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INTRODUCTION

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation
Authority (WETA) prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR) to address the environmental effects of the proposed Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal
Expansion Project (or project) improvements. These agencies prepared the Draft EIS/EIR in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) of 1970, as well as implementing regulations and agency guidelines. The FTA is the NEPA
lead agency, and WETA is the CEQA lead agency. In addition, the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) is a cooperating agency under NEPA, and the Port of San Francisco (Port), the California State
Lands Commission (CLSC), and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
(BCDC) are responsible agencies under CEQA.
The Draft EIS/EIR evaluated two alternatives: the No Action Alternative and the Action Alternative, or
proposed project. The No Action Alternative maintains the existing Downtown San Francisco Ferry
Terminal (Ferry Terminal) gate configuration and circulation areas, including the function, uses, and
design of public spaces in the project area. Increases in passenger and water transit vessel arrivals that
could be accommodated with the existing facilities at the Ferry Terminal would occur as a part of the No
Action Alternative. The Action Alternative includes expansion and improvement of the Ferry Terminal
to accommodate construction of three new gates and overwater berthing facilities, in addition to
supportive landside improvements, such as additional passenger waiting and queuing areas, and
circulation improvements. The proposed construction is scheduled to commence as early as 2014 and be
completed by 2020. The project is proposed to support existing and planned future water transit services
operated by WETA, as well as WETA’s emergency response operations.
The Draft EIS/EIR evaluated the potential impacts of implementing the No Action Alternative and Action
Alternative on transportation and circulation; land use and land use planning; parklands and recreation;
Section 4(f) resources; air quality and global climate change; noise and vibration; cultural and
paleontological resources; biological resources; aesthetics and visual resources; hydrology and water
quality, hazards and hazardous materials; geology, soils, and seismicity; energy consumption; utilities and
public services; socioeconomics; environmental justice; and regional growth. The only adverse and
significant and unavoidable impacts that would result from implementation of the Action Alternative, in
the short or long term, would be transportation and circulation impacts. All other impacts identified for
the Action Alternative would be negligible, less than significant and not adverse, or less than significant
and not adverse with the implementation of mitigation measures.
The Draft EIS/EIR was made available to the public on May 31, 2013, and comments were received until
July 30, 2013. During the public comment period, a public meeting was held on June 25, 2013, to receive
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR. Refer to Section 1.2 for additional details on the Draft EIS/EIR
distribution and noticing.
This Response to Comments Appendix to the EIS/EIR responds to the agency and public comments
received on the Draft EIS/EIR. It also describes changes made to the Draft EIS/EIR either in response to
comments received (Chapter 2.0) or as a result of consultation with agencies with jurisdiction over the
project (Section 1.2). These modifications do not change the conclusions of the analysis presented in the
Draft EIS/EIR, and do not introduce significant new information on the project, project impacts, or
mitigation that is substantially different from what was presented and analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR.
1.1

LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR have been considered, and where appropriate, updates and
clarifications have been made to the description of the proposed project and its anticipated impacts, as
described in detail in this appendix. The proposed project, as described in the Final EIS/EIR, is the
R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx
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locally preferred alternative, and is the project that will be carried forward for project approval after
certification of the Final EIS/EIR.
1.2

PROJECT UPDATES AND MODIFICATIONS

Since the release of the Draft EIS/EIR, updates to the project description and mitigation measures
presented in the Draft EIS/EIR have been made as a part of WETA’s ongoing coordination with agencies
with jurisdiction over the project. The changes described here do not change the conclusions presented in
the Draft EIS/EIR. These changes are intended to clarify and update the description of the proposed
project, and to ensure that the project is carried out in a manner consistent with the laws and policies
governing the project area and the resources in it.
Where changes to the text of the Draft EIS/EIR have been made, the modifications are shown in the
response. Text additions are shown in double-underline and text deletions are shown in strikethrough.
Text changes are referenced by the page number, paragraph on that page, and the major heading under
which the text falls.
If a figure has been revised, the figure number has been changed to include “Revised” (e.g., Revised
Figure 3.6-1), and a description of the revision is included in this appendix.
Revisions and updates to the EIS/EIR also included the modification of appendices. The modifications
are described in this appendix, and the title of the appendix has been modified to include “Revised” (e.g.,
Revised Appendix B, Air Quality).
1.2.1

Authorized Work Windows

As described in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Long-Term Management
Strategy (LTMS) Management Strategy for San Francisco Bay established construction work windows.
The work windows establish times when construction is allowed, restricted, or prohibited. If construction
is conducted within the work window, then sensitive life stages of steelhead, salmonids, and Pacific
herring are not likely to be in the project area; therefore construction activities would not have a
significant impact on these species. In the project area, the authorized work window for steelhead and
salmonids is June 1 through November 30, and the authorized work window for Pacific herring is
March 1 through November 30.
The analysis in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIS/EIR assumed that in-water construction work could be conducted
year-round. Therefore, the Draft EIS/EIR concluded that if work was conducted outside of the authorized
work windows, WETA and FTA would consult with the NMFS and California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) because the project could adversely affect steelhead, salmonids, and Pacific herring.
WETA has since committed to conducting all in-water construction activities within the authorized work
windows. Therefore, impacts to steelhead, salmonids, and Pacific herring would not be adverse. The
results of the consultation with the NMFS pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) are
discussed below. Because green sturgeon and longfin smelt are present in San Francisco Bay all year,
authorization of potential incidental take of these species would still be required. The following
modifications have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR to reflect this change in construction schedule:
Page ES-31, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
for the Action Alternative, Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Dredging and Pile-Driving Measures,
Mitigation Measure column, second paragraph after bullets:
Until Final Design is completed and a contractor is selected, WETA will not be able to make a
final determination as to whether piling installation or dredging must occur at times other than the
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approved work window. In addition, factors beyond WETA’s control, such as requirements of
other agencies or conflicting timing requirements, may prevent WETA from conducting all piling
installation and dredging within the approved work window.
Page 2-34, Section 2.4.6, General Construction Schedule, insert after second paragraph:
In-water construction activities (e.g., dredging and pile driving) would be scheduled to be
completed during the authorized work window for construction in San Francisco Bay established
by the Long-Term Management Strategy. In the project area, the authorized work window is
June 1 through November 30.
Page 3.9-13, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-1, Potential Adverse Effects of
Maintenance Dredging on Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species, last
paragraph on page:
All in-water construction activities would be conducted in the authorized work window for
steelhead, salmonids, and Pacific herring, when sensitive life stages are not likely to be present.
Green sturgeon and longfin smelt, however, are present in San Francisco Bay all year; therefore,
regardless of when maintenance dredging is conducted, authorization of potential incidental take
of these species would be required. WETA and FTA are consulting with NMFS, under Section 7
of FESA (for green sturgeon); and would be required to consult with CDFW, under Fish and
Game Code Section 2080.1 (for longfin smelt). To minimize impacts to special-status and
commercially important fish species, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 will be implemented. This
measure requires that dredging be conducted during the LTMS dredge window of June 1 through
November 30, to the extent feasible. During this time period, sensitive life stages of listed
salmonids are not present in San Francisco Bay. This work window would also avoid the Pacific
herring spawning season. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 also requires the use of the smallest feasible
dredge head for mechanical dredge, to reduce the likelihood of entrainment; and measures to
prevent exposure of fish and other aquatic organisms to contaminants that may be present in
sediments exposed by dredging.
In the case that dredging must be extended outside of the work window, FTA and WETA have
initiated consultation with NMFS to authorize potential incidental take of federally listed
salmonids (see more detail below on the status of consultation). In addition, dredging outside the
work window would require a waiver from CDFW—which may include specifications such at
monitoring by a qualified biologist, and halting of dredging activities for a specified period if
herring spawning activity is noted in the construction area.
Page 3.9-17, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-4, Potential Adverse Effects on
Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species from Dredging Activities during
Construction, last two paragraphs on page:
Dredging activities associated with construction could temporarily increase suspended sediments
in the vicinity of the project site (potentially affecting fish and marine mammal behavior and
spawning), entrain fish in the dredging equipment, and result in physical disturbance to benthic
organisms in the dredged area. These effects could be substantial, as discussed in more detail
below. However, all in-water construction activities would be conducted in the authorized work
window for steelhead, salmonids, and Pacific herring, when sensitive life stages are not likely to
be present. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would require that, to the extent
possible, dredging would occur during the LTMS dredge window of June 1 through November
30. During this time period, sensitive life stages of listed salmonids are not present in San
Francisco Bay. This work window would also avoid the Pacific herring spawning season.
Mitigation Measure BIO 1 also requires the use of the smallest feasible dredge head for
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mechanical dredge, to reduce the likelihood of entrainment; and measures to prevent exposure of
fish and other aquatic organisms to contaminants that may be present in sediments exposed by
dredging. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would minimize impacts to listed and commercially
important fish species.
In the case that dredging must be extended outside of the work window, FTA and WETA have
initiated consultation with NMFS to authorize potential incidental take of federally listed
salmonids. If dredging must occur during the herring spawning season, a waiver from CDFW
would be required. However these are only typically granted if unforeseen circumstances arise
(i.e., in emergency situations). A waiver, if granted, may include specifications such as
monitoring by a qualified biologist, and halting of dredging activities for a specified period if
herring spawning activity is noted in the construction area.
Page 3.9-25, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-5, Potential Adverse Effects to
Special-Status Fish and Marine Mammals from Underwater Sound Generated During Pile
Driving, first full paragraph on page:
Although pile-driving would be conducted during the authorized work window for steelhead,
salmonids, and Pacific herring to minimize the effect of project construction noise on other fish
and marine mammals (i.e., avoidance behavior, fleeing responses, temporary hearing impairment,
or the temporary cessation of feeding), Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 will be
implemented. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce the construction noise impacts by
requiring measures such as use of bubble curtains. to sensitive life stages of listed salmonids by
requiring that pile driving be conducted between June 1 and November 30, if feasible. In
addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires that hydroacoustic and biological monitoring for
fish and marine mammals be conducted during construction, and that corrective measures be
implemented, in coordination with NMFS, if underwater sound levels exceed the threshold in this
analysis.
Page 3.9-26, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-5, Potential Adverse Effects to
Special-Status Fish and Marine Mammals from Underwater Sound Generated During Pile
Driving, CEQA Determination:
CEQA Determination. Underwater sound levels from pile driving during construction could
exceed thresholds for both injury and behavioral effects on fish and marine mammals. Injury
thresholds would be exceeded primarily during impact driving of steel piles (impact driving of
concrete pile would only exceed criteria for whales and dolphins, over a small distance [15 feet]
from the pile). Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would be implemented. Mitigation
Measure BIO-1 includes measures such as use of bubble curtains to minimize noise during pile
drivingwould reduce the construction noise impacts to sensitive life stages of listed salmonids by
requiring that pile driving be conducted between June 1 and November 30, if feasible. In
addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires that hydroacoustic and biological monitoring for
fish and marine mammals be conducted during construction, and that corrective measures be
implemented, in coordination with NMFS, if underwater sound levels exceed the threshold in this
analysis. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, and
adherence to the requirements of NMFS’ Biological Opinion, impacts to fish and marine
mammals from underwater sound would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
Page 3.9-28, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Dredging and PileDriving Measures, third paragraph:
Until Final Design is completed and a contractor is selected, WETA will not be able to make a
final determination as to whether piling installation or dredging must occur at times other than the
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approved work window. In addition, factors beyond WETA’s control, such as requirements of
other agencies or conflicting timing requirements, may prevent WETA from conducting all piling
installation and dredging within the approved work window.
Page 4-3, Section 4.2, Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources, second
paragraph:
An irreversible loss of special-status species could occur, should the project result in incidental
take of federally listed fish species. The proposed project may result in a potential incidental take
of federally listed salmonids if dredging must be extended outside of the work window. In
addition, tThe proposed project may result in potential incidental take of green sturgeon and
longfin smelt, regardless of when dredging is conducted. However, measures have been
identified in Section 3.9 that would minimize impacts to these species; therefore, an irretrievable
loss of these species’ populations is not expected.
1.2.2

Completion of Consultation with NMFS

Since the release of the Draft EIS/EIR, WETA and FTA have completed consultation with NMFS under
Section 7 of FESA for impacts to federally listed species and critical habitat, and for impacts to Essential
Fish Habitat (EFH) under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. NMFS
issued its Biological Opinion, Incidental Take Statement, and EFH Conservation Recommendations on
June 30, 2014.
The Final EIS/EIR has been revised to (1) reflect the completion of the consultation process; and
(2) update the analysis under Impact 3.9-2 as well as Mitigation Measures LU-1, BIO-1, and BIO-2 for
consistency with the mitigation actions, measures to protect species, and Terms and Conditions included
in NMFS’ Biological Opinion and Incidental Take Statement.
The project area provides potential habitat for three federally threatened or endangered species:


Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), referred to as steelhead, consisting of the following Distinct
Population Segments (DPSs):
− Central California Coast (CCC) steelhead (federally listed as threatened).
− Central Valley (CV) steelhead (federally listed as threatened).



Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha), consisting of the following Evolutionarily Significant Units:
− Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon (federally listed as endangered).
− CV spring-run Chinook salmon (federally listed as threatened).



Green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris) southern DPS (federally listed as threatened).

In addition, the project area falls within critical habitat designated for CCC steelhead, Sacramento River
winter-run Chinook salmon, and green sturgeon; EFH for various federally managed fish species in the
Pacific Groundfish, Pacific Salmon, and Coastal Pelagic Fishery Management plans; and Habitat Areas of
Particular Concern for various federally managed fish species in the Pacific Groundfish Plan.
In-water construction activities, including pile-driving and dredging, have the potential to directly affect
these species and their habitat. In addition, the placement of new structures would modify habitat.
As described in the Draft EIS/EIR, FTA determined that if pile-driving and dredging activities occur during
the proposed work window between June 1 and November 30, the project may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect, steelhead and Chinook salmon. It was also determined that pile-driving and dredging
activities for the project, regardless of timing, are likely to adversely affect green sturgeon. With regard to
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designated critical habitat in the action area, FTA determined that the project would not appreciably
diminish the value of designated critical habitat for steelhead, Sacramento River winter-run Chinook
salmon, or green sturgeon. Therefore, the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely modify, the
capability of designated critical habitat for these species to support the survival and recovery of the species.
NMFS concurred with FTA’s determination and issued their Biological Opinion and Incidental Take
Statement on June 30, 2014, concluding that the project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
threatened CCC steelhead, threatened CV steelhead, threatened CV spring-run Chinook salmon, endangered
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, or threatened southern DPS green sturgeon. In addition,
NMFS concluded that the project is not likely to adversely modify or destroy critical habitat for CCC
steelhead, Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, or southern DPS green sturgeon. NMFS also
determined that the project would adversely affect EFH; however, the proposed minimization and mitigation
measures would adequately address these adverse effects, and therefore NMFS has no EFH Conservation
Recommendations. Refer to Appendix D, Agency Coordination, for more information.
The following modifications have been made to the EIS/EIR:
Page ES-14, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Mitigation Measure LU-1: Removal of Fill in
San Francisco Bay, insert after first paragraph:
In addition, the removal of fill will be coordinated with NMFS per the requirements of the
Biological Opinion for the project (refer to Section 3.9). As outlined in the Biological Opinion, if
the fill removed is in Central San Francisco Bay and is in-kind open-water enhancement (i.e.,
removal of existing shading), it would be removed at a 1:1 ratio. The mitigation ratio will be 2:1
if the mitigation action is outside Central San Francisco Bay and is in-kind open-water
enhancement. If the mitigation action is in Central San Francisco Bay, but out-of-kind habitat
enhancement, the mitigation will be 2:1. This mitigation would be funded prior to completion of
construction of the project.
Page ES-30, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Impact 3.9-1: Potential Adverse Effects of
Maintenance Dredging on Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species, NEPA
Determination:
Not adverse after implementation of mitigation.
For federally listed green sturgeon, the Section 7 consultation finding is that dredging is likely to
adversely affect the green sturgeon, but would not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence
of the species.
Page ES-30, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Dredging and PileDriving Measures:
The following measures will be implemented to reduce the impacts of dredging and pile driving
on special-status fish and other aquatic species:


During impact pile driving of steel piles, the applicant will use a bubble curtain or other
attenuation device to attenuate underwater sound levels;



Impact hammers will be cushioned using a 12-inch-thick wood cushion block, and a “soft
start” technique will be used to give fish and marine mammals an opportunity to vacate
the area;



Only a single impact hammer will be operated at a time;
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When feasible, vibratory hammers will be used to drive piles; and



If a mechanical dredge is used, the applicant will use the smallest possible dredge head
(5 to 10 cubic yards) to reduce the likelihood of fish becoming entrained in the
mechanical dredge.

