiguity as it relates to the depth of the landfill is in  
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board order no 01-041 
(http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/board_decisions/adopted_orders/2001/R2-2001-041.pdf) on page 4 it states, 
“Upon completion of disposal operations in each fill area, soil cover of unknown hydraulic conductivity and 
thickness was installed covering the various fill areas.” It is misleading to say that the landfill was covered with a 
specific depth of soil at some indeterminate time in the last 45+ years.  
 
Page 4.G-24 
“... there are no well-defined aquifers underlying the site.” 
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This statement is inaccurate. Groundwater remediation at the Schlage site has produced a fairly detailed hydrologic 
model that includes Colma and Merced Formation aquifers. The DEIR contradicts itself, as there are numerous 
references to deep and shallow aquifers just in this section (see, for example, p. 4G-31, 4G-48-49).  
 
Page 4.G-31 
“Leachate Generation from Brisbane Landfill” 
The DEIR states, “Results from the summer 2010 monitoring event indicated that no leachate seeps were observed; 
therefore, the leachate seep collection and transmission system is operating as designed, and no exposure to human 
or environmental receptors is occurring....” The conclusion that no exposure is occurring is not warranted. First, it is 
likely that subsurface seeps exist in the lagoon and east of Highway 101. Second, seeps exist and are flowing to the 
Bay through Visitacion Creek. Finally, one monitoring event conducted during the summer is not enough to 
conclude that there is no exposure based on a dry season test in 2010. Subsurface seeps exist and need to be 
confirmed with testing over time during all seasons. Densification and deep compaction may also change the sub-
surface hydrology. This needs to be thoroughly addressed by the EIR.  

Page 4.G-48 
“Soil/Groundwater Contamination in OU-1” 
par. 1 is garbled and unclear.  
 
Page 4.G-51 
“Schlage Lock Site” 
Please note that Pacific Lithograph also operated at this site, and contributed to the contamination.  
 
Page 4.G-52 
“Soil/Groundwater Contamination in OU-2” 
This section and elsewhere include references to the “South Disposal Area,” further identified as a former solid 
waste disposal area. What is known about what was disposed in this area and when it was used as a disposal area? 
Have the limits of the disposal area been identified? How large was the disposal area?  
 
Page 4.G-80 
“Surface Water Management System.” 
The DEIR says that, “Leachate seeps ... would be addressed ... to ensure that the Central Drainage Channel and 
Brisbane Lagoon are fully isolated from any leachate migration....” 
Fully isolating the lagoon from leachate cannot occur unless underwater seeps are prevented, and no such actions are 
planned.  
 
Page 4.G-86  
“Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures” 
How will regulations and mitigation measures be instated?  
 
Page 4.G-90 
“Impact 4G-2”    
par. 3 contains another reference to “non-hazardous” waste. There is no basis for this assertion.  
 
Page 4.G-91 
par. 3 states that “... final closure and remediation of the former landfill would require ... prevention of liquid 
percolation through to the underlying waste, and prevention of LFG emissions.” Neither one of these goals is 
achievable, this assertion is misleading. 

Page 4.G-97 
“Soil Gas and Vapor Intrusion” 
The first paragraph on p. 97 states, “Non-methane organic compound such as TCE, benzene, and vinyl chloride are 
typically found in very low concentrations in landfill gases and only benzene has been identified at the Brisbane 
landfill....” 
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It should be added that VOCs and hydrogen sulfide have been found in landfill gases, per Golder Associates, 2008, 
p. 5: “On November 4, 2008, a Golder technician obtained samples of landfill gas .... Six VOCs and hydrogen 
sulfide were detected in the landfill gas sample....”  
Golder Associates, Incorporated, Characterization Study, Brisbane Landfill, December 1, 2008.  

Page 4.G-98 
Leachate 
Since it is not known that contamination will be limited to one area of the site mitigation measure 4.G-2F-4.G-2H on 
page 4.G-98 should apply to the entire site. Below Dr. Lee’s report discusses the potential risks to human health and 
the environment from leachate: 
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(Dr. Lee, p. 3). Please address these concerns about the continued environmental damage from landfill leachate.  
 
Page 4.H-2  
Paragraph 4 states that "The Beatty Ave. Storm Drain serves . . . the northern end of the Project Site and drains into 
San Francisco's Sunnydale storm drain facility....”  These two systems are not connected in Figure 4.H-1.  The map 
should illustrate this connection.  
 
Page 4.H-5 
Under The Industrial General Permit, it is required to monitor 4 indicators (pH, TSS, SC and oil and grease), is this 
sufficient for a site that has chronic history of contamination? Will more extensive tests be done if these preliminary 
tests find data out of the normal range? What additional tests may be done? Is there pending legislation to increase 
the scope of water quality monitoring?  
 
Page 4.H-5 
The flood-prone areas discussed in the DEIR, shown in figure 4H-3 are not consistent with the areas of the Baylands 
that routinely flood during the rainy season. Include a 100- year flood figure for post project to view impacts, not 
just the FEMA map. A post project map will show if requirements are adequate.  
 
Page 4.H-5 
Flooding 
The flood-prone areas discussed in the DEIR (p. 4H-5, figure 4H-3) are not consistent with the areas of the Baylands 
that routinely flood during the rainy season. The area west of the railroad tracks in OU1 and OU2, for example, is a 
seasonal wetland, and Tunnel Avenue floods several times a year. Figure 4H-4, showing areas at risk with a 1.4 
meter sea level rise, is a better indicator of areas prone to flooding.  
 
Page 4.H-5 
Stormwater runoff 
Storm runoff has the potential to convey heavy metals, VOCs, hydrocarbons, and other contaminants into the lagoon 
and the bay. The DEIR states (p. 4H-5) that water quality is monitored for pH, total suspended solids, specific 
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conductance, and oil and grease. The “Report on the Adequacy of the Investigation/Remediation of the Brisbane 
Baylands UPC Property Contamination Relative to Development of this Property” by Dr. G. Fred Lee and Dr. Anne 
Jones-Lee, dated November 1, 2010, concluded that “The water quality monitoring of storm water runoff during the 
development of the Brisbane Baylands area should be significantly expanded to enable a reliable determination of 
the extent to which development activities result in the mobilization of hazardous chemicals into the runoff waters” 
(Lee, p. 3). “There is no monitoring of storm water runoff for potentially hazardous chemicals associated with the 
concrete rubble recycling [specifically PCBs from caulk] or the landfill surface” (Lee, p. 29). Dr. Lee recommends 
the following changes to the storm water monitoring program. 

 
Dr. Lee recommends “...sampling the first storm of the year at the outset and at several times during the runoff event, 
using appropriate analytical methods for a full range of potential pollutants in the runoff” (p. 36). 
The DEIR cites LID strategies for treating stormwater, including infiltration. While it is clear that infiltration is not 
desired on the landfill, almost the entire site is built on fill, and contains dangerous contaminants. Water will come 
into contact with petrochemicals, lead and other heavy metals, and VOCs in OU1, OU2, and possibly other areas 
outside what is generally referred to as the landfill. Dr. Lee (p. 41) points out that the supposedly immobile Bunker 
C oil may contain components that are very mobile. 

 
The DEIR should note that the use of infiltration for stormwater treatment is not necessarily indicated in any portion 
of the Baylands beyond Ice House Hill, and then only the parts not contaminated with lead. 
Please address the issues raised above.  
 
Page 4.H-6, 7  
Paragraph 2 indicates that there are two FEMA maps that detail 100-year flood hazards for the Baylands.  It appears 
that the most recent map is the more relevant but that the DEIR uses the older map.  On which map is Figure 4.H-3 
based? It would be best for accuracy if the more recent map would be used.  
 
Page 4. H-6&7 
States “…FEMA maps showing the 100-year floodplain are thus generally based on the higher of the five-year flow 
…more recent analysis than these FEMA maps based on correlating peak discharge and tidal records in the vicinity 
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of San Francisco Bay indicated the storm surges, driven by the low atmospheric pressures and strong onshore winds, 
make significantly higher than average tides likely during extreme wet weather conditions”. Figure 4.H-3 is based 
on the FEMA map, the new analysis should be used?   
 
