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l. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

This document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the Sierra Point Biotech Project (SCH#2006012024) and, as
necessary, to augment the information contained within the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR identifies the
likely environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the proposed project, and
recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. This Response to
Comments (RTC) Document provides responses to comments on the Draft EIR and makes revisions
to the Draft EIR, as necessary, in response to these comments or to amplify and clarify material in the
Draft EIR.

This RTC Document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction
over a proposed project and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR.

The City of Brisbane circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) which included a list of potential
environmental effects on January 4, 2006. Comments received by the City on the NOP were taken
into account during the preparation of the EIR. Additionally, a public scoping session was convened
by the City of Brisbane Planning Commission on January 12, 2006. Comments received by the City
on the NOP and at the public scoping meeting were taken into account during the preparation of the
Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR was made available for public review on November 17, 2006 and distributed to
applicable local and State agencies. Copies of the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR (NOA) were
mailed to all individuals previously requesting to be notified of the Draft EIR, in addition to those
agencies and individuals who received a copy of the NOP.

A public hearing was convened by the City of Brisbane Planning Commission to solicit comments on
the Draft EIR on December 14, 2006.

As recorded by the State Clearinghouse, the CEQA-mandated 45-day public comment period for the
Draft EIR began on November 20, 2006 and ended on January 3, 2007. Copies of all written
comments received during the comment period are included in Chapter 111 of this document.
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I. INTRODUCTION

C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This RTC Document consists of the following chapters:

Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC Docu-
ment and the Final EIR, and summarizes the environmental review process for the project.

Chapter I1: List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations and Individuals. This chapter contains a
list of agencies, organizations, and persons who submitted written comments or spoke at the pub-
lic comment session on the Draft EIR during the public review period.

Chapter I11: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment let-
ters received on the Draft EIR, as well as, a summary of the comments made at the public com-
ment session. A written response for each CEQA-related comment received during the public
review period is provided. Each response is keyed to the preceding comment.

Chapter IV: Draft EIR Revisions. Corrections to the Draft EIR necessary in light of the comments
received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify material in the Draft EIR, are
contained in this chapter. Text with underline represents language that has been added to the
Draft EIR; text with strikeeut has been deleted from the Draft EIR. Revisions to figures are also
provided, where appropriate.
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Il. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES,
ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS

This chapter presents a list of letters and comments received during the public review period, and
describes the organization of the letters and comments that are included in Chapter 111, Comments and
Responses, of this document.

A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

Chapter 111 includes a reproduction of each letter received on the Draft EIR. The written comments
are grouped by the affiliation of the comment, as follows: State, local and regional agencies (A);
organizations (B); individuals (C); and public hearing comments (D).

The comment letters are numbered consecutively following the A, B, and C designations. The public
hearing transcript is included, and has a D designation. The letters and the transcript are annotated in
the margin according to the following code:

State, Local and Regional Agencies: Al-#
Organizations: Bl-#
Individuals: Cl-#
Public Hearing Comments: D1-#

The letters are numbered and comments within that letter are numbered consecutively after the
hyphen.

B. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

The following comment letters were submitted to the City during the public review period, and are
arranged in order by the letter date.

A. State, Local and Regional Agencies

Al Department of Fish and Game December 19, 2006
Charles Armor, Central Coast Acting Regional Manager
A2 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission December 28, 2006

Robert B. Hickman

B. Organizations

No organizations submitted comments

P:\BRI0601\Products\RTC\Final\2-ListofComments.doc (4/6/2007) 3
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C. Individuals

C1l

Cc2

Slough Estates International January 2, 2007
Jonathan M. Bergschneider, Senior Vice President-

Development

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss January 2, 2007
Steve Atkinson

Public Hearing Comments December 14, 2006

D1
D2
D3
D4
D5
D6
D7

Commissioner Hunter
Commissioner Maturo
Commissioner Lentz
Chairman Jameel
Commissioner Lentz
Commissioner Hunter
Dana Dillworth
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I11. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Written responses to each comment letter received on the Draft EIR are provided in this chapter.
Letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their entirety. Each
letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The letters are grouped
by the affiliation of the commenting entity as follows: State, local and regional agencies (A); organi-
zations (B); individuals (C); and public hearing comments (D).

Please note that unenumerated text within individual letters has been determined to not raise
environmental issues or relate to the adequacy of the information or analysis within the Draft EIR,
and therefore no response is required per CEQA Guidelines §15132.
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A. STATE, LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES
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Letter
Al

State of California — The Resources Agency ARNOCLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
http://www.dfg.ca.gov

POST OFFICE BOX 47
YOUNTVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94599
(707) 944-5500

December 19, 2006 B
H% 3%@5\}&?&!

DEC 2 ¢ 2006

Mr. John Swiecki Gomin, Ligv., ept. Brisbane
City of Brisbane

50 Park Place

Brisbane, CA 94005

Dear Mr. Swiecki:
Subject: Sierra Point Biotech Project, SCH 2006012024, Brisbane, San Mateo County

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the document for the subject
project. Please be advised this project may result in changes to fish and wildlife
resources as described in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14,

Section 753.5(d){(1)(A)-(G). Therefore, if you are preparing an Environmental Impact
Report or an Initial Study and Negative Declaration for this project, a de minimis
determination is not appropriate, and an environmental filing fee as required under Fish
and Game Code Section 711.4(d) should be paid to the San Mateo County Clerk on or
before filing of the Notice of Determination for this project.

Please note that the above comment is only in regard to the need to pay the
environmental filing fee and is not a comment by DFG on the significance of project
impacts or any proposed mitigation measures.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Dave Johnston, Environmental Scientist,
at {831) 466-0234 or Mr. Greg Martinelli, Acting Habitat Conservaticn Supervisor, at
(707) 944-5570.

Sincerely,

. ;
i [ AL
H AN
EO— f‘.’:{tl-

I i
A 5 ke
A

b

; Qﬂharlesiﬁfrmor

Central Coast Region

cc: State Clearinghouse

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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LETTER Al

Department of Fish and Game

Charles Armor, Central Coast Acting Regional Manager
December 19, 2006

Response A1-1:  The comment is noted regarding payment of an environmental filing fee. This
comment does not relate to the adequacy of the information or analysis within the
Draft EIR; no further response is required.
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Letter
A2

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

December 28, 2006

City of Brisbane

Community Development Department
Attn: John Swiecki

50 Park Place

Brisbane, CA 94005

Subject: DEIR, Sierra Point Biotech Project

Dear Mr. Swiecki:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Sierra Point Biotech
Project DEIR. The San Francisco Public Utility Commission
Wastewater staff has reviewed the project and we have the
following comments:

o The DEIR states the project will receive potable water
from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC} and sewage from the site will eventually be
discharged to SFPUC sewers. The City of San Francisco,
under a 1995 Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement with
the City of Brishbane agreed to receive sewage from
Brisbane, up to a specific amount, until 2025. The DEIR
should reference this agreement, summarize its terms
and consider the cumulative effect on the agreement of
proposed new development in Brisbane.

* The agreement, however, does not include the discharge
of storm water to San Francisco sewers. As the SFPUC is
unlikely to agree to accept storm water, the DEIR should 2
provide additional assurances that storm water at this
site will not be discharged to SFPUC sewers.

s+ The DEIR recognizes the SFPUC requires issuance of a
waste discharge permit prior to receiving flows from the 3
project. The DEIR should acknowledge the City of
Brisbane, as the discharger to the SFPUC sewer, is
responsible for obtaining this permit.

¢ The SFPUC has begun assessing a sewer capacity charge 4
to new users of SFPUC sewers. The DEIR should

acknowledge of this potential additional cost to the City of
Brisbane.




Page z2or2

e The DEIR (p. 221} correctly states the SFPUC operates a
combined sewage and storm water sewer system within
the City and County of San Francisco and that this
system operates under a permit from the Regional Water
Quality Control Board. In the interest of minimizing the
possibility of wet weather system overflows, the SFPUC
may wish to limit Brisbane’s proposed discharge to
periods of dry weather only. The DEIR should analyze
Brisbane’s ability to hold sewage during periods of wet
weather.

e The DEIR should include expanded detail concerning the
growth inducing aspects of the several new projects
proposed in undeveloped areas of Brisbane, particularly
related to the amounts of sewage they will add to the
SFPUC sewage system. The comments should reference
the SFPUC's sewer system master plan project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project,
should you have additional questions, please call me at
415-551-4529.

Sincerely yours,

Robert B. Hickman

cc. Anna Roche, Bill Keaney, Steve Medbery, Tommy Lee

Sierra Point biotech DPEIR 1227

Letter
A2
cont.
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LETTER A2

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Robert B. Hickman

December 28, 2006

Response A2-1:

The comment recommends that the Draft EIR summarize and discuss the
cumulative impact on the 1995 Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement between the
City and County of San Francisco, the City of Brisbane, and the Guadalupe
Valley Municipal Improvement District (GVMID), which governs the discharge
of waste to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) sewers. Per
the cumulative development analysis contained in the Draft EIR on pages 271 to
277, construction of the Sierra Point Biotech project and other proposed new
development in Brisbane will not exceed the discharge limit (i.e., peak wet
weather wastewater discharge of 6.7 million gallons per day) identified in
paragraph 10 of the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement.

In response to this comment, the following text will be added to page 221 of the
Draft EIR.

A 5-Year Wastewater Capital Improvement Program approved in 2005 by
the SFPUC includes plans to upgrade aging infrastructure at the facility to
reduce odors. The SFPUC is currently in the process of updating the Sewer
Master Plan, which will include additional measures to upgrade facilities at
the Southeast Treatment plant to reduce odors and CSO releases.

The 1995 Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement between the City and County
of San Francisco, the City of Brisbane, and the Guadalupe Valley Municipal
Improvement District (GVMID) establishes the terms of wastewater
treatment and disposal service provided to Brisbane by the City and County
of San Francisco. The agreement limits wastewater discharge from
Brisbane/GVMID to 6.7 million gallons per day, with an exception for a
temporary revocable permit in emergency circumstances.

The agreement establishes rates charged for disposal and treatment of
wastewater; requires Brisbane/GVMID to install and maintain metering
equipment and facilities; allows for monitoring and inspection by the San
Francisco Public Works Director; and requires consistency with and
enforcement of San Francisco standards and regulations pertaining to waste
discharge. The agreement requires Brisbane/GVMID to provide information
regarding updated facilities and new non-residential dischargers, including
EPA Categorical Dischargers within a specified timeframe. The agreement
also establishes requirements for Brisbane/ GVMID to prepare and update
the Revenue Program in compliance with applicable federal and state laws.

P:\BRI0601\Products\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (4/6/2007) 1 1
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Response A2-2:

Response A2-3:

The City has planned for wastewater treatment and discharge associated with
the development of Sierra Point as approved under the Master Plan.
Therefore, discharge associated with the proposed project would be within
the amount of wastewater anticipated by the Master Plan and the cumulative
effect on the agreement would not be significant.

The City of Brisbane is aware that the Agreement does not include the discharge
of storm water, and the City of Brisbane does not operate a combined sewer and
storm drainage system. In Section IV.K, Utilities and Infrastructure, the Draft
EIR contains a description the separate wastewater system and storm drainage
systems operated by the City and an evaluation of the separate systems proposed
as part of the project.

Additionally, page 228 of the Draft EIR is revised and supplemented as follows:

(2) Storm Drainage. Implementation of the proposed project would
increase the impervious surface coverage on the site from close to zero
percent to approximately 40 percent. Considering the entire 22.8-acre site,
the peak 10-year discharge could increase from 16 cubic feet per second to
26 cubic feet per second. This rate should be well within the combined
capacity of the four existing 24-inch diameter outfalls serving the project
site." Implementation of the proposed project would alter the existing
drainage patterns on the site by directing additional runoff into existing
outfalls, which could result in increased discharges from the site. However,
the proposed project would discharge directly into San Francisco Bay and
would not exceed the capacity of the City’s storm drain system.

The use of heavy-gauge, high-density polyethylene pipe (HDPE) for the
sewer system, instead of vitrified clay pipe material typical for sewer
systems, is required for all development at Sierra Point to protect the
landfill’s clay cap and to address settlement issues. With the use of HDPE
materials the amount of inflow and infiltration to the sewer system during
wet weather months would be negligible.?

Under the conditions of the 1995 Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, the City
of Brisbane and GVVMID are existing users. Per paragraph 12 of the Agreement,
the SFPUC Director shall be responsible for the monitoring and inspection of
facilities related to industrial waste discharges of the City’s customers. Per
paragraphs 14 and 15, the City of Brisbane is required to provide to the SFPUC a
list of the addresses and types of occupancy of all non-residential dischargers,
and notification of the name and address of any EPA Categorical Discharger, as
defined by federal law, within ten days after the City of Brisbane has received
notice of such discharger intending to utilize the sewage system. As noted on

! Harvey Oslick, 2006. RBF Consultants. Personal communications with LSA Associates, Inc. June 29.

2 Randy Breault, 2007. City of Brisbane, Director of Public Works. Personal communications with LSA Associates.

January 10.
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Response A2-4:

Response A2-5:

Response A2-6:

page 228 of the Draft EIR, the SFPUC requires a waste discharge permit for all
commercial and industrial sewer system users. Depending on the volume and
content of the sewer to be discharged to the SFPUC Southeast Water Pollution
Control Facility from the project site, the discharge permit will be formulated in
accordance with the SFPUC Sewer Use Ordinance and the Significant Industrial
User (SUI) or a Categorical Industrial User (ClU) designation. The commercial
and industrial discharger, not the City of Brisbane, would be responsible for
obtaining any necessary permits from the SFPUC.

The City and GVMID are existing users under the 1995 Agreement and will
continue to pay the fees that are due per the Agreement. See also Response to
Comment A2-3.

The comment regarding the SFPUC’s interest in minimizing the possibility of
wet weather system overflows is noted. As noted previously, the City and
GVMID are existing users under the 1995 Agreement and will continue to
operate within the discharge limit identified in the Agreement until and unless the
Agreement is mutually amended. See also Responses to Comments A2-1 and A2-
2.

The growth-inducing aspects of the project are discussed on page 270 of the
Draft EIR. As noted in Response to Comment A2-1, an analysis of the effects of
cumulative development is provided in the Draft EIR on pages 271 to 277. As
noted in the Draft EIR, The City has adequate additional capacity for sewage
discharge under the terms of the 1995 Agreement to serve the Sierra Point
Biotech project and other proposed new development in Brisbane. The SFPUC’s
sewer system master plan project is referenced in the Draft EIR on page 221.

P:\BRI0601\Products\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (4/6/2007) 13
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C. INDIVIDUALS
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Letter
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ik sloughestates
Comim. Dev. Dept. Brisbang international
Jonathan M. Bergschneider Slough Estates USA Inc.
Senior Vice President — Development 400 Oyster Point Boulevard, Suite 409

South San Francisco, California 94080

Tef. +1650 875.1002
Fax., +1 650 875.1003

www.stoughestates.com

VIA HAND DELIVERY
January 2, 2007

Mr. Jon Swiecki
Principal Planner
CITY OF BRISBANE
PLANNING DIVISION
50 Park Piace
Brisbane, CA 94005

RE: FoOrRMAL COMMENTS TO THE PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT EIR
SIERRA POINT BIOTECH PROJECT — BRISBANE, CALIFORNIA

Mr. Swiecki:

On behalf of the applicant, Slough Estates USA Inc., please find below formal comments to the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Sierra Point Biotech Project. Please note that
“General Comments” pertain to multiple mitigation measures and should be addressed in the Final
EIR consistent with all other comments, in terms of questions and requests for information.

TRANS-1 The Second Amendment to the Agreement Concerning Project Approval Documents
for Sierra Point between the City of Brisbane and Sierra Point Associates Two, dated
November 17, 2003, identified this traffic improvement and established a traffic count
threshold that would trigger the need for this improvement. The EIR document
identifies the same traffic improvements as mitigation, but uses a lower traffic count
threshold to trigger the need for the mitigation. Please confirm the action item from
our meeting with LSA and City staff on December 7, 2006 that the mitigation
threshold in this development agreement will be modified via an amended agreement
(or other instrument) to be consistent with the EIR recommendations.

TRANS-1- 6 It is our understanding that these measures will be fulfilled by Opus as part of their
Development Agreement and that the improvement plans previously submitted by
Opus and approved by the City generally conform to these mitigation measures. The
referenced plans were developed by BKF and are dated 4/4/02, 11/30/01, and 4/4/00.

Head Office: 444 North Michigan Avenue, Suite 3230, Chicago, llincis 60611 Tel. +1 312 755.0700 Fax. +1 312 7565.0717
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TRANS-8

AIR-1

NOISE-2

GHO-3

GEO-4
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The mitigation measure is ambiguous as to what is required of Slough. Specifically,
the use of the words “up to two of the following mitigation measures...” is unclear.
In a meeting with LSA and City staff on December 7, 2006, the City communicated
that adjustment of the signal timing might not provide sufficient mitigation for the
intersection Level of Service. As a result, we request detailed information on the
protocol for determining when and how additional mitigation measures will be
imposed. If additional lanes are required, we understand from the City that they own
all land adjacent to the intersection (except in the northwest corner), and that Slough
would not be responsible for acquisition of additional right-of-way.

It is our understanding that TDM measures will be implemented by the Sierra Point
Owners Association (SPOA). We assume that the list included in the EIR censists of
examples that SPOA could implement. With regard to the sample list, we do not
think it would be practical to staff a live person at the commute assistance center
since there are no common areas for the park and its tenants. We suggest delegating
this responsibility to administrative personnel at each company/tenant. Additionally,
we cannot implement an alternate hours workweek program since we cannot control
this operational feature for our tenants.

It is unclear if watering the site and sweeping streets are activities required for non-
working days (i.e. weekends). In addition, we are seeking clarification on the
characterization of “sustained wind” with regards to suspending excavation and
grading when the wind exceeds 25 mph for a “sustained™ period. It is our experience
that this sustained wind speed could be achieved quite frequently and would impose
schedule delays to the project. If all of the measures outlined in the grading permit
and in this Air-1 Mitigation Measure are implemented (watering site, limiting traffic
speeds, etc.), given current industry best management practices, we do not think this
condition would provide additional protection to adjacent properties and would not be
necessary.

We request clarification that bullet 1, “General construction activities” include pile-
driving.

Inspection and repair of the perimeter dike, or berm, is the responsibility of the Sierra
Point Environmental Management Association (SPEMA). See Section 3.2.7 of the
SPEMA CC&Rs, enclosed here.

Updates to the Post-Earthquake Inspection and Corrective Action Plan are the
responsibility of the Sierra Point Environmental Management Association (SPEMA).
See Section 3.2.9 of the SPEMA CC&Rs, enclosed here.

Registered Office 234 Bath Road Slough SL1 4EE  Registered Number 167581 England
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In the first paragraph on page 232, the EIR states that the implementation of this
mitigation measure “will ensure fire flow levels are adeguate to meet fire flow
requirements for surrounding areas and for the proposed project.” Since this
mitigation measure will benefit all of the existing development on Sierra Point and
patentially a larger area within the pressure zone and seems to be a pre-existing
condition, the mitigation should require a fair share payment rather than burdening
Slough’s development with the entire mitigation measure cost.

in the meeting with LSA and City staff on December 7, 2006, the City indicated that
it has a good working relationship with California Water Service Company and that
the City Engineer would negotiate the agreement between the agencies. Again, the
costs of negotiating and preparing this agreement should be spread over all of the
properties benefiting from this improvement.

In the meeting with LSA and City staff on December 7, 2006, Slough’s design team
made a request for information regarding which properties will contribute a fair share
payment toward construction of the future water storage facility and the methodology
to be used to calculate fair share payment. This information was requested in order to
understand the costs associated with this mitigation. The City agreed at this meeting
to provide this information although nothing has been received to date. We request
this information again for the reasons stated above.

As you are aware, biotech development has significant water consumption rates that
are spread out over a longer daily usage period than the typical office development.
Given this fact, we reguest the City consider approving a combined domestic and fire
water supply system based on evidence provided by Slough showing that stagnant
water would not be a problem.

