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I. 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 III of this document. 
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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 II: 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 III: 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 strikeout has been deleted from the Draft EIR. Revisions to figures are also 
provided, where appropriate. 
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II. 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 III, Comments and 
Responses, of this document. 
 
 
A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
Chapter III 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:   A1-# 
 Organizations:      B1-# 
 Individuals:      C1-# 
 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 

A1 Department of Fish and Game  
Charles Armor, Central Coast Acting Regional Manager 

December 19, 2006 

A2 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Robert B. Hickman 

December 28, 2006 

   

B. Organizations 
 No organizations submitted comments  



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
A P R I L  2 0 0 7  S I E R R A  P O I N T  B I O T E C H  P R O J E C T  E I R  
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C. Individuals 

C1 Slough Estates International 
Jonathan M. Bergschneider, Senior Vice President- 
Development 

January 2, 2007 

C2 Steefel, Levitt & Weiss 
Steve Atkinson 

January 2, 2007 

Public Hearing Comments December 14, 2006  

D1 Commissioner Hunter  
D2 Commissioner Maturo  
D3 Commissioner Lentz  
D4 Chairman Jameel  
D5 Commissioner Lentz  
D6 Commissioner Hunter  
D7 Dana Dillworth  
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III. 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 



1

Letter
A1
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LETTER A1 
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. 

 
 



1

Letter
A2

2

3

4



5

Letter
A2

cont.

6
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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.  
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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.  

 
Response A2-2: 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.1 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.2 

 
Response A2-3: Under the conditions of the 1995 Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, the City 

of Brisbane and GVMID 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 

                                                      
1 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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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 (CIU) designation. The commercial 
and industrial discharger, not the City of Brisbane, would be responsible for 
obtaining any necessary permits from the SFPUC.  

 
Response A2-4: 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.  

 
Response A2-5: 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.  

 
Response A2-6: 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. 
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C. INDIVIDUALS 
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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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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. 

 
Response C1-6: All construction activities, including pile driving, will be required to comply with 

the noise reducing measures outlined in Mitigation Measure NOISE-2.  
 
Response C1-7: 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. 

 
Response C1-8: 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. 

 
Response C1-9: 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: 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.  

 
Response C1-11: 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.   

 
Response C1-12: 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) 

 
Response C1-13: 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/I) 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 

Area Unit 
Average Sewer Flow 

(mgd) 
Peak Sewer Flow 

(mgd) 
Sierra Point Area from Water Master Plana 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 
a 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.3 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.4 Base sanitary sewer flow levels for 
build-out conditions outlined in the General Plan for 2020 are projected to 
increase to 0.537 0.454 mgd, with the majority of future flow increases 
expected to come from new office districts and planned developments.5 
Average sewer flow from the proposed project would be approximately 

                                                      
3 City of Brisbane, 2002. 1999-2006 Housing Element. Adopted October 15. 
4 City of Brisbane, 2003. Sewer Master Plan. Prepared by Brown and Caldwell, May. 
5 Ibid. 
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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 0.560 0.336 mgd.6  
 
Brisbane’s sewage is conveyed to the Southeast Water Pollution Control 
Facility, which has a total design capacity of 85 mgd.7 The Southeast Water 
Pollution Control Facility currently has an average daily dry weather flow of 
67 mgd, 8 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 0.56 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 would 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 
levels for 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.9 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 0.56 
0.336 mgd.10 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.11 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.12  Other development on Sierra Point may produce peak sewage 
flows of about 0.67 mgd, and combined with the potential peak flow of 0.56 
0.336 mgd from the proposed project, could result in total peak flows of 1.23 
1.01 mgd to the Sierra Point Lift Station.13 During peak flow conditions on 

                                                      
6 Thomas Birmingham, 2006 2007. Project Manager, Brown and Caldwell. Personal communications with LSA 

Associates, Inc. August 25 April 2. 
7 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 
9 City of Brisbane, 2003. Sewer Master Plan. Prepared by Brown and Caldwell, May. 
10 Thomas Birmingham, 2006 2007. op. cit. 
11 Ibid. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid. 
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Sierra Point, the potential 1.23 1.01 mgd flow levels could 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 could 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 0.56 0.336 mgd from the proposed 
project contributing to a combined peak flow of 1.23 1.01 mgd in the existing 
downstream 10-inch diameter gravity line, the 10-inch line would flow at 
approximately 90 70 percent full during peak flow periods.14 The 2003 City 
of Brisbane 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, but any increase 
above this level would require replacement. 
 