Page 4.H-11 
And page 4.I-49 Policy 388. Include as part of the document the BMPs for curtailing non-point discharge from 
NPDES to ensure trash and litter is kept out of the storm water system. Without this information it is difficult for 
people to determine if mitigation measures are good enough for the community. A section should be added on how 
SWPPs and NPDES will help the effects of littering on the watershed. . In the DSP and DSP-V (and future CPP and 
CPP-V ) programs to minimize solid waste generation should specifically target littering issues, e.g. location of trash 
bins.  
 
Page 4-H-12 
In the last sentence under General Permit Provisions, it has been estimated that the project site will have a Risk 
Level 2. The document should explain how the consultant believes this is a level 2 project. Who makes the level-of-
risk determination, and on what basis?  
 
Page 4.H-13 
Including specific examples of what is covered in the two types of BMPs would be helpful for the understanding of 
the distinctions between them.  
 
Page 4.H-15 
Under sea level rise it is stated, “BCDC’s jurisdiction within the Project Site includes the Brisbane Lagoon, 
Visitacion Creek, and a 100-foot shoreline band around these features, each of which are designated Waterfront Park, 
Beach in the Plan. Specify where BDDS jurisdiction is and where other agency jurisdiction begins after the 100-foot 
shoreline. What agency will be responsible for the area outside of the 100-foot shoreline after sea level rise?   
 
Page 4. H-18 
Please provide details about how provisions C3 requirements will be implemented such 
as rainwater harvesting and reuse.  
 
Page 4.H-20  
Page 4.H-20 states “... the shallow groundwater aquifer would be the one encountered during Project Site 
construction.” Core sampling and pile driving will penetrate the lower aquifer, not just the shallow aquifer. This 
should be included in impacts and mitigation measures 4.H-1a and 4.H-1b.  
 
Page 4.H-21  
What is the impact on the flow of water that currently exists on the site? What is the impact of runoff during a 
storm? How will the drainage change due to less permeable surfaces from development? The flow of water post and 
pre-construction are not addressed in the DEIR.   
 
Page 4.H-21 
Measure 4.H-1a. States that a plan will be submitted and that this plan will be in accordance with all regulations but 
does not state what monitoring, funding, or corrective actions will take place should the plan after implementation 
be found to be inadequate. Mitigation should also include; who will monitor and how, and corrective action to be 
taken.  
 
Page 4.H-22 
With 4.C-1G 3rd bullet from the bottom states, “Any increase in impervious surface area shall include establishment 
of vegetated swales, permeable pavement materials, preserve vegetation, re-plant with native vegetation and 
appropriate measures should be evaluated and implemented where appropriate.” It is unclear whether vegetation will 
be above concrete areas. However, on statements on page 4.H-22 are contradictory, “…paved areas would result in 
an increase in the amount of impervious surfaces within the Project Site and would increase stormwater runoff 
generation and flows.” Only an increase in impervious surfaces should be mitigated.  
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Page 4.H-22 
Development of the area will increase urban pollutants. Materials that are used to construct buildings should be 
considered to limit the impact of nonpoint source pollutants during the planning process. In the DEIR have the 
creation of the materials been taken into account for impacts area wide, such as lumber use and deforestation? Has 
the impacts of the materials and the source of the materials been taken into account?  
 
Page 4-H-25 
Impact 4.H-2 should be significant since there will be no new infiltration of groundwater. 
Existing groundwater will not be recharged, thus causing subsidence. There should be mitigation measures for 
recharge.  
 
Page 4.H-25 
Groundwater recharge 
In discussion of Impact 4H-2 (p. 4H-25), the DEIR says the amount of direct groundwater recharge will be reduced, 
but will have a less than significant impact. There have been much-publicized instances of subsidence resulting from 
reduction in aquifer volume. Could a reduction in the amount of recharge lead to subsidence here? 
In the discussion following, the DEIR says that “...even if groundwater levels were to be reduced (and with its close 
proximity to the lagoon and Bay there may be a negligible effect)....” This seems to argue for infiltration of bay 
water into the Baylands, which is very likely, but in other parts of the DEIR, it is reported that there is no such 
infiltration into the landfill.  
 
Page 4.H-25 
There are two paragraphs on this page discussing possible aquifer depletion resulting from the prevention of water 
infiltration that would otherwise recharge the aquifer.  Is it possible that aquifer depletion would lead to ground 
subsidence?  This issue is not considered in any depth and its treatment on this page is not only brief, but apparently 
contradictory.   
 
Page 4.H-29 
Mitigation measure 4.H-4a,b and c should use a 100-year storm event after sea level rise projections due to global 
warming, including high tide. Using a 100-year storm event will ensure proper mitigation of statements on 4.H-37. 
The mitigation should take into account subsidence for non-supported areas of the site. Mitigation should take 
subsidence into account after the completion of the project.  
 
Page 4.H-29 
Storm drainage system improvements 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4a and 4H-4b. Prior to development a system wide drain improvements plan should be 
approved by City Council.  How will the drainage system handle everything before, during and after construction?  
 
Page 4.H-29  
4.H-4a requires that the floor elevations provide a minimum of 1-foot of freeboard above the 100-year storm event.  
The DEIR concludes that this impact is not significant.  A cross sectional perspective of the data will show that this 
margin of error is insufficient due to the potential of subsidence detailed in section 4.E and the likelihood of sea 
level rise detailed in this section.  For example page 4.H-37 indicates that an 11.8" rise in sea level would shift the 
100-year storm surge-induced flood even to once every 10 years. The chart below from Climate Central, displays 
projections of flooding; which shows an estimate of 11 inch sea level rise in S.F Bay by 2050.  A secondary concern 
with sea level rise is subsidence of certain facilities and the potential for contamination and/or loss of facilities. 
Kinder Morgan is a petroleum storage and transport facility, which had experienced subsidence over time as 
mentioned in the April 4th, 2011 council meeting at Brisbane City Hall. Subsidence in combination with sea level 
rise is a concern and mitigation should be considered.  
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Climate Central: http://slr.s3.amazonaws.com/factsheets/California.pdf 
Kinder Morgan FAQs: http://www.ci.brisbane.ca.us/i-want/read/kinder-morgan-faqs 
 
Page 4.H-29 
Storm drainage system improvements 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4a says “... all site-specific development plans... shall include system wide drainage 
improvements that shall ... correct known existing deficiencies (e.g., Levinson Overflow Area and the PG&E 
property).” Please explain exactly what drainage improvements must be completed as part of the site-specific 
development. 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4b says “...all site-specific development plans shall include additional conveyance capacity 
by incorporation new storm drain facilities along Bayshore Boulevard north of Industrial Avenue.” Does this require 
that no development may proceed without these new storm drain facilities? 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4c says “...all development plans shall include conveyance improvements to existing 
Visitacion Creek... and extent it ... to the Roundhouse area....” The roundhouse area is heavily contaminated with 
Bunker C oil. The DEIR should be less specific about the routing of the creek, because sitting it right above the 
Bunker C contamination may not be approved. 
Measure 4H-4c further requires development to “... remove the existing Timber Box Culvert ... and replace it with 
an open channel system prior to Project site development completion.” Does this require that these improvements 
must be made before any site-specific development?  

Page 4.H-30 
Mitigation Measure 4H-4c says “...all development plans shall include conveyance improvements to existing 
Visitacion Creek... and extent it ... to the Roundhouse area....” The roundhouse area is heavily contaminated with 
Bunker C oil. The DEIR should be less specific about the routing of the creek, because sitting it right above the 
Bunker C contamination may not be approved.  
 
Page 4.H-29-30 
Mitigation measure 4.H-4A, B and C. A master drainage plan should be approved before issuing permits and 
beginning construction.  
 
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.  Why 
was this not considered as a mitigation measure?  
 
Page 4.H-34 
5th bullet "insects that prey on eat target pests", the word “eat” can be omitted.  
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Page 4.H-34 
Due to the potential of contamination to the Bay and Lagoon from pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers; mitigation 
measure 4.H-5 (page 4.H-34) should use toxic substances as a last resort. Natural alternatives should be explored to 
prevent further contamination. What are the natural alternatives that can be used and what is their effectiveness?  
 