UTL-4, 5 & 6 — General Comment

The City’s Sewer Master Plan (July, 2003} identified the issue of inflow and
infiltration (1 & I) in the existing sewer system during the wet weather months. [ &1
increases the flows in the sewer system from rain and groundwater, reducing the
system capacity for normal sewer discharges. 1 & 1 issues are typical in older sewer
systems where cracked pipes, root intrusion and separation of the pipe-joints are
common problems. These problems are in part, due to the vitrified clay pipe material
commonly used for sewer pipes that is susceptible to cracking.

To address T & I, the Sewer Master Plan uses a peaking factor of 5 for sizing sewer
systems to account for I & 1. This peaking factor has been used for the evaluation of

Registered Office 234 Bath Road Slough SL1 4EE Registered Number 167591 Engiand
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the impacts on the existing sewer system resulting from Slough’s proposed project.
However, the Development Standards for the Sierra Point area (including the subject
project) require the use of a heavy-gauge, high-density polyethylene pipe (HDPE) for
the sewer systems throughout Sierra Point due to concerns regarding potential
settlement, and to protect the clay cap. HDPE pipes are fused (welded together by
heat) to eliminate separation and leakage. In conformance with the Sierra Point
Development Standards, HDPE sewer pipe will be used for all sewer pipelines on the
subject project. As a result, Wilsey Ham believes that 1&1 should be negligible in the
proposed and existing sewer lines in Sierra Point and a lower peaking factor should be
used (a factor of 3 is common) for the evaluation of impacts to the sewer system as a
result of the proposed project.

If the peaking factor used to analyze the sewer system impact is lowered due to
negligible &I, the impacts to the existing sewer system may be significantly reduced.
Subsequently, we request copies for review of the EIR consultant’s hydraulics
calculations that were developed for the impact analysis.

The EIR document provides several conflicting values for the capacity of the Sierra
Point pump station. In the meeting with LSA and City staff on December 7, 2006,
LSA confirmed that the existing firm capacity of the Sierra Point pump station is 0.46
million gallons per day (mgd).

According to the City’s Sewer Master Plan (July, 2003), Table 5-2 shows that the
pump station has a firm capacity of 600 gpm (= 0.864mgd) and further indicates that
it will be upgraded to 800 gpm (1.152 mgd). There is a significant discrepancy
between the actual capacity verified by LSA and the stated capacity in the City’s
Sewer Master Plan. If the actual pump station capacity is consistent with the Sewer
Master Plan (0.864 mgd upgraded to 1.152 mgd), then the future total peak demand of
0.738 mgd (0.246 mgd average per the EIR, using a peaking factor of 3) inclusive of
the Project’s contribution, would not overburden the system.

The language in the impact statement states, “...the project could exceed the
capacity...”, however the language in the mitigation measure is definitive, *...the
applicant shall pay for...”. In order to better understand how the project will impact
the existing pump station, we will need to review information for the pump station
that addresses the following questions:

. ‘What peak flow was the pump station designed to accommodate and how was
it calculated?

. What is the existing peak flow to the pump station and how was it
determined?

. What future developments are designed to drain to the pump station and how

were the sewer flow rates calculated?

Registered Office 234 Bath Road Slough SL1 4EE Registered Number 167591 England
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This information was initially requested of the City on December 7, 2006, and it has
not been received to date.

Further, Slough should be responsible for only those pump station upgrades necessary
for the required increase in capacity due to the change in use from the previously
entitled office park project to the currently proposed biotech project, and not for the
improvements that are necessary to provide adequate capacity for the existing and
entitled buildings at Sierra Point.

I3

The language in the impact statement states, “...the project could exceed the
capacity...”, however the language in the mitigation measure is definitive, “...the
applicant shall fund the replacement...”. In order to verify the project’s impact on the
10” gravity sewer line, we request copies of the EIR consultant’s hydraulics
calculations that were developed for the impact analysis, which should address the
following questions:

. What is the existing flow in the 10" gravity main and how was it determined?
. What is the maximum capacity of the 10” gravity pipe based on the City’s
maximum allowable flow depth of 50%?

In addition, the mitigation measure should clearly define the extent of the required
improvements.

This information was requested on December 7, 2006, and it has not been received to
date.

3

The language in the impact statement states, “...the project could exceed the
capacity...”, however the language in the mitigation measure is definitive, “...the
applicant shall pay a fair share of the costs...”.

The City’s Sewer Master Plan describes this line as a combination gravity and
pressure system. If this pipe operates under pressure, it is already over capacity for a
gravity system per the City’s maximum flow depth requirement of two-thirds full for
pipes over 107 in diameter. This means that the mitigation measure is addressing a
pre-existing condition. Conversely, the Sewer Master Plan recommends replacing
this 16” sewer main with a smaller 15” pipe, which would have less capacity than the
existing (depending on the smoothness of the pipe). The EIR states that the subject
project in particular could exceed the capacity of this line, which appears to be
inconsistent with the information supplied in the City’s Sewer Master Plan.

In order to understand the project’s impact on the 16”sewer main, we request copies
of the EIR consultant’s hydraulics calculations that were developed for the impact
analysts, which should address the following questions:

Registered Office 234 Bath Road Slough SL1 4EE Registered Number 167591 England
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What is the existing flow in the 16” sewer and how was it determined?

How was capacity of the main determined?

What is the maximum flow capacity of this pipe based on the City’s maximum 18

allowable flow depth of 66%?

What future developments will contribute to the 16” sewer? cont.
. How were the flow rates for these future developments calculated?

This information was requested on December 7, 2006, and it has not been received to
date.

in addition, the mitigation measure should clearly define the extent of the required
improvements and the methodology that will be used for determining fair share.

UTL-2a, UTL-4, UTL-5: GENERAL COMMENTS:

if the City agrees that Slough’s cost toward the implementation of these measures | 19
should be based on its fair share contribution to the impact, how will Slough receive
reimbursement from developments with contributing impacts? What is the City’s
expectation on timing for these improvements, with respect to building permits or | 20
occupancy?

Please let me know if you need any clarification on these comments. Thank you.
Sincerely,
SLoOUGH ESTATES USA INC,
W@@M
Jonathan M. Bergschneider
CC:  Judy Malamut, LSA
Tom Gilman, DES
Jeff Peterson, Wilsey Ham

Jeff Marcowitz, PMA
Randy Ackerman, Opus

Registered Office 234 Bath Road Siough SL1 4EE  Registered Number 167591 England
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the obligation to perform imvigation on its Parcel i aecordance Wwith the Indgation Guidelines end the
Association shall, on a reputar basis, monitor the irrigation on the Parcels 10 snsure an Ovwner's
compliance with the Imigation Guidelines. If monitoring indicetes that irrigetion conducted on a
Parcel poses & reasonable threat of isrigation water ponding on or penctrating into the landfill of is
otherwise in violation of the Irigation Guidelines or the RWQUE Order, then the Association shali
have the right to require the Owner of the Parcel 10 alter its irrigation 1o prevent the threat of
Irrigation water, ponding or penewation into the Jand6li and to conform to the Lrigatios Guidelines,

3.2.7  lnspection and Repair of the Berim. The Association shall inspect, on &
regular basis, Lthe Berm surrounding the portions of Sierra Point subject to this Declaration to ensure
that the swuctural infegrity of the Berm is being maintained, 50 25 10 prevenl any penetration or break
in the Berm to prevent leachale or any ather Hazardous Materials in violation of Governmental
Kequirements from penctrating through the Berm anto any partion of Sicrra Foiot ar into the San
Franciseo Bay in violation of the RWQCB Order. In the event the Association deizrmines that the
sructral integrity of the Berm is not being maintained, the Associntion shall take such actions s
fhay be necessary 1o require the Siem= Point Associarion under the Siers Palnt OC&RS 1o repair the:
Berm and coaperate with the Siemra Point Association in msking any cleims for reimbnesament under
the berm insuranee, if any, maintained by the Sierra Point Association under the Sicrra Point
CC&Rs. IFthe Sierra Point Association fails to take the actions deemed necessary by the Board to
tepair the Berm, the Assotiation shall repair the portions of the Berm subject to the Declatation, and,
16 the extent the Association has the legal right of entry, any other portions of the Berm and i such
chse the Association shall seek reimbursement for any costs incumred by the Association in
periatting such repair from the respansibie party and/or the Sierra Point Association. In the event
the: breakage or penetration was due 10 the acts or omissions of any Owner ar Occupant of such
Uwaer hereunder, the Associetion shall have the right to levy an Enforcement Assessment (as
defined in Section 6.4 below) against such Gumer for the costs of such repair,

3.2.8  Monitoring Focilitics. The Association shall install, maintais, repeair, andfor
iemove e Monjtoring Facilities. Subject 10 the provisiens of Section 4.1.2, such Monitoring
Fucilities may be installed by the Assosiation on any of the Parcels in areas deemned reasonably
necessary by the Association to comply with the RWQCS Order. The Assorialion, in placing such
honitoring Facililies on a Parcel, shall use jis commereially reasonable ¢fforts to avaid interference
with the operation or use of a Parcel by an Owner, provided, however, if the RWQCB requires
piscernent in a specific area the Association shall comply with any such requirement=  The
Association shalf colleet samples, and retieve any dala from any Monitoring Facilities maintsined
by the Association, and prepare and submi any reports os may be required by the RWQCB Qrder,
Lach Owner shali cooperate with the Association in periorming its oblipations hereunder.

329 FEanhguake Plan. The Association shal tipdate, on a regular basis as may be
swquired by the RWQCB, the sarthguake monitoring and inspection plan covering the Cap (as
defined in Section 3.3.3 below) on the Parcels, the Berm surreunding portions of Sierra Point and
the Manitoring Facilities ("Earthquake Plan") and shall comply with all requirements of the

Kiews Point - Envirenmenial Compliance CO&Rs
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Eurthquake Plan as it relaies to the Property including, without lunitation, implementing and
updating, Bs may be necessary the contingency pian as required under the Earnthquake Plan
("Cantingency Plan"} in the event of an earthqueke and monitoring compliance by the Owners with
tht Earthguake Plan and Contingency Plan.

3.2.10 Environmental Insuzrance. The Assoclalion shall maintain in full force and
¢ffecy, the Environments! Insurance and shell nol take any acfions which will diminish or impair
such Environmental Insurance or cancel the Environmental Insuranee without the consent of one
hynsdred pereent (180%) of the Voting Power, At least oioe (9) months prior o the sxpiration of the
iitial ferm under the Environmental insurance, the Associstien shall evaluate ths types, costs and
coverage of policies of environmental insurance thes available in the marketplace and the history
of the claims made on the insurer and swards granted by the insurer issving the Environmental
Insurance Policy and make a recommendation 10 the Owners as 1o whether the Association should
rencw the policy of Environmental Insurance or obtain a new policy of environments] insurence,
provided that any new policy of envirenmental insurance shall provide coverage at least equivalent
i o betier than the covesage provided under the exisiing policy of Environmental Inswance. 1f the
Hloard recommends that a new policy of cnvironmental insurance be obtained, the Baard shali oHein
it prior approval of s Super Majority of the Voting Powsr and of the Declarent. If the Board does
noi recomarnend to the Owners that 3 substitule policy of environrental insurance be obtained or the
Hoard foils 1o obtain approval of & Super Majority of the Voling Power to obtain a substitme policy
pilor to the expimation of the initdal term vnder the Environmental Insurance then in effect, the
Awsociation shall rensw the existing Environmentsl Insurance unless the vote of ninety-five percent
{95%) of the Voling Pawer and the Declarand, so lonip as Declurant’s Rights are in effect, elect not
lirrenew such Environmental Insurance. The Board shall, us of the date which is five (5 yoars priog
iv the expiration of the initial totm of the Environmems] Inswrance {("Insurapce Reserve
Fommencement Date") levy, as a component of the Common Expenses, resarves amortized over
wnh five (5) year period, to fund the costs for the renewal of the Environmenml Insurance, Fo the
frtent that, after the insurance Reserve Commencement Date, additional praperty is smnexed 10 the
Bevination, the Owner of such annexed Parcel, shall be required 1o pay, as & condiion 1w
nnexation, s prorata share of the amoun of the reserves for the renewal of the Environmentsl
fwurance attributable 10 the period between the Insurance Reserve Commencement Dete and the
shnexation, with imerest thereon in the amount which wonld heve accrued if such payments had
bien made commencing on the Insurance Reserve Commencement Dale. Any reserve amounts
gnllecied from an Owner whose Parcel is annexed afier the Insurance Reserve Commencement Date
shnll, at the election of the Association, be used to offset Common Expenses otherwise payable by
e {raners who have made payments to fund such reserves, or be distributed Lo the Owpers besed
et the Ownet’s Allocable Share of their reserve contribusions.

3211 Otherlnsumnce. The Association shall maintain and cherge the Crwners as
# Common Expense far the insurance required to be maintained under Article 7 of this Declaration.

Siivu Point - Envirohmental Compliance CCARS
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT
APRIL 2007 SIERRA POINT BIOTECH PROJECT EIR
IIT. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER C1

Slough Estates USA Inc.
Jonathan M. Bergschneider
January 2, 2007

Response C1-1: The comment is noted regarding the need to modify and amend the Second
Amendment to the Agreement Concerning Project Approval Documents for
Sierra Point between the City and Sierra Point Associates Two, and the City’s
participation in the amendment of that agreement. It should also be noted that this
comment concerns administrative issues and project approval documents and
does not address the adequacy of the information or analysis contained within the
Draft EIR; no further response is required.

Response C1-2: The comment regarding the measures contained in impacts and mitigation
measures TRANS-1 through TRANS-6 in the Draft EIR, and Slough Estates
International’s understanding regarding Opus’ fulfillment of the Development
Agreement measures is noted. The adequacy of the previously approved plans
will be verified through plan review during project implementation.

Response C1-3: Mitigation Measure TRANS-7 states that the project applicant shall implement
up to two of three identified measures per the requirements of the City Engineer.
In Mitigation Measure TRANS-7, the City appropriately commits to and lists the
alternatives to be considered, analyzed, and possibly incorporated in the
mitigation plan. The project applicant may propose to implement the appropriate
mitigation(s) supported by sufficient information to demonstrate the reduction of
the impact to the Bayshore Boulevard and Old County Road intersection to a less
than significant level (operation at LOS C). The City Engineer will review and
consider the proposed mitigation measure(s) in regards to efficacy and safety
prior to final approval.

Response C1-4: On page 107, the Draft EIR states that implementation of the project would
contribute to a significant cumulative level of service impact on three freeway
segments (TRANS-8). Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 requires that the project
applicant ensure that San Mateo County Congestion Management Program
(CMP) Travel Demand Management (TDM) measures are implemented by the
applicant or future tenants to reduce project impacts to the freeway segments.
The applicant is also required to prepare and provide the City with a Traffic
Reduction Plan that identifies specific TDM measures (and their timing) to be
implemented per the approval of the City Engineer. A list of suggested CMP
TDM measures are provided that could be included in the Plan. In the required
Traffic Reduction Plan, the project applicant can identify which TDM measures
would be implemented by the future tenants and which by the Sierra Point
Owners Association (SPOA) and the mechanism for their agreement to do so.

Response C1-5: Mitigation Measure AIR-1 states that all active construction sites must be
watered twice a day. Therefore, if construction activities are taking place on the
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Response C1-6:

Response C1-7:

Response C1-8:

Response C1-9:

site, whether that be on a weekday or a weekend, watering and street sweeping
are required. Mitigation Measure AIR-1 includes control measures recommended
by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District for construction sites that are
large in area or are located near sensitive receptors. As stated in the Draft EIR,
construction dust would adversely affect boat sails and would be a nuisance at
the Brisbane Marina downwind of the site construction. The mitigation measure
is designed to mitigate the effects of downwind construction dust. The comment
regarding whether the condition to suspend excavation and grading activity when
sustained wind speeds exceed 25 mph would provide additional protection is
noted.

To clarify the definition of “sustained wind,” the last bullet point of the dozen
controls listed in Mitigation Measure AIR-1 on pages 127-128 will be revised as
follows:

. Suspend excavation and grading activity when sustained wind speeds
exceed 25 mph. Sustained wind speed shall be determined by aver-
aging observed values over a two-minute period. Wind monitoring
by the construction manager shall be required at all times during
excavation and grading activities.

All construction activities, including pile driving, will be required to comply with
the noise reducing measures outlined in Mitigation Measure NOISE-2.

The comment is noted regarding inspection and repair of the perimeter dike, or
berm, being the responsibility of the Sierra Point Environmental Management
Association (SPEMA) per Section 3.2.7 of the SPEMA CC&Rs.

The comment is noted regarding updates to the Post-Earthquake Inspection and
Corrective Action Plan being the responsibility of SPEMA per Section 3.2.9 of
the SPEMA CC&Rs.

As stated on page 232 of the Draft EIR, the City recognizes that insufficient fire
flow levels have existed at Sierra Point in the past; however, the purpose of the
EIR is to identify and mitigate impacts relative to the proposed project. As stated
in Impact UTL-2, the existing water storage capacity would be inadequate to
meet fire flow requirements for the project site. The proposed mitigation would
correct the impact and would benefit existing development on Sierra Point. There
is currently no legal mechanism to make existing development retroactively pay
its fair share of the cost of constructing this improvement. However, the applicant
can submit a proposal for the City’s review for a reimbursement agreement that
would require new or future development to contribute its fair share to the
improvements identified in Mitigation Measure UTL-2a and UTL-2b. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the information or analysis contained
within the Draft EIR and relates to an implementation issue; no further response
is required.
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Response C1-10:

Response C1-11:

Response C1-12:

Response C1-13:

This comment does not address the adequacy of the information or analysis
contained within the Draft EIR and relates to an implementation issue. As noted
in the comment, the City does have a good working relationship with California
Water Service Company (CalWater) and the City Engineer has agreed to be a
party to and to assist the project applicant in facilitating the agreement required
in Mitigation Measure UTL-2b. As noted in Response to Comment C1-9, there is
currently no legal mechanism to make existing development retroactively pay its
fair share of negotiating and preparing the agreement and supporting
documentation. However, the applicant can submit a proposal for the City’s
review regarding a reimbursement agreement for future development to
contribute its fair share.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the information or analysis
contained within the Draft EIR and relates to a request for more information
made by the project applicant regarding implementation.

In response to this comment page 233 of the Draft EIR, a new concluding
paragraph is added to Mitigation Measure UTL-3, as follows:

Mitigation Measure UTL-3: The proposed project shall include a dedicated
fire flow supply loop separate from the potable water system properly sized
to handle project fire flow requirements and connected, through a double
detector check valve assembly, directly into the street main at two separate
locations in accordance with Public Works Department and Fire Authority
specifications. Each fire supply loop connection to the street main shall
include a double detector check valve. A fire loop system separated from the
potable water system will allow for smaller water mains to serve the peak
daily demand for the project, thereby allowing for quicker water turnover in
the potable water system. Separate potable and fire supply systems will also
allow for maintenance on either looped system without affecting the other.

As an alternative, the applicant could submit a proposal for a dual-use
fire/water loop but, as part of such a submittal, must provide sufficient
evidence (e.g., hydraulic calculations) to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer, that the water would not stagnate in such a dual-use system and
that the impact would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. (LTS)

As noted in the comment, the applicant is required to use HDPE piping to
address potential settlement issues and protect the clay cap during construction of
the project. Use of HDPE piping will result in a reduction of infiltration and
inflow (I/1) to the sewer system. In response to this comment, the City requested
that Brown and Caldwell (BC) reduce the peaking factor (peak to average flow
ratio) from 5 to 3 and re-evaluate the peak flow from the proposed project. The
results of this analysis are included in Appendix G. This analysis supersedes the
analysis pertaining to this issue contained in the letter report from Thomas
Birmingham of Brown and Caldwell dated August 25, 2006 and included in
Appendix G of the Technical Appendices to the Draft EIR.
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Per the Brisbane Sewer Master Plan, May 2003, it was assumed that the required
sewer flow from the Sierra Point Biotech Project will be approximately 90
percent of the water demand, which would result in an average sewer flow of
approximately 0.112 million gallons per day (mgd) for the Sierra Point Biotech
project, or a peak flow of 0.336 mgd. As shown in Table C1-1, using a peaking
factor of 3 would reduce the peak flow from the Sierra Point Biotech project
from 0.560 mgd to 0.336 mgd.