Impact UTL-5: At peak sewer flow conditions, the project could 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 2.54 1.53 mgd, is appropriately sized to accommodate the 
combined peak flow levels of 1.23 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 2.3 2.92 mgd, and 

                                                      
14 Ibid. 
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would be adequate to accommodate the additional 0.465 0.241 mgd15 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 
diameter gravity main in Bayshore Boulevard. The 2.8 2.92 mgd flows from 
the force main would result in the 16-inch diameter line flowing at 80 75 
percent which is above the 66 percent threshold established in the 2003 City 
of Brisbane Sewer Master Plan. The projected flows from the Valley Drive 
Lift Station will not exceed the capacity of the 16-inch diameter line. 
 
Impact UTL-6: At peak sewer flow conditions, the project could would 
exceed the capacity of the 16-inch diameter gravity line in Bayshore 
Boulevard. (S) 
 

Mitigation Measure UTL-6: The project applicant shall pay a fair share 
of the cost as determined by the Public Works Department to upgrade the 
existing downstream 16-inch gravity line in Bayshore Boulevard 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 pipeline 
is adequately sized to comply with the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer 
Master Plan requirements and meets all specifications. (LTS) 

 
Response C1-14: 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. 

 
Response C1-15: 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 0.465 0.241 mgd. (0.560 0.336 mgd – 0.095 = 0.465 0.241 mgd net 
increase)   
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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. 

 
Response C1-16: 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.  

 
Response C1-17: 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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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 could would 
exceed the capacity of the downstream 10-inch gravity sewer line in 
Sierra Point Parkway. (S) 

 
Response C1-18: 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. 

 
Response C1-19: 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. 



1

Letter
C2



Letter
C2

cont.

1
cont.



1
cont.

Letter
C2

cont.



Letter
C2

cont.

1
cont.



Letter
C2

cont.

1
cont.



1
cont.

Letter
C2

cont.



1
cont.

2

Letter
C2

cont.



2
cont.

3

4

Letter
C2

cont.



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
A P R I L  2 0 0 7  S I E R R A  P O I N T  B I O T E C H  P R O J E C T  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

P:\BRI0601\Products\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (4/6/2007)   41 

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 VI-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 IV.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 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.”16 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.  

                                                      
16 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 IV.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.17 

 
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 

                                                      
17 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 residents18 and 38 to 74 
employees.19 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. 

 
                                                      

18 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.  

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 

Intersection/Freeway Segment 
Peak 
Hour Direction 

Original 2030 
Cumulative 
w/Project 
Volumes 

Revised 2030 
Cumulative 
w/Project 
Volumes 

% 
Increase/ 
Decrease 

Intersections:       
WB 690 700 1.0% West of Bayshore Blvd 
EB 3,059 3,084 1.0% 
WB 1,075 1,187 10.0% East of Bayshore Blvd 
EB 2,866 2,857 -0.3% 
NB 5,976 6,021 1.0% South of Old County Rd 
SB 2,510 2,535 1.0% 
NB 8,480 8,692 2.0% North of Old County Rd 

AM 

SB 4,435 4,493 1.0% 
WB 2,016 2,018 0.1% West of Bayshore Blvd 
EB 1,315 1,320 0.4% 
WB 3,178 3,083 -3.0% East of Bayshore Blvd 
EB 1,042 1,140 9.0% 
NB 5,191 5,226 1.0% South of Old County Rd 
SB 4,120 4,080 -1.0% 
NB 8,407 8,428 0.2% 