Page 4.H-37  
100-year storms 
The DEIR contains several references to 100-year peak storm events (p. 4H-1, 4H-29, etc.) and to 100-year peak 
storm events plus tidal flow and 100 years of estimated sea level rise. However, it is likely that climate change will 
cause more severe storms as well as sea level rise, so what might have been a 100-year peak event in the past will be 
more common in the future. On p. 4H-37, the DEIR cites: “BCDC models indicate than an 11.8-inch rise in sea level 
would shift the 100-year storm surge-induced flood event to once every 10 years.” Projections of sea level rise and 
the risks cannot be ignored, and planning for areas that are in high danger must consider the future impacts. From 
The Impacts Of Sea-Level Rise On The California Coast, in the key finding section, “A 1.4 meter sea-level rise will 
put 480,000 people at risk of a 100-year flood event, given today’s population. Populations in San Mateo and 
Orange Counties are especially vulnerable. In each, an estimated 110,000 people are at risk. Large numbers of 
residents (66,000) in Alameda County are also at risk” (Heberger et al. pg 16). Merely adding water levels from a 
current 100-year storm to sea level rise and high tide don’t take into account the combined effects of climate change.  
References: 
http://dev.cakex.org/sites/default/files/CA%20Sea%20Level%20Rise%20Report.pdf 
http://sanmateosealeverise.wordpress.com/event-presentations/ 
 
Page 4.H-38 
Clean fill 
Again refers to “clean fill” on the landfill, and the extent to which the fill is really clean is unknown. This should be 
examined and specified.  
 
Aquifers 
Danger of mobilized contaminants should be taken into consideration for the entire site, not just the landfill. The 
document should include the following: RWQBCs, DTSCs and requirements from San Mateo Environmental Health. 
Lastly effects of sea level rise should be considered.  
 
Page 4.H-38 
There is reference to “clean fill” on the landfill, and the extent to which the fill is really clean is unknown. What is 
meant by clean, does this mean that the fill is uncontaminated and has this fill been tested?  
 
Page 4.H-38 
Sea level rise 
On p. 4H-38, the DEIR says that sea level rise may increase water infiltration and affect water quality. Then it states 
that “Final landfill closure and remediation would not occur until the potential exposure risk from any remaining 
contamination has been reduced to less-than-significant levels and would incorporate the potential for higher 
groundwater levels due to sea level rise.” First, the danger of “mobilize[d] contaminants” is not exclusively from the 
landfill. Second, what are the RWQCB’s and DTSC’s requirements with respect to planning for sea level rise and 
remediation accordingly? Are there any requirements by these agencies or San Mateo Co. Environmental Health that 
require developers to anticipate the effects of sea level rise on contaminants? Or do these agencies have a wait-and-
see approach? 

Page 4H-38  
Clean fill 
Again refers to “clean fill” on the landfill, and the extent to which the fill is really clean is unknown.  
 
General comments on section 4.H: 
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1. Section H bristles with acronyms.  The inclusion of a section-relevant glossary at the beginning of the section 
would enhance the readability of the section and its usefulness for the general public.   (A person would only have to 
flip back a few pages to locate the name or phrase for which the acronym is used).   
 

2. The DEIR notes that pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers are all potential pollutants of the lagoon and the bay. 
These should be restricted to small amounts of compost (for fertilizer) and non-toxic substances like certain soaps or 
oils from vegetative sources, and mulches. Vegetation that is native to this area will not require fertilizer. How will 
this be monitored and mitigated?  
 
3. Enforcement 
Under the discussion of the NPDES Program, the DEIR (p. 4H-11) reads: “... each Permittee, such as the City of 
Brisbane which is part of the San Francisco Regional MS4 Permit, shall implement a construction site inspection 
and control program at all construction sites....” The DEIR goes on to list some aspects of the City’s obligations. 
Questions for the City: is the city of Brisbane prepared to do this? How will it be enforced? Who will pay for it and 
what will happen if the developer defaults? What is the contingency plan?  
 

 

Chapter 4.I: Land Use and Planning Policy  

Page 4.I-1  
Suggest adding the land use designations to the map for clarity.  
 
Page 4.I-6   
#16. Provide safe, accessible pedestrian access across freeway. This seems to be lacking. The potential location for 
this should be added to the map. Specific details should be included for evaluation.  
 
Page 4.I-8  
Paragraph 3   "Trade Commercial designation provides for . . . residential uses. . ."  Where is this taken from?  The 
General Plan prohibits residential on the Baylands. “Residential uses”, should be removed from this sentence.   
 
Page 4.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. Designating Ice House Hill as Open Space will not prevent a slide from damaging 
surrounding development. The proposed location of the high school is at the base of Ice House Hill which will be in 
danger of damages due to potential slides. A slide barrier should be included as a part of the mitigation measures for 
the project.  
 
Page 4.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 if remediation will be done during, after of before. 
 
Page 4.I-37 
Policy 336. In order for the project to be consistent this policy would need to have North- South and East-West 
connector with the Baylands.  
 
Page 4.I-49 
Policy 388 Litter & Odor reduction.  Not consistent.  Litter is an important environmental issue as it contributes to 
the oceanic garbage patches.  Minimizing solid waste generation is not equivalent to litter reduction.  Litter is a 
behavioral problem.  Policies that address litter need to address things like spacing, placement and types of trash 
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receptacles.  Staff is also required to remove litter and empty the trash bins.  Covered dumpster must also be 
required. How does the DEIR address mitigation of litter and odor?   
 

 

Chapter 4,J: Noise and Vibration (Comments that are from different sections in the document are relevant to 

section 4J) 

Page 3-17 
Please add information on the Brisbane Bayshore Industrial Park because buildings may need to be stabilized during 
construction, people who work in the area may be impacted by construction noise, etc. 
 
Page 4.E-45 
Heavy tamping is not addressed in the noise section of the document, only periodic pile driving. Therefore this 
should be addressed and mitigate.  
 
Page 4.J-1 
Under the section, Techniques for Measuring Noise, it is not mentioned that sound power level is significantly more 
dangerous to humans and pets than sound pressure level, a study on sounds power levels should be conducted. A 

discussion on the impact to humans of sound power level versus sound pressure level should be added to this section, 
so the reader can appropriately interpret the noise descriptors on the following page and throughout the rest of the 
chapter. Correlation between sound pressure level and sound power level with potential danger to humans should be 
considered. According to Decibel Exposure Time Guidelines, noise levels about 85 decibels should be limited to 
less than 8 hours per day before damage can occur. According to Noise Induced Hearing Loss, “NIHL can be caused 
by a one time exposure to loud sounds as well as by repeated exposure to sounds at various loudness levels over an 
extended period of time”… “A bulldozer that is idling (note that this is idling, not actively bulldozing) is loud 
enough at 85 dB that it can cause permanent damage after only 1 work day (8hours)”. These statements support the 
fact that intermittent noise exposure to residents can potentially cause hearing damage.  
It should also be mentioned that there are many sound power levels that cannot be detected by the human ear, but 
are still extremely damaging. This should be mentioned so the public has an idea of the sound power levels emitted 
by the proposed project that are detrimental to humans. 
This chapter does not discuss the potential for long-term hearing damage from industrial noise or concussion. The 
public should be intentionally advised of these consequences in order to protect their safety. 
Decibel Exposure Time Guidelines: http://www.dangerousdecibels.org/education/information-center/decibel-
exposure-time-guidelines/ 
Noise Induced Hearing Loss: http://www.dangerousdecibels.org/education/information-center/noise-induced-
hearing-loss/ 
 
Page 4.J-2 
 “However, noise levels rarely persist consistently over a long period of time.” Although this may be the case in 
most communities, the Baylands was not specifically addressed in relation to this assumption. In order to avoid 
omitting a Noise and Vibration impact, the Noise Exposure and Community Noise section should focus on the 
unique amplification of sound that would occur in Brisbane as a result of project construction over the expected 20-
year build-out. Do you believe the way of doing this is valid, if not why not? Non-continuous noise over a long 
period of time can potentially be more of a nuisance. 
 
Page 4.J-4 
The effects of sound and vibration depend on the medium through which the sound waves are traveling. In the case 
of the Baylands, the majority of the medium is landfill material; therefore the Baylands should be specifically 
studied since it is composed of a unique medium. By ignoring these circumstances, significant Noise and Vibration 
related impacts could go uncovered. Are there studies of vibration done throughout the landfill?  
 