Table C1-1: Estimated Sewer Flow for Sierra Point Area

Average Sewer Flow | Peak Sewer Flow
Area Unit (mgd) (mgd)
Sierra Point Area from Water Master Plan® 102 acres 0.153 0.765
Sierra Point Biotech Project Area 12.6 acres 0.019 0.095
Total Use Less Sierra Point Biotech Project 0.134 0.670
Sierra Point Biotech Project 10,000 gpd/acre water 0.112 0.336
Total 0.246 1.010

& Consistent with the Sewer Master Plan, a peaking factor of 5 was applied for flows from the remaining portion

of Sierra Point.

Source: Brown and Caldwell, 2007

Changing the peaking factor from 5 to 3 for the Sierra Point Biotech project
would not reduce the significant impacts to the sewer system that are related to
the project and stated in Impacts UTL-4 and UTL-5. However by using a peaking
factor of 3 to assess flows from the project, it was determined that the 16-inch
diameter line in Bayshore Boulevard can adequately handle the additional flows
from the project and does not need to be upgraded. Therefore, Impact UTL-6 is
no longer applicable.

Page 227 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

1) Wastewater Treatment. The City of Brisbane has a
contract with the SFPUC for treatment of 6.7 mgd peak wet weather
discharge 6-0-mgd-total-daily-dry-weather-sewage-flow.® Base sanitary sewer
flow for existing conditions in the 2003 Sewer Master Plan was projected to
be 0.334 mgd for the City’s service area.* Base sanitary sewer flow levels for
build-out conditions outlined in the General Plan for 2020 are projected to
increase to 0.537 8:454 mgd, with the majority of future flow increases
expected to come from new office districts and planned developments.®
Average sewer flow from the proposed project would be approximately

3 City of Brishane, 2002. 1999-2006 Housing Element. Adopted October 15.
4 City of Brisbane, 2003. Sewer Master Plan. Prepared by Brown and Caldwell, May.

% 1bid.
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0.112 mgd and, with a peaking factor of 5 3 to 1, the project could have peak
flows levels of up to 6:560 0.336 mgd.°

Brisbane’s sewage is conveyed to the Southeast Water Pollution Control
Facility, which has a total design capacity of 85 mgd.” The Southeast Water
Pollution Control Facility currently has an average daily dry weather flow of
67 mgd, ® with a remaining average daily dry weather treatment capacity of
approximately 18 mgd. Additional base flows of 0.112 mgd and peak flows
of up to 6-56 0.336 mgd generated by the proposed project would be less
than one percent of the remaining dry weather treatment capacity of 18 mgd
and are less than weuld-therefore-be-within the Southeast Water Pollution
Control Facility’s remaining treatment capacity and within the prescribed
flow limits identified in the City’s agreement with SFPUC. prejected-flow
levelsfor-build-out-under-the-General-Plan-

Pages 233 and 234 of the Draft EIR are revised are follows:

3 Wastewater Conveyance. The existing 10-inch sewer lines
in the vicinity of the project site beneath Shoreline Court and Sierra Point
Parkway would provide sanitary service for the proposed project. In
accordance with the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer Master Plan, the projected
sewer flow from the proposed project would be approximately 90 percent of
the water demand.® Based on a water demand of 0.124 million gallons per
day for the proposed project, the projected average sewer flow from the
project would be approximately 0.112 mgd with a peak flow of up to 6:56
0.336 mgd."® Estimated average flows for other areas of Sierra Point are
0.134 mgd, and combined with the proposed project, would result in an
average flow of 0.246 mgd."" The firm capacity of the Sierra Point Lift
Station #n is currently about 0.46 mgd and would be adequate to handle the
average flow of 0.246 mgd from all of Sierra Point, including the proposed
project.? Other development on Sierra Point may produce peak sewage
flows of about 0.67 mgd, and combined with the potential peak flow of 8-56
0.336 mgd from the proposed project, could result in total peak flows of 23
1.01 mgd to the Sierra Point Lift Station."® During peak flow conditions on

® Thomas Birmingham, 20086 2007. Project Manager, Brown and Caldwell. Personal communications with LSA
Associates, Inc. August25 April 2.

" Kerwin Chan, 2006. Superintendent of Bayside Operations, SFPUC. Personal communications with LSA
Associates, Inc. July 11.

8 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2006. Southeast Treatment Plant Website:
www.sfsewers.org/southeast_treatment.asp

® City of Brisbane, 2003. Sewer Master Plan. Prepared by Brown and Caldwell, May.
1% Thomas Birmingham, 2006 2007. op. cit.

" Ibid.

2 Ibid.

B Ibid.
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Sierra Point, the potential £:23-1.01 mgd flow levels eetd-would exceed the
0.46 mgd capacity of the Sierra Point Lift Station.

Impact UTL-4: During peak flow conditions, wastewater flow from the
project esuld would exceed the capacity of the Sierra Point Lift Station.

(S)

Mitigation Measure UTL-4: The project applicant shall pay for the instal-
lation of larger pumps or a complete replacement of the Sierra Point Lift
Station, as determined by the Public Works Department, to accommodate the
increase in peak sewer flows from the project site. Additional required
improvements to the lift station may include replacement of the electrical
system and a larger standby generator. (LTS)

With a projected wastewater peak flow of 8:56 0.336 mgd from the proposed
project contributing to a combined peak flow of £23-1.01 mgd in the existing
downstream 10-inch diameter gravity line, the 10-inch line would flow at
approximately 99 70 percent full during peak flow periods.** The 2003 City
of Brishane Sewer Master Plan states that when the peak flow depth exceeds
50 percent of pipelines that are 10-inches in diameter or less, the 10-inch
pipeline will need to be upgraded and replaced. The 12-inch diameter pipe
directly downstream from the 10-inch line would flow at about 65 55 percent
of the capacity of the pipeline. During peak flow periods, the 12-inch
diameter pipeline would comply with the 66 percent capacity limit
established in the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer Master Plan-butany-increase

above-thislevelwould-reguirereplacement.

Impact UTL-5: At peak sewer flow conditions, the project eoutd would
exceed the capacity of the downstream 10-inch gravity sewer line in
Sierra Point Parkway. (S)

Mitigation Measure UTL-5: The project applicant shall fund the
replacement of the downstream 10-inch gravity line in Sierra Point
Parkway with a pipeline capable of accommodating peak flow levels in
accordance with the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer Master Plan pipe
capacity requirements. The Public Works Department shall ensure that
the replacement pipe is adequately sized to comply with the 2003 City of
Brisbane Sewer Master Plan requirements and meets all specifications.
(LTS)

The 6-inch diameter force main leaving the Sierra Point Lift Station, with a
capacity of 254 1.53 mgd, is appropriately sized to accommodate the
combined peak flow levels of £:23-1.01 mgd. The Valley Drive Lift Station
has a firm capacity of 3.2 mgd. According to the Sewer Master Plan, the
estimated future flows at the Valley Drive Lift Station are 23 2.92 mgd, and

% 1bid.
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Response C1-14:

Response C1-15:

would be adequate to accommodate the additional 6-465-0.241 mgd™ of peak
flow levels not anticipated in the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer Master Plan.
The 8-and 12-inch diameter discharge force mains from the Valley Drive Lift

Station to the Bayshore Boulevard gravity line has-a-capacity-of-about-3-3
mgd-which-would-be have adequate capacity to accommodate the combined
peak flows of about 2:8-2.92 mgd. The force main flows into a 16-inch

dlameter graV|ty main in Bayshore Boulevard Ihei—82—92—mgd—ﬂews#em

ef—BHsbane%ewer—Master—Pla# The pr0|ected flows from the Valley Drlve
Lift Station will not exceed the capacity of the 16-inch diameter line.

As stated in the Draft EIR on page 233 and confirmed by City staff, the existing
firm capacity of the Sierra Point pump station is 0.46 million gallons per day
(mgd). This information has been confirmed through discussion with the City of
Brisbane Engineer.

The Sierra Point Sewage Lift Station Pump Replacement Project Plans and
Specifications, prepared by Associated Water Engineers, Inc. and dated
September 2002, call for two 400-gpm pumps to replace the existing equipment
at the pump station. Two pumps have been installed at the Sierra Point Lift
Station and produce a firm capacity of 0.461 mgd based on actual field
conditions. Future plans call for installation of a third, larger pump.

As shown on Table 4-2 of the Sewer Master Plan dated July 2003, the existing
average flow that was projected is 0.092 mgd. Using a peaking factor of 5
increases the flow to 0.460 mgd. When the Sewer Master Plan was completed,
future average day flows from Sierra Point were projected to increase from 0.092
mgd to 0.153 mgd. Future development was expected to be similar to the office
buildings currently at Sierra Point. As shown in Table C1-1 in Response to

15 The Sewer Master Plan originally anticipated a total peak flow of 0.095 from the project site and the proposed
project could result in unanticipated net peak flow of 8:465 0.241 mgd. (6:5608 0.336 mgd — 0.095 =-8:465 0.241 mgd net

increase)
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Response C1-16:

Response C1-17:

Comment C1-13, the rest of the Sierra Point area will produce a peak sewage
flow of about 0.67 mgd, for a total of 1.01 mgd to the Sierra Point Lift Station.
The firm capacity of the pump station (which assumes that the largest pump is
out of service) is 0.46 mgd; therefore, the additional average future sewer flow of
0.246 mgd can be adequately handled by the pump station. However, at peak
conditions, the 1.01 mgd flow would exceed the current capacities for the Sierra
Point Lift Station. Therefore, the lift station requires renovations, such as a third
pump, larger pumps, or a complete replacement of the lift station. Additional
improvements might include re-work or replacement of the electrical system and
a larger standby generator.

The purpose of the EIR is to describe the proposed project, identify and disclose
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, and
recommend mitigations to address those impacts. The applicant’s request to
amend the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Sierra Point Combined Site and
Architectural Design Guidelines, and the Development Agreement to allow
Research and Development as a permitted use within Sierra Point requires
legislative action on the City’s part and review of the proposed project under
CEQA. The “previously entitled” development for the project site was evaluated
in the Draft EIR in Chapter V. Alternatives, as the No Project Alternative. The
City is under no obligation or requirement to identify and require mitigation for
only those impacts related to the incremental difference between the previously
proposed development and the current project under consideration.

As stated in Impact UTL-4, projected flows from the project (using a peaking
factor of 3) in combination with other development on Sierra Point may produce
peak sewage flows that could exceed the current firm capacity of the Sierra Point
Lift Station. The proposed mitigation would correct the potential impact and
would benefit existing and proposed development on Sierra Point. There is
currently no legal mechanism to make existing development retroactively pay its
fair share of the cost of constructing this improvement. However, the applicant
can submit a proposal for the City’s review for a reimbursement agreement that
would require new or future development to contribute its fair share to the
improvement identified in Mitigation Measure UTL-4.

The average existing flow in the 10-inch diameter gravity main was identified in
the Sewer Master Plan as 0.092 mgd, and it has a peak flow of 0.460 mgd.

As stated in the Sewer Master Plan, there is a 10-inch diameter gravity line
downstream from the proposed project site. With a projected peak flow of 1.01
mgd, the 10-inch diameter sewer line will flow approximately 70 percent full.
Section 5 of the Sewer Master Plan states that when the peak flow depth exceeds
one-half full for pipelines 10-inches in diameter or less, options for increasing
capacity include replacing the pipe, running a parallel line, and upsizing the
existing line. A parallel 10-inch diameter line can be installed to handle
additional future flows. The maximum capacity of the 10-inch diameter gravity
pipe is 0.667 mgd based on a slope of 2 feet per hundred feet and a Manning n of
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Response C1-18:

Response C1-19:

0.013. The 12-inch diameter pipe directly downstream from the 10-inch diameter
pipeline will flow at about 55 percent. This flow rate is acceptable based on the
Sewer Master Plan limit of 66 percent.

The 10-inch gravity sewer line would need to be upgraded from the point of
ultimate connection at the project site to the downstream manhole where the 10-
inch line transitions to the 12-inch line (generally at the intersection of Sierra
Point Parkway and Shoreline Court).

The EIR authors’ use of the word “could” in the Draft EIR was meant to imply
that development of the project is in the future and may or may not occur. To
clarify and in response to this comment page 234 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:

Impact UTL-5: At peak sewer flow conditions, the project coutd would
exceed the capacity of the downstream 10-inch gravity sewer line in
Sierra Point Parkway. (S)

As described in Response C1-13, by using a peaking factor of 3 to assess flows
from the project, it was determined that the 16-inch diameter line in Bayshore
Boulevard can adequately handle the additional flows from the project and does
not need to be upgraded. Therefore, Impact UTL-6 and Mitigation Measure
UTL-6 are no longer applicable.

This comment poses a question relating to project implementation and the costs
associated with mitigation measures rather than the adequacy of the information
contained in the Draft EIR. The purpose of the EIR is to identify feasible and
practical mitigations in response to defined environmental impacts related to
implementation of the proposed project. CEQA does not require a discussion of
the funding or dollar amount associated with each mitigation, or how those
dollars might be apportioned among future development. Attempting to identify
these costs would represent a level of detail that goes beyond what is required to
be included in an EIR. In many cases such as this one, the actual dollar amount or
potential fair share of an improvement is unknowable at the time of the EIR
certification as it is dependent on the future development that is ultimately
proposed (size and use), the timing of future development, and the pool of
potential “partners” who might participate in sharing the cost of the
improvement.

In regards to UTL-2a, UTL-4 and UTL-5 and as discussed in the previous
Responses to Comments C1-9, C1-10, C1-11, C1-13, and C1-16, the City does
not necessarily agree that Slough’s cost toward implementation of these measures
should be based on its fair share contribution to the impact. The City suggests
that the applicant submit a proposal for the City’s review regarding a
reimbursement agreement for future development to contribute its fair share to
the recommended mitigations. A reimbursement agreement could be negotiated
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with the City and other Sierra Point landowners as part of the project approval
actions and the preparation of the revised Development Agreement.

Response C1-20:  The City’s expectation is that required physical improvements must be in place
prior to occupancy of the buildings.
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HAND DELIVER AND EMAIL

John A. Swiecka, AICP

Principal Planner

City of Brisbane

Commumty Development Department
50 Park Place

Brisbane, CA $4005-1310

Re: Sierra Point Biotech Project
Comments on Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Swiecki:

We represent Diamond Investment Properties (“Diamond™), owners of the 10.2
acre property at 2000 Sierra Point Parkway, immediately north of the proposed Biotech Project
(“Project’) site, and we are filing these comments on behalf of Diamond.

L Summary

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a project’s potential cumulative impacts in
the context of other “reasonably foreseeable” projects. Both the Diamond project (alternatives
for residential or office use) and Universal Paragon Corporation’s partially residential project are
“reasonably foreseeable” for the purposes of CEQA analysis and are required to be included in
the cumulative impacts analysis. In addition, the DEIR also ighores the ongoing urban design
planning effort for Sierra Point being preparcd by Freedman, Tung and Bottomley. The failure
to include all this information renders the DEIR’s cumulative impacts analysis fatally deficient,
inciuding but not limited to the issues of transportation, population and employment (jobs-
housing balance), public services and recreation, utilities and mfrastructure, and land use and
planning. The DEIR must be revised to incorporate this significant new information, and the
addition of this significant new information requires that the DEIR be recirculated. Diamond
supports the concept of the proposed biotech use, but believes that both CEQA, and the
principles of comprehensive, thoughtful planning, require that the Biotech Project be evaluated
in the context of the reasonably foreseeable development of residential or additional office uses
at Sierra Point, and the emerging urban design policies for Sierra Point. In addition, Diamond
believes that the EIR fails to thoroughly analyze how the Biotech Project relates to emerging
design concepts for Sterra Point.
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1I. Background

As vou know, the Diamond site currently is developed with a 12 story, 226,000 sf
office building (the “Hitachi” building) and surface parking. In May 2006, Diamond submitted
an application for a General Plan amendment to provide for a retail development on the
southwest corner of the property and to develop the northern portion of the property with a
parking structure and either approximately 477 residential units in two residential high rise
towers or about 400,000 sf of office space in a single tower. In addition to the application for a
General Plan amendment, Diamond also submitted an environmental review application using
the City of Brisbane’s standard form.

Diamond believes that the general low density of development, and lack of a
vibrant mix of uses at Sierra Point, is preventing this area from becoming a desirable
neighborhood and making the contribution it could to the City’s economy, and recreation and
open space. Diamond also believes that additional mixed use development, including retail,
additional office and especially residential uses. would make a major contribution to the vitality
and resultant desirability of the Sierra Point area.

Following up on its initial applications. over the past several months Diamond has
been preparing a much more detailed application for design review for the residential option.
The application, which is substantially consistent with the General Plan amendment application
filed in May 2006, is being filed with the Community Development Department on January 2,
2007.

In addition to the proposed retail, residential or office development of the
Diamond property, there are at least two other ongoing activities that may influence the
development of Sierra Point:

e Universal Paragon Corporation (“UPC™), which has a general entitlement to build 700
hotel rooms on the eastern part of Sierra Point, is proposing to develop its site with a
mixture of hotel rooms, residential and retail.

e As part of the proposed General Plan update, the City retained Freedman, Tung and
Bottomley (“FTB”) to analyze and update urban design policies of Sierra Point. The
staled major objective of this effort includes strengthening the public realm and
evaluating “how pending and future private development relates to the public realm and
determining how this relationship might be strengthened to the benefit of both the public
and the projects.” On November 13, 2006 some of this work was presented at a joint
City Council/Planning Commission meeting.

As explained further below, we believe each of these “projects™ that are
immediately adjacent to the Biotech Project site should have been addressed in the DEIR.

cont.
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Because the DEIR failed to do so, we believe there is no alternative but for the DEIR to be
revised and recirculated.

II1. Comments Regarding Adequacy of the DEIR

A. Cumulative Impacts Discussion is Inadequate Because it Fails to Take Into
Account Other Reasonably Foreseeable Projects

As noted in the Introduction, there are at least three pending projects that have the
potential to impact the Sierra Point area, specifically the Diamond project, the proposed
modification of the UPC project (changing an all-hotel project to a mixed-use project with
substantial residential), and the on-going FTB urban design study. The DEIR ignores each of
these foreseeable projects.

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate potential environmental impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively significant, when the impacts of the proposed project are
combined with other projects. CEQA requires that the cumulative impacts analysis include
“reasonably foreseeable™ projects.

The DEIR attempts to explain the failure to consider residential development on
Sierra Point on the basis that residential development is not currently permitted at Sierra Point
under the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and Sierra Point Design Guidelines, and that therefore
residential development in Sierra Point is not reasonably foreseeable (see DEIR, pg. 275). We
believe this conclusion is contrary to the purpose and intent of CEQA.

Contrary to the DEIR’s assertion, the mere fact that residential development is not
currently permitted at Sierra Point does not mean that residential development is not “reasonably
toreseeable” for purposes of the cumulative impact analysis. There is no rule that holds that a
project requiring a General Plan or Zoning amendment is not “reasonably foreseeable.”
Moreover, there are several reasons why the Diamond project (and the UPC project, and the FT1B
design study) should be considered. (Also, the DEIR has no explanation for the failure to
consider additional office development on the Diamond property.)

First, the initial application for the Diamond project was tiled in May 2006. One
of the reasons that Diamond filed the application was to provide the City enough information
about the Diamond project to make a cumulative analysis in the Biotech Project EIR meaningful.
Moreover, although a further application is not necessary to make the Diamond project
reasonably foreseeable, Diamond’s submittal of a substantially more detailed design application
for the residential option is further indication that the Diamond project is “reasonably
foreseeable.”