6. Bayshore Boulevard 
and Old County Road 

North of Old County Rd 

PM 

SB 5,900 6,038 2.0% 
WB 2,026 1,939 -4.0% West of Sierra Point Pkwy 
EB 1,256 1,372 9.0% 
NB 2,160 2,286 6.0% South of Sierra Point Pkwy 
SB 1,504 2,116 41.0% 
NB 2,216 2,343 6.0% 

8. Sierra Point Parkway 
and Lagoon Way 

North of Sierra Point Pkwy 

PM 

SB 2,330 2,739 18.0% 
WB 1,375 1,843 34.0% West of US 101 NB Ramps 
EB 1,430 1,556 9.0% 
WB 1,222 2,514 106.0% East of US 101 NB Ramps 
EB 4,048 4,250 5.0% 

South of Sierra Point Pkwy NB 3,577 3,713 4.0% 

9. Sierra Point Parkway 
and US 101 NB Ramps 

North of Sierra Point Pkwy 

AM 

NB 805 1,689 110.0% 
WB 3,435 3,815 11.0% West of Shoreline Ct 
EB 2,450 3,362 37.0% 
WB - - 11.0% East of Shoreline Ct 
EB - - 37.0% 
NB - - 11.0% South of Sierra Point Pkwy 
SB - - 37.0% 
NB - - 37.0% 

10. Sierra Point Parkway 
and Shoreline Courta 

North of Sierra Point Pkwy 

PM 

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% 

US 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% 

a 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.20 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 

Use Water Demanda Size 

Total Water 
Demand 

(gpd) 

Total Sewer 
Demand 

(gpd) 
Sierra Point Biotech Project b 

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  
a Unit water demand factors based on water use records for Genentech 
b 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.21 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 

                                                      
21 City of Brisbane, 2006. Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Sierra Point Biotech Project. July. 
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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. 

 
Response C2-2: 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. 
 

Response C2-3: 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 IV.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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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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[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:  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 IV.I, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials. 

 
Response D1-2: 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. 

 
Response D1-3: 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. 

 
Response D1-4: 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. 

 
Response D1-5: 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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Section IV.F, Geology, Soils and Seismicity and Section IV.I, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, respectively). 

 
Response D2-7: 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: 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.  

 
Response D3-9: 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). 

 
Response D3-10: 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.  

  
Response D3-11: 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.  

 
Response D3-12: 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: 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. 

 
Response D4-14: 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. 

 
Response D4-15: 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”. 

 
Response D4-16: 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 IV.I, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

 
Response D4-17: 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.22  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.  

 
Response D4-18: 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. 

                                                      
22 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: 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.  

 
D7 Dana Dillworth 
 
Response D7-22: 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.  

 
Response D7-23: 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.  

 
Response D7-24: 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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reauthorized through 2033.23 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 IV.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.  

 
Response D7-25: 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).  

 
Response D7-26: 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.  

 
Response D7-27: 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. 

                                                      
23 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.”1 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.  

 
 

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

 
Page 221 of the 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 
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.  
 
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.  

 
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.2 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.3 Base 
sanitary sewer flow levels for build-out conditions outlined in the General Plan for 
2020 are projected to increase to 0.537 0.454 mgd, with the majority of future flow 
increases expected to come from new office districts and planned developments.4 

                                                      
2 City of Brisbane, 2002. 1999-2006 Housing Element. Adopted October 15. 
3 City of Brisbane, 2003. Sewer Master Plan. Prepared by Brown and Caldwell, May. 
4 Ibid. 
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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.5  

 
Brisbane’s sewage is conveyed to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Facility, 
which has a total design capacity of 85 mgd.6 The Southeast Water Pollution Control 
Facility currently has an average daily dry weather flow of 67 mgd, 7 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 0.56 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 would 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 levels for build-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.8 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. 9 
 

 
 
 
                                                      

5 Thomas Birmingham, 2006 2007. Project Manager, Brown and Caldwell. Personal communications with LSA 
Associates, Inc. August 25 April 2. 