Page 4.J-6 
In this section it is stated that the Project Site does not border any residential neighborhoods, which is contrary to the 
project description. Please clarify whether or not the Project Site borders residential neighborhoods so the public is 
not confused while reading this section. 
The Roundhouse should be included as a sensitive receptor, and the sensitivity should be addressed in terms of 
vibration and construction noise. By leaving out this feature, significant Noise and Vibration related impacts could 
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go uncovered. We believe that there is another section where residential is said to boarder the project? This would 
be contradictory. Also see Figure 4.J-2 
 
Page 4.J-7 
The “noise monitoring locations” shown in Figure 4.J-1 should also include locations in central Brisbane as well as 
Northeast Ridge, since most of the current community resides there. Without including these location significant 
Noise and Vibration related impacts could go uncovered and residents could go uninformed of the potential auditory 
dangers. 
 
Page 4.J-8 
The map found in Figure 4.J-2 should include the proposed school in the DSP and DSPV, and not just the existing 
schools. If this data is omitted, the general public will assume that the proposed school is not a sensitive receptor 
location, and potential Noise and Vibration impacts will be overlooked. 
 
Page 4.J-16 
Under the “Substantial Temporary or Periodic Increases in Noise Levels in the Vicinity of the Project Site above 
Levels Existing without Project Site Development” section pile-driving is not mentioned. The estimated time it 
would take to pile-drive for each building should be included so that the general public has an idea of the potential 
harm the noise could cause. Significant Noise and Vibration related impacts should not go uncovered. 
 
Page 4.J-17 
Amplification of sound in the Baylands would change after completion of construction. Amplification of sounds 
resonating from the buildings should be studied and addressed in this chapter in order to cover all potential Noise 
and Vibration impacts. 
 
Page 4.J-24  
1st paragraph states, “. . . .closest existing offsite sensitive use would be over 1,000' north. . .” Specify what the 
closest offsite sensitive use is.   
 
Page 4.J-25   
Mitigation measures as described place the burden on the citizens and the city.  A much more effective mitigation 
strategy would be to install "listening" stations that monitor & record noise events. 
 
Page 4.J-31   
The preceding page indicates that two wind turbines near each other can combine to create a thumping.  Therefore 
the mitigation measures should include a minimum distance between wind turbines. 
 
Page 4.J-32 
The data found in Table 4.J-7 is from 1971, making it out of date, which could alter the method used for measuring 
the impact. Please provide an updated source of data so that no impacts are overlooked. 
 
Page 4.J-32  
The study assumes that there would be no impact on central Brisbane due to the distance.  From previous 
experiences with the Caltrain improvements, located within the heart of the Baylands we know from personal 
experience that this is not the case thus either the standards or data are in error.  For supporting data see 4.J-32 last 
paragraph.  Pile driving data from Sierra Point.  91dbA @ 200'. 
 
Page 4.J-35 
An additional mitigation measure should be added to Impact 4.J-4, which would limit pile-driving activities to 4 out 
of every 5 days. This mitigation measure would help to reduce the impacts of ambient noise levels that would reach 
Brisbane residents. 
 
General comments on section 4.J: 
 
1. This chapter states that Brisbane is located outside of the fly-zone, but this is not the case. After speaking with 
TRACON, FAA out of Washington, State Senator Yee’s office, and the State of California PUC Aviation 
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Department, it is clear that the first map below, showing the published PORTE3 departure out of SFO, does not 
show the actual air traffic over Brisbane. The second map was confirmed to be an accurate account of the air traffic 
routed by the FAA directly over Brisbane. This data should be accurately portrayed in the document so that the 
general public will be aware of the fly-way over our community. Omitting this data overlooks potential Noise and 
Vibration impacts. Please see the image below for reference.  

  
 
 

Data from the Margaret Road Water Tank should be included in the document.  
 
2. The noise that will be created from moving the piled soil is not mentioned in the DEIR; therefore related Noise 
and Vibration impacts may be absent. 
 
3. Personal testimony as to the real perceived state of sound and noise from in and around central Brisbane:   
My name is Elena Court, I have been a Brisbane resident for 30 years. I have lived on  Sierra Point Road and Trinity 
Road, mid way and upper level of the town proper. 
 This is a very noisy town. I can hear percussion noise from concerts at Candlestick Park, Semi's downshifting and 
motorcycles on Hwy 101 and trucks backing up in the Crocker Park. 
 This report states we are not in the SFO flight path, which is not true,  airport noise is a constant irritation. 
 In this report there are no sound levels monitored in Brisbane in the town proper at any level, only at the main 
entrance to the town. Location #7 
 Given the canyon shape of the main town, sound is amplified. 
 Sound levels need to be measured in the main part of Brisbane proper. If cumulative impacts on sound reach above 
normal levels, then mitigation measures need to be considered.   
 
4. This chapter is confusing for the reader since DNL and CNEL are used interchangeably. 
Please be consistent throughout the document in relation to these acronyms. 
 
5. The City of Brisbane is configured like an amphitheater; the city is surrounded on 3 sides by San Bruno Mountain. 
This unique topography allows residents to hear sounds from longer distances away, such as concerts played at 
Candlestick Park, and at higher levels than one would expect. The language used in this chapter is vague. The 
methodology uses data from nearby communities that do not face the same unique topographical considerations as 



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

 47 

Brisbane. The amphitheater-like conditions are not considered as they should be which has created the potential for 
Noise and Vibration impacts that are not addressed in this chapter. 
 
 
Chapter 4.M: Recreational Resources  

Page 4.M-11 
“This criterion is appropriately evaluated qualitatively due to the variable nature of wind, the wide range of wind 

conditions that are suitable for windsurfing, and the relative importance of specific parts of the very large, local 

windsurfing area. In other words, no one quantitative measure likely would capture a level of overall resource 

degradation that would apply to the entire shoreline area.  Further, this criterion was added to address concerns 

expressed by the SFBA in response to the Notice of Preparation and, while the response stated a specific concern 

for increased variability or gustiness in the wind, the SFBA did not specify a critical threshold wind speed or a wind 

speed reduction that it would consider to cause a significant adverse impact on windsurfing in the CPSRA 

windsurfing area. Other expressed concerns regarding the possible wind effects of the Project related to the launch 

site, the sailing area, and general wind conditions, including the requirement for “a strong and steady wind”; none 

of these factors were associated with quantitative measures.” 
Impact 4.M-3: Would the wind effects of the Project result in a substantial degradation of the recreational value of 
the nearby windsurfing recreational resource south of Candlestick Point State Recreation Area? 
The DEIR admits that some changes might “affect one windsurfer but not affect others.” But then goes on to say the 
effects would be less than significant and thus no mitigation is required.  This statement is unsupported due to the 
lack of a critical threshold in wind speed and wind speed reduction being identified by the SFBA and that a 
threshold should be established to allow for a more quantitative analysis prior to a determination of ‘Less Than 
Significant’ impacts.   
 
 
Chapter 4.N: Traffic and Circulation  
Page 4.N-2 
Figure 6-1a should be referenced as a part of the vicinity on page 4.N-1 under roadway network.  
 

Page 4.N-7 
The major on/off ramps at 101 & Oyster point should have been included in the study area. Though south of the 
project, it’s reasonable to expect that they will be impacted by the project especially as travel time’s increase along 
101N and people leave the freeway early.  
 
Page 4.N-8 
The Bayshore crossing of Hwy 101 is not mentioned in this chapter. Commuters are expected to travel north to 
Superdistrict 3; this should be added to intersections studied on page 4.N-8 figure 4.N-3.  
 
Page 4-N-16  
Paragraph 7.  The Brisbane-Bayshore commuter shuttle stops at Caltrain, not the Brisbane-Crocker shuttle; 
additionally there is no afternoon service provided, only morning and evening commute times.  
 
Page 4.N-20 
The class 3 bike lane on Tunnel Rd. should be improved to a class 2 lane. The improvement will benefit bike 
commuting from North-South directions to allow access to the project area.  
 
Page 4.N-20 
What is the reasoning behind the westward jog of the bay trail at the northern end of the project site?   
 
Page 4.N-20 
Location of the proposed T-line extension and MUNI should be included, since both of these would be available to 
cyclist to enter the project area.  
 
Page 4.N-20 
Bike trail going northbound is not indicated clearly, marking of the trail should be continuous even if it is class 3. 
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Page 4.N-27 
The term TDM is introduced on this page, but not defined until later in the section. Move the definition to coincide 
with the first occurrence of the term.  
 