The proposed Biotech Project itself requires a General Plan amendment,

Zoning amendment, and Design Guidelines amendment (since biotech is not currently a

cont.
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permitted use at Sierra Point), and it is particularly unreasonable to determine that
residential projects are not reasonably foreseeable just because they need the same types of
approvals as the Biotech Project itself. In addition, while residential development is not
currently permitted at Sierra Point, the issue of residential development has been under active
discussion. Diamond has been discussing its project concept with City staff for several months
prior to the May 2006 application. In summer 2006 UPC made a presentation to the City
Council deseribing UPC’s plans to convert its existing entitlement for a 700 room hotel into a
project with 400 hotel rooms and 400 residential units. While there were a variety of comments
by decision makers and the public about UPC’s concept, there was nothing that indicated that the
City Council was rejecting the concept of residential use at Sierra Point. Also, the design work
being done by FTB recognizes the potential for residential uses at Sierra Point, including both
the UPC and Diamond projects. For a project to be considered “reasonably foreseeable,” it does
not require that a project be already approved, or even permitted by the existing General Plan or
Zoning. While residential use at Sierra Point would require General Plan and Zoning
amendments, it is clear that the concept of residential use at Sierra Point is being given serious
consideration.

In addition, the cumulative impacts analysis states that it 1s considering
cumulative development through the year 2030, which is a period over 20 years into the future.
It is unquestionable that the Bay Area has a persistent housing shortage. Moreover, the Bay Area
is projected to be adding 2 million residents over the next few decades. There will be
tremendous pressure to locate and develop infill residential sites in the Bay Area, especially sites
like Sierra Point that are close to major employment centers such as San Francisco and the
Peninsula. Therefore, while there is no assurance that residential development will take place at
Sierra Point, given the current residential application and the tremendous and growing demand
for residential units in the Bay Area, it is absurd to say that residential development at Sierra
Point is not “reasonably foreseeabie” for the purposes of CEQA’s cumulative impacts
requirements.

Meoreover, there clearly was sufficient information available about both the
Diamond project and UPC’s hotel/residential project to allow these projects to be meaningtully
considered in the DEIR. Diamond’s May 2006 application was specific with respect to building
jocations and sizes, square footage of retail and residential or office, number and size of
residential units, number and location of parking spaces, ete. Also, UPC’s presentation to the
City Council also provided enough information that could have allowed that project to be
meaningfully included in the cumulative analysis. Given that the DEIR was not published until
November, there was more than sufficient opportunity to include this information in the
cumulative analysis.

While the residential projects (and Diamond’s office alternative) should have
been included in all the cumulative impacts analyses, there are several impact issues for which

the inclusion of the potential residential or additional office uses at Sierra Point would have been

cont.
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particularly useful: transportation, population (jobs-housing balance), public services and
recreation, utilities and land use/urban design. Each of these is discussed below.

Transportation

Diamond believes that its proposed residential-retail project would have a variety
of transportation characteristics that should have been considered in a cumulative analysis:

e In general, residential uses generate substantially fewer vehicle trips per square foot than
office (or R&D) uses.

e Residential uses have different directional peaks. For example, while office or R&D uses
have primarily “inbound” trips in the AM, and “outbound” trips in the PM peak,
residential trips are generally outbound in the AM and inbound in the PM. Thus,
residential uses could be added to Sierra Point without having an enormous impact on
existing peak directions.

e With the inclusion of residential uses in Sierra Point. it is possible that some of the people
who work in Sierra Point would choose to live there, meaning that they would not need to
commute to and from the site during the peak hours.

Of course, additional office uses would also have impacts on transportation.
Taking all these potential effects into account, it is difficult to know exactly how the inclusion of
the Diamond project and/or the UPC project would have atfected the cumulative transportation
analysis.

The Transportation section of the DEIR states that the 2030 cumulative
intersection operating conditions without the Biotech Project were based on ABAG growth
projections for Brisbane and other nearby jurisdictions. While it is unclear exactly what
Brishane growth was included in the projections, it is apparent that it did not accurately reflect
the potential residential growth that would result from the Diamond project, and such projections
also apparently would not have considered the reduction of 300 hotel rooms and addition of 400
residential units with the UPC project. The DEIR states that four study intersections would
operate at an unacceptable LOS under cumulative conditions (see DEIR p. 103), while four
others would operate at unacceptable LOS, but the Biotech Project would not add significant
delay. Mitigations were identified that would reduce the impacts to less than significant at those
intersections, while two other intersections would not be mitigated to insignificance. Inclusion
of the Diamond project and possibly the UPC project would have had some effect on these
results and the failure to include such information on a topic where the DEIR found there to be
significant and in some cases unmitigable impacts is contrary to the principles of CEQA.

cont.
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Population and Housing

The DEIR reports that the City of Brisbane currently has a substantial jobs-
housing imbalance, with a “noticeably high™ ratic of 3.41 jobs to employed residents in 2000,
and that ABAG projects that this ratio will worsen to 4.37 in 2010 and to an extreme ratio of 6.1
by 2030, with 20,420 jobs but only 3,350 employed residents anticipated at that time.
Furthermore. the DEIR states that the Biotech Project would be part of the job growth that would
contribute to this worsening of the jobs-housing imbalance. Although the DEIR states that San
Mateo County as a whole has a relatively balanced jobs-housing ratio, it does not provide any
information about the jobs-housing ratio for nearby San Francisco, and therefore presents an
incomplete picture of the jobs-housing impacts for the Project vicinity.

The DEIR concludes that the Biotech Project’s impact on the jobs-housing
balance is not a significant impact. However, as the DEIR states elsewhere, that the Biotech
Project will have substantial impacts, some imunitigable, on several intersections and highway
segments. The City’s existing high degree of jobs-housing imbalance, which the Biotech Project
will contribute to, is part of the cause of these transportation impacts, and therefore the Biotech
Project’s contribution to the imbalance should also be identified as significant.

The DEIR’s analysis of the cumulative impacts with respect to population and
housing is extremely cursory and superficial. The inclusion of the “reasonably foreseeable™
development of up to 800-900 residential units at Sierra Point would have been an important
addition to this discussion. Even assuming only one employed resident per unit, the proposed
residential development would have contributed to a significant decrease in the City’s projected
2030 jobs-housing imbalance, which might at least partially offset the impacts of the Biotech
Project.

Public Services

The DEIR concludes that the Biotech Project by itself would not resultin a
significant impact with respect to fire protection, police, schools, and parks and recreation. The
cumulative impacts analysis reaches the same conclusion.

The proposed reasonably foreseeable residential development at Sierra Point
would potentially add to the demand for all these services. Whether the cumulative impacts on
these services would be significant is unknown. However, the decision to ignore the potential
residential development in the cumulative impacts analysis clearly renders that analysis fatally
deficient.

Utilities and Infrastructure

The DEIR concludes that the Biotech Project would have less than significant
impacts with respect to wastewater treatment, and potentially significant impacts with respect to

cont.
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water supply, water storage for fire flow capacity, the joint potable water and fire flow
distribution systems, peak wastewater flow, and the capacity of two downstream sewer lines.
The identified mitigation measures include replacement of the downstream sewer lines. The
DEIR's cumulative impacts discussion includes general, conclusory statements that the Biotech
Project would require construction of additional water, sewer and storm drain lines, and a general
statement that the Biotech Project “in addition to other future development in the area™ would
increase the demands on utility providers and infrastructure.

The proposed residential development at Sierra Point would result in additional
demands on water supply and wastewater treatment, as well as on water lines to carry potable
water to Sierra Point, and wastewater from the site. Residential development as proposed
certainly could impact the appropriate sizing of water lines as well as wastewater lines. The
failure to address the impacts of the reasonably foreseeable residential development on utilities
and infrastructure is contrary to the purposes of CEQA. It is also shortsighted. from the
perspective of the principles of good land use planning.

Land Use and Planning/Urban Design

The Land Use section of the DEIR discusses the recommended improvements and
concerns for Sierra Point resulting from the “placemaking”™ workshop that was part of the
ongoing General Plan update (see DEIR p. 64). However, this discussion completely ignores the
ongoing work by FTB regarding the overall urban design of Sierra Point. The DEIR correctly
notes that the proposed Biotech Project would be inconsistent with many of the
recommendations of the Placemaking workshop. However, by ignoring the ongoing FTB design
work, the DEIR provides a very incomplete analysis of how the Biotech Project will impact the
City’s emerging policies for Sierra Point. Revision and recirculation of the DEIR will provide an
important opportunity to incorporate information about the FTB design concepts. in addition to

how the Biotech Project would interact with the proposed residential and retail development on
the Diamond site.

B. CEQA Requires Recirculation of the DEIR

As stated above, the DEIR is deficient because it fails to include the reasonably
foreseeable residential development of Sierra Point on the cumulative impacts analysis. The
addition of information about the proposed residential development of Sierra Point is ““significant
new information” because the reasonably foreseecable residential development of Sierra Point
potentially could contribute to one or more significant cumulative effects as well as potentially
be relevant to identification of new or revised mitigation measures. Therefore, because the
CEQA Guidelines state that recirculation of an EIR is required when significant new information
is added, CEQA requires that the revised DEIR for the Biotech Project be recirculated. We
recognize that such recirculation may delay the Biotech Project somewhat. However, the
possible delay provides no basis for ignoring the mandates of CEQA, particularly since the

cont.
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neeessary information about the Diamond project and UPC’s proposed residential project was 2
available for months before the DEIR was published. cont

C. Biotech Project Design Issues

Although Diamond believes that in concept biotech research may be appropriate
at Sierra Point, they have some guestions about the particulars of the Biotech Project’s design.
Diamond believes that Sierra Point is in the process of evolving from its original suburban style
office park (mid-rise office buildings surrounded by parking lots) into a denser, mixed use more
“urban” style development. The Diamond and UPC projects, and the City’s F'TB design study. is 3
part of that process. Diamond is concerned that elements of the Biotech Project’s design —
streets lined with surface parking, buildings set back far trom the street, and buildings {including
a high-rise parking garage) placed on the Biotech Project’s site so as to largely eliminate any
views of the bay from Sierra Point Parkway — may not promote this evolving vision of Sierra
Point. Of course, by ignoring the proposed Diamond and UPC projects, and the FTB design
work, the EIR fails to assess the Biotech Project in the appropriate cumulative context.

1V. Coneclusion

Under CEQA, an EIR is required to analyze a project in the context of other
“reasonably foresecable™ projects. With proposed projects like Diamond’s and UPC’s, and the
the Biotech Project will be implemented in a different context than what now exists or was
previously planned for Sierra Point. The EIR ignores the foreseeable cumulative projects, which 4
is not only contrary to CEQA, but also makes the EIR a flawed document from the perspective of
providing the information the City needs to make the best possible decisions about the Biotech
Project. Because the cumulative analysis is so deficient, and because the information about these
cumulative projects is so important, once this important information is added, the revised
document must be recirculated so that the public, and the decision makers have an opportunity to
review the Biotech Project in its proper cumulative context, Diamond looks forward to playing
an active role in this ongoing process.

ﬂi\ncerely,

e
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LETTER C2

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss
Steve Atkinson
January 2, 2007

Response C2-1: The following response first addresses the issue of reasonably foreseeable
development in the context of analyzing cumulative impacts. This response also
provides additional information regarding the development of the Sierra Point
Biotech project in the context of the UPC and Diamond General Plan amendment
applications for proposed residential development at Sierra Point that differ from
the type and level of development allowed under the existing Sierra Point Master
Plan and that was evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Reasonably Foreseeable Development

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate potential
environmental impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively significant.
In Chapter VI, CEQA Required Assessment Conclusions of the Draft EIR, LSA
provided an analysis of the cumulative effects associated with the proposed
project in conjunction with other off-site, permitted, under-construction, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects, such as the redevelopment of the
Baylands properties and projects in the adjacent jurisdictions of San Francisco
and South San Francisco (see Tables VI-1 through VI1-3, on pages 273 and 274).
As stated on page 275 of the Draft EIR:

“The reader should note that this cumulative analysis does not include
proposals for permanent residential development on Sierra Point because
residential development has neither been allowed nor considered for Sierra
Point under the Brisbane General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, 1978 Use Permit,
the 1982 Architectural Design Guidelines for Sierra Point and the 1984
Development Agreement. While the City is aware of proposals to add
residential units to Sierra Point, there are no City land use policies or
regulatory authorities that permit residential uses. As such, it would not be
accurate to characterize residential projects as “reasonably foreseeable” for
purposes of this EIR analysis. Therefore, residential development at Sierra
Point was not included in this cumulative impact analysis as attempts to
analyze the potential cumulative impacts of residential development at Sierra
Point in this EIR would be speculative and premature at this time.”

As stated above, there are no City land use policies or regulatory authorities that
permit residential development at Sierra Point. The General Plan does not permit
residential uses at Sierra Point. Additionally, per the Zoning Ordinance Chapter
17.18 Sierra Point Commercial District (SP-CRO), residential is not a permitted
use at Sierra Point nor is it a conditionally permitted use. To allow any residential
uses would require General Plan and Zoning amendments. Therefore, residential
development was not considered “foreseeable” for purposes of evaluating
potentially cumulative environmental impacts.
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The comment notes that the proposed Sierra Point Biotech project itself requires
a General Plan amendment to the Commercial/Retail/Office use and a Zoning
Ordinance amendment for the Sierra Point Commercial District to allow
Research and Development as a permitted use at Sierra Point, and modification
to the Sierra Point Design Guidelines to accommodate the project as proposed.
As evaluated in Section I1V.A, Land Use and Planning Policy, the proposed
project would be compatible with the existing surrounding land uses at Sierra
Point. As noted on page 71, while the internal design and function of proposed
research laboratory space would be different from the internal design of adjacent
office uses, the external appearance and uses of the proposed laboratory buildings
would be similar to adjacent office buildings. The placement of R&D uses next
to office/hotel/or recreation uses would not constitute an inherent land use
conflict, and similar projects have been constructed throughout the Bay Area.
However, while the Diamond and UPC proposals would certainly require these
same types of approvals (in addition to others), it is not the need to attain these
necessary approvals but the prohibition of residential uses at Sierra Point that
makes their inclusion in the cumulative analysis speculative.

As referenced in the Draft EIR, the City has received two proposals for
residential development at Sierra Point. In November of 2006, Universal Paragon
Corporation (UPC) submitted an application for a General Plan amendment to
develop a 400-room hotel and a 400-unit condominium tower with ancillary uses,
rather than a 700-room hotel which is an entitled use under the Sierra Point
Master Plan. On January 2, 2007, Diamond Investment Properties (Diamond)
submitted an application for development of 477 residential units in two high rise
towers and 23,000 square feet of retail on a portion of Sierra Point that is
currently developed as surface parking for two existing office buildings
(including the Hitachi building). The January 2007 application clarified a May
2006 General Plan amendment application that identified development of either
477 residential condominiums or about 400,000 square feet of office and
residential uses. The reader should note that the lack of clarity in the May 2006
submittal (i.e., either residential or office) regarding the proposed Diamond
development supports the City’s determination that this proposal was not
reasonably foreseeable for purposes of evaluating the effects of the project in the
context of cumulative development. Because no additional development on the
Hitachi site and parking lot is allowed or entitled under the Sierra Point Master
Plan, the Diamond office “option,” identified in May 2006, was considered
speculative and not reasonably foreseeable and was not included in the
cumulative analysis for Sierra Point.

As noted in the Draft EIR, the City is undergoing a General Plan Update process
that includes a review of the Sierra Point policies, permitted land uses, and
design guidelines. The urban design planning effort led by Freedman Tung and
Bottomley (FTB) is only one aspect of this planning effort. While it is true that
different concepts for future development and uses at Sierra Point are “emerging”
from this ongoing planning process and are being considered by the public and
decision makers, it would be presumptive and speculative to consider residential
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uses as part of the reasonably foreseeable cumulative development at Sierra Point
and evaluate it as such in the Sierra Point Biotech Project EIR. The EIR process
is not a substitute for general land use planning, nor should it take the place of
meaningful review and consideration by the public and elected officials to allow
residential development at Sierra Point. At this stage of the process, the FTB
design concepts cannot be considered a “project” under CEQA, as expressed in
the comment on pages 2 and 3.

While the FTB planning effort is noted in the Draft EIR on page 266, pages 65,
73, and 74 of the Draft EIR are revised to include additional information
regarding the FTB process, as follows:

Text on page 65 Draft EIR is revised as follows:

The Master Plan conceptually describes the development of Sierra Point, as
shown in Figure 1V.A-4. As of June 2006, the majority of the Plan has been
implemented. However, four sites, totaling approximately 45 acres, remain
vacant. On the project site the approved Plan would allow construction of
three office buildings: a six-story building, a 10-story building, and an eight-
story building, which together would comprise 630,000 square feet. A
parking structure with four levels of parking and rooftop parking above grade
is approved for the northeast corner of the lot and surface parking are
approved to cover the remaining site, aside from the BCDC shoreline area.
The main visual focal point would be located along Sierra Point Parkway
across from the existing eight and 12-story buildings.

In July 2006, the City retained Freeman Tung and Bottomley (FTB) to
update the Sierra Point Design Guidelines in order to “strengthen the public
realm, evaluate how pending and future private development relates to the
public realm, and determine how this relationship might be strengthened to
the benefit of both the public and the projects.”*® The goals of the urban
design revisions for Sierra Point include: strengthening the design of Sierra
Point Parkway as a public boulevard; creating a focal point and public
activity space at the eastern terminus of Sierra Point Parkway; enhancing
visual connections to the Bay at the terminus of Sierra Point Parkway; and
developing the eastern-most vacant trapezoidal parcel to create a public
center of activity (Parcel R, Figure IV.A-4, Sierra Point Master Plan). FTB
held two stakeholder meetings and presented design proposals to a joint
study session of the City Council and Planning Commission on November
13, 2006. The presentation focused on two draft proposals for
retail/commercial/residential uses with integrated public open space located
at the eastern intersection of Sierra Point Parkway and Marina Boulevard.
Subsequent steps in the design revision process entail an economic analysis
to study the feasibility of creating an active public realm on Sierra Point and,
ultimately, the adoption of revised design guidelines.

18 Brisbane, City of, 2006. Agenda Report, Study Session-Urban Design Update for Sierra Point. November 13.
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Text on pages 73 and 74 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:

Compared with the approved Conceptual Master Plan (Master Plan) in the
Design Guidelines, the proposed project would result in five office/research
buildings with fewer floors and larger footprints instead of three taller office
buildings. The proposed six-level parking garage, however, would be two
stories taller and have a larger footprint than the four-story parking garage
approved in the Master Plan. Specific project differences from the Master
Plan include: a proposed building height of three and four stories instead of
the approved six, eight and 10 stories; a proposed total of 540,185 square feet
instead of the approved 630,000 square feet; the angled placement of
buildings on the site such that bulk is moved away from the shoreline; and
relocation of parking away from the Bay and toward the streets. The
proposed project would result in less surface parking on the southern portion
of the site, providing more open space along the Bay than would occur with
the previously approved Master Plan. Visual impacts of the proposed project
are described in detail in Section 1V.M, Visual Resources.

The update to the Design Guidelines being undertaken by FTB and described
above, is in the initial planning stages. Because the proposals are not adopted
policies or ordinances of the City, a detailed analysis of the proposed project
with respect to the draft proposals would be premature. However, it should
be noted that the draft proposals for the update, as presented at the joint study
session of the City Council and Planning Commission, incorporate the
proposed project as analyzed in this EIR.

Additional Information

This portion of the response provides additional information concerning the
development of the Sierra Point Biotech project in the context of the UPC and the
Diamond General Plan amendment applications for proposed residential
development at Sierra Point. Those applications propose land uses that differ
from the type and level of development allowed under the existing Sierra Point
Master Plan and that were evaluated in the Draft EIR. Described below are the
potential cumulative effects of the project in the context of the net change in the
build out of Sierra Point associated with the two residential proposals for each
environmental topic: land use and planning policy; population; transportation; air
quality; noise; geology; hydrology; hazards; public services; utilities; visual
resources; and biological resources.’