WETA plans to will conduct all piling installation and dredging between approved work
windows, between June 1 and November 30, when the likelihood of sensitive fish species being
present in the work area is minimal (LTMS, 1998).
The project sponsors will undertake formal FESA and CESA consultation with NOAA, NMFS,
and CDFW to identify avoidance and minimization methods that will be implemented to reduce
effects on sensitive marine resources. Methods may include monitoring by a qualified biologist,
and halting of dredging or pile-driving activities for a specific period if spawning activity is noted
within the construction area. In addition to the avoidance and minimization measures identified
here, the project sponsors will comply with additional measures and requirements identified
through consultation with NOAA, NMFS, and CDFW.
Page ES-32, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Impact 3.9-2: Potential Adverse Effects of
Permanent Fill in San Francisco Bay on Benthic Habitat and Marine Species:
Impact
Impact 3.9-2: Potential
Adverse Effects of Permanent
Fill in San Francisco Bay on
Benthic Habitat and Marine
Species
The proposed project would
result in a net increase of
345 square feet (0.008 acre) of
fill in bottom habitat in the North
and South Basins; this small loss
of benthic habitat would be
considered negligible in this
environment. The increased area
of shade that would result from
the project is small relatively
small to the size of the
surrounding open waters in the
context of San Francisco Bay, but
could adversely affect fish and
their habitat and the impact on
phytoplankton production and the
food chain is expected to be
negligible. Reduction in light
resulting from overwater
structures could result in a slight
increase in predation on larval
and young fish in the local
project area. With
implementation of Mitigation
Measure LU-1, impacts would be
reduced and would not be
adverse.
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Page ES-32, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Impact 3.9-4: Potential Adverse Effects on
Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species from Dredging Activities During
Construction:
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Impact 3.9-4: Potential
Mitigation Measure BIO-1:
Adverse Effect on SpecialDredging and Pile-Driving
Measures
Status or Commercially
Valuable Marine Species from
Dredging Activities during
Construction
The project’s construction dredging
activities have the potential to
impact special-status and
commercially valuable marine
species, including their habitats.
With implementation of
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the
impacts of construction dredging
on special-status and
commercially valuable marine
species would be reduced and
would not be adverse.

NEPA
Determination

CEQA
Determination

Not adverse after Less than
implementation of significant with
mitigation.
mitigation.
For federally
listed green
sturgeon, the
Section 7
consultation
finding is that
dredging is likely
to adversely affect
the green
sturgeon, but
would not be
likely to
jeopardize the
continued
existence of the
species.

Page ES-32, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Impact 3.9-5: Potential Adverse Effects on
Special-Status Fish and Marine Mammals From Underwater Sound Generated During Pile
Driving, NEPA Determination:
Not adverse after implementation of mitigation.
For federally listed green sturgeon, the Section 7 consultation finding is that underwater sound is
likely to adversely affect the green sturgeon, but would not be likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of the species.
Page ES-32, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Hydroacoustic and
Biological Monitoring and Avoidance Measures:
WETA will minimize sound level exposure from the project to marine mammals and fish. The
performance standards for these minimization efforts are described later in this measure. To
provide the final implementation level details, WETA will develop a Hydroacoustic and
Biological Monitoring Plan in consultation with NMFS and CDFW, prior to the start of
construction. This plan will provide detail on the methods used to monitor and verify sound
levels during pile-driving activities. WETA will make hydroacoustic monitoring data available to
NMFS on a real-time basis, will allow NMFS to access the project site, and will provide NMFS
with any dead or injured fish, if observed during construction. WETA or FTA will provide a
written report to NMFS following construction, detailing the construction activities and the
results of hydroacoustic monitoring.
The Hydroacoustic and Biological Monitoring Plan planwill include specific measures to
minimize exposure of marine mammals and fish to high sound levels. At a minimum, avoidance
and minimization measures will meet the following performance standards, and will include the
following methods:
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Underwater noise levels will be measured during pile-driving activities to determine the
distance at which sound levels do not exceed injury thresholds for fish (206 dB and
187 dB SEL) or marine mammals (Level A thresholds [180 dB root mean square (RMS)
or 190 dB RMS]).



A “soft start” technique shall be employed in all pile driving to give marine mammals an
opportunity to vacate the area.



If an activity produces underwater sound levels that exceed injury the threshold for fish
or marine mammals, work will be stopped and sound levels will be reduced through noise
control measures such as the installation of NMFS-approved attenuation devices (e.g.,
bubble curtains) or modification of construction methods (such as using cushioning
between the hammer and pile).



An NMFS-approved biological monitor will monitor the installation of at least 10 percent
of the 24- to 42-inch-diameter steel piles that will be installed by impact hammer.



During initial impact pile-driving efforts, a default exclusion zone at a distance of
500 feet from the pile will be monitored for the presence of marine mammals. The area
will be monitored for 30 minutes prior to impact driving. No driving will be conducted
until the area has been free of marine mammal sightings for 30 minutes. If no marine
mammals are sighted, driving will begin, and hydroacoustic monitoring will be
conducted.

Page 3.3-19, Section 3.3, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Section 3.3.4 Mitigation Measures,
Mitigation Measure LU-1: Removal of Fill in San Francisco Bay, insert after first paragraph:
In addition, the removal of fill will be coordinated with NMFS per the requirements of the
Biological Opinion for the project (refer to Section 3.9). As outlined in the Biological Opinion, if
the fill removed is in Central San Francisco Bay and is in-kind open-water enhancement (i.e.,
removal of existing shading), it would be removed at a 1:1 ratio. The mitigation ratio will be 2:1
if the mitigation action is outside Central San Francisco Bay and is in-kind open-water
enhancement. If the mitigation action is in Central San Francisco Bay, but out-of-kind habitat
enhancement, the mitigation will be 2:1. This mitigation would be funded prior to completion of
construction of the project.
Page 3.9-12, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Section 3.9.3 Impact Evaluation, last paragraph
on page:
WETA and FTA have initiated completed consultation with NMFS under Section 7 of the FESA
for impacts to special-status species and critical habitat, and for impacts to EFH under the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. The status of conclusions of the
consultation are is described in more detail in Impacts 3.9-1, 3.9-2, 3.9-4, and 3.9-5. The
consultation process will be completed prior to the release of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR).
Page 3.9-13, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-1, Potential Adverse Effects of
Maintenance Dredging on Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species, Action
Alternative, last paragraph:
Green sturgeon and longfin smelt are present in San Francisco Bay all year; therefore, regardless
of when maintenance dredging is conducted, authorization of potential incidental take of these
species would be required. WETA and FTA are consulteding with NMFS, under Section 7 of
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FESA (for green sturgeon); and would be required to consult with CDFW, under Fish and Game
Code Section 2081(b) (for longfin smelt).
Page 3.9-14, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-1, Potential Adverse Effects of
Maintenance Dredging on Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species, NEPA
Determination:
The proposed project’s maintenance dredging activities have the potential to adversely impact
special-status and commercially valuable marine species, including their habitats. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and adherence to the requirements of NMFS’
Biological Opinion, impacts of maintenance dredging on special-status and commercially
valuable marine species would be reduced, and would not be adverse.
WETA and FTA have also initiated consultation consulted with NMFS under Section 7 of the
FESA, and for EFH under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
The Biological Assessment was submitted to NMFS for further action. FTA’s NMFS’ Biological
Assessment Opinion included the following conclusions:


If dredging activities occur during the proposed work window between June 1 and
November 30, the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect steelhead,
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, and Central Valley spring-run Chinook
salmon.



If dredging activities occur outside of the proposed work window (i.e., between
December 1 and May 31), the project is likely to adversely affect steelhead, Sacramento
River winter-run Chinook salmon, and Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon.



Dredging activities for the project, regardless of timing, are likely to adversely affect
green sturgeon, but would not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the
species.

With regard to designated critical habitat in the action area, NMFS concluded that the project is
not likely to adversely modify or destroy critical habitat for CCC steelhead, Sacramento River
winter-run Chinook salmon, or southern DPS green sturgeon. NMFS also determined that the
project would adversely affect EFH; however, the proposed minimization and mitigation
measures would adequately address these adverse effects. for the purposes of the Biological
Assessment, FTA has determined and WETA supports the determination that the project does not
appreciably diminish the value of designated critical habitat for CCC and Central Valley
steelhead, Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, and green sturgeon. Therefore, the
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely modify, the capability of designated critical
habitat for these species to support the survival and recovery of the species. With regard to EFH
in the action area, FTA has determined and WETA supports the determination that EFH may be
disturbed due to dredging activities, which may adversely affect EFH for Pacific salmon species
However, the implementation of avoidance and minimization measures described in Mitigation
Measure BIO-1 would minimize these potential effects. These avoidance and minimization
measures, in combination with the ability of these species to move themselves out of the range
affected by injury-causing noise and turbidity, would minimize the direct impacts on individuals,
and thus on populations of the species. In addition, as described in more detail in the Biological
Assessment, the potential impacts to species and their habitats (critical habitat and EFH) would
be temporary and not likely to result in death of injury to individuals. The consultation process
will be completed prior to the release of the Final EIS/EIR.
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Page 3.9-16, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-2, Potential Adverse Effects of
Permanent Fill in San Francisco Bay on Benthic Habitat and Marine Species, beginning with
the first full paragraph on the page:
The new structures would be placed within the existing Ferry Terminal area, where a number of
overwater structures already exist. The increased area of shade that would result from the project
is small relative to the size of the surrounding open waters of San Francisco Bay, and the impact
on phytoplankton production and the food chain is expected to be negligible.
The reduction in light resulting from overwater structures can create “behavioral barriers” that
can deflect or delay fish migration, reduce prey resource production and availability, and alter
predator-prey relationships (Nightingale and Simenstad, 2001). Many predatory fish, such as
striped bass (Morone saxatilis), are associated with in-water structures (Haeseker et al., 1996) and
could occur within the area associated with the new structures. This could result in a slight
increase in predation on larval and young fish in the local project area. This increase would be
most pronounced during high tide, when larger predatory fish move into shallow water to feed.
However, larval or young fish are likely to avoid areas that are shaded by the pier. Due to the
daily changes in water depths resulting from tidal action, it is unlikely that prey fish would
remain in this zone for extended periods, and experience large increases in predation. The impact
from the project is expected to be negligible in the current environment of the Ferry Terminal.
Although the impacts from new fill would be small, because the project area provides critical
habitat for endangered and threatened fish species and EFH for a variety of other fish, the
project’s impacts could be adverse. To minimize adverse impacts to benthic habitat—affecting
critical habitat, EFH, and marine species—Mitigation Measure LU-1 (refer to Section 3.3) would
be implemented, which requires WETA to remove fill elsewhere in San Francisco Bay.
NEPA Determination. Impacts to benthic habitat, affecting EFH and marine species, related to
the placement of fill in the project area would not be potentially adverse. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure LU-1 and adherence to the requirements of NMFS’ Biological Opinion, the
impact of new fill on special-status species and habitat would be reduced, and would not be
adverse.
WETA and FTA have also initiated consultationed with NMFS under Section 7 of the FESA, and
for EFH under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. The
Biological Assessment was submitted to NMFS for further action. With regard to designated
critical habitat in the action area, NMFS concluded that the project is not likely to adversely
modify or destroy critical habitat for CCC steelhead, Sacramento River winter-run Chinook
salmon, or southern DPS green sturgeon. NMFS also determined that the project would
adversely affect EFH; however, the proposed minimization and mitigation measures would
adequately address these adverse effects. for the purposes of the Biological Assessment, FTA has
determined and WETA supports the determination that the project does not appreciably diminish
the value of designated critical habitat for CCC and Central Valley steelhead, Sacramento River
winter-run Chinook salmon, and green sturgeon. Therefore, the project may affect, but is not
likely to adversely modify, the capability of designated critical habitat for these species to support
the survival and recovery of the species. With regard to EFH in the action area, FTA has
determined and WETA supports the determination that EFH may be modified but modification
would be minor. The consultation process will be completed prior to the release of the Final
EIS/EIR.
CEQA Determination. Impacts to benthic habitat, affecting EFH and marine species, related to
the placement of fill in the project area would be potentially less than significant. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1 and adherence to the requirements of NMFS’
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Biological Opinion, the impact of new fill on special-status species and habitat would be reduced,
and would be less than significant with mitigation.
Page 3.9-18, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-4, Potential Adverse Effect on
Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species from Dredging Activities during
Construction, fourth paragraph:
Green sturgeon and longfin smelt are present in San Francisco Bay all year; therefore, regardless
of when maintenance dredging is conducted, authorization of potential incidental take of these
species would be required. WETA and FTA have initiated consultation consulted with NMFS,
under Section 7 of FESA (for green sturgeon); and would be required to consult with CDFW,
under Fish and Game Code Section 2081(b) (for longfin smelt).
Page 3.9-19, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-4, Potential Adverse Effects on
Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species from Dredging Activities during
Construction, NEPA Determination:
The proposed project’s construction dredging activities have the potential to adversely impact
special-status and commercially valuable marine species. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-1 and adherence to the requirements of NMFS’ Biological Opinion, the impacts of
construction dredging on special-status and commercially valuable marine species would be
reduced, and would not be adverse.
WETA and FTA have also initiated consultation consulted with NMFS under Section 7 of the
FESA, and for EFH under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
The Biological Assessment was submitted to NMFS for further action. FTA’s NMFS’ Biological
Assessment Opinion included the following conclusions:


If dredging activities occur during the proposed work window between June 1 and
November 30, the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect steelhead,
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, and Central Valley spring-run Chinook
salmon.



If dredging activities occur outside of the proposed work window (i.e., between
December 1 and May 31), the project is likely to adversely affect steelhead, Sacramento
River winter-run Chinook salmon, and Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon.



Dredging activities for the project, regardless of timing, are likely to adversely affect
green sturgeon, but would not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the
species.

With regard to designated critical habitat in the action area, NMFS concluded that the project is
not likely to adversely modify or destroy critical habitat for CCC steelhead, Sacramento River
winter-run Chinook salmon, or southern DPS green sturgeon. NMFS also determined that the
project would adversely affect EFH; however, the proposed minimization and mitigation
measures would adequately address these adverse effects. for the purposes of the Biological
Assessment, FTA has determined and WETA supports the determination that the project does not
appreciably diminish the value of designated critical habitat for CCC and Central Valley
steelhead, Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, and green sturgeon. Therefore, the
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely modify, the capability of designated critical
habitat for these species to support the survival and recovery of the species. With regard to EFH
in the action area, FTA has determined and WETA supports the determination that EFH may be
disturbed due to dredging activities, which may adversely affect EFH for Pacific salmon species
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However, the implementation of avoidance and minimization measures described in Mitigation
Measure BIO-1 would minimize these potential effects. These avoidance and minimization
measures, in combination with the ability of these species to move themselves out of the range
affected by injury-causing noise and turbidity, would minimize the direct impacts on individuals,
and thus on populations of the species. In addition, as described in more detail in the Biological
Assessment, the potential impacts to species and their habitats (critical habitat and EFH) would
be temporary and not likely to result in death of injury to individuals. The consultation process
will be completed prior to the release of the Final EIS/EIR.
Page 3.9-25, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-5, Potential Adverse Effects to
Special-Status Fish and Marine Mammals from Underwater Sound Generated During Pile
Driving, NEPA Determination:
Underwater sound levels from pile driving during construction could adversely affect fish and
marine mammals. With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, and
adherence to the requirements of NMFS’ Biological Opinion, these impacts would be reduced
and would not be adverse.
WETA and FTA have also initiated consultation consulted with NMFS under Section 7 of the
FESA, and for EFH under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
The Biological Assessment was submitted to NMFS for further action. FTA’s NMFS’ Biological
Assessment Opinion included the following conclusions:


If pile-driving activities occur during the proposed work window between June 1 and
November 30, the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect steelhead,
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, and Central Valley spring-run Chinook
salmon.