Page 4.N-31 
5th bullet refers to the reconfiguration of the Caltrain station. Add a reference to Figure 4.N-9 on page 4.N-47 for 
clarification.  
 
Page 4.N-34  
General Plan policy 39.2 establishes an alternative route . . . for emergency vehicles.  Where is this?  We are 
especially concerned about a potential disaster at the Kinder Morgan tank farm and/or anywhere along its active or 
inactive pipelines. Will emergency vehicles have to go up to Geneva?  J St. and across? E St. and across? This 
should be displayed on a map.   
 
Page 4.N-40 
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), it is stated that impacts due to the lack of available parking cannot be 
addressed due to the secondary environmental impacts. It is then stated that people will find other modes of 
transportation due to this inconvenience. Infrastructure should be put in place to allow ease of transitioning to use 
other modes of transportation such as walking and bike paths throughout the project area not just major arterials.  
 
Page 4.N-42 
The following statement falsely creates the impression that transportation improvements are certain.  Suggested 
rewording, "transportation network changes. . . would {likely} occur." 
In the second paragraph states, “For the impact analysis for future conditions, substantial transportation network 
changes (associated with City and regional initiatives, and development of the Project Site) would occur prior to 
2030, as described below”.  
 
Page 4.N-42 
Transportation changes “may occur” should not be “will occur”.  
 
Page 4.N-47 
Figure 4.N-9 & 10 The text is too small on the upper inset. Larger print should be used for accessibility. Insets 
should also include orientation information i.e.: "Looking North" or "Looking Westward." On the map the existing 
pedestrian crossing appears to be disconnected from the current platform; this seems to be an error.  
 
Page 4.N-57 
Study referenced indicates that people living within 1/3 miles use more transit.  However Figure 4.N-15 and all 
further references use either 1/4 mile or 1/2 mile.  This is not consistent with the research. 
 
Page 4.N-57 
What is the purposed fate of the railroad sidings/spur lines?  Their near total absence leads the conclusion that they 
are removed; however they are mentioned in the legend of Figure 4.N-15 pg 4.N-57. 
 
Page 4.N-62 
Figure 4.N-17. It appears that the Caltrain line stops at Lagoon Way, but it should continue through the map.  
 
Page 4.N-66 
Housing is not permitted by the current Brisbane General Plan; therefore, there should be no relocation assistance.  
 
Page 4.N-69 
Housing is inconsistent with the current Brisbane General Plan, thus there will be no parking. If indeed there will be 
a parking structure, it might be best to keep parking and housing bundled.  
 
Page 4.N-69  
Podium parking needs to be defined.  This is not a term most people are familiar with.   
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Page 4.N-78 
Why are the arena’s impacts listed as a footnote. They should be included in the table.  
 
Page 4.N-78, 80 
This table should be consistent with page 4.N-84 table 4.N-18. Evening traffic should be considered when there is an 
arena event and peak PM shown in the table.  
 
Page 4.N-91-94  
Table 4.N-25-26  A column should be added to show the level of service required by the current Brisbane General 
Plan for each location.   
 
Page 4.N-101  
Table 4.N-27.  The delay listed is shorter with a sold out arena event by 2 seconds than without.  Explain. 
  
Page 4.N-116 
Under Mitigation. Typo: Tunnel Ave is referred to when it should be Old County Rd.  
 
Page 4.N-133 
Statements made should reflect service provided to Bayshore station to be site specific. In the third paragraph there 
should be a note of how many trains stop at the Bayshore station. Page 4 states "During most hours of operation, two 
trains per hour operating in both directions. . . During peak commute periods, additional Baby Bullet trains provide 
two to three additional trains per hour in both directions."  This statement will lead readers to believe that Bayshore 
stations is well served, but in truth, trains are roughly an hour apart with 18 train stopping between 5:47 am and 
11:47 pm.  In fact, the Baby Bullet does not stop at Bayshore station. 
 
Page 4.N-138  
Paragraph 2  states that ridership would be in the reverse peak direction (south).  This appears to be in contradiction 
to table 4.N-17 on page 4.N-82 that shows a large portion of commuters traveling to Superdistrict 3 or further north 
and thereby in the regular commute direction 
 
Page 4.N-142 
Since there are no current pedestrians using this site the word “improved” is an overstatement, using the word 
“created” is more accurate.  
 
Page 4.N-146 
An example of what a CMP is and how it is implemented should be included in the appendix.  
 
General comments on section 4.N:  
 
1. All modes of mass transit including the ferry service should be included in the document.  
 
2. Off ramp from Oyster Point should be included in the study. Travel times will increase, thus causing people to 
exit Hwy 101 early.  
 
3. Why the assumption all traffic will be headed toward district 3 in San Francisco?  
 
4. Light rail stop should include commercial units. At a transit hub people purchase items at nearby stores. 
 
5. Bayshore crossing of Hwy 101 is not addressed. Should be included since traffic will increase due to future 
development, this should also include bicycle lanes.  
 
6. Caltrain services do not apply to Brisbane since baby bullet trains do not stop at the Bayshore station.  
 
7. How are regular commute and reverse commute defined? This should be clearly defined including specific 
directional designations.  
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8. It is stated that Samtrans is under capacity, and then that the Route 292 that services this area is at capacity for the 
main commute hours.  
 
9. TDM plan is required for each qualifying phase of the project. The DIER does not explain what “Qualifying 
phase” is. May be necessary to have a standard for example every 3 years or qualifying phase, which ever occurs 
first to set non negotiable benchmarks.  
 
10. What is the proposed fate of the freight lines with servicing the project site? No sidings for the train are shown.  
Their near total absence leads the conclusion that they are removed; however they are mentioned in the legend of 
Figure 4.N-15 pg 4.N-57. 
 
11. What is the housing to job ratio of each of the four San Francisco Superdistricts?  What is the basis for assuming 
Supderdistrict 3 will capture the majority of off site trips?   
 
12. No where in the transportation section does mention the ferry service.  This is an important service and should 
be considered in the EIR.  
 
13. Current and future considerations should be addressed such as the demolition of Candlestick Park stadium and 
subsequent housing and development at Candlestick and Bayview/Hunter’s Point that will impact the Baylands, 
Brisbane and the entire region in multiple ways, the least of which is traffic congestion. 
 
 
Chapter 4.O: Utilities, Service Systems and Water Supply  

Page 4.O-6 
Table 4.O-5  The year to year deltas are .43, .04, .02, .01.  Not having had time to read Appendix L in full, I'm left 
confused why when Brisbane's' water consumption has been trending downward, the consumption rate is expected 
to rise dramatically between 2011 and 2015. 
 
Page 4.O-10  
Figure 4.O-1. The border around the lagoon is depicted the same as a pipeline, this could be easily confusing. The 
lagoon should be depicted using a different color.   
 
Page 4.O-14 
Table 4.O-6  The table reads backwards into the past contrary to other tables in the DEIR.  This is confusing.  
 
Page 4.O-15 
The DEIR does not address the concerns of leachate and effluence from wick drains, their disposal via the sewer 
system and the production of Class A and Class B biosolids that are reused for land application.  
 
Page 4.O-15  
Sewage and stormwater: 
During wet weather under present conditions, “If [combined sewage/stormwater] flows exceed the capacity of both 
treatment plants they are discharged directly to San Francisco Bay through the SFPUC’s near-shore outfalls” 
The DEIR does not make clear whether the additional combined sewage and stormwater flows from the proposed 
development(s) would increase the likelihood of such direct discharges into the Bay during wet years, especially in 
the 15-year period before the recycled water plant is scheduled to come online.  The DEIR (page 4-0-46) refers to 
dry weather flows (sewage) that would remain below the city’s contracted maximum even including the new 
development, but it is silent with respect to the impact of combined sewage and stormwater flows in wet weather on 
the treatment facilities, and on the risks of overwhelming these facilities.  How frequent are direct discharges of 
untreated sewage/stormwater into the Bay under present conditions?  How might the proposed development 
exacerbate this problem?  Where is the assessment of the water treatment system’s capability to manage 
sewage/stormwater so as to avoid discharges into the Bay of untreated effluent from not only the proposed Brisbane 
development, but from all the other development proposed in the near vicinity (cumulative impacts) during wet 
years?   
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Page 4. O-29  
What is the numerical threshold that will trigger the building of the recycled water plant?   
 