Land Use and Planning Policy. Implementation of the revised additional
residential cumulative proposals, in combination with the proposed project,
would result in infill development on the Sierra Point peninsula. Like the

7 Note that the ancillary commercial and spa uses identified for the UPC development were not considered as
additional net development and part of this analysis, as it was assumed that they also were included in the 700-room hotel
proposal that was evaluated in the Draft EIR cumulative analysis.
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cumulative projects analyzed in Chapter VI. CEQA-Required Assessment
Conclusions of the Draft EIR, these infill proposals would capitalize on existing
transit systems and infrastructure and could help to minimize impacts on
sensitive resources in more distant outlying areas, such as wetlands and
farmlands that are frequently degraded with greenfield site development. The
proposed project would not contribute to cumulative land use impacts. The
additional residential proposals are not inherently incompatible with the proposed
project, however, an environmental analysis of the land use compatibility of
these future proposals with other neighboring land uses, would be required.

Population, Employment and Housing. The proposed project would contribute
1,800 employees, which is within the anticipated job growth projections for
Brisbane. Therefore, the proposed project would not have cumulative impacts to
population, employment and housing within the foreseeable future. Implemen-
tation of the additional residential proposals could result in 877 residential units
and 23,000 square feet of retail and approximately 1,536 residents™ and 38 to 74
employees.'® The increase in residents could potentially reduce the projected
jobs/housing imbalance in Brisbane, but the substantial unanticipated growth
may have impacts on population, employment, and housing that would be
determined through project-specific environmental review.

Transportation, Circulation and Parking. Hexagon Transportation
Consultants prepared a brief analysis of the cumulative effects of substituting the
proposed residential development at Sierra Point in comparison with the
cumulative impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Hexagon developed a travel
demand forecasting scenario that included the additional residential development.
The resulting travel demand model volumes are compared to the results of the
previous 2030 cumulative with project scenario in the Draft EIR as shown in
Table C2-1. The intersections and freeway segments chosen for this additional
analysis were those that showed a significant impact under the Cumulative With
Project scenario in the Draft EIR. Those intersections and freeway segments are:

Intersections:
Bayshore Boulevard and Old County Road
Sierra Point Parkway and Lagoon Way
Sierra Point Parkway and US 101 northbound ramps
Sierra Point Parkway and Shoreline Court

Freeway segments:
US 101 southbound, between Harney Way and Sierra Point Parkway
US 101 southbound, between Sierra Point Parkway and Oyster Point Blvd.
US 101 northbound, between Sierra Point Parkway and Oyster Point Blvd.

'8 For the purposes of this analysis, one bedroom and studio units were assumed to have one resident. Units with two
or more bedrooms were assumed to have 2.20 residents (average household size for Brisbane).

19 population density based on the Brisbane General Plan for Sierra Point Commercial/Retail/Office is 1.66-3.22
employees per 1,000 square feet (Table 5).
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The results of the additional residential 2030 cumulative analysis are summarized
below:

« For the Bayshore Boulevard/Old County Road intersection, traffic volume
increases would occur at seven of eight approaches in the AM, and traffic
volume increases would occur at seven of eight approaches in the PM.
Therefore, Impact TRANS-7 from the Draft EIR would remain a significant
traffic impact with the additional residential development.

o For the Sierra Point Parkway/Lagoon Way intersection, traffic volume
increases would occur on 5 approaches and a decrease would occur on one
approach. Therefore, Impact TRANS-5 from the Draft EIR would remain a
significant traffic impact with the additional residential development.

o For the Sierra Point Parkway/US 101 northbound ramps intersection, traffic
increases would occur at all approaches, and Impact TRANS-4 from the
Draft EIR would remain a significant traffic impact with the additional
residential development.

o For the Sierra Point Parkway/Shoreline Court intersection, traffic increases
would occur at all approaches, and Impact TRANS-6 from the Draft EIR
would remain a significant traffic impact with the additional residential
development.

o The freeway segment of US 101 southbound between Harney Way and
Sierra Point Parkway would experience a decrease in AM peak hour traffic
volumes of 0.1 percent from the Draft EIR 2030 cumulative scenario with the
additional residential development. This decrease would not be significant
enough to reduce the level of service impact on this freeway segment.

o The freeway segment of US 101 southbound between Sierra Point Parkway
and Oyster Point Boulevard would experience a decrease in PM peak hour
traffic volumes of 0.4 percent from the Draft EIR 2030 cumulative scenario
with additional residential development. This decrease would not be
significant enough to reduce the level of service impact on this freeway
segment.

o The freeway segment of US 101 northbound between Sierra Point Parkway
and Oyster Point Boulevard would experience a decrease in AM peak hour
traffic volumes of 1 percent from the Draft EIR cumulative scenario with the
additional residential development. This decrease would not be significant
enough to reduce the level of service impact on this freeway segment.

In summary, with the substitution of the UPC and Diamond development
proposals for the current Sierra Point Master Plan — envisioned development
(analyzed in the Draft EIR), the cumulative impacts to intersections would
remain significant and may increase in severity due to the increases in traffic
volumes at almost all approaches associated with traffic from the substitute land
uses. Based on the percentage changes in traffic volumes for all three freeway
segments studied, Impact TRANS-8 from the Draft EIR would remain a signif-
icant traffic impact with the additional residential development at Sierra Point.
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Table C2-1: 2030 Cumulative Traffic Volume Comparison

Original 2030 | Revised 2030
Cumulative | Cumulative %
Peak w/Project w/Project | Increase/
Intersection/Freeway Segment Hour | Direction Volumes Volumes Decrease
Intersections:
6. Bayshore Boulevard wB 690 700 1.0%
West of Bayshore Blvd .
and Old County Road y EB 3,050 3,084 1.0%
WB 1,075 1,187 9
East of Bayshore Blvd 10.0%
AM EB 2,866 2,857 -0.3%
NB 5,976 6,021 9
South of Old County Rd 1.0%
SB 2,510 2,535 1.0%
NB 8,480 8,692 0
North of Old County Rd 2.0%
SB 4,435 4,493 1.0%
wWB 2,016 2,018 9
West of Bayshore Blvd 0.1%
EB 1,315 1,320 0.4%
wWB 3,178 3,083 -3.09
East of Bayshore Blvd 3.0%
BM EB 1,042 1,140 9.0%
NB 5,191 5,226
South of Old County Rd 1.0%
SB 4,120 4,080 -1.0%
NB 8,407 8,428 9
North of Old County Rd 0.2%
SB 5,900 6,038 2.0%
8. Sierra Point Parkway West of Sierra Point Pk wB 2,026 1,939 -4.0%
and Lagoon Way wy EB 1.256 1372 9.0%
NB 2,160 2,286 0
South of Sierra Point Pkwy | PM 6.0%
SB 1,504 2,116 41.0%
NB 2,216 2,343
North of Sierra Point Pkwy 6.0%
SB 2,330 2,739 18.0%
9. Sierra Point Parkway West of US 101 NB Ramps wB 1,375 1,843 34.0%
and US 101 NB Ramps p EB 1.430 1.556 0.0%
wWB 1,222 2,514
East of US 101 NB Ramps | AM 106.0%
EB 4,048 4,250 5.0%
South of Sierra Point Pkwy NB 3,577 3,713 4.0%
North of Sierra Point Pkwy NB 805 1,689 110.0%
10. Sierra Point Parkway . wB 3,435 3,815 11.0%
i a  |West of Shoreline Ct -
and Shoreline Court EB 2.450 3.362 37.0%
WB - -
East of Shoreline Ct 11.0%
PM Ez - - 37.0%
- - 0,
South of Sierra Point Pkwy 11.0%
SB - - 37.0%
North of Sierra Point Pkwy NB - - 37.0%
SB - - 11.0%
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Freeway Segments:

US 101

Between Harney Wy
and Sierra Point Pkwy AM SB 25,414 25,381 -0.1%

usS 101

Between Sierra Point Pkwy

and Oyster Point Blvd PM SB 35,379 35,233 -0.4%

US 101

Between Oyster Point Blvd

and Sierra Point Pkwy AM NB 37,048 36,506 -1.0%

Traffic volumes were not included in the Countywide model for Shoreline Court and were not available for this analysis.

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., 2007

Air Quality. As described in the Draft EIR Section IV.D, Air Quality, long-term
exposure to elevated levels of criteria pollutants could result in potential health
effects. However, as stated in the thresholds of significance, emission thresholds
established by the air district are used to manage total regional emissions within
an air basin, based on the air basin attainment status for criteria pollutants. These
emission thresholds were established for individual projects that would
contribute to regional emissions and pollutant concentrations that may affect or
delay the projected attainment target year for certain criteria pollutants.
Emissions generated by the proposed project would not create regional emissions
in excess of the thresholds established by the BAAQMD. Additionally,
implementation of the proposed project would not lead to significant CO impacts,
nor would the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative
development, lead to CO concentrations that exceed federal or State standards.
The proposed residential developments would need to be individually evaluated
for their effect on regional air quality.

The BAAQMD uses the Clean Air Plan to evaluate a project’s potential
cumulative air quality impacts. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that “for
any project that does not individually have significant operational air quality
impacts, the determination of significant cumulative impacts should be based on
an evaluation of the consistency of the project with the local general plan and the
general plan with the regional air quality plan.” While the Sierra Point Biotech
project is consistent with the Brisbane General Plan (and no significant
cumulative impacts were identified), the proposed residential developments are
not consistent with City plans and policies. When these projects are individually
evaluated for their environmental effects, there may be new significant
cumulative air quality impacts associated with their development.

Noise. As described in the Draft EIR Section IV.E, Noise, results of noise
modeling indicate that traffic associated with the Sierra Point Biotech project will
increase noise on the surrounding roadways from 0 dBA to 4.9 dBA in the
cumulative condition; however no areas or uses would be exposed to traffic noise
levels outside of the City’s normally acceptable range. After substituting the
residential proposals, there would be more trips on local streets (especially on
Sierra Point Parkway and Shoreline Court). The increase in traffic associated
with the residential proposals may be sufficient to impact existing and proposed
office and hotel uses in the vicinity of Sierra Point Parkway and Shoreline Court.
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Project-specific analysis would be required to identify any construction- and
operation-related noise impacts or cumulative impacts associated with the
residential proposals.

Geology, Soils and Seismicity. Construction of the proposed project would
result in site-specific impacts affecting only the structures and users of the project
site. Impacts associated with the proposed project would not result in cumulative
impacts with other projects. Each project would need to be evaluated for its
individual environmental impacts related to geology, soils and seismicity.
Therefore, cumulative geology and soils impacts would be less than significant
with substitution of the residential development at Sierra Point.

Hydrology and Water Quality. The proposed project would not contribute to
cumulative impacts associated with surface water quality, groundwater quality,
storm water drainage, or flooding. Best Management Practices (BMPs)
incorporated into the project would be able to accommodate increases in runoff
and would process storm water before discharge. Likewise, the revised additional
residential cumulative proposals would also be subject to storm water regulations
and would not be anticipated to contribute to cumulative impacts.

Biological Resources. Implementation of the proposed project would not
contribute to impacts on biological resources. The substitute residential
development would also be located in a highly urbanized area and would be
subject to environmental review prior to approval. Therefore, cumulative impacts
to biological resources with the additional development would be less than
significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Development of the proposed project, in
conjunction with the substitute residential development would cumulatively
increase the demand for emergency response capabilities at Sierra Point. The
City of Brisbane has developed an Emergency Response Management Plan with
evacuation routes and procedures. The Plan was developed in concert with a
number of multi-agency mutual aid plans. The Emergency Response Manage-
ment Plan must be updated, as required by the General Plan, to take into account
new development projects in Brisbane. With regular updating of the plan and
multi-agency coordination, the proposed project in conjunction with the
substitute residential development would not result in significant cumulative
impacts to an established emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan.

Introduction of residential uses at Sierra Point along with other planned future
development in and near Sierra Point, would result in increased routine transport,
use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials. However, as noted in the Draft
EIR, Mitigation measures HAZ-1a and HAZ-1b require the development of
procedures for responding to releases of hazardous materials brought onto the
site as part of site development activities and proper storage during construction
to minimize the potential for any accidental releases. The risk of upset and
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accidents would be minimized by each project’s compliance with applicable
federal, state, and local requirements and Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a and
HAZ-1b. As such, there would be no significant cumulative impacts associated
with the transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials, or accidents
associated with these uses, and no net change from the cumulative impacts
previously analyzed.

No new impacts or mitigation measures would be required for the proposed
project assuming a cumulative condition that includes the substitute residential
uses at Sierra Point. As stated above, compliance with hazardous materials
regulations and implementation of mitigation measures HAZ-1a and HAZ-1b
would reduce potential cumulative impacts associated with hazards and
hazardous materials to a less-than-significant level.

Public Services and Recreation. The proposed project would not contribute to
significant impacts on public services. Additionally, because the proposed project
does not contain a residential component, its impact on schools and parks would
be minimal. However, including the substitute residential proposals as
cumulative development could increase the population of Brisbane by
approximately 1,536 persons and could generate approximately 44 to 185
students.” The additional 38 to 74 employees associated with the proposals may
also slightly increase the number of students attending Brisbane schools if
employees relocate to the City. Residential uses on Sierra Point have not been
anticipated and may create additional impacts on City services. These impacts
would be associated with the proposals themselves and would not result in
conjunction with the proposed project. Prior to approval, the residential proposals
would be subject to environmental review which would analyze impacts on
public services, including cumulative impacts.

Utilities and Infrastructure. Brown and Caldwell estimated the potential
additional demand for sewer and water services that would be required to serve
the Diamond and UPC proposals. As shown in Table C2-2, the water demand for
the 477-unit Diamond proposal is approximately 85,000 gallons per day (gpd)
and the sewer demand is approximately 76,000 gpd. The UPC proposal would
require approximately 125,000 gpd of water and 113,000 gpd of sewer service.
The total demand for sewer and water to serve the proposed UPC development is
greater than that required to serve a 700-room hotel, as allowed under the Sierra
Point Master Plan, which would require approximately 91,000 gpd of water and
82,000 gpd of sewer flows, respectively.

20 jefferson Union High School District student generation rate for multi-family units is 0.04 per unit. Brisbane
Elementary School District uses a student generation rate ranging from 0.01 to 0.17 for condominiums.

Source: Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., 2001. Impact of Proposed Quarry Site Housing on
Brisbane School District. March.

Cook, Sue, 2006. Assistant to the Superintendent, Jefferson Union High School District. Personal communication
with LSA Associates, Inc. June 28.
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Table C2-2: Estimated Sewer and Water Flows for Additional Development

Total Water | Total Sewer
Demand Demand
Use Water Demand® Size (gpd) (gpd)
Sierra Point Biotech Project”
Research and Development 10,000 gpd/acre 540,000 sq ft 124,000 112,000
Parking 0 1,786 spaces 0 0
Subtotal 543,000 sq ft 124,000 112,000
Diamond Investment Properties
Residential (192 1-bath/285 2-bath) 110 gpd/bathroom | 477 units 83,800 75,000
Retail 50 gpd/1,000 sq ft 23,000 sq ft 1,200 1,000
Subtotal 85,000 76,000
Universal Paragon Corporation
Hotel 130 gpd/room 400 rooms 52,000 47,000
Condominiums (136 1-bath/264 2-bath) | 110 gpd/bathroom | 400 units 73,000 66,000
Subtotal 125,000 113,000
Grand Total 334,000 301,000

Notes: sq ft = square feet, gpd = gallons per day

& Unit water demand factors based on water use records for Genentech

® The water and sewer demand for the minimum amount of retail included in the project is negligible and is not
included in the totals.

Source: Brown and Caldwell, 2007

Development of the proposed project, in addition to the substitute residential
development and other proposed projects, would cumulatively increase the
demand on the utility providers and infrastructure in the project area. As noted in
the Draft EIR, the proposed project would require the construction of additional
water, sewer and storm drain lines within the project site, as well as new water
storage infrastructure to meet fire flow requirements. The increase in water and
sewer demand to serve the substitute residential developments and meet the
future sewer demands of additional Sierra Point projects would require, at a
minimum, the following improvements: upgrading the Sierra Point and Valley
Drive Lift Stations, replacing the 10, 12, and 16-inch diameter gravity sewers,
and replacing the 8-inch diameter sewer force main. Currently, the Southeast
Treatment Plant is experiencing combined sewage outfall during peak flow
levels. However, the Southeast Treatment Plant provides minimum primary
treatment for combined sewer flows during peak flow periods, in compliance
with federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policies. Increased water supply
demands from the proposed project, in addition to other future development as
anticipated under the City’s current General Plan, could exceed the available
water supplies during multiple dry years.”* Any citywide changes in land use
which increase demand, such as additional residential units at Sierra Point, would
result in demand exceeding supply for either a normal year or single dry year. As
a matter of information, the City is in the process of renegotiating its water
supply beyond 2008 with the SFPUC, which could change the City’s long term
supply. Energy demands from the proposed project and other future development
in the area could result in the need for additional peaker plant capacity in order to

2! City of Brisbane, 2006. Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Sierra Point Biotech Project. July.
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Response C2-2:

Response C2-3:

meet increased energy demands, despite demand reduction and demand shifting
programs. Including the substitute residential proposals in the cumulative
condition would cause, the impacts outlined in Section IV.K, Utilities and
Infrastructure to remain significant and possibly increase in severity.

Visual Resources. Mitigation Measures for the proposed project as outlined in
Section IV.L, Visual Resources, would not reduce the potential cumulative
impacts on visual resources resulting from the development of the site and the
placement of the proposed parking garage to a less-than-significant level. The
substitute residential proposals may create impacts on visual resources associated
with the development of the respective sites. However, these sites are located to
the north of the proposed project site and the proposals would not impact views
of the Bay from Sierra Point Parkway or internal views from within the proposal
project. Because these residential proposals would affect different viewsheds and
visual corridors, the proposed project and the residential proposals would not
cumulatively impact visual resources.

The comment states that because the proposals for UPC and Diamond proposed
residential developments for Sierra Point were not included in the Draft EIR, the
Draft EIR’s cumulative impacts analysis is fatally deficient and the Draft EIR
requires recirculation.

Per CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5, a lead agency is required to recirculate an
EIR when significant new information is added to the draft EIR after public
notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review but before
certification. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the
EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project
(emphasis added) or a feasible way for the project to mitigate or avoid significant
effects that the project’s proponents declined to implement and were not included
in the draft EIR. While it is true that the addition of 877 residential units at Sierra
Point in the cumulative analysis provided in the EIR could contribute to new
significant effects, these effects would stem from the residential development and
would not represent new impacts of the proposed Biotech project. As discussed
previously in this response, the addition of 877 new residential units at Sierra
Point under the cumulative condition would not increase any adverse
environmental impacts related to the Sierra Point Biotech project as evaluated in
the Draft EIR, nor would it allow for feasible mitigation for identified impacts
related to development of the project per the additional information provided in
Response to Comment C2-1. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not
required.

The commentor’s opinion regarding the details of the Sierra Point Biotech
project’s design in regards to street parking, buildings setbacks, and views are
noted. The proposed project was evaluated in regards to policies requiring the
protection of Bay views in Section IV.A, Land Use and Planning Policy and
aesthetics in Section 1V.L, Visual Resources of the Draft EIR.
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Response C2-4: Per Responses to Comments C2-1, C2-2, and C2-3 above, the EIR authors
disagree with the commentor’s conclusion that the cumulative analysis is
deficient and that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. Additionally, Response to
Comment C2-1 provides supplemental information concerning potential
cumulative effects of the Sierra Point Biotech project assuming that the Diamond
and the UPC residential proposals were substituted for land uses envisioned
under the current Sierra Point Master Plan. This analysis demonstrates that while
new project-specific impacts may result from development of the residential
proposals, the substitution of these residential developments would not
substantially reduce any identified cumulative effects, especially in relation to
transportation, population and housing, public services, utilities and
infrastructure.
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SIERRA POINT BIOTECH PROJECT EIR
IIT. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

D. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

This section begins with a reproduction of the Brisbane Planning Commission Meeting minutes on
December 14, 2006. After several preliminary items and one public hearing, the Sierra Point Biotech
Project public hearing and minutes begin at the bottom of page 3 of the minutes. Formal comments on
the Draft EIR, for which responses are provided, begin on page 7 of the minutes. Responses begin on
page 68 of this Response to Comments document.
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BRISBANE FL ANNING COMMISSION
Mimies, 1f December 14, 2006
Begnlar Meetinp

CALL TO ORDER
Chanroan Jamnee] called the regolar mesting to order 2t 733 pm
ROLL CAIT.