If pile-driving activities occur outside of the proposed work window (i.e., between
December 1 and May 31), the project is likely to adversely affect steelhead, Sacramento
River winter-run Chinook salmon, and Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon.



Pile-driving activities for the project, regardless of timing, are likely to adversely affect
green sturgeon, but would not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the
species.

With regard to designated critical habitat in the action area, NMFS concluded that the project is
not likely to adversely modify or destroy critical habitat for CCC steelhead, Sacramento River
winter-run Chinook salmon, or southern DPS green sturgeon. NMFS also determined that the
project would adversely affect EFH; however, the proposed minimization and mitigation
measures would adequately address these adverse effects. for the purposes of the Biological
Assessment, FTA has determined and WETA supports the determination that the project does not
appreciably diminish the value of designated critical habitat for CCC and Central Valley
steelhead, Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, and green sturgeon. Therefore, the
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely modify, the capability of designated critical
habitat for these species to support the survival and recovery of the species. With regard to EFH
in the action area, FTA has determined and WETA supports the determination that EFH may be
disturbed due to dredging activities, which may adversely affect EFH for Pacific salmon species
However, the implementation of avoidance and minimization measures described in Mitigation
Measure BIO-1 would minimize these potential effects. These avoidance and minimization
measures, in combination with the ability of these species to move themselves out of the range
affected by injury-causing noise and turbidity, would minimize the direct impacts on individuals,
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and thus on populations of the species. In addition, as described in more detail in the Biological
Assessment, the potential impacts to species and their habitats (critical habitat and EFH) would
be temporary and not likely to result in death of injury to individuals. The consultation process
will be completed prior to the release of the Final EIS/EIR.
Page 3.9-27, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-7, Potential to Result in Cumulative
Impacts on Biological Resources, third paragraph on page:
Fill in the terminal area, including shading, is small relative to surrounding open areas of San
Francisco Bay. Although the increase in project-related fill would combine with fill associated
with other projects and result in a cumulative increase of fill in San Francisco Bay, the amount of
fill for the proposed project would be small and placed in an area that is already substantially
altered by Ferry Terminal facilities, and therefore less likely to affect habitat, species, and species
behavior. In addition, new fill created by the project would be offset by the removal of fill
elsewhere in San Francisco Bay with implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1. Therefore,
the fill from the proposed project would not be considered cumulatively considerable.
Page 3.9-28, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Section 3.9.4 Mitigation Measures, Mitigation
Measure BIO-1: Dredging and Pile-Driving Measures:
The following measures will be implemented to reduce the impacts of dredging and pile driving
on special-status fish and other aquatic species:


During impact pile driving of steel piles, the applicant will use a bubble curtain or other
attenuation device to attenuate underwater sound levels;



Impact hammers will be cushioned using a 12-inch-thick wood cushion block, and a “soft
start” technique will be used to give fish and marine mammals an opportunity to vacate
the area;



Only a single impact hammer will be operated at a time;



When feasible, vibratory hammers will be used to drive piles; and



If a mechanical dredge is used, the applicant will use the smallest possible dredge head
(5 to 10 cubic yards) to reduce the likelihood of fish becoming entrained in the
mechanical dredge.

WETA plans to will conduct all piling installation and dredging between approved work
windows, between June 1 and November 30, when the likelihood of sensitive fish species being
present in the work area is minimal (LTMS, 1998).
The project sponsors will undertake formal FESA and CESA consultation with NOAA, NMFS,
and CDFW to identify avoidance and minimization methods that will be implemented to reduce
effects on sensitive marine resources. Methods may include monitoring by a qualified biologist,
and halting of dredging or pile-driving activities for a specific period if spawning activity is noted
within the construction area. In addition to the avoidance and minimization measures identified
here, the project sponsors will comply with additional measures and requirements identified
through consultation with NOAA, NMFS, and CDFW.
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Page 3.9-28, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Section 3.9.4 Mitigation Measures, Mitigation
Measure BIO-2: Hydroacoustic and Biological Monitoring and Avoidance Measures:
WETA will minimize sound level exposure from the project to marine mammals and fish. The
performance standards for these minimization efforts are described later in this measure. To
provide the final implementation level details, WETA will develop a Hydroacoustic and
Biological Monitoring Plan in consultation with NMFS and CDFW, prior to the start of
construction. This plan will provide detail on the methods used to monitor and verify sound
levels during pile-driving activities. WETA will make hydroacoustic monitoring data available to
NMFS on a real-time basis, will allow NMFS to access the project site, and will provide NMFS
with any dead or injured fish, if observed during construction. WETA or FTA will provide a
written report to NMFS following construction, detailing the construction activities and the
results of hydroacoustic monitoring.
The Hydroacoustic and Biological Monitoring Plan planwill include specific measures to
minimize exposure of marine mammals and fish to high sound levels. At a minimum, avoidance
and minimization measures will meet the following performance standards, and will include the
following methods:


Underwater noise levels will be measured during pile-driving activities to determine the
distance at which sound levels do not exceed injury thresholds for fish (206 dB and
187 dB SEL) or marine mammals (Level A thresholds [180 dB RMS or 190 dB RMS]).



A “soft start” technique shall be employed in all pile driving to give marine mammals an
opportunity to vacate the area.



If an activity produces underwater sound levels that exceed injury the threshold for fish
or marine mammals, work will be stopped and sound levels will be reduced through noise
control measures such as the installation of NMFS-approved attenuation devices (e.g.,
bubble curtains) or modification of construction methods (such as using cushioning
between the hammer and pile).



An NMFS-approved biological monitor will monitor the installation of at least 10 percent
of the 24- to 42-inch-diameter steel piles that will be installed by impact hammer.



During initial impact pile-driving efforts, a default exclusion zone at a distance of
500 feet from the pile will be monitored for the presence of marine mammals. The area
will be monitored for 30 minutes prior to impact driving. No driving will be conducted
until the area has been free of marine mammal sightings for 30 minutes. If no marine
mammals are sighted, driving will begin, and hydroacoustic monitoring will be
conducted.

Page 4-4, Chapter 4.0, Other CEQA/NEPA Considerations, Section 4.4 Relationship Between
Local Short-term Uses of the Environment and Long-term Productivity, fifth paragraph:
The project would result in a net increase of 345 square feet (0.008 acre) of permanent fill in San
Francisco Bay. The placement of piles would be in the existing Ferry Terminal area, which has a
number of structures already in place, and is considered a somewhat disturbed environment
relative to other open-water portions of central San Francisco Bay. This small loss of benthic
habitat would be considered negligible in this environment. In addition, the new structures would
be placed within the existing Ferry Terminal area, where a number of overwater structures
already exist. The increased area of shade that would result from the project is small relative to
the size of the surrounding open waters of San Francisco Bay, and the impact on phytoplankton
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production and the food chain is expected to be negligible. To offset the new fill in San
Francisco Bay, WETA would implement Mitigation Measure LU-1 (refer to Section 3.3), which
requires WETA to remove of fill elsewhere in San Francisco Bay.
Page 5-7, Chapter 5.0, Public and Agency Involvement, Subsection titled Endangered Species
Act Section 7 and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act Consultation:
Pursuant to Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act—and, for Essential Fish Habitat, to
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act—the FTA has initiated
consultationed with the National Marine Fisheries Service regarding potential impacts to species
and protected habitat under its jurisdiction that are protected under these Acts. FTA initiated
consultation with submittal of a Biological Assessment (refer to Appendix D). NMFS issued its
Biological Opinion, Incidental Take Statement, and EFH Conservation Recommendations on
June 30, 2014 (see Appendix D). Refer to Section 3.9, Biological Resources, for additional
information. The consultation process will be completed prior to the release of the Final
EIS/EIR, which will contain a summary of the consultation process.
Appendix D, Agency Coordination and Consultation, has been updated to include a copy of the
letter from NMFS transmitting the Biological Opinion, Incidental Take Statement, and EFH
Conservation Recommendations.
1.2.3

Removal of Gate B Canopy from the Project Description

WETA and FTA have decided to not to include the weather protection canopy for Gate B in the project’s
Final Design; therefore, this element has been removed from the project description of Action Alternative.
Providing weather protection to passengers is still a high priority for WETA, and the canopy was
designed to organize queuing to ensure that others using the project area are free to circulate; however,
based on comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR, this element is no longer being considered. As
described in Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments Appendix, several organizations expressed
concerns over the placement and design of this canopy, the canopy’s potential to impede pedestrian flow,
and the potential visual impact of this canopy on the historic Ferry Building. The following modifications
have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR to reflect this change in the project description:
Page ES-8, Executive Summary, Table ES-1, Summary of Demolition and New Construction,
last row:
Weather protection
canopies

Gate A = 200 feet long by 20 feet wide
Installation of steel, glass, and
photovoltaic cell overhead canopy on
Gate B = 200 feet long by 20 feet wide
the pier deck
South Basin = 420 feet long by 24 feet wide

Page 2-7, Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, Table 2-1, Summary of Demolition and New Construction,
last row:
Weather protection
canopies

Gate A = 200 feet long by 20 feet wide
Installation of steel, glass, and
photovoltaic cell overhead canopy on
Gate B = 200 feet long by 20 feet wide
the pier deck
South Basin = 420 feet long by 24 feet wide

Page 2-13, Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, Figure 2-3, Proposed Berthing Facilities has been revised
to remove Gate B Canopy construction from the North Basin.
Page 2-17, Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, Figure 2-5, Simulated View of North Basin Improvements
has been revised to remove Gate B Canopy construction from the North Basin.
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Page 2-19, Section 2.3.3, Passenger Boarding, Circulation Areas, and Amenities, subsection
Weather Protection Canopies, first paragraph:
In the North Basin, a weather protection canopy structure would be constructed to span the length
of the new Gate A Access Pier, as shown on Figure 2-5. The structure would provide weather
protection and information for queuing and waiting passengers. The weather protection canopy
structures would be approximately 20 feet wide, 200 feet long, 18 to 20 feet high, and constructed
of steel, glass, and could include photovoltaic cells. Features of the weather protection canopy
structure would include lighting, passenger information, and benches. A weather protection
canopy structure, similar in design to Gate A, would also be constructed along the north edge of
the Ferry Building to provide weather protection for passengers queuing at the existing Gate B.
Page 2-20, Section 2.3.4, Circulation Improvements:
The project would also include improvements to circulation in the Ferry Building area.
In the North Basin, the canopy installed for Gate B would serve to organize the queuing of
passengers waiting to board a vessel along the north railing, allowing other users of the Ferry
Building area to pass through that area unimpeded.
In the South Basin, the East Bayside Promenade and associated canopy would also serve to
organize passenger queuing and reduce use conflicts. The creation of the Embarcadero Plaza
would greatly enhance passenger circulation to Gates E, F, and G, allowing free movement, and
eliminating the current pedestrian bottlenecks and use conflicts at the southeastern corner of the
Ferry Building. Figure 2-7 depicts the paths of anticipated pedestrian circulation through the
project area. Because the project would improve pedestrian flow, pedestrian congestion in the
fire lane would be reduced, ensuring that emergency access is maintained.
The project would change pedestrian circulation patterns in the project area; however, vehicular
access would remain unchanged. Delivery trucks and emergency and maintenance vehicles
would maintain their current access to the Ferry Plaza area, south of the Ferry Building. The
project would not affect the Ferry Plaza function or access. All project improvements would occur
within areas directly controlled by the Port, and would not affect, encroach upon, or modify any
property or access to property under the control of other entities, including rights-of-way in the
project area. The improvements along the northern edge of the Ferry Building would be located
within an existing maintenance easement for the Ferry Building held by Equity Office Partners
(the leaseholder for the Ferry Building); responsibility for maintenance of the new facilities
would be set forth in a Site Maintenance Plan developed by the Port and WETA in coordination
with Equity Office Partners; refer to Section 2.3.6, Site Maintenance.
Page 2-25, Section 2.3.5, Design Considerations, subsection titled Green Building:
The project would incorporate green building approaches to the design of the new facilities in
several key ways. It may be constructed as a zero net energy project, which would be achieved
through the use of photovoltaic cells incorporated into the canopies at Gates A, B, E, F, and G
(see the Lighting and Utilities subsection of Section 2.3.6, Operating Elements). In addition, the
project is designed in response to state, regional, and local standards for stormwater management
and water quality, and would also include sustainable construction materials and methods, as
required by the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance, Chapter 13 of the San Francisco
Building Code.
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Page 2-28, Section 2.3.6, Operating Elements, subsection titled Lighting and Utility
Requirements:
The total energy requirements for the additional lighting, communications, security, and hydraulic
ramps would be approximately 140,000 kilowatt hours per year (ROMA, 2012). To offset this
demand, the weather protection canopies constructed along the Gate A Access Pier, Gate B
queuing area, and perpendicular to Gates E, F, and G could be designed with photovoltaic cells.
The energy generated from the photovoltaics would be expected to exceed the energy demand for
the project lighting. Approximately 200160,000 kilowatt hours could be generated on site. The
preliminary design of the project improvements includes the photovoltaic cells. The decision on
whether the photovoltaic cells would be constructed would be made during the project’s final
design phase, based partly on public and agency input received on the EIS/EIR.
Page 2-28, Section 2.3.6, Operating Elements, subsection titled Site Maintenance:
WETA and the Port would develop a Site Maintenance Plan prior to project initiation. The Plan
would designate responsibility and a schedule for regular maintenance and cleaning of the new
facilities (e.g., canopies), as well as general site maintenance activities (e.g., wash-down; litter
removal and trash receptacle management; lighting and landscape management). For any new
facilities along the northern edge of the Ferry Building, the Site Maintenance Plan would also be
coordinated with Equity Office Partners, who currently have maintenance responsibilities in that
area through their lease and management of the Ferry Building.
Page 2-30, Section 2.4.2, Construction Techniques, Materials, and Duration, subsection titled
Gate A Access Pier, last paragraph:
The weather protection canopy structure for Gate B would be constructed in the same manner as
described above for the Gate A weather protection canopy structure.
Page 2-34, Section 2.4.6, General Construction Schedule, second paragraph:
The improvements in the North Basin could be constructed within 14 months, as shown on
Figure 2-10; many of the construction activities (dredging, Gate A Pier construction, Gate A
berthing structure installation, Marginal Wharf Repair, Gate A and Gate B canopy installation,
and site finishing work) would overlap. In the South Basin, construction could be completed
within 24 months. Several phases of the South Basin construction (demolition, dredging,
construction of Embarcadero Plaza, South Apron of the Agriculture Building improvements,
construction of the East Bayside Promenade, installation of the berthing structures, installation of
the canopies, and site finishing work) would also overlap.
Page 2-39, Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, Figure 2-10, Estimated Construction Schedule has been
revised to remove Gate B Canopy construction from the North Basin.
Page 3.6-33, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Impact 3.6-10, Comply with
the BAAQMD GHG Thresholds and Applicable Climate Action Plans, first paragraph after
Table 3.6-10:
The project would be also consistent with the CAP’s renewable energy provisions, because it is
planned as a zero net energy project, which would be achieved through the use of photovoltaic
cells incorporated into the weather protection canopies at Gates A, B, E, F, and G. The use of
solar energy as part of the proposed project is consistent with CCSF’s and the Port’s CAPs, which
require all tenants to develop onsite renewable energy.
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Page 3.7-18, Section 3.7, Noise and Vibration, Table 3.7-7, Distance from the Construction Zone
to Noise-Sensitive Receivers:
Table 3.7-7
Distance from the Construction Zone to Noise-Sensitive Receivers
Land Use

Distance to the Closest Construction
Zone (feet)

Hotel Vitale

Residential

230

Ferry Building

Commercial

301/552

Agriculture Building

Commercial

5

Pier 1

Commercial

25

The Carnelian by the Bay

Commercial

220

Golden Gate Transit Terminal

Commercial

250

Noise-Sensitive Receivers

Source: URS, 2012a.
Notes:
1
This is the distance represents the distance from the Ferry Building to the construction zone in the North Basin the location
where in-water construction activities would occur in the North Basin, not to the edge of the Construction Zone
boundary.(excluding the portion of the construction zone for the Gate B canopy installation, which would be considered a
minor construction activity from a noise and vibration perspective, and not representative of project construction activities).
2
This is the distance to the construction zone in the South Basin.
Distances are estimated based on the construction zone shown on Figure 2-9.