6 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.10 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 0.56 0.336 mgd.11 
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.12 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.13  Other 
development on Sierra Point may produce peak sewage flows of about 0.67 
mgd, and combined with the potential peak flow of 0.56 0.336 mgd from the 
proposed project, could result in total peak flows of 1.23 1.01 mgd to the 
Sierra Point Lift Station.14 During peak flow conditions on Sierra Point, the 
potential 1.23 1.01 mgd flow levels could would exceed the 0.46 mgd 
capacity of the Sierra Point Lift Station. 

                                                      
10 City of Brisbane, 2003. Sewer Master Plan. Prepared by Brown and Caldwell, May. 
11 Thomas Birmingham, 2006 2007. op. cit. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Ibid. 
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Impact UTL-4: During peak flow conditions, wastewater flow from the 
project could 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 0.56 0.336 mgd from the proposed 
project contributing to a combined peak flow of 1.23 1.01 mgd in the existing 
downstream 10-inch diameter gravity line, the 10-inch line would flow at 
approximately 90 70 percent full during peak flow periods.15 The 2003 City 
of Brisbane 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, but any increase 
above this level would require replacement. 

 
Impact UTL-5: At peak sewer flow conditions, the project could 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 2.54 1.53 mgd, is appropriately sized to accommodate the 
combined peak flow levels of 1.23 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 2.3 2.92 mgd, and 

                                                      
15 Ibid. 
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would be adequate to accommodate the additional 0.465 0.241 mgd16 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 
diameter gravity main in Bayshore Boulevard. The 2.8 2.92 mgd flows from 
the force main would result in the 16-inch diameter line flowing at 80 75 
percent which is above the 66 percent threshold established in the 2003 City 
of Brisbane Sewer Master Plan. The projected flows from the Valley Drive 
Lift Station will not exceed the capacity of the 16-inch diameter line. 
 
Impact UTL-6: At peak sewer flow conditions, the project could would 
exceed the capacity of the 16-inch diameter gravity line in Bayshore 
Boulevard. (S) 
 

Mitigation Measure UTL-6: The project applicant shall pay a fair share 
of the cost as determined by the Public Works Department to upgrade the 
existing downstream 16-inch gravity line in Bayshore Boulevard 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 pipeline 
is adequately sized to comply with the 2003 City of Brisbane Sewer 
Master Plan requirements and meets all specifications. (LTS) 

 
Impact UTL-7 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-7 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-2a, 
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 0.465 0.241 mgd. (0.560 0.336 mgd – 0.095 = 0.465 0.241 mgd net 
increase)   
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Mitigation Measure UTL-7 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.17 
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) 

 
 

                                                      
17 Harvey Oslick, 2006. RBF Consultants. Personal communications with LSA Associates, Inc. June 29. 
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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 3? 
 

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 
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 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 has a firm 
capacity of 600 gpm (=0.864 mgd) and further indicates that it will be upgraded to 800 gpm (1.152 mgd). 
 

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 
calculated? 
 

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 maximum capacity of the 10” gravity pipe based on the City’s maximum 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 maximum 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 calculated? 
 

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 

Use Water Demand 
Area 

(thousand sq ft) 

Total Water 
Demand 

(thousand 
gpd) 

Total Sewer 
Demand 

(thousand 
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-bath) 110 gpd / unit  477 units 83.8 75 
Retail 50 gpd / 1000 sq ft 23 1.2 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 
 

2/13/07\C:\Documents and Settings\tbirmingham\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLKC07\Ltr_Amendment Birmingham-Malamut 
04 2 07 pm update.doc\jaf 



Ms. Judith Malamut 
April 2, 2007 
Page 5 

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 
 

 
 
Thomas Birmingham 
Project Manager 
 
TB:iu:jaf 
 
cc: R. Breault, City of Brisbane 

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