Present Commtsumers Homer, Tamee], amul Lentz

Late: Commitsimer Matom {mwed:t?jﬁpm}

Abtent- Conumis sumer Hywawim

Staff Present Cormmumity Development Director Prnce, Frincipal Planmer
Swnecki | Seor Planmer Tone, Adanciate Plarmer Johnion

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Charnom Jameel proposed takmg Hesn H 3, the pubhic bearmy on the 360 Kmgt
Road nse pernut, before “0d Bosmest ™ Conwmmnty Development Director
Prmce topprested movimg em G.1, the General Plan update resew, iy the e of
“New Busmess ” Commiztimer Himter mipeed to admpt the amenda with thnse

approved.

CONSENT CALENDAR
1 Approval of Dyaft Manntes of Angmat 24, 2006 Repolar Meetmg
p.a Approval of Draft Mannies of October 26, 2006 Repolar Meeting
Commmissimes [ entz miveed to appuree the Content Calendar. The motion was
srconded by Comsmstioney Matwo and approved, 4 - 0 with respect to the
Ociober 26 numutes and 3 - 0 - 1 (Conmissimmer Hionter abttaming) with respect
to the Anpnst 24 nomtes,

ORAT. COMMUNICATIONS

n e

D
Hearing
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WERITTEN COMMUNICA TICNS

Chanrrram Jamnee] reposted that the Cemmmétion had receaved oo wrikien

NEW BUSINESS (Ot of Owler)

3 FUBLIC HEARING: 30 Kings Road; Uie Pt LUP-12-05, Uze
Peammt and Acceabality Imprireement Peromt for 41 5-ft tall elevator
locatrd 5 f fiom foont propesty Ime;, Calvin B. Websier, apphicant &
owner; APN 007-471-030

Sexnor Flanney Tone said s apphcant proposes metalling an elevator between
the: parape and entry tharway at the: front of the bowsie He advited that 21
pexmt 1t required becanse the devator, 41 5 feet @ll, excveeds the 30 foot hesght
lomt withan the fiont 13 feet of the property, and an accesainbty mmparement
pexmit 12 required to allowr the devator o be located 2% fieet withim the: requimed
75-foot tetback. Semor Flanney Time noted the requuved findmps: for appmveal
wee detmiled m the staff report

Sexnor Flanney Tone taid the exizhing bouse 2 35 feet il the maxemnn alhrared
when the honse was built He stated that althongh the elevator will not extend
above the expting mndline, 1t measured beipht i preater becamse of 113 location
farther down the thpe to provele access frommn the stoeet leved To locate the
elevator father back frem the dtreet would require extensive work to the existmy

Sexmor Flanney Tone noted that 22 proposed, the elevator appears to fit m well
with the exithne balcomes and Farape at the front of the homse. He said the color,
siting and onentation of the elevator will be desasmed to rommmze it visoal
mnpactz. He recommmended contituma ] approval of the 1se permat and
acresubnlity mnprovement permmt

applicant

Calvn Websier, applicant and somes, prrided phoinpraphs of the existimg honse
He explaimed that the elevator 12 necestary becnme of bt advanciny age and
bealth proidem:  He added that he hvest alvne: and takes prde 10 beanp

Ticats

D
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Commmissimes Humter asked of alteanative: elevabn placements had been
contilered Mr. Webster tand be contidered sther optiont. He explamed that it
Wi mnmactical to put the alevaior made the honte beranse extensive shuctoral
modificabions wonld be reqoared

sireet 0 the elevator thafl; he asked how people msuie the hmse will enter the
elevator will be equupped with a telrphone, a3 requared by code
Charrnom Jamneel 2sked when the plans will be snbomtted Mr. Webster syl that
m respEnse to he ongmal snbanital, the: st ff recomnmenied having plans
Fqnmdhyap&ﬂum:lamhhdmmgnnu’nﬂuhlmnmg rept from a

. He stated that he was asvently m the process of hirmyg those
mlﬂ.'l]t-ts_ Hemhlth!hﬂmumﬂﬂﬂhepmnmdwﬂlﬂmmepuﬂt
and accesainbity mmprireement permt at a first step.

Cormmissimes Homter comfmed that the nessbbori had been nobified of the:

There being no members of the poblic who wished 0 addret the Planning
Cormmissien o this matter, Crmmomssioner Humer moved to clise the joblic
approved, and the poblic hearmy was dloged

Commsumes Honter mureed o condshonally pramt the nse peomat and
Commzsumes Honter asked of the: elevatss will be nzable m the event of an
emerrency. He noted that some elevalins auiooatcally peonm iy the pround

flioor, fim exanmple Mr. Webater responded that the: elevabn 14 fire-mated. He 2nd
be was oot swrare of any requivement for reduleniia] elevaton to relmm to the

1 FUBLIC HEARING: Smwtheast of Siarma Peint Parkway & Shirclise
Coart; Eovimnmenial Review ER-3-05; Daft Envimanmental Impact
Report (EIR) for a proposed Iaotech complex encompasumy 540, 18%
sumnare feet of reseach md development tpace m § bukdings: 1,799
parking spaces, mcludmg 3 6-level parkmg strocinre with 1 249 spaces
and 2 N} ipmave: fieed of retail space on apyprEnmately 22 8 vacant acre,
mmvolvme proposed ext amendments to the: Sierm Pomt

D
Hearing
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CommercualReim iiTice (SP C/RAQ) Genesal Plan detipnation (GP-2-
05) and Sierra Pomt Commercml (SP-CRO) zomnp distnct (RZ-2-05) o
approval (DP-6-03); Slongh Estates applicant: Sierra Pomt L1.C, owne;
APN 007-7-165-080, -090 & -1{4)

Prmcipal Flanmey Swieck reported that the Crity™s deaft evimenmenta] mopact
report (EIR) on the Slongh beolech camymz development propotal was ready fm
Deusn Guadelmes, and the General Plan®™s “Sienra Pomt

Commerria Reim ViTice™ b nie desipnation; az well a2 project detign

approval

Prancipal Flanner Sariecks said the puarposes of thas mesting are to reviesr the doift
EIR; to bear an ovesview preseniatum foem 1SA Asencmaten the City’s EIR
consuliznt and b recesve commentt foem the Plannme Conmmissum and memben:
of the publicz.  He clarified that no decsions were required of the Plasmnp
Commzsum ¢n the draft EIR or the project at thns pemnt. He adwised that once the
will prepare a final EIR. which will be presented io the Plamnmg Conmmiston for
consuleration m compunchion with posuble achon on the progect

o provide the: Plaommp Comomssuon with 2 sumemry of the daft ETR

Commtsumes Honter questioned if thas em was beang taken oot of onder. Afler
some ditensdem, the Plainnmy Conemston agreed to clandfy the apenida order
with annther mobon

Cormmissiomes Huntes mureed o rewee bit earber motion to clanfy the
Commitsim™s intent of taking Tem H 3 hefime. “0ld Butimess™ and moving Tem
(.1 to the end of the agenila, and ty take Frem H ] after e H 3. The motion

Mz Malat sasd she sexved 22 ISA Atioozied’ prfect manages for the: Sieam
princaal of the Berkeley office, and Hasm Youmy:

Mz, Malanmt noted that mal anad wiidien conemenid on the draft IR are weloome:
5he asked people to confine: thesr comments by the daft ETR el miher than on

D
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the mezits of the project. M3 Malarmst adwiced that the: deadbne for written
comments 1% Jamary 2, 4HF!, the end of the 45 day conmment period.

Pnntnuﬁaplnmﬂsfxﬂnmhﬂdmy,amnmﬂyﬂﬂ,@quaﬁ,
and an sbove-prnmd pariang parage ai tins sie. She staied thai the apphcant =
matrad propoime 3 intech campns of five theee- o for-shey bo ldmps for
office and resemch and development ntes, w2 total of apprecmraiely 3480 (4
amnare fret one ux-level pardking strochee m the iouthesttern comer of the e,
and a mmnber of axface parking lots & terve the bmidmp:. M2 Mabmut noted
the progect alte meludes mprovements @ the Bay Tral and traosier of 89, 815
umare feet of office space n Parcel 3, an indeveloped parce] in the: s tinvesttean
comer of the Sierra Pomt penménla She pomoted oot that this fipnre represent:
and what B bemp proposed fw the udech prect. Mz, Malanmt thowed a wie
plan and pomted out key featnres

Mt Malanmt sasd the beoterh proect will requare a nnmber of other apprvaalk,
mcladmp an smendment to the Geneval Mlan desapnation and zonmp,

Mt Malanmit summanized the steps m the CEQA procest, melndmny a soopng

meetmp 1o Jammry, 2006 and pobhication of the draft DETR. m November, 2006.
She noird that onee the pubhc comment penod closes on Jannary F, 3007, [SA
will reviewr and respond to all wrniten commentt and prodonce 2 final ETR. The

approvals il follow after that

M:. Malanmt stated that the draft EIR amalyzes potentially sipmficant mmpacts
fiom thna progect and reconmmends, sppropnate mbpation measores. She snd

LE5A worked with the Criy o develop cnteria defimme what conthiutes 2
sssmificant smmact fiw each topec analyzed m the EIR.

M:. Malanmt presienied and discnsied aome of the key fmdmgs of the daft EIR
She saul that with respect to traffic and crmilaton, the EIR. analyzed the level of
spvicr gt ten mievsectums and sx freeway tepments for bwo project scenaring,
the cavent leved of dewelomment with the propect added and fohae commlatve
mievsechons and freewsy tepments malyzed

with the project fim the miexstecthons closest to the project, Tmpacts that would be
exaceshated m the foinre under 2 coonulative development 2cenano. Ma Makawat

D
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notrd that proper mtipatum meaanwes: cruld achieve 2
Pakway and the 1.8 {1 nmthboond ramp, which will contimoe: it coment “F™
raimye

Fox the feeway sepmenis smiyzed m ibe daf BIR, Ms Walami noied, theoe
weE oo fipnificant impactt ondey exitime condibons, bt theye weze 2 mamber of
sesments ¢f LTS 101 affected by the cmmilative development scemmp.  She tasd
that even with conpesison munaFement proprane to redoce car tops amd
enconrage public transportatson, inps could not be reduced enroph o avoud
sumficant smpact: on freewrsy congeshion

M:. Malanmt advited that 154 Associzies abin evahmied the prolopy, soilt, and
old landfill, sl theye are concemns ahout the effects of ground-daking m mapor
earthpmkes and tml dambiy  She nobred there & a2 peotechmcal report that
dentifies: specific amtipatim techmouses that can be applied o redoce all of these
wsmnficant impacts b 2 beds-than-tgnsficant level

Mz Malanmt tad the: draft ETR addresses ydroloxy and water quality and
lets- than -tipnuficant levels

In looking at nolopical resmmees, Mz Malanmt reposted, LSA found no sipn of
the Bay Area To be cantuvus, the draft EIR proposes muhzahon measures o
EIR akin addresie the need i ool Tove to prevent depradahion of marme
habitat and fish halwtat m the Bay. She added that there ave available ways of

reducany mmpactt on nclopical resrorees (o a begs-than - upmficant evel

Mz Malanmt noted that beranie thes i 2 budech prgect, the drafl ETR looked
carefully at hazanls and hazanlons materials sl bow they are pepolated, and

consulers 1tsmes azdoriated with the adequacy of watrer retonrres, the: thalnlity of
the: formes landfill aves, and emerpency reipomse needs.  She adviced that water
fire: flow requnemnentt are contamed m the: Fire Code, winch 2 enforced by the

Noxrth Coumnty Five Anthorty.

D
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Mz Malanmt statrdd that the prqect bat the potentz] to peneraie a peak
lmet She tand the appheant will be required & pay for an alitummal pomp @&
siinated on landfll, mllhhm:lmhglhmm will be requared to ensore

Fq:ermulnmmnmnjmmm

resoamces: the depgradation of the exithiong view of the Bay becamse of
congiroctym «f the parking sampe. and the potentaal that the project wall creatr 2
new source of light and plane  She taed the: draft ETR dentifies mutigation
measnres to reduce thete smpacts G 1=t than-aapnificant levels, and the draft ETR
mchades recommerwlations for makemy the amge ihelf appear uae venally

M. Malanmt staied that besades: Inoking at the project proposed by the applicant,
the: draft ETR comaders a range of reasmnable aliematves that wonld attam the
same tigectivet and mummze 1mpacts. She sand two progect altematioes wene
consulered, 2 no-prRect atemative, mesmog the oament nedter plim, and a
revited tite plam alternatioe that redoces smpacts on view: She descnbed each
altemative m move detasl  She mred the: revized ote plan call: for two parking
sinactnres metead of one.

Mt Malanmt welcomed comments fiom Commestoness and membess of the
pubhc

Commmssimes Humter ackmowiledped that a budech nse on 2 landiill site conld be
meompatible if it mvolves nie of hazanlns mateials, and he zdked if the Slough
proposal entil: nie, pEneratiom shwage, or traeiport of bazavdon: matevial: M

With respect to water sopply s fire floaw 1mnes, Conemtoones Honter asked
about the posnlity of pumpens watrr from the Bay m lien of the mitipatum
shratesy as proposed. Mt Malamut responded that 1 SA waeked closely with the
City Fopmees/Pobhic Work: Deector o develop the mitipatum spproach.

gytiems m Brithane 1xune bay water for five protectum. The City does have tie-
ms with admeent water sysheans in place elsewhere m the City, and the: City
Engmees 1t comfostable with that noiseaison approach

Commmissimes Humter expresised concern sbout the visual ompact of the parking
gamage, and he xked if the postbahity of a “hving™ wall kad been consulered 2t a

D
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way of mnemzmy the ampact:. He explamed the concept of 2 “tiving™ wall,

citing 2 buikling m Pans that meosporated these prmaples. M2 Makonot and the
draft ETR dentifies, banilicapimy anl planthiog 2: 2 imbipation measore to soften the
vitaml mmpact of the sinxcinre. Commstioner Honter encouraped consderatum of

geen bniling and snttamabahity m the landaapng desirn

Commistsumes Honter noted the: traffic stodies theuld take haochtame traffic o
accoumnt, 23 well 23 the mommp and evenng peak s, He asked if theve weese

oy ways b reince traffic ompactz, especzally at the: Siesra Pomnt
mteriechion with S, 101. Mz Malarut mied that Calimns determanes the need
for Inprireements, at cestam locations and theve 32 hitle the spphcant can do to
aplve the freewsy congestion problem, except i redice trapg. She aaul that fw
thnt reaion the draft EIR. recommendatsors, fors on wayt io redoce trips by
my shinttles, s trandit, and rde-sharmy, for example

Commmzsumes Honter atked of there ave sy projpects anbapaied m the fistore that
will affect traffic congestum near Saara Peot Mz Malomot sxod the daft ETR
take= min account all freseeable trandpostation prgects m San Francisco, South
San Fraociten, and Rndbane for which fimding has heen apyraroed

Commmissimes Matum observedl that the $ia ff report indieates the project will be
bl oo pilmes m old Bay nuyd  She expretsed concem about the potential for
hunefectin Mz Malawant saul the tnldmgs will be congtructed o a senes of
150 feet prlmgs enpineeved o withetand throng sroond thakons and dhifferentzal
spttlement Coamestoneg Matnro confirmed that the: piles will pesce the
peameable cap over the Brdfill Mz Malamnt explamed that the cp 12 2t the top
of the landfill She adwesed that there ave siandard muhrabon Echmaoes o ensore
that contammants stay bedow the cap aftes 1t 12 pasred

Commmzsumes Matum atked for clarification of the: approcnmately 2000 tqoare
feet of office space beinp iramfared to the nathoest comes of Sweara Pomt. Mg
Malarmit explamed that a3 part of the develypment apreement f Swesra Fomt, the
landoermer: have the stality to tmmsfey unmsed swquare foolage from one parce o
anothey: She 2l that when a development i propoted for the asvently vacaot
parcel, the developer will be able to 1se the addibonal 82 000 square feet there.
She poted that the nature and details of that fuinre development will not be
defined 1ol 3 develrpment i3 praspoted. M Malarmnt alded that the drafl FIR
tnok the additvmal sqnave fvdape mio account m i cmmlatree analys.

Commssumes | entz noted the revised plan shows the Bay Trail not gomg

ﬂnunghihz;uukhq;kﬂ;:ﬂinjhentﬁﬁmd]ﬂmm Lﬁtldﬂhmut!nhinﬂnnﬁmglhe
trail to avoul the parking lot was one of the mbipations proposed o the mngmal
plan.  Comsmistemes Lentz asked whry the pededinian walkway: dul nat commect

D
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thern Cosmmzsuswr Tentz spoke In support of comnecting the pedestrian paths o
the: Bary Tranl

i+ Lentz observed that the mierteciym of Sierra Pomi Farkway and
101 2 alresuty diffacult, especally for dovess comng to the wte from the north.
He atked what zn be done i metigaie those impactt. M Malamt saul the EIR.

analyzed mthe ETR. M. Malamut replied that honamy was not an approved nse
m the mazter plan or the City’s Generl Plan.

Commmzsumes [ entz noted the Geneyal Flan talks ahout estahleshme 2 more
mainral shoreline. and ths olpective was validated m cosments, rade by meanbers
of the public at vitionimg sestiond Mz Malanmat stated that the lndscapmp plan

Commmizsismes [entz atked howr the revized site plan, with ten paapes m
different locations, warald affect bl e af the s Mz Malanmst clavified that
no refml nies are proposed m the alternative She daul the coaney of Siem Pomt
near the paraze maghi be a0 apprgmaie location for 2 more actve retal e m the
fisure.

Commzsumes Lentz snd one of the sdeat emphased at the Froject fa Fobhe
area Mz Malanmt noted the project a: proposed wounld it prechade those
opporiunitrs m the preaier Seeam Fomt aea

Chairomm Jamneel asked if the draft ETR ook o sceoumt the heied and
the cnmlative anabyue that looks at prtenisl sopacts m 4034 asaomes that Saerra
Pomt will be completely bult ont ry then

Chanrrm Jamnee] zaid be wat concemned abont the: draft ETR's findimg that traffie
mmpacts at the mirrtection with U.S. 1{ could not be mibpated to rase the pode
ahove “F," amdl he nrged the: developer i think about ways to addoess that
problem. M3 Malanmt acknowledyed that even of the developes imtiates
proyams o reduce car trips, traffic at the intersection will remm an “F level of

D
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service  She stated that the draft ETR contains a mombes of recommsmendlatiums for 15
earh mivvdechon cont.

115 141 oot he widened o sccommodate more e ffic, and becamte i tereet

2% ihe tngie peEni of aorest to Siena Preok fiom Bnshane, theve conidbe a
problem n an emerprocy. He expresited concern that nte of hazardons matrrials
at the gite could resnlt in the need 1o evacnate people quickly, adding that biotech 16
authorities revirared the plan #n verify that sufficsent emergency access 13
provided

Charrnrem Jameel commented that the dimenssons of the press sopportmy the
uldme: are detesmaned] by the undertymg 2ol strocture and the: load they camy. 17
M: Malamt confirmed that tnderstandme awl snd 15A ™ peodechmical expests
had resewed the plant and rule recommendations

Chanroram Jamnee] recalled that at the Freedman Tonp & Bottemdey orban desspn
siveety m retml areas 23 2 belter alienative He enconraped comtiderntion of that 18
oplion.

Dwector Prnce: advized that siaff plan: i come back with some
recommenilatums that can be meosporated m the [and Lie Element of the
Genegal Plan at part of the ongomy update process. He sl thoie prnciples cn

Charrmmn Jamee] navted Sierra Pomnt should be weewed 23 an entire avea, not = 3
srnes of mdnvainal project:. He recommmended consulerimg an oeesall mix of
18, mchnding refanl, and plassny parkenes stacinres and other amensties o
need tobe integrated info fhe developme 19

Dwector Prnce: commented that an mwanl-lockamy campue! texls i be beds
parkmyg mose of an Bitoe

will requure all commescial tmbding: B be LEED Silver cestified, and he agked if 20
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whatrver standards are in effect at the: time: bailding penmmit ayplicatinn: e filed 20
He added that the City Athwney wat m the process of drafling the ordinance: cont.