Page 3.7-18, Section 3.7, Noise and Vibration, Impact 3.7-2, Potential Impact of Construction
and Demolition Equipment other than Impact Tools on Adjacent Noise-Sensitive Land Uses,
third paragraph after Table 3.7-7:
The installation of the weather protection canopy for Gate B in the North Basin would be within
30 feet of the Ferry Building. However, this activity would be completed in approximately
1 week and would only require minor equipment and use of tools onsite to erect the canopy,
which would be delivered to the site pre-constructed. This activity, by itself, is unlikely to create
noise levels that would be typical of other site construction activities like demolition and deck
construction.
Page 3.8-39, Section 3.8, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Impact 3.8-5, Potential
Indirect Effects of Visual or Noise and Vibration on Historic Properties or Resources, Action
Alternative, subsection titled Visual, third paragraph on page:
Three Two weather protection canopies are also included in the project’s preliminary design. The
weather protection canopies would have a uniform look throughout the project area. They would
be approximately 20 to 24 feet wide and 18 to 20 feet high; constructed of steel and glass; and
could include photovoltaic cells (see Figure 3.8-7). One weather protection canopy would be
constructed along the Gate A Access Pier. A similar canopy would be placed on the existing
access pier along the north side of the Ferry Building. In the South Basin, an extension of the
East Bayside Promenade—also topped with a photovoltaic canopy—would replace the existing,
noncontributing Pier 2 and Sinbad’s Restaurant.
Page 3.8-41, Section 3.8, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Figure 3.8-7, Weather
Protection Canopy Design Concepts has been revised to only depict the weather protection
canopy at Gates E, F, and G.
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Page 3.8-43, Section 3.8, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Figure 3.8-8, Views of the
North Basin to the East has been revised to remove Gate B Canopy construction from the North
Basin.
Page 3.8-45, Section 3.8, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Figure 3.8-9, Views of the
North Basin to the Southwest has been revised to remove Gate B Canopy construction from the
North Basin.
Page 3.10-17, Section 3.10, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Impact 3.10-1, Potential to
Substantially Alter or Block Views of Scenic Vistas or Resources, Action Alternative, third full
paragraph on page:
Gate A, in the North Basin, would require the construction of a 30-foot-wide, 265-foot-long pier
to provide access to the berthing facilities. The Gate A Access Pier would be constructed where
Pier ½ 1 was located, and Gate A would be located to the east of where Pier ½ previously ended
(see Figure 2-1). Figure 3.10-1, View 6, shows the area where Gate A and the Gate A Access
Pier would be constructed, with Pier 1 in the background. Figure 3.10-1, View 3, is a groundlevel view from public areas along The Embarcadero to the North Basin, with views of the Bay
Bridge and Treasure Island in the background; it also shows the area where Gate A and the
Gate A Access Pier would be constructed. Views of this area after implementation of the
proposed project would contain an access pier, weather protection canopy, entry portal, gangway,
and float for Gate A, as well as the weather protection canopies for Gate A and Gate B. The
Gate A float would be similar in height and material to the existing float at Gate B (see
Figures 2-3 and 2-5), and would therefore be of similar scale, color, and texture. Depending on
the specific viewer vantage point, the features in the North Basin could potentially block views of
the background (i.e., areas beyond the North Basin), including San Francisco Bay and portions of
Treasure Island and the Bay Bridge. However, this impact is anticipated to be minor due to the
limited width, height, and massing of the new features, and the abundance of adjacent vantage
points that would retain these views. The weather protection canopyies in the North Basin could
potentially block portions of the public’s views of the Ferry Building and Pier 1 from along The
Embarcadero, depending on the vantage point. However, because of their its relatively low
vertical profiles, light massing, and glass features, these project elements it would have minimal
visual impact, particularly when compared to the overall scale of the Ferry Building and Pier 1.
The weather protection canopies canopy would stand no higher than 20 feet, far below the heights
of the adjacent buildings, and would be visually subordinate to the Ferry Building and Pier 1
surrounding buildings. Refer to Section 3.8, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, for more
discussion of the proposed project’s compatibility with the historic resources within the project
area.
Page 3.14-4, Section 3.14, Energy Consumption, Impact 3.14-1, Wasteful, Inefficient or
Unnecessary Consumption of Energy During Project Operation, Action Alternative, first
paragraph:
The proposed project would require the installation of lighting for the gates and circulation areas.
The total energy requirements for the additional lighting would be approximately
142,000 kilowatt hours (kWh) per year. To offset this demand, the proposed project could
include photovoltaic cells in the weather protection canopies along the Gate A Access Pier,
Gate B queuing area, and perpendicular to Gates E, F, and G. The energy generated from the
1

As described in Chapter 2, as part of the America’s Cup project, Pier ½ has been removed. Additionally, the building that
currently houses Sinbad’s Restaurant on Pier 2 is to be vacated and removed by March 2015. Demolition of these facilities as
a part of the America’s Cup project is not addressed in this Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report.
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photovoltaics would be expected to exceed the energy demand for the project lighting.
Approximately 200160,000 kWh could be generated on site. With the use of photovoltaic cells,
the project would be a zero net energy project.
Page 3.14-5, Section 3.14, Energy Consumption, Impact 3.14-2, Significant Demand on Regional
Energy Supply or Requirement of Substantial Additional Capacity, Action Alternative, first
paragraph:
The majority of energy consumed by the proposed project would be from nighttime lighting. The
use of photovoltaic cells at Gates A, B, E, F, and G would generate more electricity than the
project would require for lighting. The project also has energy-saving measures incorporated into
its design, such as maximizing energy efficiency in the lighting plan—which is consistent with
City of San Francisco’s Electricity Resource Plan and General Plan. The proposed project would
be a zero net energy project, should photovoltaic cells be included in the final design. Therefore,
if photovoltaic cells are used, the Action Alternative would not require any additional energy
supply.
Page 4-3, Section 4.2, Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources, first paragraph
on page:
Construction activities would require the use of fossil fuels for the operation of vehicles and
equipment. Construction of the project would also require a commitment of a variety of other
nonrenewable or slowly renewable natural resources, such as construction materials. Use of raw
building materials for construction would be an irretrievable commitment of resources from
which these materials are produced. Commitment of labor and fiscal resources for construction
and operation is considered irretrievable. However, project operation may be a zero-net energy
project. It would incorporate green building approaches to the design of the new facilities, and
potentially include photovoltaic cells into the canopies at Gates A, B, E, F, and G. The project’s
minor, incremental, increased use of these resources, however, would not significantly increase
the overall commitment of resources associated with water transit operation in the Bay Area, or
development within San Francisco. The project would involve only minor, incremental use of
nonrenewable resources, and would not prevent sustainable development.
1.2.4

Clarification of Project Purpose and Need

Based on comments received since the release of the Draft EIS/EIR, text in Chapter 1.0, Purpose and
Need, and Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, has been updated in the Final EIS/EIR to clarify the project’s
purpose, objectives, and anticipated implementation plan.
Additional description has been added to the EIS/EIR to further clarify that WETA’s future ridership
estimates shown in Table 1-2 include expansion of existing routes, the implementation of new routes that
have already been approved, and the expansion of new services that are still in the development phase.
Expansion of existing routes accounts for approximately 38 percent of the future ridership; future services
that have already been approved would account for 42 percent of the future ridership, and 20 percent of
the future ridership is projected from new routes that are still under development.
Because future ridership would expand gradually, both with the addition of services and the growth of
ridership on existing and new services, WETA will implement the Ferry Terminal improvements using a
phased approach that would be driven by the actual increases in ridership, operation of new services, and
funding availability for circulation improvements. This approach is described more clearly in
Chapter 2.0.
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In addition, as described in Chapter 1.0 of the EIS/EIR, the purpose of the project is to support the
existing and future planned water transit services operated by WETA on San Francisco Bay, as
established by WETA in its Implementation and Operations Plan (IOP), adopted in 2003. The IOP is a
comprehensive plan for the development and expansion of water transit service in San Francisco Bay. It
includes plans for the development of new routes and facility improvements to support the expansion of
the regional system. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and case law, WETA certified a Program
EIR in 2003 that assessed the potential environmental impacts from implementation of WETA’s IOP at a
program level. The Program EIR assumes that WETA would prepare subsequent site-specific
environmental evaluations for activities that implement the IOP. Portions of the Program EIR that are
relevant to the Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project are incorporated by reference
and summarized in Appendix E. The relevant portions of the Program EIR incorporated by reference
include alternatives considered, and a summary of impacts and mitigation identified for the Program. The
relationship of the Program impacts to this project is indicated in Appendix E.
The following modifications have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR to reflect these clarifications:
Page 1-2, Section 1.4.2, WETA Planning Efforts, first paragraph:
WETA’s IOP presents a strategy to improve San Francisco Bay Area transit service with an
environmentally friendly water transit system (WETA, 2003b). WETA prepared a Program EIR
that addressed the potential environmental impacts and associated mitigation measures resulting
from the expansion of the network of water transit service defined in the IOP (WETA, 2003a).
The Program EIR analyzed the cumulative impacts, at a program level, of the development of
additional routes, and assumed that project-level environmental review would be undertaken for
the development of new or expansion of existing Ferry Terminal facilities to adequately address
site-specific issues.
Page 1-5, Insert new Section 1.4.3 and Section 1.4.4:
Section 1.4.3 Program EIR for the Implementation and Operations Plan
WETA prepared a Program EIR that addressed the potential environmental impacts and
associated mitigation measures resulting from the expansion of the network of water transit
service defined in the IOP (WETA, 2003a). The Program EIR analyzed, at a program level, the
cumulative impacts of the development of additional routes, and assumed that project-level
environmental review would be undertaken for the development of new or expansion of existing
Ferry Terminal facilities to adequately address site-specific issues.
The primary purpose of WETA’s IOP is to increase regional mobility and transportation options
by providing new and expanded water transit services and ground transportation terminal access
in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Program EIR evaluated five alternatives in detail for
providing water transit service. The alternatives varied in routes and service frequencies. In
addition, the Program EIR describes six other alternatives not involving water transit that were
considered but eliminated from further consideration, based on considerations including cost,
feasibility, and environmental effects. These other alternatives included expansion of other types
of transit, such as bus and rail, and implementation of demand management or smart growth
strategies to achieve comparable improvements in regional mobility.
The “Proposed Project” in the Program EIR (Program proposed project) was adopted by WETA
as its IOP. The Program proposed project provides expanded ferry service and associated landside improvements to be implemented in phases over an approximately 10-year period. Although
the IOP does not represent a precisely fixed set of routes and terminal sites, the Program proposed
project is based on the anticipated routes and terminals that would result from implementation of
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the IOP, including expansion of existing services and development of seven new routes. The
Program proposed project included improvements to the existing services between San Francisco
and Oakland, Alameda, Harbor Bay, Vallejo, Larkspur, Sausalito, and Tiburon, as well as
development of new routes between San Francisco and Berkeley, Richmond, Treasure Island,
Antioch/Pittsburg, Martinez, Hercules/Rodeo, South San Francisco, and Redwood City.
Additional details of the Program proposed project—including descriptions of how the new
routes would be selected, terminal design considerations, system navigation, and safety—are
described in WETA’s IOP (WETA, 2003b).
Both NEPA and CEQA encourage the incorporation of previous analysis by reference in
environmental documents to reduce redundancy and reevaluation of project issues.
The NEPA Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require federal agencies “to the
fullest extent possible to reduce duplication between NEPA and state and local requirements”
(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 1506.2(b).
CEQ regulations (40 CFR
Sections 1500.4 and 1502.21) also state that agencies shall incorporate material by reference
when the effect will be to reduce bulk without impeding agency and public review of the project
alternatives. The incorporated material shall be cited, and its content summarized. Under CEQA,
incorporation by reference is authorized (California Public Resources Code, Sections 21093
and 21094; State CEQA Guidelines Section 15150).
Because the purpose of the Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project is to
support the existing and future planned water transit services, as established by WETA in its IOP,
portions of the Program EIR analysis that are relevant to the project are incorporated by reference
and summarized in Appendix E. The relevant portions of the Program EIR incorporated by
reference include the summary of alternatives considered, and a summary of impacts and
mitigation identified for the Program. The relationship of the Program impacts to this project is
indicated in Appendix E.
Section 1.4.4 Regional Transportation Plan
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) adopted Plan Bay Area in July 2013 (ABAG and MTC, 2013). The plan serves as the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and specifies how anticipated federal, state, and local
transportation funds will be spent in the nine-county Bay Area until 2040. The Plan incorporates
regional transportation and land use planning, and supersedes the previous RTP that was adopted
in 2009 (MTC, 2009). The expansion of WETA’s services, and specifically the Downtown San
Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project, are included in the RTP, and were included in the
analysis in the EIR for the RTP. 2 The EIR for the RTP analyzed the proposed plan, as well as
five other alternatives, including the No Project Alternative. Plan Bay Area represents a
transportation and land use blueprint of how the Bay Area addresses its transportation mobility
and accessibility needs, land development, and greenhouse gas emissions reduction requirements
through the year 2040. It includes a financially constrained transportation investment plan with
projects and programs that would be funded through existing and future revenues that are
projected to be reasonably available to the region until 2040. Plan Bay Area includes investments
in the region’s transportation network that support job growth and new homes in existing
communities.
FTA regulations link regional transportation planning efforts and environmental assessment
requirements to ensure consistency and reduce redundancy in the evaluation of regional
alternatives in transportation plans and project-level NEPA documents (23 CFR § 430.318;
2

The Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project is project 22006 in the RTP.
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23 CFR Part 450, Appendix A). These regulations authorize the use of regional transportation
planning studies as part of the overall project development process consistent with NEPA. The
RTP evaluated transportation alternatives at a regional level to address the mobility needs of the
region, and concluded that the expansion of water transit service as reflected in WETA’s IOP was
necessary to achieve the region’s mobility and land use objectives.
Pages 1-5 through 1-7, Section 1.4, headings:
1.4.35 Current Water Transit at the Ferry Terminal
1.4.46 Project Area History
1.4.57 Ferry Building Area Planning and Development Program
Page 1-9, Section 1.5.2, Water Transit Operations, Circulation, and Access Constraints at the
San Francisco Ferry Terminal:
In 2035, the Ferry Terminal is projected to serve approximately 32,000 water transit passengers, a
300 percent increase over current ridership levels of approximately 11,200 passengers (CSI,
2011; CSI, 2012) (see Table 1-2). 3 WETA’s 2035 ridership is expected to be approximately
25,000 passengers per weekday. The increase in ridership would be from expansion of existing
services, implementation of new routes that have already been approved, and the development of
new water transit routes. Approximately 38 percent of future passengers would be using
accounting for existing services between San Francisco and Alameda, Oakland, and Vallejo.
Approximately 20 percent WETA’s future ridership would be fromas well as future planned new
water transit services between San Francisco and Antioch, Berkeley, Martinez, Hercules,
Redwood City, and Richmond, and Treasure Island (CSI, 2011; CSI, 2012) (see Table 1-2).3
Approximately 42 percent of the future ridership would be expected to be from service between
San Francisco and Treasure Island, a service that is anticipated to begin operations between 2017
and 2020. The projected ridership increases cannot be adequately accommodated at the Ferry
Terminal because of the following current infrastructure, circulation, and operating deficiencies.
Page 2-1, Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, third paragraph:
This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR addresses facility improvements to the Ferry
Terminal that would accommodate the additional WETA ridership and vessel arrivals anticipated
to occur at the Ferry Terminal by 2035. This document does not address re-analyze the need for
expanded routes and services, which was planned and analyzed in the IOP and Program EIR for
the IOP, as well as in the RTP (refer to Section 1.4.3 and Section 1.4.4). In addition, Sseparate
environmental analysis pursuant to NEPA and CEQA will be prepared for each new route that
will analyze potential impacts at the route origin. Both NEPA and CEQA encourage the
incorporation of previous analysis by reference in environmental documents to reduce
3