Page 4.O-31 
“...hardscape to INCREASE stormwater infiltration and decrease irrigation demand?”  How does hardscape increase 
stormwater infiltration?   
 
Page 4.O-31  
Under Water Savings Program D and E states, “subsurface irrigation for turf to decrease water loss from evaporation 
from above-ground sprinklers or misters.” We recommend as mitigation to use native vegetation instead of turf to 
decrease water needed on site.  
 
Page 4.O-36 
Table 4.O-10 does not specify whether these numbers include the proposed OID water.  
 
Page 4.O-41, 42 
Water transfer:   
1. The DEIR cites the WSIP PEIR (which dates from 2008) in identifying only one potentially significant impact 
from an increase in annual diversions from the Tuolumne River (including that which is planned for the proposed 
development), which is to “terrestrial biological resources in the Tuolumne River watershed,” especially in the 
Poopenaut Valley.  However, a much more comprehensive and recent research project, the Upper Tuolumne River 
Ecosystem Project, promises to offer a much more definitive understanding of the ecosystem, the impacts of water 
withdrawals on terrestrial biological resources, and whether these impacts are in fact mitigated through “controlled 
releases” by the SFPUC.  The DEIR should reference the UTREP in assessing impacts and mitigation. TRTs web 
page: http://www.tuolumne.org/content/. “Relevant UTREP reports can be found at the UTREP library 
page:   http://utrep.blogspot.com/p/reports-and-publications.html” 
2.  The DEIR also cites the WSIP PEIR when it says that there would be a slight reduction in the total volume of 
releases to the river in normal, below-normal and dry years (4-0-41) and cites its finding that these changes would 
be less than significant relative to stream flow, fisheries, etc.  However, a presentation by Peter Dreckmeier of the 
Tuolumne River Trust to OSEC on October 9, 2013, indicated that the flow of the river is already below what is 
recommended for fish.  The above-mentioned UTREP study, which promises to be a superior source, should be 
included in the assessment of the impact of water withdrawals on fish species in the Tuolumne. Power point 
presentation given to OSEC during the October 9th meeting: 
file:///U:/DIER%20files/OSEC%20meeting%2010-9-13/Brisbane%20Powerpoint_TRT_10-
2013_OSEC.1_files/frame.htm 
3.  There is no evidence that the projected impacts of climate change on water supply and runoff (varying 
precipitation amounts and timing; effects of temperature increase on evaporation etc.) have been considered as a 
backdrop to the proposed water transfers from the Tuolumne.   The proposed water transfer may seem relatively 
insignificant if the Tuolumne’s water future is treated as a continuation of the water history of the recent past.  
However, a recently released study prepared for the SFPUC, “Sensitivity of Upper Tuolumne River Flow to Climate 
Change Scenarios” (Hydrocomp., Inc., 2012) finds that “Relatively large reductions in runoff may take place in 30 
years if both temperature rise and precipitation decrease occur,” as they do in a number of climate-change scenarios.  
In the context of reduced runoff and reduced river flow, even small water transfers that would reduce already-
diminished river flow even further seem likely to have considerable adverse impacts on the ecosystem.  These issues 
should be studied and findings presented in the Brisbane Baylands EIR.  
 
Page 4.O-49  
States that section 4.E deals with the recycled water plant, however, just having read this section and made this 
comment in that section, we do not see where it deals with recycled water.  The other sections don’t deal properly 
with this issue either.  
 
Page 4.O-53, 54  
The DEIR assume that the Landfill capacity is adequate based on the idea that the Baylands project will use only 
0.014-0.022 percent of the remaining capacity.  This is an extremely short sighted and narrow view.   When 
considering traffic, other projects and existing load were taken into consideration.  The same should hold true for 
solid waste.  What is the increase proportional to population?  
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Page 4.O-58 
On site sorting would greatly decrease the waste stream.  
 
General comments on section 4.O:  
 
1. The DEIR does not cover methane capture.  Currently the landfill is still producing methane although according 
to UPC not at high enough levels to make it economically viable.  Could the remaining methane be shunted to 
Recology since they are planning a methane facility?  Methane can also be a byproduct of grey water processing.  
Could this methane also be sold/passed to Recology? Methane is an important environmental issue since it is both a 
powerful greenhouse gas and a source of energy.  
 
2. A search of the DEIR returns no results for EMF (electric and magnetic fields).    There is growing scientific 
concerns about the long term health and environmental effects of exposure to EMF.  This issue is covered in other 
DEIRs and we should require the same.  
 
3. When does the recycled water plant plan to be built? Estimate date? Estimated water availability? Economic 
triggers?  
 
4. Since the project is going to last longer than 20 years should not the water supply also last longer than 20 years? 
What happens if OID does not sell us the water?  
 
5. What happens if OID no longer has a supply of water to sell?  
 
6. The DEIR does not address phone/internet services which are essential to many businesses.  Currently Brisbane 
has as we understand it, no additional capacity for these services without upgrading infrastructure.  This issue must 
be addressed at some point within the planning and review process.  
 
7. All through this section, it’s assumed that the water transfer will not have significant environmental impacts due 
to mitigations measures.  However, we have seen going through our own DEIR that mitigation measures are not 
always meaningful.  
 
8. Mitigation of storm water:  
Roofing material has a small effect on water quality, the larger factor is the pollution absorbed from the atmosphere 
prior to precipitation and particulates deposited on the roof. 
http://www.bae.ncsu.edu/stormwater/PublicationFiles/RooftopRunoff2009.pdf 
Roofing materials do have an affect on the conditions under which rain water can be harvested.  Information from 
Water Shed.org indicates that a tar and gravel roof will yield 15% less water.  
http://watershedmg.org/sites/default/files/docs/wmg_calculating_runoff_worksheet.pdf   The experience here in 
Brisbane is more dramatic.  Barbara Ebel has a 600 gallon of tank collecting from their sloped metal roof and 600 
gallons of storage fed by the neighbor's roof.  Both roofs are of approximately the same size.  During the first storm 
of the season, the tanks connected to the metal roof over topped.  The tanks connected to the flat T&G roof reached 
75% capacity.  Ebel’s metal roof will continue to yield small amounts of water from morning dew 10 months out of 
the average normal year while the T&G roof yields nothing in anything less than a sustained rainfall.   
 
 
Chapter 4.P: Energy Resources 

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

Page 4.P-8  
Paragraph 1 states "S-14-08 raises California's renewable energy goals to 33% by 2020." However, it neglects to 
state where we are in terms of meeting those goals.   Since this forms part of the regulatory setting, it’s important to 
know when evaluating the project. Additionally, who does S-14-08 apply to?  
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Page 4.P-9 
“The estimated future electrical loads used for this analysis are based on commonly accepted consumption factors.” 

 
What are these commonly accepted consumption factors?  Who accepts them?  Do they take into account the goal of 
sustainability and increasing awareness of the need to conserve energy as well as technological advances expected to 
occur over the next 30 years?  
 
Page 4.P-10 
“Natural gas loads for the DSP and DSP-V also were projected based on proposed land uses and square footages 

of such uses.” 

How are natural gas loads for different land uses determined?  It says ‘Title 24’ will be used but how?  Does it use 
the maximum permissible as a baseline or something else?  Is there any provision change in Title 24 as time goes 
on?  Standards are increasing as of Jan 1, 2014 and will likely do so again many times over the period of build out of 
the Baylands.   
 
Page 4.P-10 
“Projected vehicular fuel use associated with ongoing Project Site development operations were estimated using 

URBEMIS model runs conducted to estimate baseline and Project-related air pollutant emissions” 

The URBEMIS model outputs Total Trips and Vehicles Miles Traveled but do the calculations for vehicular fuel use 
account for changes in regulation and technology over the period of build out?  How would stricter CAFE standards 
and increased adoption of electric vehicles affect estimates for fuel use?  
 
Page 4.P-10  
References Appendix N which references in footnote 2: 
http://www.epa.gov/oswercpa/docs/r09-11-004_brisbane.pdf   
This is a broken link.  
 
Page 4.P-11  
Paragraph 2 mentions "new utility trenches for electricity and natural gas. . ." Paragraph 6 also mentions 
"regulations pits . . . 20' long by 45' wide". Details of these trenches are covered in the appendices. If details are not 
included in the section, then the appendices that have details should be referenced.   
 