Cormmmssumes Humter observed that the frve-trmldmg concept & smmlar io the
mmmwmummpmmmﬂl
comneriions beiween inidmps, walkways, and k. He ciied ihe pakong parape 21
at Fifth amd Mission Streets in San Francisco 28 an example of combining retail
snch a2 food comcmtions. dry deanmy:. shoe repair, and wmall procesy stomes.

Chanroam Janee] prposed mvitmg the: peoiechnical comnliant o the next
meeting. Prncipal Planney Swiecks snd thafT sl the FIR. comnliant wall work

topether o coordmate the presentatom

Daxa Dillwxth, Brishane recadent, sad that from wallong hey dogr 2t Saeyva Pomt,
she know: wind <o be 2 problem, and she noled the trees near the exenase park
are: growing horcaetally becanse of sroog winds.  She recommended making 22
that can help tcreen the aves fromwnd  She snggested imtalbmy wandmalls at
vanont locabons akmp the Manna and Seerra Pomt thoredme.

Mz Dulbwrxth spoke m support of having 2ome petail nees at the west end of 23
Franciten.

Mz Dulbwnxth oobed that Mesinre A, approved by the volers, acoepts 2 n-coumiy
temspmiation plan that 1ochudes five freewsy michmee from Seeara Fant
Pakway i Hamey Way. Sbhe said the wat awprised that other: were not zware 24
of these plans, anl she recommended trestme thete: Tnprreements 23 2 et
rather than a fidure progect. Mz Dillworth serested comsdermy loopmp a
roadway fiom the Manna and back o US. 101 akmng the south shorelne.

M. Dillwoxth expoesied concen about the safety and stability of the land m the
event of an emthquake  She nobed employees who waek at the st thounld be
metrocted nad to leave ther boildings after an eavthqnake ontil it can be verified 25
that oo Lmdfill fainre has taken place. Mg Dhileneth noted that landfil] faloes
occmrred with the Northrdlpe earthquuake and earthopmbes i Wathongion and
Aldka

M. Dillwoxth sxid she pasticipated in the Sierra Point charreite 23 part of the
Project for Poblic Spaces workethisp, and there was disnmtion at that time sbout 26
bringing Light-rail tervice: down to Siam Point, thrraph Oyater Point, and i the
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area east of US. 101 She emphatized the need to address mass trmsit in what 26
she consulered i be 2 muEe realizhc way than shuitles and pineys cont.

mmmmmmmmammmh
conirpd hazados emittons gl wasie She emphatized the need for forther 27
shady b find oot muEe: showut potential npect: and ways o mtipate them She
flushed down dramns & ditposed mio lmdfills.

Mz. Dillwoxth offered to provide ﬁ:l]imqm:agudlgﬂtiﬂl]r
change.

Chanrram Janee] mrted the atter wall be ditenssed agamn st folone mestinps

At 925 pm | the Plannme Connmindim tock a tmef recesit. Chasman JTamee]
reconvenedl the megting 2t 9:33 pm.

[The remainder of the Planning Commission minutes for the
meeting of December 14, 2006 pertain to other agenda items
and have been deleted in the interest in saving paper.]
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City of Brisbane Planning Commission Minutes- December 14, 2006

D1 Commissioner Hunter

Response D1-1:

Response D1-2:

Response D1-3:

Response D1-4:

Response D1-5:

The Commissioner expressed concern regarding the use of hazardous
materials on a landfill site and asked if the project would use, store or
transport such materials. Ms. Malamut responded that future uses on the site
could involve hazardous materials. The Draft EIR addresses the use, storage,
and transport of such materials in Section 1V.1, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials.

The Commissioner asked about using Bay water to address water supply and
fire flow issues. Ms. Malamut and Principal Planner Swiecki responded that

the City Engineer is comfortable with the mitigations proposed, and there are
no existing systems in Brisbane using Bay water for fire protection.

The Commissioner stated concern regarding the visual impact of the parking
garage and expressed interest in the use of a “living wall” as well as green
building and sustainable landscaping. Ms. Malamut replied that the Draft
EIR identifies landscaping in the mitigation for the garage’s impact on visual
resources; however, the visual impact of the garage would continue to be
significant and unavoidable because the visual character of the project site
would be dominated by the relatively large and imposing parking garage, as
seen from the vantage point of Sierra Point Parkway.

The Commissioner raised concerns regarding traffic studies during peak
hours and the need to reduce impacts at the intersection of Sierra Point
Parkway and U.S. 101. Ms. Malamut noted that Caltrans has responsibility
for improvements at that location but that the project applicant can encourage
trip reduction as described in the Draft EIR in Section IV.C, Transportation,
Circulation and Parking.

The Commissioner asked about the impact of anticipated future projects on
congestion. Ms. Malamut responded that the Draft EIR accounts for
foreseeable transportation projects and foreseeable cumulative development.
The Draft EIR describes the improvements included in the C/CAG Travel
Demand Forecast Model System for year 2030 on page 94.

D2 Commissioner Maturo

Response D2-6:

The Commissioner asked questions regarding geotech issues and expressed
concern about liquefaction and piercing the landfill cap with pilings. Ms.
Malamut responded that the Draft EIR recommends standard mitigation
techniques to address these concerns including pilings up to 250-feet,
engineered to withstand strong ground shaking and differential settlement,
and monitoring and repair of the clay cap if disturbances occur (described in
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Response D2-7:

Section IV.F, Geology, Soils and Seismicity and Section IV.I, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, respectively).

The Commissioner asked for clarification regarding of the transfer of
approximately 89,815 square feet of office space from the project site to the
parcel in the northwest corner of Sierra Point (Parcel 3). Ms. Malamut
responded that when a development is proposed for the currently vacant
parcel, the developer would be able to use the additional 89,815 square feet
(see pages 52, 73, and 96). Details regarding future development of Parcel 3
are not known. The Draft EIR analyzed this transfer in the cumulative
analysis and development of Parcel 3 would be subject to its own environ-
mental review when a project is proposed for the site.

D3 Commissioner Lentz

Response D3-8:

Response D3-9:

Response D3-10:

Response D3-11:

Response D3-12:

The Commissioner noted the relationship of the Bay Trail to the parking lot
and he stated that pedestrian walkways should connect to the Bay Trail. Ms.
Malamut explained that a mitigation measure in the Draft EIR addressed the
orientation of the Bay Trail through the parking lot (see Mitigation Measure
TRANS-10, page 109). The comment regarding trail/sidewalk connections is
noted.

The Commissioner noted traffic concerns at the intersection of Sierra Point
Parkway and U.S. 101. Ms. Malamut responded regarding the mitigation
measures for that area that are included in the Draft EIR (see Mitigation
Measures TRANS-1, TRANS-4, and TRANS-8 in the Draft EIR; pages 101,
103, and 107, respectively).

The Commissioner asked why housing was not included in the alternatives
analysis. A residential alternative was not considered and is not required
because it fails to meet the basic project objectives; is inconsistent with the
General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Redevelopment Plan, and Sierra Point
Master Plan, and implementation of such a residential alternative would not
necessarily reduce identified impacts related to traffic visual resources; and it
could create new significant impacts relative to public services.

The Commissioner commented that a more natural shoreline should be
considered. Ms. Malamut responded that the shoreline is manmade and
requirements for the dike stability preclude removal of the rocks. The
landscape plan for the proposed project would include the rocks and
plantings beyond.

The Commissioner asked about retail use under the alternatives analyzed in
the Draft EIR. Ms. Malamut responded that retail was not part of the Revised
Site Plan alternative.
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D4 Chairman Jameel

Response D4-13:

Response D4-14:

Response D4-15:

Response D4-16:

Response D4-17:

Response D4-18:

The Chairman noted the need to create more public activity in the area and
cited the placemaking workshop by Project for Public Spaces, Inc. Ms.
Malamut responded that the project as proposed would not preclude public
activity in the Sierra Point area.

The Chairman asked if the hotel and condominium project were included in
the Draft EIR. Ms. Malamut responded that the cumulative analysis included
all approved projects for Sierra Point and was based on the approved Master
Plan for Sierra Point, which would result in build-out of the area by 2030.
See also response to Comment C2-1.

The Chairman expressed concern that traffic impacts at the intersection of
U.S. 101 would not be mitigated to raise the level of service above “F”. Ms.
Malamut responded that even with trip reduction programs and other
recommendations included in the Draft EIR, traffic at the intersection would
remain at level of service “F”.

The Chairman expressed concern regarding emergency access to Sierra Point
and the need for emergency evacuation due to the use of hazardous materials
on the site, as well as potential terrorist attacks. Ms. Malamut responded that
the City of Brisbane Police and the North County Fire Authority reviewed
the proposed project and verified that emergency access was adequate. The
Draft EIR addresses the use, storage, and transport of such materials in
Section V.1, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

The Chairman commented on the sizing of pilings supporting the buildings
with respect to soil structure. Ms. Malamut responded that LSA’s geo-
technical subconsultants had reviewed the proposed project as well as the
geotechnical report for the project site.?? The geotechnical report provided
recommendations for construction including the use of pile foundations for
large buildings. Such piles may be up to 250 feet deep and would minimize
impacts of surface settlement on the structures. Therefore, continued
compaction and settlement of the underlying soils would not affect the
buildings.

The Chairman commented that concerns were expressed at the FTB
presentation regarding the visual impact of the parking structure and that
FTB recommended diagonal parking along streets in the retail areas as an
alternative. Director Prince responded that specific recommendations will be
made by staff for incorporation into the Land Use Element as part of the
General Plan update process. Such designs can then be incorporated into this
and other projects.

2 GeoSyntec Consultants, Inc., 2005. Sierra Point Geotechnical Review of Parcels 5, 6, and 7. Job No:
PRJ2003REM\Slough\Sierra Point\Section 7 SP GeoReport 8-19-05. August 19.
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Response D4-19:

The Chairman suggested that the Sierra Point area be considered in its
entirety and not as a collection of individual projects. He emphasized a mix
of uses and integrated open space. Director Prince responded that the campus
design of the project makes the open space areas less inviting from a visual
perspective, and five buildings instead of three makes parking more of an
issue.

The Draft EIR evaluated land use and policy impacts associated with the
project in Section IV.A, Land Use and Planning Policy and visual resources
impacts in Section IV.L, Visual Resources.

D5 Commissioner Lentz

Response D5-20:

The Commissioner asked if the proposed project would comply with a green
building ordinance currently being drafted by the City, which would require
all commercial buildings to be LEED Silver certified. Principal Planner
Swiecki responded that the project would comply with the standards in effect
at the time the building permit applications were filed (see page 225 of the
Draft EIR).

D6 Commissioner Hunter

Response D6-21:

D7 Dana Dillworth

Response D7-22:

Response D7-23:

Response D7-24:

The Commissioner commented regarding the proposed project’s five-
building concept and its similarity with design concepts presented at the FTB
urban design presentation. His suggestion for the provision of convenient
retail services is noted. FTB incorporated the proposed Sierra Point Biotech
project into the draft proposals presented to the Planning Commission and
City Council.

The comments regarding wind conditions at the site and the potential for
installing windmills on Sierra Point are noted. This comment does not raise
any environmental issues or relate to the adequacy of the information or
analysis within the Draft EIR; no further response is required.

The comments recommendation for retail uses at the west end of Sierra Point
is noted. This comment does not raise any environmental issues or relate to
the adequacy of the information or analysis within the Draft EIR; no further
response is required.

The comment stated that Measure A improvements should be included in the
analysis. In 1988, Measure A established a 20-year half-cent sales tax in San
Mateo County to fund transportation improvements. In 2004, the tax was
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Response D7-25:

Response D7-26:

Response D7-27:

reauthorized through 2033.° The San Mateo County Transportation
Authority administers the proceeds and distributes a portion of the tax to
local cities, including the City of Brisbane. Future transportation
improvements for US 101 are included in the Draft EIR analysis as described
in Section 1V.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking, on page 93.

The comment regarding construction of a new roadway along the southern
shoreline of Sierra Point is noted. This comment does not raise any environ-
mental issues or relate to the adequacy of the information or analysis within
the Draft EIR; no further response is required.

The comments regarding soil stability following an earthquake are noted. As
described in the Draft EIR, an emergency action plan, which must be pre-
pared by all employers in California, would address the issue of emergency
response and evacuation (see page 194).

The comment regarding increasing transit to Sierra Point is noted. This
comment does not raise any environmental issues or relate to the adequacy of
the information or analysis within the Draft EIR; no further response is
required.

The comment regarding regulation of nanotechnology and pharmaceutical
waste is noted. This comment does not raise any environmental issues related
to the proposed project or relate to the adequacy of the information or
analysis within the Draft EIR; no further response is required.

28 San Mateo County Transportation Authority, 2007. What’s New, News Archives. Website: www.smcta.com.
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IV. TEXT REVISIONS

This chapter presents specific revisions to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made in response to
comments, or to amplify and clarify material in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to the main text are
called for, the page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision. Added text is
indicated with underlined text. Deletions to text in the Draft EIR are shown with strikeout. Page
numbers correspond to the page numbers of the Draft EIR. None of the changes or clarifications
presented in this chapter significantly alters the conclusions or findings of the Draft EIR.

Page 65 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

The Master Plan conceptually describes the development of Sierra Point, as shown in
Figure IV.A-4. As of June 2006, the majority of the Plan has been implemented.
However, four sites, totaling approximately 45 acres, remain vacant. On the project
site the approved Plan would allow construction of three office buildings: a six-story
building, a 10-story building, and an eight-story building, which together would
comprise 630,000 square feet. A parking structure with four levels of parking and
rooftop parking above grade is approved for the northeast corner of the lot and
surface parking are approved to cover the remaining site, aside from the BCDC
shoreline area. The main visual focal point would be located along Sierra Point
Parkway across from the existing eight and 12-story buildings.

In July 2006, the City retained Freeman Tung and Bottomley (FTB) to update the
Sierra Point Design Guidelines in order to “strengthen the public realm, evaluate how
pending and future private development relates to the public realm, and determine
how this relationship might be strengthened to the benefit of both the public and the
projects.” The goals of the urban design revisions for Sierra Point include:
strengthening the design of Sierra Point Parkway as a public boulevard; creating a
focal point and public activity space at the eastern terminus of Sierra Point Parkway;
enhancing visual connections to the Bay at the terminus of Sierra Point Parkway; and
developing the eastern-most vacant trapezoidal parcel to create a public center of
activity (Parcel R, Figure 1V.A-4, Sierra Point Master Plan). FTB held two
stakeholder meetings and presented design proposals to a joint study session of the
City Council and Planning Commission on November 13, 2006. The presentation
focused on two draft proposals for retail/commercial/residential uses with integrated
public open space located at the eastern intersection of Sierra Point Parkway and
Marina Boulevard. Subsequent steps in the design revision process entail an
economic analysis to study the feasibility of creating an active public realm on Sierra
Point and, ultimately, the adoption of revised design guidelines.

! Brisbane, City of, 2006. Agenda Report, Study Session-Urban Design Update for Sierra Point. November 13.
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Pages 73 and 74 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Compared with the approved Conceptual Master Plan (Master Plan) in the Design
Guidelines, the proposed project would result in five office/research buildings with
fewer floors and larger footprints instead of three taller office buildings. The
proposed six-level parking garage, however, would be two stories taller and have a
larger footprint than the four-story parking garage approved in the Master Plan.
Specific project differences from the Master Plan include: a proposed building height
of three and four stories instead of the approved six, eight and 10 stories; a proposed
total of 540,185 square feet instead of the approved 630,000 square feet; the angled
placement of buildings on the site such that bulk is moved away from the shoreling;
and relocation of parking away from the Bay and toward the streets. The proposed
project would result in less surface parking on the southern portion of the site,
providing more open space along the Bay than would occur with the previously
approved Master Plan. Visual impacts of the proposed project are described in detail
in Section 1V.M, Visual Resources.

The update to the Design Guidelines being undertaken by FTB and described above,
is in the initial planning stages. Because the proposals are not adopted policies or
ordinances of the City, a detailed analysis of the proposed project with respect to the
draft proposals would be premature. However, it should be noted that the draft
proposals for the update, as presented at the joint study session of the City Council
and Planning Commission, incorporate the proposed project as analyzed in this EIR.

Page 128 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

« Suspend excavation and grading activity when sustained wind speeds exceed 25
mph. Sustained wind speed shall be determined by averaging observed values
over a two-minute period. Wind monitoring by the construction manager shall be
required at all times during excavation and grading activities.

Page 206 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Impact HAZ-3: Operation of the project could result in hazardous conditions
related to the introduction of facilities that may use animals in research. (S)

The following mitigation measure would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-
significant level.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-3. Following development of the project, any facility
using animals in research shall, at the City of Brisbane’s request, furnish to the
City documentation demonstrating their compliance with applicable standards for
laboratory animal care (e.g., the Institute of Laboratory Animal Research Guide
for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals), such as a copy of their license with
the USDA and a copy of the results of the USDA inspections (that occur on at
least an annual basis) to ensure compliance with the ongoing requirements of the
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Page 221 of the

Page 227 of the

federal Animal Welfare Act and the Health Research Extension Act of 1985.
(LTS)

Draft EIR is revised as follows:

A 5-Year Wastewater Capital Improvement Program approved in 2005 by the
SFPUC includes plans to upgrade aging infrastructure at the facility to reduce odors.
The SFPUC is currently in the process of updating the Sewer Master Plan, which will
include additional measures to upgrade facilities at the Southeast Treatment plant to
reduce odors and CSO releases.

The 1995 Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement between the City and County of San
Francisco, the City of Brisbane, and the Guadalupe Valley Municipal Improvement
District (GVMID) establishes the terms of wastewater treatment and disposal service
provided to Brisbane by the City and County of San Francisco. The agreement limits
wastewater discharge from Brisbane/GVMID to 6.7 million gallons per day, with an
exception for a temporary revocable permit in emergency circumstances.

The agreement establishes rates charged for disposal and treatment of wastewater;
requires Brisbane/GVMID to install and maintain metering equipment and facilities;
allows for monitoring and inspection by the San Francisco Public Works Director;
and requires consistency with and enforcement of San Francisco standards and
requlations pertaining to waste discharge. The agreement requires Brisbane/GVMID
to provide information regarding updated facilities and new non-residential
dischargers, including EPA Categorical Dischargers within a specified timeframe.
The agreement also establishes requirements for Brisbane/ GVMID to prepare and
update the Revenue Program in compliance with applicable federal and state laws.

The City has planned for wastewater treatment and discharge associated with the
development of Sierra Point as approved under the Master Plan. Therefore, discharge
associated with the proposed project would be within the amount of wastewater
anticipated by the Master Plan and the cumulative effect on the agreement would not

be significant.

Draft EIR is revised as follows:

@ Wastewater Treatment. The City of Brisbane has a contract with the
SFPUC for treatment of 6.7 mgd peak wet weather discharge 6-0-mgd-total-daly-dry
weather sewageflow.” Base sanitary sewer flow for existing conditions in the 2003
Sewer Master Plan was projected to be 0.334 mgd for the City’s service area.’ Base
sanitary sewer flow levels for build-out conditions outlined in the General Plan for
2020 are projected to increase to 0.537 8:454 mgd, with the majority of future flow
increases expected to come from new office districts and planned developments.*

2 City of Brishane, 2002. 1999-2006 Housing Element. Adopted October 15.
3 City of Brishane, 2003. Sewer Master Plan. Prepared by Brown and Caldwell, May.

4 1bid.
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Average sewer flow from the proposed project would be approximately 0.112 mgd
and, with a peaking factor of 5 3 to 1, the project could have peak flows levels of up
to 0.560 0.336 mgd.’