WETA’s ridership model was developed in 2002, and is linked to the regional travel forecasting model maintained by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and to socioeconomic data forecasts published by the Association of Bay Area
Governments. The WETA model was updated in 2011 to include the most recent data available from the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments for year 2035. In the 2002 ridership model, it was
estimated that future (2025) weekday daily ridership at the Ferry Terminal (for all services, including non-WETA–operated
services) would be approximately 35,000 passengers. The updated ridership model estimates that in 2035, average weekday
daily ridership at the Ferry Terminal would be approximately 32,000 passengers. These estimates are presented in Table 1-2.
The future ridership estimates for some services decreased from what was predicted in 2002, and the projected ridership of
other services increased from the 2002 estimates. The WETA model is documented in the Draft Final Working Paper
Ridership Model Calibration and Validation for the Water Transit Authority, and Draft Final WETA Model Update and
Validation Report, both of which are available from WETA (CSI, 2011; CSI, 2012).
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redundancy and reevaluation of project issues. For NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Sections 1500.4, 1502.21) state that agencies shall incorporate
material by reference when the effect will be to reduce bulk without impeding agency and public
review of the project alternatives. The incorporated material shall be cited, and its content
summarized. Under CEQA, incorporation by reference is authorized (California Public
Resources Code, Sections 21093 and 21094; State CEQA Guidelines Section 15150). Portions of
the Program EIR analysis that are relevant to the project are incorporated by reference and
summarized in Appendix E. The relevant portions of the Program EIR incorporated by reference
include the summary of alternatives considered and a summary of impacts and mitigation
identified for the Program. The relationship of the Program impacts to this project is indicated in
Appendix E.
Therefore, as discussed in this EIS/EIR, the No Action Alternative describes the WETA service
that could be accommodated at the existing gates available to WETA at the Ferry Terminal
(Gates B and E) without any changes or improvements. The Action Alternative describes the
project alternative proposed by WETA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for
expanding the Ferry Terminal facilities to accommodate all new and existing WETA services
projected by 2035.
Page 2-26, Section 2.3.6, Operating Elements, subsection titled WETA Implementation Plan for
San Francisco Ferry Terminal Service:
WETA has developed an implementation plan for operating its new and existing services at the
Ferry Terminal. The plan describes the services that would be operated at each gate and confirms
that adequate berthing and circulation capacity would be provided. Anticipated gate locations were
determined for each service based on projected ridership, service frequency, queuing and boarding
needs, navigational concerns, and dredging requirements. Anticipated service start dates were also
considered in determining gate location for each service, in order to accommodate a strategy for
phased construction of the project. This EIS/EIR describes the full extent of facility improvements
that would be required at the Ferry Terminal to meet WETA’s project objectives for
accommodating its existing and new services and providing emergency response capacity.
However, all of the facility improvements would not be needed at the same time, and improvements
would be constructed using a phased approach that would be driven by the actual increases in
ridership, operation of new services, and funding availability for circulation improvements.
Page 3.1-1, Section 3.1, Introduction, last paragraph:
The impacts associated with WETA’s planned expansion of water transit routes and services were
analyzed in WETA’s Implementation and Operations Plan and the Program EIR for the
Implementation and Operations Plan (WETA 2003b; WETA, 2003a), and therefore are not reassessed in this EIS/EIR. This EIS/EIR analyzes—at a project level—the site-specific impacts of
improvements to the Ferry Terminal, and impacts associated with the increase in vessels while they
use and/or are docked at the Ferry Terminal. Consistent with NEPA regulations (CEQ regulations
[40 CFR Sections 1500.4 and 1502.21]) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, portions of the
Program EIR analysis that are relevant to the project are incorporated by reference and summarized
in Appendix E. The relevant portions of the Program EIR incorporated by reference include the
summary of alternatives considered and a summary of impacts and mitigation identified for the
Program. The relationship of the Program impacts to this project is indicated in Appendix E.
New Appendix E included in the EIS/EIR, Program EIR Analysis Incorporated by Reference.
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines

As described in Section 3.6, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Alameda
County Superior Court issued a judgment on March 5, 2012, finding that the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) had failed to comply with CEQA when it adopted updated CEQA
Thresholds of Significance. The court did not determine whether the thresholds were valid on the merits,
but found that the adoption of the thresholds by the BAAQMD was a project under CEQA. The
BAAQMD appealed the Alameda County Superior Court’s decision. In August 2013, the First District
Court of Appeal overturned the trial court and held that the thresholds of significance adopted by the
BAAQMD were not subject to CEQA review. The Appellate court decision is currently being appealed.
The following modifications have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR to reflect the current status of the
BAAQMD’s CEQA Thresholds of Significance:
Page 3.6-17, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, subsection titled CEQA
Guidelines, third paragraph:
On March 5, 2012, the BAAQMD’s Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance were
challenged by an order issued in California Building Industry Association v. BAAQMD, Alameda
Superior Court Case No. RGI0548693. The order requires the BAAQMD thresholds to be
subject to further environmental review. The claims made in the case concerned the CEQA
impacts of adopting the thresholds (i.e., how the thresholds would affect land use development
patterns); and petitioners argued that the thresholds for Health Risk Assessments encompassed
issues not addressed by CEQA. On August 13, 2013, a court of appeal rejected the challenge to
the BAAQMD’s Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance. Although this decision is under
further appeal, However, as discussed in more detail below in Section 3.6.3, Impact Evaluation,
the BAAQMD’s significance thresholds and recommended analysis methodologies were used in
this analysis, as discussed in more detail below in Section 3.6.3, Impact Evaluation.
Page 3.6-21, Section 3.6.3, Impact Evaluation, first full paragraph:
The BAAQMD’s Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance provide reference thresholds for
considering whether a project would have an air quality impact, and recommend procedures for
evaluating potential air quality impacts. The issues identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines court case are not considered relevant to the scientific soundness of the BAAQMD’s
analysis of the level at which a pollutant would potentially significantly affect air quality or human
health. Therefore, even though the guidelines thresholds have been suspended by the BAAQMD
until the issues identified in the case are resolved, the analysis in this Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) was conducted in accordance with the
thresholds and methods described in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.
1.2.6

California Supreme Court Decision in Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition
Metro Line Construction Authority

Since the release of the Draft EIS/EIR, the California Supreme Court concluded in Neighbors for Smart Rail v.
Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority that “existing conditions” are the normal baseline under CEQA
for determining the significance of the impacts of a project, but that “factual circumstances can justify an
agency departing from that norm when necessary to prevent misinforming or misleading the public and
decision makers” (Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2014) 57 Cal,
4th 439, 448-49). The Court held that “an agency enjoys the discretion to decide, in the first instance, exactly
how the existing physical conditions without the project can most realistically be measured, subject to review,
as with all CEQA factual determinations, for support by substantial evidence” (Ibid). The Court also held that
agencies may use more than one baseline in the evaluation of impacts of a project.
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The impact assessments in the Draft EIS/EIR were based on an evaluation of the proposed project
improvements against the existing condition, generally as they existed in 2011 when the environmental
review was initiated. In two cases, the project impacts presented in the Draft EIS/EIR were assessed both
against the existing condition and a future baseline (i.e., the No Project Alternative), also consistent with the
direction provided in Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority. The
assessment of Transportation and Circulation impacts (refer to Section 3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR) included
evaluations of the effect the project would have on the existing condition (Impacts 3.2-1 through 3.2-4), and
of the effect of the project on transportation and circulation in consideration of expected conditions at the
time that the project is likely to become operational (Impacts 3.2-6 through 3.2-9). Refer to Section 1.2.7 of
this Response to Comments Appendix for discussion of other updates to existing conditions as they relate to
the transportation and circulation analysis, consistent with the direction provided in Neighbors for Smart
Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority.
As noted in the Air Quality Section (Section 3.6 of the Draft EIS/EIR), the air emissions expected from
project operations were calculated, and both the net increase in emissions over the No Project Alternative
(i.e., limited expansion of WETA’s water transit service without facility improvements) and the total
emissions from the proposed project (i.e., the increase in emissions over the existing condition) were
evaluated. In the Draft EIS/EIR, the health risk assessment (i.e., Impact 3.6-2 and Impact 3.6-8) had been
based solely on the net increase in emissions over the No Project Alternative. The health risk analysis has
been revised to include the increase in emissions over the existing condition. Impacts remain the same as
what was described in the Draft EIS/EIR, less than significant. The following modifications have been
made to the Draft EIS/EIR to clarify the baseline used in the impact evaluation:
Page ES-7, Executive Summary, No Action Alternative, first paragraph on page:
This alternative serves as the baseline against which the environmental effects of the Action
Alternative are measured.
Page 2-2, Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, Section 2.2, No Action Alternative, last paragraph of
section:
This alternative serves as the baseline against which the environmental effects of the Action
Alternative are measured. The impact analysis also includes comparisons to the existing
conditions, where appropriate.
Page 3.2–38, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Conditions for Analysis, second
paragraph:
Because the facility improvements would accommodate an increase in water transit service and
therefore the number of passengers coming through the Ferry Terminal, the impact of the
additional water transit ridership is evaluated in this EIS/EIR under Indirect Impacts. The new
gates would be constructed by 2020, and the operational ridership estimates are for 2035. The
analysis takes into consideration the WETA ridership capacity available without the project; the
growth of non-WETA water transit services at the Ferry Terminal; and project-related ridership
growth that could result from the expansion of facilities. These considerations led to the
development of three scenarios for evaluation: the Existing Conditions Plus Project,5 Future
(2035) with the No Project Alternative, and Future (2035) Plus Project. Consistent with the
CCSF guidelines and the California Supreme Court ruling in Neighbors for Smart Rail v.
Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority, to assess the incremental effects of the project, the
circulation conditions in the Existing Conditions Plus Project were compared to the Existing
Setting (Impacts 3.2-1 through 3.2-4). In addition, to assess the cumulative impacts of the
incremental effects of the project (Impacts 3.2-6 through 3.2-9), the circulation conditions in the
Future (2035) Plus Project were compared to the circulation conditions as they would be under
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the Future (2035) with the No Project Alternative. The following describes the ridership
forecasts, person trip increments, and other planned network changes that would apply for each
condition for analysis.
5

Pursuant to rulings in two recent CEQA cases (Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Assoc. v. City of
Sunnyvale City Council [6th Dist. 2010] 190 Cal.App.4th 1351 and Pfeiffer v. City of Sunnyvale
City Council [6th Dist. 2011]), the project’s anticipated effects on the transportation and
circulation network were assessed on both the existing transportation network and the
transportation network that would be expected to exist at the time the project is fully operational
(e.g., Future [2035]).
Page 3.6-24, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Impact 3.6—1, Conflict with
or Obstruct BAAQMD Air Quality Plan Implementation, Exceed Applicable Air Quality
Standards, or Contribute Substantially to an Air Quality Violation, Action Alternative, second
paragraph after Table 3.6-5:
As shown in Tables 3.6-4 and 3.6-5, the proposed project would directly and indirectly increase
exhaust emissions of criteria pollutants and precursors (ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5), both
compared to existing conditions and the No Action Alternative,in comparison to the No Action
Alternative. However, the proposed project’s direct and indirect operational emissions would not
exceed the applicable annual or daily BAAQMD thresholds.
Page 3.6-25, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Table 3.6-6, additional
columns and a table note inserted:
Operational Risksd

Chronic Risk
from DPM
Emission

Carcinogenic
Risk from DPM
Emission
(Expected Risk
Per Million)

PM2.5
Concentrations
(µg/m3)

Residential

0.0020

5.3

0.010

Schools (including day cares)

0.0017

4.6

0.008

Commercial

0.0021

5.8

0.011

Medical Facility

0.0003

0.8

0.001

1

10 per million

0.3 µg/m3

Sensitive Receptor Type

BAAQMD Significance
Thresholdc

Notes:
d
Operational Risks represent the risk of the proposed project (i.e., the risk associated with the operation of all future WETA
vessels at the Ferry Terminal).

Page 3.6-26, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Impact 3.6—2, Expose
Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations, Action Alternative, first
paragraph:
As described above under Impact 3.6-1, the proposed project would increase exhaust emissions of
criteria pollutants and precursors (ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5) in comparison to the No Action
Alternative. However, the proposed project’s operational emissions would not exceed the
applicable BAAQMD thresholds (Tables 3.6-4 and 3.6-5).
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Updated Transit Impact Analysis for Existing Condition

Since the release of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City and County of San Francisco and the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) adopted the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP). The TEP
includes comprehensive adjustments to the City’s transit network, including frequency increases and
decreases, new routes, expanded limited-stop service, realigned transit routes (including in some cases
eliminating segments of service), a route elimination, and expanded hours of operation. In addition to
these service improvements, the TEP also includes travel time reduction projects and capital
improvements to improve the operation of the City’s transit network. The Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.2,
Transportation, page 3.2-43, provided an overview of proposed TEP improvements.
The Draft EIR for the TEP was released July 2013. Beginning in January 2014, SFMTA conducted
extensive outreach on the proposed TEP to refine the improvements proposed. A revised plan for service
changes was included in the Final EIR for the TEP. The Final EIR was certified on March 27, 2014. On
March 28, 2014, the SFMTA Board approved the TEP. Detailed information on all the proposed
improvements included in the TEP is available from the SFMTA.4
The approved TEP includes two changes to transit in the vicinity of the Ferry Terminal that have an effect
on the anticipated impacts of proposed project—implementation of the new E Embarcadero service, and
changes in frequency of the F Market and Wharves. The TEP would also result in other adjustments to
transit lines that were included in the analysis for the proposed project, but those changes would be
unlikely to affect the conclusions presented in the EIS/EIR.
New E Embarcadero service would be operated between the Fourth and King Station and Jones and
Jefferson streets in Fisherman’s Wharf. South of the Ferry Terminal, the new service would share tracks
with the N Judah and T Third Street; north of the project area, the new service would share tracks with the
F Market and Wharves. Under the TEP, service would begin in the summer of 2015 on weekends; and in
the spring of 2016, full, everyday service would be provided with 15-minute headways during peak hours.
The TEP identifies a capital improvement at the Jones and Beach Terminal that would allow the F Market
and Wharves and E Embarcadero to operate independently; however, the initiation of the new service is
not dependent on the terminal improvement.
The TEP also includes adjustments to the frequencies of the F Market and Wharves, decreasing frequencies
in the AM peak hours and increasing frequencies in the PM peak hour. In the PM peak hour, the F Market
and Wharves would be expected to operate on 5-minute headways instead of 6-minute headways.
The service improvements to the F Market and Wharves and E Embarcadero are identified as “Rapid
Network” changes in the TEP, meaning that they are the highest priority for implementation by SFMTA, and
would be among the first changes to be implemented. The SFMTA has proposed funding for fiscal years
2014/2015 and 2015/2016 to implement the service changes in the TEP. San Francisco’s Transit First Policy
prioritizes alternative modes of transportation (transit, pedestrians, and bicycles) to meet the City’s
transportation needs, and allocates funding for these modes.
As described in Section 1.2.6 of this Response to Comments Appendix. The California Supreme Court
decision in Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority recognized that “in
appropriate circumstances an existing conditions analysis may take account of environmental conditions
that will exist when the project begins operations; the agency is not strictly limited to those prevailing
during the period of EIR preparation. In so adjusting its existing conditions baseline, an agency exercises
its discretion on how best to define such a baseline under the circumstance of rapidly changing
environmental conditions” (57 Cal. 4th 439, 452). In consideration of the adoption of TEP, and the
4