Page 4.P-11 
Paragraph 6 mentions "regulations pits. . . 20' long by 45' wide" Are these also covered in another section? What is 
the purposed depth of the pits?  
 
Page 4.P-11 
Details should be placed in an appendix for PG&E standards including: Trenches and pits should be explained in 
detail; including purpose and all dimensions details of electrical and gas lines, and installation of infrastructure.  
 
Page 4.P-13 
Paragraph 2 states, "See section 4.A. . ., 4.B. . . 4.C and 4.F for a discussion of operation impacts of energy 
generation infrastructure and facilities in relation to potential. . . impacts."  The energy generation infrastructure is 
not directly addressed in any of these chapters.  
 

Page 4.P-14-18 
Mitigation Measure 4P-1 
This measure requires several steps from construction contractors to reduce energy usage. 
How would this measure be enforced, and who would do it? 
Mitigation Measures 4P-2A, -2b, -2c 
Beginning on p. 4P-17, the DEIR states this measure “... requires Project Site development to exceed the Title 24 
energy efficiency standards effective as of the date of certification of this EIR by at least 20 percent.” Project build 
out will take decades, and the standards effective as of the date of certification of the EIR will soon be inadequate. It 
would be preferable to require that building energy efficiency standards must exceed state minimum standards as of 
the date the project is approved by at least 20%. 
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Measure 4P-2b requires LED based lighting. It would be better to require the most efficient lighting appliances in 
use at the time of project approval.  
Measure 4P-2c specifies a certain number of megawatt hours of renewable energy generation. This measure should 
be restated to require renewable energy generation in amounts that take into account future technological 
improvements.   
 
Page 4.P-3, 15   
Page 3 p1 states 1,784.6 MWh of electricity are used annually on the project site.   pg 15 p5 states the existing 
electrical consumption within the project site is 8,084.6 MWhs.  It is unclear that one value is exclusive for 
Recology and the other value is the total for the project site. This should be made clearer to understand.   
 
General comments on section 4.P: 
 
1. If Recology is willing to pursue a renewable energy program beyond their requirements, can we or can we not 
expect the development plans to also do this?  
 
2. At various points in the Energy Resources section, it cites various metrics used.  Title 24 Standard, targets 
established in S-14-08 and S-21-09, Assembly bill 1007, etc.  This chapter becomes very confusing.  A chart is 
needed to show what standards are being applied to which Project Impacts 
 
3. A gross omission is made in evaluating energy resources within the project.  It details the consumption of fuels 
and electricity but assigns absolutely NO value for the embodied energy of materials such as wood and steel framing, 
concrete, asphalt etc. In Life-Cycle Energy Use in Office Buildings, comparative study is done on embodied energy, 
below is a chart showing energy for a 50 year building life. At the conclusion of the study it states, “Over a typical 
50 year building life, the initial embodied energy of the structure represents a relatively small portion of life-cycle 
embodied energy (i.e. less than 5%) and, as a consequence, the distinction between wood, steel and concrete systems 
is also less marked. Reducing embodied energy involves much more comprehensive design approaches than 
materials’ substation” (Cole and Kernan 317). Embodied energy should be considered to reduce energy use during 
operation when energy use is the highest.   
http://amet-me.mnsu.edu/userfilesshared/solarwall/benchmarking/Misc/Life-
Cycle%20Energy%20Use%20in%20Office%20Buildings.pdf 

 
 
4. While I understanding that the chosen metric for CO2 is per service population, it is important to note that the 
development of the Baylands will create a 16 fold increase in CO2 emissions within the project site (reference table 
4.P-1).  Current consumption is 1,784 MWh vs. DSP demands of 29,600 MWh in addition to renewable energy 
generation.  Let’s not forget that the panels themselves have an embodied energy that must be repaid before they can 
be considered as carbon offsets.   
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5. Please provide a map that shows all existing and proposed power and gas pipelines on the project site. This map 
should include the Kinder Morgan fuel pipeline and all other pipelines.  
 
6. What will be the effect of ground borne vibrations on aging pipeline? What mitigation measures will be taken to 
prevent rupture of pipelines?   
 
 

Chapter 5: Alternatives  
Page 5-26  
Under the social equity objectives, letter N states, “…No Project-General Plan Buildout Alternative would likely fall 
short of creating the critical mass needed to support robust expansion of transit services needed to meet this 
objective.” This statement appears to have the opinion that lack of population increase in the area is detrimental. 
Secondly, public transit will not provide service to areas that do not need it.   
 
Page 5-44 
Table 5-6 the terms and units in this table are difficult to understand. Terms should be translated in the footnotes, e.g. 
capacity and generation.  
 
General comments on Chapter 5:  
 
1. If there were no remediation of the project site, would it be a superior alternative over time if left alone? What 
will be the future state of the landfill site if not closed? How superior will it be if the site is in environmental 
compliance with no project development 30 years from now?  
 
2. Alternatives are not studied, what is the impact? How has the environmentally superior alternative been 
determined?   
 

 

Chapter 6: Impact Overview, Growth Inducement and Cumulative Impacts 

Page 6-1  
In Table 6-1 displays that only the CPP-V scenario has significant and unavoidable impacts for Impacts 4.C-1. This 
contradicts page 6-20 where all projects display an LCS impact.   
 

Page 6-13  
Figure 6.1B.  In reviewing cumulative impacts, it appears that only projects within approximately an eight mile 
radius were considered.  The US average commute is 24 minutes.  We failed find the commute data in miles, 
however, an estimate of 12 to 24 miles seams reasonable.  Give the average mobility of the US worker, air born 
pollution, and green house gases; it seems a larger area should be considered for these impacts.  A reasonable area 
would be 12-24 miles for housing, population and traffic.   
http://blogs.kqed.org/newsfix/2013/03/05/san-francisco-bay-area-nations-capital-for-megacommuting/ 
 
Page 6-16  
Paragraph 2.  "...build out of the Project Site under each development scenario would result in disjointed and 
inconsistent development across the Project Site resulting in a poorly designed area with an over all adverse effect 
on the existing visual character."   Searching 4.A and failed to find this language in that chapter. Statements made in 
chapter 6 and all other chapters in the DEIR should be consistent.  
   
Page 6-19 
A yet larger still area is needed for air pollution and green house gases.  One has only to think of the acid rain issues 
between Canada and the US to understand that air born pollution can and does travel substantial distances in potent 
concentrations to cause environmental damage.  The statement on pg 6-19 "Toxic air containments produced at 
distant locations do not readily combine to create concentrations of toxic air contaminants at any single location. . ."  
is lunacy in light of the large body of science around this issue. i.e.:  "In 1995, the estimated transboundary flow of 
sulphur dioxide from the United States to Canada was between 3.5 to 4.2 millions of tones per year."* Instead of 
using a larger area for air born pollution, the DEIR uses a smaller area "(within 1000')" pg 6-19.  
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Page 6-21  
"Although more mobile species might be able to survive continuing habitat loss by moving to new areas, movement 
corridors are limited. . "  This language also only appears in this section and is not included in Biological Resources 
where it would also be relevant.  
 
Page 6-21  
. . ."mitigation is proposed for bird strike impacts to increase nighttime visibility of buildings."  What effect will this 
have on bats and night flying insects?  This will clearly have significant impact on light pollution.  In what section is 
this mitigation measure purposed?  We were unable to find it anywhere else.  
 

Page 6-23  
"The significance of these resources is site-specific, since they do not involve a common involving a resource type 
or theme."  The land itself is a resource and should be considered as such.  
 
Page 6-32 
"because each community's General Plan sets forth policies to protect the character of existing development, it is 
anticipated that cumulative projects adopted in a manner consistent with those General Plans would not 
cumulatively degrade the existing character of area land uses."  It is not possible to dismiss these cumulative impacts 
under conditions where the DEIR specifies changing the General Plan as a mitigation measure.  
 
Page 6-34 
Table 6-4.  This table only shows cumulative traffic noise impacts for two projects at a time.  This is laughable since 
we have ten or more projects in the area to consider.  
 

Page 6-35  
p5 "San Bruno Mountain which has the potential to heighten acoustical propagation under certain meteorological 
conditions. . ."  YES!  Why is this acknowledged fact missing from other relevant chapters?  
 