Brisbane’s sewage is conveyed to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Facility,
which has a total design capacity of 85 mgd.® The Southeast Water Pollution Control
Facility currently has an average daily dry weather flow of 67 mgd, ’ with a
remaining average daily dry weather treatment capacity of approximately 18 mgd.
Additional base flows of 0.112 mgd and peak flows of up to 8:56 0.336 mgd
generated by the proposed project would be less than one percent of the remaining
dry weather treatment capacity of 18 mgd and are less than weuld-therefore-be-within
the Southeast Water Pollution Control Facility’s remaining treatment capacity and
within the prescribed flow limits identified in the City’s agreement with SFPUC.

projected-flow-levelsforbud-out-under-the-General-Plan-

Page 228 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

2 Storm Drainage. Implementation of the proposed project would increase the
impervious surface coverage on the site from close to zero percent to approximately
40 percent. Considering the entire 22.8-acre site, the peak 10-year discharge could
increase from 16 cubic feet per second to 26 cubic feet per second. This rate should
be well within the combined capacity of the four existing 24-inch diameter outfalls
serving the project site.® Implementation of the proposed project would alter the
existing drainage patterns on the site by directing additional runoff into existing
outfalls, which could result in increased discharges from the site. However, the
proposed project would discharge directly into San Francisco Bay and would not
exceed the capacity of the City’s storm drain system.

The use of heavy-gauge, high-density polyethylene pipe (HDPE) for the sewer
system, instead of vitrified clay pipe material typical for sewer systems, is required
for all development at Sierra Point to protect the landfill’s clay cap and to address
settlement issues. With the use of HDPE materials the amount of inflow and
infiltration to the sewer system during wet weather months would be negligible. °

® Thomas Birmingham, 2006 2007. Project Manager, Brown and Caldwell. Personal communications with LSA
Associates, Inc. August25 April 2.

® Kerwin Chan, 2006. Superintendent of Bayside Operations, SFPUC. Personal communications with LSA
Associates, Inc. July 11.

7 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2006. Southeast Treatment Plant Website:
www.sfsewers.org/southeast_treatment.asp

8 Harvey Oslick, 2006. RBF Consultants. Personal communications with LSA Associates, Inc. June 29.

9 Randy Breault, 2007. City of Brisbane, Director of Public Works. Personal communications with LSA Associates.
January 10.
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Page 233 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure UTL-3: The proposed project shall include a dedicated
fire flow supply loop separate from the potable water system properly sized
to handle project fire flow requirements and connected, through a double
detector check valve assembly, directly into the street main at two separate
locations in accordance with Public Works Department and Fire Authority
specifications. Each fire supply loop connection to the street main shall
include a double detector check valve. A fire loop system separated from the
potable water system will allow for smaller water mains to serve the peak
daily demand for the project, thereby allowing for quicker water turnover in
the potable water system. Separate potable and fire supply systems will also
allow for maintenance on either looped system without affecting the other.

As an alternative, the applicant could submit a proposal for a dual-use
fire/water loop but, as part of such a submittal, must provide sufficient
evidence (e.g., hydraulic calculations) to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer, that the water would not stagnate in such a dual-use system and
that the impact would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. (LTS)

Pages 233, 234 and 235 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:

3 Wastewater Conveyance. The existing 10-inch sewer lines in the
vicinity of the project site beneath Shoreline Court and Sierra Point Parkway
would provide sanitary service for the proposed project. In accordance with
the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer Master Plan, the projected sewer flow from
the proposed project would be approximately 90 percent of the water
demand.'® Based on a water demand of 0.124 million gallons per day for the
proposed project, the projected average sewer flow from the project would be
approximately 0.112 mgd with a peak flow of up to 6:56 0.336 mgd.**
Estimated average flows for other areas of Sierra Point are 0.134 mgd, and
combined with the proposed project, would result in an average flow of
0.246 mgd.*? The firm capacity of the Sierra Point Lift Station in is currently
about 0.46 mgd and would be adequate to handle the average flow of 0.246
mgd from all of Sierra Point, including the proposed project.® Other
development on Sierra Point may produce peak sewage flows of about 0.67
mgd, and combined with the potential peak flow of 8:56 0.336 mgd from the
proposed project, could result in total peak flows of £:23-1.01 mgd to the
Sierra Point Lift Station.* During peak flow conditions on Sierra Point, the
potential 4-23-1.01 mgd flow levels eettd-would exceed the 0.46 mgd
capacity of the Sierra Point Lift Station.

10 City of Brishane, 2003. Sewer Master Plan. Prepared by Brown and Caldwell, May.
! Thomas Birmingham, 2606 2007. op. cit.

2 Ibid.

® Ibid.

™ Ibid.

P:\BRI0601\Products\RTC\Final\4-TextRevisions.doc (4/6/2007) 7 7



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
APRIL 2007

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT
SIERRA POINT BIOTECH PROJECT EIR
IV. TEXT REVISIONS

Impact UTL-4: During peak flow conditions, wastewater flow from the
project esuld would exceed the capacity of the Sierra Point Lift Station.

(S)

Mitigation Measure UTL-4: The project applicant shall pay for the instal-
lation of larger pumps or a complete replacement of the Sierra Point Lift
Station, as determined by the Public Works Department, to accommodate
the increase in peak sewer flows from the project site. Additional
required improvements to the lift station may include replacement of the
electrical system and a larger standby generator. (LTS)

With a projected wastewater peak flow of 8:56 0.336 mgd from the proposed
project contributing to a combined peak flow of £23-1.01 mgd in the existing
downstream 10-inch diameter gravity line, the 10-inch line would flow at
approximately 99 70 percent full during peak flow periods.”® The 2003 City
of Brishane Sewer Master Plan states that when the peak flow depth exceeds
50 percent of pipelines that are 10-inches in diameter or less, the 10-inch
pipeline will need to be upgraded and replaced. The 12-inch diameter pipe
directly downstream from the 10-inch line would flow at about 65 55 percent
of the capacity of the pipeline. During peak flow periods, the 12-inch
diameter pipeline would comply with the 66 percent capacity limit
established in the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer Master Plani-but-any-increase

above-thislevelwould-reguirereplacement.

Impact UTL-5: At peak sewer flow conditions, the project eoutd would
exceed the capacity of the downstream 10-inch gravity sewer line in
Sierra Point Parkway. (S)

Mitigation Measure UTL-5: The project applicant shall fund the
replacement of the downstream 10-inch gravity line in Sierra Point
Parkway with a pipeline capable of accommodating peak flow levels in
accordance with the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer Master Plan pipe
capacity requirements. The Public Works Department shall ensure that
the replacement pipe is adequately sized to comply with the 2003 City of
Brisbane Sewer Master Plan requirements and meets all specifications.
(LTS)

The 6-inch diameter force main leaving the Sierra Point Lift Station, with a
capacity of 254 1.53 mgd, is appropriately sized to accommodate the
combined peak flow levels of £23-1.01 mgd. The Valley Drive Lift Station
has a firm capacity of 3.2 mgd. According to the Sewer Master Plan, the
estimated future flows at the Valley Drive Lift Station are 23 2.92 mgd, and

35 bid.
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would be adequate to accommodate the additional 8-465-0.241 mgd*® of peak
flow levels not anticipated in the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer Master Plan.
The 8-and 12-inch diameter discharge force mains from the Valley Drive Lift

Station to the Bayshore Boulevard gravity line has-a-capacity-ofabeut3-3

mgd-which-would-be have adequate capacity to accommodate the combined
peak flows of about 2:8-2.92 mgd. The force main flows into a 16-inch

dlameter graV|ty main in Bayshore Boulevard Ihe—2—8—2—92—mgd—ﬂews—tpem

9:f—BHs-I9apreSh.e\A,t(-)r—|3o41915-te4LFlI\9140r The pr0|ected flows from the Valley Drlve
Lift Station will not exceed the capacity of the 16-inch diameter line.

Impact UTL-Z 6: The construction of new water, sewer and storm drain

lines could potentially cause significant environmental effects. (S)

The proposed project includes the construction of new water, sewer and
storm drain infrastructure which could potentially cause significant
environmental effects related to below ground hazards, differential ground
settlement, water quality, air quality and could increase the risk of damage to
existing utility lines.

Implementation of the following two-part mitigation measure would reduce
this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure UTL-Z 6a: The construction of new water,
wastewater and stormwater infrastructure shall incorporate mitigation
measures GEO-1a, GEO-1b, GEO-1c, GEO-2a, GEO-2b, GEO-2c,
GEO-3, GEO-4, HYDRO-1a, HYDRO-1b, HYDRO-1c, HYDRO-23,
HYDRO-2b, HAZ-1a and HAZ-1b.

16 The Sewer Master Plan originally anticipated a total peak flow of 0.095 from the project site and the proposed
project could result in unanticipated net peak flow of 8:465 0.241 mgd. (6:5608 0.336 mgd — 0.095 =-8:465 0.241 mgd net
increase)
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APRIL 2007

Mitigation Measure UTL-Z 6b: To address the potential of differential
ground settlement, the construction of water, sewer and storm drain lines
shall include flexible utility connections at buildings and provide support
for the utilities under buildings on the structures themselves. (LTS)

Impact UTL-8 7: Stormwater runoff from the project site could exceed
the capacity of the stormwater system in the northwest portion of the
site. (S)

The City of Brisbane Storm Drainage Master Plan identified a drainage
deficiency at the intersection of Sierra Point Parkway and Marina Boulevard,
at the northwest corner of the project site. The cause of this deficiency, noted
by City staff, was not determined and the Master Plan recommended that
video inspection should be performed to investigate the problem.*’
Implementation of the following mitigation measure will ensure that drainage
from the project site does not exceed the capacity of the City’s storm drain
system in the event that the drainage deficiency is not corrected.

Mitigation Measure UTL-87: Stormwater drainage on the project site
should be directed away from the intersection of Sierra Point Parkway
and Marina Boulevard at the northwest corner of the site. The City of
Brisbane Public Works Department and/or Building Division shall
review and approve final project design and drainage plans prior to
approval of the grading plan. (LTS)

o Harvey Oslick, 2006. RBF Consultants. Personal communications with LSA Associates, Inc. June 29.
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BROWN anNbD

CALDWELL

201 North Civic Drive, Suite 115
Walnut Creek, California 94596-3864

Tel: (925) 937-9010
Fax: (925) 937-9026

April 2, 2007

Ms. Judith Malamut

LSA Associates, Inc.

2215 Fifth Street

Berkeley, California 94710 130717-001

Subject: Proposed Water and Sewer Mains for the Sierra Point Biotech Project
Dear Ms. Malamut:

In completion of LSA Associates, Inc (LSA) authorization dated February 4, 2007, Brown
and Caldwell (BC) has responded to Slough Estates International’s draft EIR questions. We
also estimate the primary water and sewer demands for the proposed Diamond Investment
Properties proposal, as well as the Universal Paragon Corporation proposal at Sierra Point.

SLOUGH ESTATES QUESTIONS
Question C-13
How will the sewer flows be affected by changing the peaking factors from 5 to 32

The required sewer flow from the Sierra Point Biotech Project will be approximately
90 percent of the water demand (Brisbane Sewer Master Plan, BC, May 2003). From
Table 1, this will result in an average sewer flow of approximately 0.112 mgd for
Sierra Point Biotech Park, or a peak flow of 0.336 mgd. At the City’s request, the
previous report (BC August 25, 2006) used a peaking factor of 5. Slough Estates is
required to use HDPE piping to reduce the infiltration and inflow (I/I) to the
system. This approach will reduce the peaking factor (peak to average flow ratio)
from 5 to 3, and reduce the peak flow from the Sierra Point Biotech Project from
0.560 million gallons per day (mgd) to 0.336 mgd. This change is reflected in

Table 1. We have continued to apply a peaking factor of 5 for flows from the
remaining portion of Sierra Point.

Table 1. Estimated Flow for Entire Sierra Point Area

Area Unit Ave Use (mgd) Peak Use (mgd)

Sierra Point Area from Water Master 102 acres 0153 0.765
Plan
Sierra Point Biotech Project Area 12.6 acres 0.019 0.095
Totz_al Use Less Sierra Point Biotech 0.134 0.670
Project
Sierra Point Biotech Project 10,000 gpd/acre 0.112 0.336

Total 0.246 1.01
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Question C-14
What peak flow was the pump station designed to accommodate and how was it calculated?

The current firm capacity of the Sierra Point Pump Station is 0.461 million gallons
per day (mgd). We have confirmed this information through a telephone call to Matt
Fabry of the City of Brisbane staff.

According to the City’s Sewer Master Plan (July, 2003), Table 5-2 shows that the pump station bas a firm
capacity of 600 gpm (=0.864 mgd) and further indicates that it will be upgraded to 800 gpm (1.152 mygd).

The Sierra Point Sewage Lift Station Pump Replacement Project Plans and
Specifications (Associated Water Engineers, Inc September 2002) called for two 400-
gpm pumps to replace the existing equipment. The contractor installed two pumps
total, which produced a firm capacity of 0.461 mgd. Future plans call for the
installation of a third, larger pump.

Question C-15
What is the existing peak flow to the pump station and how was it determined?

From the Brown and Caldwell Sewer Master Plan (SMP) July, 2003, Table 4-2, the
existing average flow projection is 0.092 mgd. Using a peaking factor of 5 increases
the flow to 0.460 mgd.

What future developments are designed to drain to the pump station and how were the sewer flow rates
calenlated?

When the SMP was completed, future average day flows from Sierra Point were
projected to increase from 0.092 mgd to 0.153 mgd. Future development was
expected to be similar to the office buildings currently at Sierra Point.

As shown in Table 1, the rest of the Sierra Point area will produce a peak sewage
flow of about 0.67 mgd, for a total of 1.01 mgd to the Sierra Point Lift Station. The
firm capacity of the pump station (largest pump out of service) is now is about

0.46 mgd; therefore, the additional average future sewer flow of 0.246 mgd can be
adequately handled by the pump station. However, at peak conditions, the 1.01 mgd
flow would exceed the current capacities for the Sierra Point Lift Station. Therefore,
it would require renovations with a third pump in the existing lift station, larger
pumps, or a complete lift station replacement. Additional improvements might
include re-work or replacement of the electrical system and a larger standby
generator.
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Question C-17
What is the existing flow in the 10-inch diameter gravity main and how was it determined?

From the SMP, the average existing flow is 0.092 mgd, and a peak flow of
0.460 mgd.

What is the maximun capacity of the 10” gravity pipe based on the City’s maxcimum allowable depth of
50%?

As stated in the Sewer Master Plan, there is a 10-inch diameter gravity line
downstream from the proposed project site. With a projected peak flow of 1.01
mgd, the 10-inch diameter sewer line will flow approximately 70 percent full. Section
5 of the Sewer Master Plan states when the peak flow depth exceeds one-half full for
pipelines 10-inches in diameter or less, the 10-inch diameter pipe will need to be
replaced. A larger diameter pipe or a parallel 10-inch diameter line can be installed to
transport additional future flows. The maximum capacity of the 10-inch diameter
gravity pipe is 0.667 mgd based on a slope of 0.02 feet per hundred feet and a
Manning n of 0.013. The 12-inch diameter pipe directly downstream from the 10-
inch diameter pipeline will flow at about 55 percent. This is acceptable from the
Master Plan limit of 66 percent.

Question C-18
What is the existing flow in the 16-inch diameter sewer and how was it determined?

Based on the City’s data, existing average daily flow in the 16-inch diameter sewer is
0.330 mgd. This flow is pumped from the Valley Drive Pump Station.

What is the maximum flow capacity of this pipe based on the City’s maxcimum allowable flow depth of 66%?

The maximum flow of this pipe at 66 percent is approximately 3.88 mgd based on a
slope of 0.026 feet per hundred feet and a Manning n of 0.013. The peak flow of
2.92 mgd from the force main will result in the gravity portion of the pipeline
flowing at 50 percent. This is below the 66 percent threshold set in the Sewer Master
Plan for gravity flow sewers.

What future developments will contribute to the 16 sewer?

Future developments will include development on Sierra Point as well as minor
development in the City proper.

How were the flow rates for these future developments calenlated?

From the SMP, the average future flows for the Valley Drive Pump Station will be
0.537 mgd, and 2.69 mgd for peak flows. The 6-inch diameter force main leaving the
Sierra Point Pump Station is appropriately sized with a peak flow of 1.01 mgd and a
velocity of 7.93 fps. This 6-inch diameter line transitions to an 8-inch diameter force
main west of Highway 101, with an acceptable velocity of 4.47 fps. From Table 5-4
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of the Brisbane Sewer Master Plan, Valley Drive Lift Station has a firm capacity of
3.2 mgd. The estimated future flows are 2.68 mgd per the Master Plan, allowing for
the added 0.336 mgd from Sierra Point Biotech Project, for a total flow of about 2.92
mgd. The 0.241 mgd of sewer flow is the difference between the proposed Sierra
Point Biotech Project peak flow of 0.336 mgd, and the Sewer Master Plan peak flow
of 0.095 mgd. The Valley Drive Lift Station has a firm capacity of 3.2 mgd and can
therefore adequately handle the increased peak flows from the Sierra Point Biotech
Project. The Valley Drive Lift Station discharges into a 16-inch diameter
gravity/pressure main in Bayshore Blvd.

The 16-inch diameter line flows by gravity for approximately 3,200 feet, and then
acts as a siphon and flows gradually uphill to the connection with San Francisco’s
sewer system for 3,100 feet. The hydraulic grade line shows that the lower portions
of the sewer main will be under pressure, but the upper portions will remain under
gravity flow. The pipe can adequately handle the additional flows from the Sierra
Point Biotech Project and does not need to be upgraded.

FUTURE WATER AND SEWER WATER DEMANDS
FOR ALL SIERRA POINT PROJECTS

In addition to the Sierra Point Biotech Project, Diamond Investment Properties and
Universal Paragon Corporation are proposing new developments for Sierra Point. The
projected water and sewer demands for these proposals are shown on Table 2.

Table 2. Estimated Flows

Total Water Total Sewer
Demand Demand
Area (thousand (thousand
Use Water Demand (thousand sq ft) gpd) gpd)
Sierra Point Biotech Park
Research and Development 10,000 gpd / acre 540 124 112
Parking 0 1786 spaces 0
Total 540 124 112
Diamond Investment Properties
Residential (192-1 bath / 285 2-hath) 110 gpd / unit 477 units 83.8 75
Retail 50 gpd /1000 sq ft 23 12 1
Total 85 76
Universal Paragon Corporation
Hotel 130 gpd / room 400 rooms 52 47
Condominiums (136 1 bath / 264 2 bath) 110 gpd / unit 400 units 73 66
Total 125 113
Grand Total 334 301
Notes:
1. square feet (sq ft)
2. gallons per day (gpd)
3. Unit water demands factors based on water use records for Genentech
4. Retail use for the Sierra Point Biotech Park was not included as the amounts will be negligible
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To meet the future demands of additional Sierra Point development, improvements will need
to be made to the area infrastructure. The 10-inch diameter gravity line will flow at 70
percent from the Sierra Point development and will need to be replaced or paralleled. The
12-inch diameter gravity line will flow at 55 percent from the Sierra Point development and
will not need to be replaced. Additional flows from the UPC and Diamond projects will
require a new 6-inch diameter force main from the project sites to the Sierra Point Lift
Station. The 6-inch diameter force main leaving the Sierra Point Lift Station will flow at 8 fps
from the Sierra Point development, and future development will push the velocities to
approximately 12 fps in the 6-inch diameter portion of the force main.. These velocities will
be within typical design limitations in the 6 - and 8-inch diameter portion of the Sierra Point
Lift Station force main. Sierra Point flows will exceed the capacity of the Sierra Point Lift
Station and require renovations with larger pumps or a complete replacement. The Valley
Drive Lift Station will have adequate capacity for the Sierra Point development, but will
require renovations with larger pumps or complete replacement with the Diamond and UPC
development. Additional improvements might include re-work or replacement of the
electrical system and a larger standby generator for the projected developments.

If you have any questions regarding this analysis, please call me at (925) 210-2352.
Very truly yours,
BROWN AND CALDWELL
-, >
W e
Thomas Birmingham
Project Manager
TB:iu:jaf
CcC: R. Breault, City of Brisbane

J. Flanagan, City of Brisbane
W. Faisst, Brown and Caldwell
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