For detailed information on the TEP, refer to materials available from SFMTA at: http://www.sfmta.com/calendar/meetings/
board-directors-special-meeting-march-28-2014-0.
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decision by the SFMTA to fund and implement service improvements in the project area prior to the
scheduled initiation of WETA’s expansion of service,5 WETA is exercising its discretion to include in the
transportation conditions baseline the increases in transit service on the F Market and Wharves and
E Embarcadero lines. WETA has determined that there is substantial evidence that the above TEP
projects will be in operation prior to the expansion of WETA ridership at the Ferry Terminal.
The description of the existing conditions, or baseline for the proposed project, in Section 3.2,
Transportation and Circulation of the EIS/EIR, has been revised to include the ridership and capacity for
the F Market and Wharves and E Embarcadero lines, as described in the TEP. In addition, Impact 3.2–2,
Potential Impacts to Transit in Existing Condition, has been updated to incorporate the new ridership and
capacity data for these two lines.
At the time the Draft EIS/EIR was prepared, it was assumed that for WETA passengers traveling between the
Ferry Terminal and areas north along The Embarcadero (e.g., Fisherman’s Wharf), the F Market and Wharves
was the only available transit line in the existing condition. The analysis indicated that the addition of water
transit passengers to the F Market and Wharves line could increase overcrowding of this line. After the
E Embarcadero line begins service in 2016, however, WETA passengers would have a choice between the two
lines. Where multiple transit lines are available, passengers typically redistribute themselves between routes in
the same corridor. The City and County of San Francisco’s Transportation Impact Guidelines suggest that
corridor analyses better represent passenger behavior and impacts to transit operations, especially in the
downtown core, where multiple transit options are typically available to passengers.
An analysis of the combined capacity and utilization of the F Market and Wharves and E Embarcadero
lines indicates that the corridor would operate at 77 percent capacity, and the addition of WETA riders to
the E Embarcadero/F Market and Wharves lines would increase capacity utilization to 83 percent, below
Muni’s 85 percent capacity standard. Therefore, impacts to local transit operations in the existing
condition would not be adverse, and would be less than significant.
The following modifications have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR to incorporate the updated ridership
and capacity data for the F Market and Wharves and E Embarcadero lines:
Page ES–11, Executive Summary, Table ES-2:
Impact 3.2-2: Potential Impacts to Transit in
Existing Conditions
The project would not cause a substantial increase in
transit demand that could not be accommodated by
existing and planned transit capacity. Increases in
transit demand associated with the project under
Existing Conditions would result in an increase to local
and regional transit volumes. The only increase that
would be adverse and above the thresholds of
significance established by the City and County of San
Francisco’s guidelines and policies would be the
addition of riders to the Muni F Market and Wharves in
the PM peak hour.

5

Methods for mitigating
Not
impacts are being evaluated. Aadverse.
If feasible mitigation is
identified, it will be included
in the Final EIS/EIR No
mitigation necessary.

Significant
and
unavoidable
Less than
significant.

WETA would implement the Ferry Terminal improvements using a phased approach (i.e., construction in one basin at a time)
that would be driven by the actual increases in ridership, operation of new services, and funding availability for circulation
improvements. The EIS/EIR states that construction could begin as early as 2014, and would be completed by 2020. At
present, WETA is assuming that the first phase of construction would be completed in 2018.
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Page 3.2–1, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 3.2.1, Introduction to the
Analysis, second paragraph:
As detailed in this section, the analysis indicates that an increase in WETA water transit
passengers using transit in the study area could significantly and adversely affect San Francisco
Municipal Railway (Muni) F Market and Wharves operations. The analysis also indicates that
increases in pedestrian circulation in the study area resulting from implementation of the project
could result in adverse impacts to two crosswalk levels of service in the study area. Mitigation
measures have been identified that would reduce some of these potential impacts; however,
impacts would remain adverse and would be considered significant and unavoidable.
Page 3.2-16, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, subsection titled San Francisco
Municipal Railway Service:
Muni provides transit service within San Francisco. Service options include bus (both diesel and
electric trolley), light rail (Muni Metro), cable car, and electric streetcar lines. The transit study
area includes the following Muni service: 2 Clement, 6 Parnassus, 9 San Bruno, 9L San Bruno
Limited, 14 Mission, 14L Mission Limited, 14X Mission Express, 21 Hayes, 30X Marina
Express, 31 Balboa, 41 Union, 80X Gateway Express, 81X Caltrain Express, and 82X Levi Plaza
Express bus lines, as well as the J Church, K Ingleside, L Taraval, M Ocean View, N Judah, and
T Third Street light rail lines, and the F Market and Wharves streetcar line, which operate along
Market Street (SFMTA, 2011). In addition, the E Embarcadero line will begin providing service
along The Embarcadero between the Fourth and King Street Station and Jones and Jefferson
streets in Fisherman’s Wharf in 2016 (SFMTA, 2014).
The fifteen Muni bus lines in the study area are described in detail in Table 3.2-3. All of the
Muni bus lines in the study area accommodate bicycles and wheelchairs.
All of the Muni Metro lines are in the study area (E, F, J, K, L, M, N, and T) and are described in
Table 3.2-4. Each All of the lines, except for E Embarcadero and F Market and Wharves, haves a
below-grade access at the Embarcadero Station at Drumm Street and Market Street,
approximately 0.20 mile from the Ferry Terminal.
Table 3.2-5 presents the percent utilization for the Muni lines that serve the project area during
the AM and PM peak periods. Four Muni lines—the K Ingleside, the L Taraval, the T Third
Street, and the N Judah—currently operate with overcrowded conditions (more than 85 percent of
capacity used) in the inbound direction during the AM peak hour. Five Six Muni lines—the
F Market and Wharves, J Church, the K Ingleside, the L Taraval, the T Third Street, and the
N Judah—currently operate with overcrowded conditions (more than 85 percent of capacity used)
in the outbound direction during the PM peak hour. Tables 3.2-3 through 3.2-5 are on the pages
following Figure 3.2-4.
Page 3.2-17, Figure 3.2-4, Study Area Transit Network has been revised to add a note regarding
the E Embarcadero.
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Page 3.2-20, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Table 3.2-4, Study Area Muni Metro
Lines
Table 3.2-4
Study Area Muni Metro Lines

Muni Metro Line

Hours

Neighborhoods

AM and PM
Peak Hour
Headways

J Church

5:00 AM to 1:00 AM

Balboa Park and Downtown

9 minutes

K Ingleside

5:00 AM to 1:00 AM

Balboa Park and Downtown

9 minutes

L Taraval

5:00 AM to 1:00 AM
Owl 1:00 AM to 5:00 AM

San Francisco Zoo

7 minutes

M Ocean View

5:00 AM to 1:00 AM

Balboa Park and Downtown

9 minutes

N Judah

5:00 AM to 1:00 AM
Owl 1:00 AM to 5:00 AM

Ocean Beach and
Downtown

7 minutes

T Third Street

5:00 AM to 1:00 AM

Castro and Sunnydale

9 minutes

E Embarcadero1

5:00 AM to 1:00 AM

South of Market and
Fisherman’s Wharf

15 minutes

F Market and
Wharves1Wharves2

5:00 AM to 1:00 AM

Castro and Fisherman’s
Wharf

7.56 minutes
(AM)
5 minutes (PM)

Source: SFMTA, 2011.
Notes:
Information current as of June, 2011 unless noted below.
1
12

The E Embarcadero line will begin regular everyday service in 2016 (SFMTA, 2014).
The F Market and Wharves line is a Muni streetcar line rather than a Muni Metro Line. The headways shown are those
reflected in the Transit Effectiveness Project, and would be expected to be in effect before 2015.

Muni = San Francisco Municipal Railway
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Page 3.2-21, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Table 3.2-5, Existing Conditions Muni
Demand and Capacity

Route
1 California
2 Clement
6 Parnassus
14 Mission

Table 3.2-5
Existing Conditions Muni Demand and Capacity
Weekday AM Weekday PM
Peak Hour
Peak Hour
Utilization
Utilization
Direction
(%)
(%)
Howard Street and Main Street (inbound)

74

29

Geary Boulevard and 33rd Avenue (outbound)

32

62

Market Street and Steuart Street (inbound)

68

43

Balboa Street and 32nd Avenue (outbound)

41

71

Transbay Terminal (inbound)

53

21

Quintara Street (outbound)

21

52

Transbay Terminal (inbound)

45

35

23

48

14X Mission Express Transbay Terminal (inbound)

Mission Street and San Jose Avenue (outbound)

74

61

21 Hayes

Transbay Terminal (inbound)

66

32

Fulton Street and Eighth Avenue (outbound)

30

63

Transbay Terminal (inbound)

61

41

Cabrillo Street and La Playa Street (outbound)

34

53

The Embarcadero and Washington Street (inbound)

74

27

31 Balboa
E Embarcadero

24

48

F Market and
Wharves

The Embarcadero and Greenwich Street (outbound)
Jones Street and Beach Street (inbound)

5736

4430

17th Street and Castro Street (outbound)

1922

7687

J Church

Embarcadero (inbound)

78

36

Balboa Park (outbound)

29

91

Embarcadero (inbound)

97

24

Balboa Park (outbound)

39

98

Embarcadero (inbound)

98

29

Wawona Street and 46th Avenue (outbound)

17

88

Embarcadero (inbound)

62

56

Balboa Park (outbound)

22

72

Bayshore Boulevard (inbound)

97

78

West Portal (outbound)

63

90

King Street and Fourth Street (inbound)

93

51

Judah Street and La Playa Street (outbound)

34

96

K Ingleside
L Taraval
M Ocean View
T Third Street
N Judah

Source: SFMTA, 2012.
Notes:
E Embarcadero service would begin in 2016.
Demand and Capacity for the E Embarcadero and F Market and Wharves lines are those reflected in the Transit
Effectiveness Project (SFMTA, 2014).
Percent utilization is calculated at the Maximum Load Point.
Bolded numbers indicate lines that operate over 85 percent utilization standard.
Muni = San Francisco Municipal Railway
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Page 3.2-43, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, subsection titles Reasonable
Foreseeable Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis (i.e., Future 2035
Analysis), beginning after Table 3.2-17:
In the project area, programmed or planned transportation facility improvements that would be
expected to affect the transportation and circulation network in 2035 include the implementation
of the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, BART’s Ferry Plaza
Barrier Project, the New Transbay Terminal, development of the Muni E-Embarcadero, and the
Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) Public Realm Program. These projects are intended to
improve the safety of transportation facilities, and may affect circulation, transit, pedestrian,
bicycle, and traffic conditions in the study area. Affected corridors and streets would include
Market Street, Mission Street, The Embarcadero, Steuart Street, and Spear Street.
Transit Effectiveness Project. The TEP was adopted by SFMTA on March 28, 2014 (SFMTA,
2014). The TEP includes comprehensive adjustments to the City’s transit network, including
frequency increases and decreases, new routes, expanded limited-stop service, realigned transit
routes (including in some cases eliminating segments of service), a route elimination, and
expanded hours of operation. In addition to these service improvements, the TEP also includes
travel time reduction projects and capital improvements to the City’s transit network. The
changes would be implemented pending resource availability. 6 TEP is a planning effort between
the SFMTA and CCSF’s Controller’s Office that reviews and evaluates San Francisco’s public
transportation system, and provides recommendations to make Muni service reliable, efficient,
and quicker. Initial planning documents and findings were presented in October 2008. An
Implementation Strategy was developed in 2011, and reflects an update to the findings from
2008, because some of the recommendations were implemented between December 2009 and
September 2010. The TEP includes the following changes to transit services in the study area:

6



The proposed frequencies for the 1 California line would be 6 to 7 minutes during peak
demand, 5 minutes during midday, and 12 minutes in the evening east of Presidio
Avenue.



The 2 Clement route would be adjusted, and line would add supplemental trolley coach
service between downtown and Presidio would be added, to maintain trunk service. on
Sutter, replacing the discontinued 3 Jackson. West of the Presidio Avenue, frequencies
would decrease to 15-minute headways; east of Presidio Avenue, frequency of service
would increase to 7.5-minute headways. Although current frequencies are 12 minutes
during the peak and 20 minutes during midday, the proposed frequencies east of Market
Street would be 10 minutes during the peak demands, and 20 minutes during midday and in
the evening.



The frequency of the 6 Parnassus line would decrease to 12-minute headways during
peak hours.



The 14 Mission line would use motor coaches, and the limited-stop service would use
trolley coaches. No route changes are proposed for the 14 Mission/14L Mission Limited.
Stops would be adjusted to reduce the travel time. Frequencies of the 14L Mission
Limited and 14X Mission Express would increase during peak hours to 7.5-minute
headways. Service hours would be expanded for the 14L Mission Limited to operate from
6:00 AM to 8:00 PM. Mission Street would have more frequent service at all times

Note, some of the changes adopted in the TEP in the project area would be implemented prior to the initiation of WETA’s
project, and are described in Section 3.3.2, Affected Environment, Subsection titled Transit Network.
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during the day, provided by all-day local and limited-stop service (14L and 49L).
Limited-stop service on the 14L would be changed from the current frequency of 9 to
10 minutes all day, to 7 to 8 minutes during peak hours, 9 minutes midday, and
15 minutes (7 to 8 minutes when combined with 49L) during the evening.


The frequency of service for the 21 Hayes line during peak hours would increase from
9 to 8 minutes in the AM and from 10 to 9 minutes in the PM.



The frequency of service for the 31 Balboa line during the PM peak hours would increase
from 14 to 12 minutes.



The frequency of service for the 41 Union during peak hours would increase from 8 to
7 minutes.



The frequency of service for the 82X Levi Plaza Express during the PM peak hours
would decrease from 12 to 15 minutes.



New E Embarcadero streetcar service would operate on 15-minute headways during peak
hours. This line would operate between the Fourth and King Station and Fisherman’s
Wharf. In the project area, the E Embarcadero line would share tracks and stations with
the N Judah and T Third Street lines south of Market Street, and the F Market and
Wharves line north of Market Street. The expected future AM and PM peak hour
capacity of this line is 280 passengers.



The frequency for the F Market and Wharves would decrease to 7.5-minute headways in
the AM, and would increase to 5-minute headways in the PM peak hours. 10 minutes
during the evening.