Page 6-42 
States, "non-residential development does not typically generate the need for additional recreational facilities."  
Healthy people are part of a healthy environment.  Therefore facilities must be provided for employees to exercise 
during their breaks.  Theses facilities might differ slightly from traditional parks, but should be included in specific 
plan regardless. Also, since parents have the option to school their children based on their place of employment, 
additional parks will be needed to serve this population.  
 

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

Page 6-43.  
p3.  "wind speed reductions of as much as 20 percent would occur over small areas near the shore at the CSPRA 
windsurf launch site. .  ."  According to an article written by Denis Wee states, “Present day boards are designed so 
that they will start planing when their speed exceeds about 7 knots. The speed then shoots up very quickly in excess 
of about 13 knots. For such boards, it is not possible to maintain an intermediate speed between these two values.” A 
wind reduction of 20 percent or more can greatly reduce windsurfing speeds that are necessary for planing, how will 
this be mitigated?  
http://web.singnet.com.sg/~dgswee/ 
 
Page 6-46 
Combine 2nd and 3rd paragraph.  
 

Page 6-48 
We also commented on the problem of landfill capacity in Chapter 4.O however the situation is made even clearer 
here.  “…the current landfills serving the Project Site would reach full capacity by 2025 or earlier, with the 
exception of one landfill, which is projected to reach capacity at 2077”. Based on the projected 20 year build out 
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with completion date in 2034 (or later), this project would be completely reliant on the one remaining landfill for 
about half of the project’s proposed life. Is the 2077 projected closing date based on the current rate of use or the 
higher rate of use that will result when all other landfills servicing this region are closed and 100% of solid waste 
generation will be handled by only one site?  
 
Page 6-50 
Paragraph 3. Since PG&E and the energy generation system in the US is inherently wasteful, how can any project 
reliant on these systems be deemed "not wasteful of energy"? Below is an energy flow chart that displays the U.S 
Energy use in 2012. At the bottom of the figure it is stated that, end use efficiency for residential and commercial is 
65%, industrial sector 80% and 21% for the transportation sector. With 58.1% of energy rejected, this system is not 
efficient.  

 
https://flowcharts.llnl.gov/content/energy/energy_archive/energy_flow_2012/2012newUSEnergy.pdf 
 
General comments on Chapter 6:  
 
1. What this chapter make very clear if it wasn’t clear before is that this project is simply too large to be absorbed by 
the bay area.  The fact that it overruns mitigation measures, population and job growth, air quality attainment, traffic 
congestion, and other areas means that it’s just too big.  That said, we sincerely hope that some small project or 
maybe a longer timeline will be approved by the city.  
   
2. How much recreational space required by the Quimby act is unclear. Please give specifics on how this is 
determined besides the formula used.    
 
 
Chapter 7: Sustainability (Comments that are from different sections in the document are relevant to chapter 

7) 

Page 4.P-12 
“Because Project Site remediation is, in fact, required and not optional, the energy consumed returning the Project 

Site to a safe and healthy condition is not considered to be wasteful. Although the extent of Project Site development 

is large, construction and development would occur over a 20-year period, and demand for construction-related 

electricity and fuels would be spread out over that time frame.” 
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If project site remediation is required to return the site to a safe & healthy condition but will occur over a 20 year 
period, how will that impact people in proximity to un-remediate areas during the course of the build out? Assuming 
remediation will be done in patches and not all at once, how will exposure rates be controlled to the local population 
of harmful airborne contaminants?  By necessity, there will have to be increased remediation at the early phases of 
the project. 
 

Page 7-1 
The APA lists several key contributions to an unsustainable future.  This section is lacking overall ecological limits 
for Brisbane’s resources. 
The APA says sustainability is being able “to meet the needs of a growing human population that has rising 
aspirations for consumption and quality of life, while maintaining the rich diversity of the natural environment or 
biosphere.”  The Brisbane community does not have rising aspirations for consumption.  This definition should be 
reworked completely since it does not accurately characterize Brisbane’s population.  This definition should not 
appear in the Sustainability section of this chapter since it does not characterize Brisbane ’s view on how the 
community should achieve sustainability. Please provide the source of the statement that the residents of Brisbane 
have aspirations for consumption. 
 
Page 7-2 
The last sentence in the first paragraph of the Principles of Sustainable Community Development section contains 
the phrase “Project Sire development”. The word “Sire” should be changed to “Site”.  
 
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. 
 
Page 7-5 
Who will pay for the free transit passes for residents?  
 

Page 7-5,6 
 Air quality, GHGs, energy use.  We suggest the following additional mitigations, which will reduce NOx and 
GHGs related to natural gas combustion because they will reduce energy use: 
1.  Building commissioning.  Commissioning is a review process intended to determine that building systems are 
functioning properly.  The following language is copied/quoted from the California Commissioning Collaborative 
(www.cacx.org) 
What is Commissioning? 

“The following is quoted from the California Commissioning Collaborative* 

The term commissioning comes from shipbuilding. A commissioned ship is one deemed ready for service. Before 

being awarded this title, however, a ship must pass several milestones. Equipment is installed and tested, problems 

are identified and corrected, and the prospective crew is extensively trained. A commissioned ship is one whose 

materials, systems, and staff have successfully completed a thorough quality assurance process. 

Building commissioning takes the same approach to new buildings. When a building is initially commissioned it 

undergoes an intensive quality assurance process that begins during design and continues through construction, 

occupancy, and operations. Commissioning ensures that the new building operates initially as the owner intended 

and that building staff are prepared to operate and maintain its systems and equipment.” 

Environmental business consultant Auden Schendler, author of Getting Green Done (Public Affairs/Perseus 
2009), argues that “Commissioning always leads to energy savings …because all heating systems are 

overengineered, and none run properly when first installed” (p. 140).  He offers an example in which a third-party 
commissioning engineer reviewed a building design and spotted an extra, unnecessary heat pump.  Removing it 
saved $10K “instantly” and reduced “the associated lifetime energy use and associated emissions of the building. 
“The subsequent building inspection illuminated even more energy-saving opportunities”(Ibid., 141).    
2.  Requiring “smart” meters in project buildings is among the mitigation measures suggested in this chart.  We 
would suggest the addition of in-building displays, which are a complement to Smart meters.  These displays 
communicate wirelessly with smart meters, and enable building residents or managers to track energy use in real 
time.  Studies cited in the Wikipedia entry for “home energy monitors” 
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(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Home_energy_monitor) suggest that they may be an effective way to reduce energy 
use. 
3.  District-wide heating systems, which are widely used in Europe, are more efficient than individual furnaces and 
should be considered as a strategy to further reduce the use of fossil energy at the proposed development (all 
variants).  The heat source may vary, as the following quote from the Wikipedia entry “district heating” explains: 

“District heating (less commonly called teleheating) is a system for distributing heat generated in a 

centralized location for residential and commercial heating requirements such as space heating and water heating. 

The heat is often obtained from a cogeneration plant burning fossil fuels but increasingly biomass, although heat-

only boiler stations, geothermal heating, and central solar heating are also used, as well as nuclear power. District 

heating plants can provide higher efficiencies and better pollution control than localized boilers. According to some 

research, district heating with combined heat and power (CHPDH) is the cheapest method of cutting carbon 

emissions, and has one of the lowest carbon footprints of all fossil generation plants.
[1]

 CHPDH is being developed 

in Denmark as a store for renewable energy, particularly wind electric, that exceeds instantaneous grid demand via 

the use of heat pumps and thermal stores.”  

 
Page 7-9 
A possible mitigation measure for broken irrigation systems can be some sort of alarm system.   
 
Page 7-12 
The City of Brisbane should be notified when a biologist will do the burrowing owl nest survey.   
 
Page 7-16  
Mitigation measure 4.C-4d states that a building higher than 100 feet requires consulting with a biologist. 50 feet 
would be more reasonable.   
 
General comments on Chapter 7:  
 
1. Co-generation should be considered for the site instead of conventional boilers that are less energy efficient 
This chapter was written in a linear fashion in which the interrelationships of the components that make up 
sustainability are lost. The box-like format does not allow the reader to see how sustainability is connected to the 
rest of the parts included under CEQA. 
 
2. It is unclear why the term sustainability is not included under CEQA. 
 

 

 
 

 