More frequent service would be operated on the J Church, K Ingleside, L Taraval,
M Oceanside, for the N Judah and T Third Street lines during peak hours, to increase
capacity and reduce crowding. would change the current frequencies of 7 minutes during
peaks, 10 minutes midday, and 10 minutes in the evening to 6 minutes during peaks, and
10 minutes midday and in the evening.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan, approved in June 2009, proposes
minor changes to the existing facilities on Mission Street between The Embarcadero and Steuart
Street, and Steuart Street between Market Street and Mission Street (SFMTA, 2009). Minor
improvements, including markings, signage, and facilities, are considered treatments necessary to
improve conditions for bicycle use, and are not specified in more detail by route in the Bicycle
Plan. Additionally, the Bicycle Plan identifies one near-term bicycle improvement (Project 2-9)
along Howard Street. A bicycle lane along Howard Street between The Embarcadero and
Fremont Street would be constructed by 2014.
E Embarcadero. Muni also has plans to implement a new transit line: E Embarcadero. This
line would operate between the Fourth and King Station, and ultimately terminate in Fort Mason.
In the project area, the E Embarcadero would share tracks and stations with the N Judah and
T Third Street south of Market Street, and the F Market and Wharves north of Market Street. The
expected future capacity of this line is 280 passengers during the AM and PM peak hours.
Page 3.2-47, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact 3.2—2, Potential Impacts to
Transit in Existing Conditions, Local Transit, beginning on last paragraph of page:
For the F Market and Wharves, when the full WETA ridership—projected for 2035—occurs, the
project would add 71 54 passengers in the PM peak hour in the peak direction (i.e., southbound
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along The Embarcadero or west along Market Street). As shown on Table 3.2-18, the F Market
and Wharves line operates with more than 85 percent of capacity used, and the riders added by
the project would potentially increase crowding on this line. This WETA riders would represents
9.06.9 percent of the total F Market and Wharves ridership. The majority of WETA passengers
accessing the F Market and Wharves line in the PM Peak Hour would be traveling south along
The Embarcadero to the Ferry Terminal, and would have the option to also take the
E Embarcadero line, which would only operate at 55 percent capacity used (see Table 3.2-18).
Because alternate transit service with available capacity would be available in the same corridor,
passengers would be able to redistribute themselves between multiple routes in the same corridor.
An analysis of the combined capacity and utilization of the F Market and Wharves and
E Embarcadero lines indicates that the corridor currently operates at 77 percent capacity, and that
the addition of WETA riders to the E Embarcadero/F Market Wharves lines would increase
corridor capacity utilization to 83 percent, operating below Muni’s 85 percent capacity standard.
Therefore, impacts to local transit would not be adverse and would be less than significant.
, exceeding the project contribution threshold of 5 percent.
WETA is assessing several options to reduce potential impacts to the F Market and Wharves
however, it is currently unknown if these measures are feasible and whether they would fully
mitigate the impacts to the F Market and Wharves. Therefore for the purposes of the EIS/EIR,
impacts to the F Market and Wharves would still be considered significant and adverse.
WETA passenger service is expected to occur gradually and over a 20-year period (i.e., between
2015 and 2035) and the operation Muni transit along the Embarcadero could also substantially
change during that period should the E Embarcadero line be developed. Therefore, WETA is
considering several methods by which to reduce the impact WETA’s riders could have on the
operation of the F Market and Wharves. WETA will evaluate the feasibility of the following
methods of mitigating the impact; and, based on the results of that evaluation, will mitigate the
impact to the extent feasible.
•

Entering into an agreement with SFMTA for financial compensation, proportionate to the
anticipated impacts, for WETA’s fair share of operational improvements along the
F Market and Wharves corridor.

•

Implementation of a shuttle service between the Ferry Terminal and areas north along the
Embarcadero during the PM peak hour to reduce demand for the F Market and Wharves
when it operates over capacity.

•

Monitoring of actual WETA ridership, transit use, and Muni capacity. The monitoring
results would be reported to SFMTA, and if they show that ridership from the project has
the potential to exceed the capacity utilization standard, WETA will implement such
other mitigation methods as may be appropriate at that time, such as financial
compensation or a shuttle service.

•

Other methods as agreed to by the parties involved (WETA, SFMTA, and the Port).

Each of these mitigation methods is currently being evaluated and, if feasible mitigation is
identified, it will be included in the Final EIS/EIR.
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Page 3.2-48, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact 3.2—2, Potential Impacts to
Transit in Existing Conditions, Table 3.2-18:
Table 3.2-18
Muni Individual Line Utilization for Existing Conditions Plus Project
Existing Conditions
Existing Conditions Plus Project
AM Peak (inbound)
Capacity Ridership Utilization (%) Ridership (inc.)1 Utilization (%)
1 California
2 Clement
6 Parnassus
14 Mission
14X Mission Express
21 Hayes
31 Balboa
E Embarcadero2
F Market and Wharves2Wharves3
J Church
K Ingleside
L Taraval
M Ocean View
T Third Street
N Judah

PM Peak (outbound)
1 California
2 Clement
6 Parnassus
14 Mission
14X Mission Express
21 Hayes
31 Balboa
E Embarcadero2
F Market and Wharves3
J Church
K Ingleside
L Taraval
M Ocean View
T Third Street
N Judah

1,071
441
441
1,128
658
567
378
280
700560
952
952
1,904
1,666
714
1,904

Capacity
1,512
378
378
1,128
658
504
378
280
700840
952
833
2,142
1,666
833
2142

790
299
232
506
489
374
229
209
289
745
922
1,861
1038
696
1,768

74
68
53
45
74
66
61
75
4152
78
97
98
62
97
93

796 (6)
301 (2)
236 (4)
507 (1)
489 (0)
376 (2)
229 (0)
229 (20)
354 (65) 334 (44)
748 (3)
929 (7)
1,863 (2)
1,040 (2)
710 (14)
1,770 (2)

74
68
54
45
74
66
61
82
5160
79
98
98
62
100
93

Existing Conditions
Existing Conditions Plus Project
Ridership Utilization (%) Ridership (inc.)1 Utilization (%)
939
269
196
547
399
319
199
138
718729
871
819
1,884
1,194
750
2,055

62
71
52
48
61
63
53
49
10387
91
98
88
72
90
96

945 (6)
271 (2)
200 (5)
548 (1)
399 (0)
321 (2)
199 (0)
155 (17)
789 783 (7154)
874 (3)
827 (8)
1,886 (2)
1,196 (2)
766 (16)
2,058 (3)

63
72
54
49
61
64
53
55
11393
92
99
88
72
92
96

Source: DKS Associates, 2012.
Notes:
1
(inc.) refers to the increment added by the project.
2
For the E Embarcadero line, the “inbound” direction is north along The Embarcadero, and the “outbound” direction is south along
The Embarcadero. Existing demand and capacity are those reflected in the Transit Effectiveness Project (SFMTA, 2014).
23
For the F Market and Wharves line, the “inbound” direction is east along Market Street and north along The Embarcadero. The
“outbound” direction is south along The Embarcadero and west along Market Street. Existing demand and capacity are those
reflected in the Transit Effectiveness Project (SFMTA, 2014).
Bolded text indicates that the transit line would operate above 85 percent capacity used, Muni’s standard. This does not necessarily
indicate that the project has a significant or adverse impact on the transit line.
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Page 3.2-50, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact 3.2—2, Potential Impacts to
Transit in Existing Conditions, NEPA and CEQA Determinations:
NEPA Determination. Increases in transit demand associated with the project under Existing
Conditions would result in an increase to local and regional transit volumes. However, because
the increases would either be minor or could be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, the
project’s impact on local and regional transit would not be adverse. The only increase that would
be adverse would be the addition of riders to the F Market and Wharves in the PM peak hour,
when WETA’s full projected ridership occurs. WETA is committed to mitigating this impact to
the extent feasible. However, because the feasibility of mitigation is still being evaluated, the
project’s impact on the operation of the F Market and Wharves would remain adverse.
CEQA Determination. Increases in transit demand associated with the project under Existing
Conditions would result in a minor increase to local and regional transit volumes. However,
because the increases would either be minor or could be accommodated by adjacent transit
capacity, the project’s impact on local and regional transit would be less than significant. The
only increase that would be potentially significant would be the addition of riders to the F Market
and Wharves in the PM peak hour, when WETA’s full projected ridership occurs. WETA is
committed to mitigating this impact to the extent feasible. However, because the feasibility of
mitigation is still being evaluated, the project’s impact on the operation of the F Market and
Wharves would remain significant and unavoidable.
Page 3.17-4, Section 3.17, Environmental Justice, Impact 3.17-2, Potential to Result in
Disproportionately High or Adverse Indirect Impacts on Minority or Low-Income Populations,
Action Alternative, second paragraph:
The threetwo potentially adverse and significant indirect impacts identified Section 3.2,
Transportation and Circulation, are related to the addition of riders to the Muni F Market and
Wharves line in the PM peak hour; and to pedestrian traffic congestion at three crosswalks along
The Embarcadero. As described in Section 3.2, mitigation measures have been identified that
could reduce some of these impacts. However, because there is uncertainty as to whether fully
mitigating these impacts is feasible, these impacts were conservatively considered adverse and
significant in this Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report. These impacts
would affect passengers of the F Market and Wharves, as well as pedestrians along The
Embarcadero, both of which is are broadly used by Bay Area residents and visitors, and would
not disproportionately impact minority or low-income populations in the project area.
Page 4-3, Section 4.3, Significant Unavoidable Impacts, third paragraph:
Three Two potentially adverse and significant indirect impacts are identified Section 3.2,
Transportation and Circulation, related to the addition of riders to the Muni F Market and
Wharves line in the PM peak hour, and to pedestrian traffic congestion at three crosswalks along
The Embarcadero. These impacts are summarized below:


Impact 3.2-2: Potential Impacts to Transit in Existing Conditions. Under Existing
Conditions, the project’s addition of riders to the Muni F Market and Wharves in the PM
peak hour would result in this transit line operating under overcrowded conditions.



Impact 3.2-3: Potential Impacts to Pedestrian Facilities in Existing Conditions.
Increases in pedestrian circulation associated with the project under Existing Conditions
would result in substantial overcrowding for three study area crosswalks.
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Impact 3.2-8: Potential Cumulative Impacts to Pedestrian Facilities in Future
(2035) Conditions. Increases in pedestrian circulation associated with the project under
Future (2035) Plus Project conditions would result in substantial overcrowding for three
study area crosswalks.

As described in Section 3.2, mitigation measures have been identified that could reduce some of
these impacts. However, because there is uncertainty as to whether fully mitigating these impacts
is feasible, these impacts were conservatively considered adverse and significant in this EIS/EIR.
Page 7-13, Section 7.0, References, insert:
SFMTA (San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency), 2014. Transit Effectiveness Project
Service Changes. March 28.
1.2.8

Ongoing Public and Agency Involvement

Chapter 5.0, Public and Agency Involvement, has been updated as follows to describe in detail the release
of the Draft EIS/EIR, public and agency coordination on the Draft EIS/EIR, and anticipated ongoing
coordination through project permitting.
Page 5-1, Chapter 5.0, Public and Agency Involvement, inserted after first paragraph:
5.1 Initiating Environmental Review Process
Page 5-6, Chapter 5.0, Public and Agency Involvement, inserted above Native American
Consultation heading:
5.2 Review of Draft EIS/EIR
The Draft EIS/EIR was published on May 31, 2013. On May 30, 2013, the Notice of Availability
(NOA) for the Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project Draft EIS/EIR was
filed with the San Francisco County Clerk’s Office, mailed to the project Mailing List (i.e.,
government agencies, interested parties, and property owners and occupants within 500 feet of
the project site), and posted at the project site. Copies of the Draft EIS/EIR, including the NOA,
were also provided to the San Francisco Public Library and mailed to each of the Participating
and Cooperating Agencies in the NEPA process (which also included Responsible Agencies as
defined by CEQA).
The Draft EIS/EIR was made available for download on WETA’s website (www.watertransit.org),
and WETA notified its users, through both the website and Twitter, of the availability of the Draft
EIS/EIR. A hard copy of the Draft EIS/EIR was also available for public review at WETA’s office.
On May 31, 2013, the San Francisco Examiner published a Public Notice for the project.
The Notice of the Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR was also published in the Federal Register on
June 7, 2013.
Agencies and the general public had the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft
EIS/EIR during a formal 60-day comment period, ending on July 30, 2013.
During the comment period, a public meeting was held on June 25, 2013, at the Port of San
Francisco’s Offices at Pier 1, to receive comments on the Draft EIS/EIR. The public meeting was
announced in the NOA and through the same notifications described above. At the public
meeting, an overview of the proposed project and the findings of the Draft EIS/EIR was
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presented; the public was given the opportunity to provide verbal comments, which were
recorded by a court reporter. The transcript of the public meeting is provided in Appendix F,
Response to Comments.
Pages 5-6 and 5-7, headings:
5.3 Native American Consultation
5.4 National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultation
5.5 Endangered Species Act Section 7 and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act Consultation
Page 5-7, insert new text after last paragraph:
5.6 Ongoing Agency Coordination
WETA and FTA have coordinated informally with agencies with permitting authority over the
proposed project throughout the environmental review process, such as the Bay Conservation and
Development Commission, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. WETA will continue coordination with these agencies during the permitting process.
Refer to Section 2.6, Agency Approvals Required, for more information on expected approvals
required.
1.2.9

Plan Bay Area Adopted and Updated Bay Crossing Study Underway

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) adopted Plan Bay Area in July 2013. The plan serves as the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP), and specifies how anticipated federal, state, and local transportation funds will be spent in the
nine-county Bay Area until 2040. The Plan incorporates regional transportation and land use planning,
and supersedes the previous RTP that was adopted in 2009 (MTC, 2009). Updates have been made in the
Draft EIS/EIR to incorporate the latest version of the RTP.
In addition, MTC is in the process of updating the 2000 Bay Crossing Study. The Bay Crossing Study
Update is based on data consistent with Plan Bay Area. Updates have been made in Chapter 1.0 of the
Draft EIS/EIR to incorporate the latest estimates for transbay travel.
As noted in Section 1.5.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the WETA ridership model was updated in 2011 based on
much of the same data and trends used for Plan Bay Area and the Bay Crossing Study. Therefore, the
changes in some of the projections for regional travel have been incorporated into WETA’s ridership
estimates presented in Table 1-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and do not affect the purpose and need for the
proposed project.
Page ES-2, Executive Summary, Need for the Proposed Project, Regional Growth and
Transbay Capacity Constraints, first paragraph:
Between now and 20352040, the Bay Area is expected to gain 2.1 million residents and 1.7
1 million jobs (ABAG and MTC, 20092013). Downtown San Francisco will remain one of the
primary employment centers of the region. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC)’s Bay Area Toll Authority estimates that the Bay Bridge corridor will have experience
substantial growth in the number of daily person trips, increasing from 590486,000 current trips
in 2010 to 772644,000 in 20252035 (BATA, 2011); and in vehicular traffic is projected to
increaseing from 300247,5000 current vehicles per day in 2010 to 425309,000 vehicles per day in
2025 2035 (MTC, 2002BATA, 2011).
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MTC estimates transbay transit ridership will also follow this growth trend.
In 2010, Ttransit currently carrieds approximately 160,700175,600 BART passengers,
15,2009,990 Alameda-Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit) bus passengers, and 4,900 500 water
transit passengers between the East Bay and San Francisco (MTC, 2000BATA, 2011). By
20252035, transit trips across the Bay Bridge corridor would be expected to increase 44 percent,
to approximately 272,800 total trips per day (BATA, 2011).BART is expected to carry 254,000
daily riders through the Transbay Tube. AC Transit is expected to carry 19,800 passengers to and
from San Francisco, and water transit services are expected to carry 7,060 passengers. In total,
36 percent of Bay Bridge corridor trips are expected to be on transit (MTC, 2002).
Page 1-8, Section 1.5, Need for the Proposed Project, Section 1.5.1, Regional Growth and
Transbay Capacity Constraints, first paragraph:
Between now and 20352040, the Bay Area is expected to gain 2.1 million residents and 1.7
1 million jobs (ABAG and MTC, 20092013). Downtown San Francisco will remain one of the
primary employment centers of the region. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC)’s Bay Area Toll Authority estimates that the Bay Bridge corridor will have experience
substantial growth in the number of daily person trips, increasing from 590486,000 current trips
in 2010 to 772644,000 in 20252035 (BATA, 2011); and in vehicular traffic is projected to
increaseing from 300247,5000 current vehicles per day in 2010 to 425309,000 vehicles per day in
2025 2035 (MTC, 2002BATA, 2011).
MTC estimates transbay transit ridership will also follow this growth trend.
In 2010, Ttransit currently carrieds approximately 160,700175,600 BART passengers,
15,2009,990 Alameda-Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit) bus passengers, and 4,900 500 water
transit passengers between the East Bay and San Francisco (MTC, 2000BATA, 2011). By
20252035, transit trips across the Bay Bridge corridor would be expected to increase 44 percent,
to approximately 272,800 total trips per day (BATA, 2011).BART is expected to carry 254,000
daily riders through the Transbay Tube. AC Transit is expected to carry 19,800 passengers to and
from San Francisco, and water transit services are expected to carry 7,060 passengers. In total,
36 percent of Bay Bridge corridor trips are expected to be on transit (MTC, 2002).
Page 1-17, Section 1.5, Need for the Proposed Project, Section 1.5.3, Air Quality Management
Issues, first paragraph:
According to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, the region is currently in noncompliance for ozone and particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter or less (PM2.5) under federal
air quality standards and in non-compliance for ozone, PM2.5, and particulate matter 10 microns in
diameter or less (PM10) under state standards (BAAQMD, 2010). Although the San Francisco
Bay Area’s air quality has improved in recent years, an increase in population and vehicle miles
driven between now and 2035 is expected to increase particulate matter emissions by 20 percent
for PM2.5 and 29 percent for PM10 (MTC, 2009). The Bay Area Air Quality Management District
regional performance objectives for the Bay Area call for reductions in daily vehicle miles
traveled by 10 percent, PM2.5 emissions by 10 percent, PM10 emissions by 45 30 percent, and
reductions in per-capita CO2 emissions from cars and light-duty trucks by 15 percent carbon
dioxide emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels (ABAG and MTC, 20092013).

R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx

Page 1-41

September 2014

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

Response to Comments

Page 3.6-14, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Subsection on Federal Clean
Air Act, third paragraph:
Transportation Conformity. In nonattainment or maintenance areas, road and transit projects
are subject to transportation conformity. Transportation conformity applies to a project’s
operational emissions, but does not apply to construction emissions. Projects subject to
transportation conformity must demonstrate both regional and local conformity. A project would
conform regionally if the project has been included in a conforming long-range and short-range
transportation plan—the Regional Transportation Plan and the Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). These plans are prepared by the local metropolitan planning
organization; in the project area, this is the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).
The MTC must show that emissions generated by the Regional Transportation Plan and TIP
would not exceed the transportation-related air emissions that have been included in the
applicable SIP. Transportation or transit projects that would cause emissions to exceed the levels
allowed in the SIP cannot be included in the conforming plan, and cannot be built (Caltrans,
2012). The proposed project is included in both the Regional Transportation Plan and the
Regional TIP. MTC adopted an updated RTP and Regional TIP in July 2013 (ABAG and MTC,
2013). The Final Conformity Analysis prepared for the RTP and Regional TIP was adopted in
July 2013 (MTC, 2013). , both were of which have been found to be conforming by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and FTA on August 12, 2013.
Page 3.6-18, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Regulatory Setting, Regional
Transportation Plan:
In July 201309, the MTC and ABAG adopted the Transportation 2035 Plan for the San
Francisco Bay AreaPlan Bay Area, an integrated transportation and land use plan for the region.
The plan serves as the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and which specifies how anticipated
federal, state, and local transportation funds will be spent in the nine-county Bay Area until
20352040. The plan’s vision is to support a prosperous and globally competitive Bay Area
economy; provide for a healthy and safe environment; and promote equitable mobility
opportunities for all residents. Among other initiatives, the plan launches a Transportation
Climate Action Campaign to reduce transportation-related GHG emissions (MTC, 2012).
Projects identified in the Transportation 2035 Plan RTP only include proposed transportation
projects that are consistent with (or conform to) the approved SIP, and hence the requirements of
the FCAA. In 2010, an administrative modification to the plan was approved to make minor
changes to project costs, initiation dates, or funding sources (MTC, 2010b).
The federally required TIP is a comprehensive listing of surface transportation capital projects for
the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area that receive federal funds, are subject to a federally
required action, or are regionally significant. The MTC prepares and adopts the TIP at least once
every 4 years. Projects identified in the TIP only include proposed transportation projects that are
consistent with (or conform to) the approved SIP, and hence the requirements of the FCAA.
The FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) approved the 20113 TIP and 203540
Transportation Plan RTP on December 14, 2010 (FHWA, 2010) August 12, 2013.
Page 3.6-20, Section 3.6.3, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Impact Evaluation,
paragraph after bulleted list:
The project is located in a nonattainment area for PM2.5 and must demonstrate transportation
conformity by: a) showing that the project is listed in and consistent with the Regional
Transportation Plan – Plan Bay AreaTransportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area;
and b) performing a microscale or “hot-spot” analysis for conformity. The proposed project is
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also within a nonattainment area for federal PM2.5 standards. Therefore, aAccording to 40 Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 93, a PM2.5 hotspot analysis is required for conformity
purposes. However, the U.S. EPA only requires hotspot analyses for projects that are listed in
Section 93.123(b)(1) as a project of air quality concern.
Page 3.6-24, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Impact 3.6-1, Conflict with or
Obstruct BAAQMD Air Quality Plan Implementation, Exceed Applicable Air Quality
Standards, or Contribute Substantially to an Air Quality Violation, beginning of third
paragraph on page:
In addition, as identified in Appendix 1 of the 2035 Transportation PlanRTP, Plan Bay Area
(ABAG and MTC, 20092013), the proposed project is included in an approved transportation
project (as project 22006).
Page 7-1, References:
ABAG and MTC (Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation
Commission), 2013. Plan Bay Area. July 18.
BATA (Bay Area Toll Authority), 2011. Current and Projected Conditions Report, San Francisco
Bay Crossing Study Update. April 8.
Page 7-7, References:
FHWA (Federal Highway Administration), 2010. Conformity Determination for MTC’s 2011
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and 2035 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). December 14.
Page 7-10, References:
MTC (Metropolitan Transportation Commission), 2002.
Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, San Francisco Bay Crossings Study Final Report. July
MTC (Metropolitan Transportation Commission), 2013. Final Conformity Analysis Plan Bay
Area. July 18.
1.2.10

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Updates

As described in Section 3.1, Introduction, the Draft EIS/EIR uses the “list approach” in assessing
cumulative impacts. The list of projects that were considered were those reasonably foreseeable projects
that were known at the time the NOP was filed. The NOP for this project was filed on March 24, 2011.
Projects that had been defined and would have been considered reasonably foreseeable at that time—and
that were also in geographic proximity or likely to result in similar environmental impacts—were
considered in the cumulative impact analysis; they are shown on Figure 3.1-1 and listed in Table 3.1-1 of
the Draft EIS/EIR. WETA consulted with the Port and the San Francisco Planning Department in
development of this list.
Since this list was compiled, several projects have been proposed or have been developed further so that
they would now be considered reasonably foreseeable future projects. Environmental review is now
underway for the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use project; the 75 Howard Street project; and the
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development. Potential Rehabilitation of Pier 38 is also progressing. As
described below, updates were made to Table 3.1-1 of the EIS/EIR, and to the cumulative analysis, to
include these as potential future projects. In addition, as noted in the Response to EOP-11, to recognize

R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx

Page 1-43

September 2014

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

Response to Comments

that in 2013 the Port and EOP discussed a plan to activate the Ferry Plaza, updates were made to
Table 3.1-1 of the EIS/EIR, and to the cumulative analysis, to include this as a potential future project.
The status and anticipated schedule of many of the projects listed in Table 3.1-1 have changed since the
release of the Draft EIS/EIR. Table 3.1-1 and the cumulative impact analysis have also been updated to
reflect the status of each project (as of March 2014).
The following modifications have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR to include updates to the cumulative
impact analysis.
Page 3.1-7, Section 3.1, Introduction, Table 3.1-1, Reasonable Foreseeable Projects considered
in the Cumulative Impact Analysis:
Project
Number

Project
Name/Location

4

San Francisco/
Oakland Bay Bridge
Seismic Safety
Projects

Seismic improvements to the San Francisco
Bay Bridge, including construction of a new
approach and seismic improvements to the
western span of the bridge, reconstruction of
the 2-mile-long eastern span, and a new
transition structure on Yerba Buena Island,
among other improvements.

The estimated date opening Caltrans East
the new bridge opened to
Span Seismic
traffic in both directions is in Safety Project
2013.

7

Pier 15 to 17
Exploratorium
Relocation

Relocation of the Exploratorium from the
Palace of Fine Arts to Piers 15 and 17 on The
Embarcadero at Green Street.

Under
constructionConstruction
completed inion expected
2013.

Port of San
Francisco Fact
Sheet

8

Chinatown
Broadway Street
Design

The Chinatown Broadway Street Design
project will improve pedestrian conditions,
and develop a design plan.

Currently Under
Construction.Final Report
completed. Improvements
TBD.

City of San
Francisco
Project Page

9

717 Battery Street

Construction of a private social club. This
four-story building will include a full
basement containing a fitness club, spa, and a
wine cellar room; a 1st floor commercial
kitchen and restaurant; a 2nd floor bar with
parlor rooms and library; 3rd and 4th floor
hotel rooms; and an outdoor spa on the roof.

Construction anticipated to
be completed in 2013..

San Francisco
Planning
Department
NOA/MND

15

350 Mission Street

Demolition of an existing four-story building at
350 Mission Street and construction of a
24-story, ~375-foot-tall (plus mechanical space)
tower containing ~356,000 sf of office space,
6,600 sf of restaurant and retail space, and
6,960 sf of public open space. Retail and
restaurant spaces would include a retail store
and a coffee bar/café on the ground floor, and a
restaurant and conference space on the
mezzanine. A 40-foot-wide driveway on
Fremont Street would provide access to two
loading and two service parking spaces on the
ground floor, and 61 parking spaces and 64
bike parking spaces in three subgrade levels.

FEIR stated project
Project
construction would take
Website
approximately 22 months,
and occupancy is anticipated
in late 2012. Project not yet
initiated.Under construction.
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Project
Number

Project
Name/Location

18

San Francisco
Museum of Modern
Art Expansion and
Fire Station
Relocation and
Housing Project

19

Pier 36 Brannan
Construction of a 57,000-sf public park over
Street Wharf Project the water and parallel to the Embarcadero
Promenade, consisting of a lawn, walkway
with seating, and floating dock for kayaks.

23

BART Ferry Plaza
Physical Barrier
Projects

Installation of 27 physical barriers on and around Construction began in October BART
the San Francisco Ferry Building Plaza to protect 2012 and is scheduled to be
completed by June 20132016.
BART facilities located behind the Ferry
Building.

25

Water Taxi

Implementation of a new water taxi service that TBD.Operating.
would provide on-call or regularly scheduled
point-to-point service via a vessel with a
capacity of less than 49 passengers. Potential
service locations include Pier 1½, South Beach
Harbor Marina, and Hyde Street Harbor.

Port of San
Francisco

26

Ferry Plaza
Activation Plan

Equity Office Partners (the entity that manages
The project is still in the
the Ferry Building) is proposing an 18-month
planning phase.
test period for plaza programming. The proposal Implementation TBD.
includes activating the plaza through various
programming (night markets, antique fairs,
additional seating and lighting, etc.), activating
the north end of the plaza, and providing
temporary valet parking (64, 32, or 16 spaces)
Monday through Friday during business hours.

EOP/Port of
San Francisco

27

Pier 38
Rehabilitation

Pier 38 is currently vacant. The Port of San
Francisco has undertaken efforts to repair and
re-tenant Pier 38.

Port of San
Francisco

28

Seawall Lot 337 and The project sponsor proposes a mixed-use,
Construction would be
Pier 48 Mixed-Use
multi-phase waterfront development of Seawall phased between 2015 and
Project
Lot 337, rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48, and 2021.
construction of approximately 5.4 acres of net
new open space, for a total of 8 acres of open
space on site. The Project would also include
public access areas, assembly areas, and an
internal grid of public streets, shared public
ways, and utilities infrastructure. Overall, the
Project would involve construction of up to
3.7 million gross square feet of residential,
commercial, and retail uses, and a public
parking garage. Both Seawall Lot 337 and
Pier 48 are owned by the Port of San Francisco.
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The proposed project includes an approximately
235,000-sf expansion of San Francisco Museum
of Modern Art, a private nonprofit modern art
museum at 151 Third Street (between Mission
and Howard streets); the demolition of two
structures to the south (670 Howard Street and
676 Howard Street) to accommodate the
expansion; and the relocation of San Francisco
Fire Department Station No. 1 from 676 Howard
Street to 935 Folsom Street. The existing
building at 935 Folsom Street (formerly used for
apparel manufacturing and as a commercial
laundry) would be demolished; and in addition to
construction of a new fire station fronting
Folsom Street, the site would be subdivided, and
a residential building containing up to 13 units
would be constructed on the southern portion of
the site fronting Shipley Street.
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Project Date

29

75 Howard Street
Project

The proposed project consists of the
demolition of the existing 75 Howard Garage
and construction, in its place, of an
approximately 31-story, 348-foot-tall,
residential, high-rise tower containing 186
market rate units and approximately
5,658 gross square feet of retail use. The
proposed Public Parking Variant would
provide an additional 91 nonaccessory public
off-street parking spaces, and two additional
car-share parking spaces, for a total of 268
parking spaces. The proposed Residential/
Hotel Mixed Use Variant would provide a mix
of residential units and hotel rooms in the
high-rise tower.

Environmental review is
underway. Construction
could start in 2014, and
would take 30 months.

30

Event Center and
Mixed-Use
Development

An affiliate of the Golden State Warriors
Environmental review is
National Basketball Association team,
underway.
proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event
center, public open space, maritime uses, a
parking facility, and visitor‐serving retail uses
in San Francisco. The proposed event center
would have a seating capacity of 17,000 to
19,000 seats. In May 2014, the project
sponsor announced that the event center
would be constructed in Mission Bay, in an
area bounded by Third Street, 16th Street, and
Terry Francois Boulevard.

Source
Draft EIR

Notice of
Preparation

Page 3.1-9, Figure 3.1-1, has been revised to show the location of reasonably foreseeable
projects 26 through 30 described in Table 3.1-1.
Page 3.3-18, Section 3.3 Land Use, Impact 3.3-6, Potential to Result in Cumulative Impacts on
Land Use, first paragraph:
The proposed project would expand water transit and passive recreation uses at the Ferry
Terminal, and would require the construction of new facilities, such as the gates. The proposed
project facilities and land uses would be generally consistent with the existing land uses and land
use patterns in the project area, and would also be generally consistent with the Port’s land use
and design plans and policies. The Port’s permitting and approval process would ensure the
project’s consistency with the Port’s policies. Although the impacts from the proposed project
would not be substantial and have been determined to be less than significant and not adverse,
other reasonably foreseeable projects in the study area (along and adjacent to San Francisco’s
eastern waterfront) could result in similar impacts. Projects, such as the America’s Cup project,
San Francisco/Oakland Bay Bridge Seismic Safety projects, Pier 27 Cruise Ship Terminal project,
the Piers 15 and 17 Exploratorium Relocation, 8 Washington Street, 350 Mission Street, Transbay
Transit Center, Central Subway, 75 Howard Street, Event Center and Mixed Use Development,
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project, and Pier 70 Area (listed in Table 3.1-1), would
generally involve upgrades to existing infrastructure and public facilities, rehabilitation or
replacement of aging facilities, or the development of mixed urban uses. These projects, in
combination with the proposed project, would affect land use and lands use patterns in the study
area and/or result in the construction of facilities along the waterfront. Although individual
projects may result in land use impacts, those projects—in combination with the proposed
project—would not be anticipated to contribute collectively to cumulative land use impacts,
because individual impacts would be mitigated, and because the projects under the cumulative
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scenario would be generally consistent with the urban character and existing land uses in the
study area. In addition, the proposed project improvements would be constructed on areas under
the control of the Port of San Francisco; they would not affect, encroach on, or modify any
property or access to property under the control of other entities, and therefore would not interfere
with the future of development of the Agriculture Building or Ferry Plaza. As part of the
permitting and approvals process for individual projects, potential land use impacts would be
evaluated and project consistency with the CCSF and Port’s applicable plans would be ensured by
the lead agency. Therefore, the reasonably foreseeable projects, in combination with the
proposed project, would not result in adverse cumulative land use impacts.
Page 3.7-25, Section 3.7, Noise and Vibration, Impact 3.7-6, Potential to Result in Cumulative
Impacts on Noise, second paragraph:
The proposed project could result in adverse noise and vibration impacts during construction.
There are two three projects listed in Table 3.1-1 that have the potential to result in cumulative
noise impacts, when combined with the proposed project, due to their location (close proximity to
the proposed project) and the potential for overlapping construction activities: Golden Gate
Transit Ferry Terminal Improvements, BART’s Ferry Plaza Physical Barrier Projects, and the
Embarcadero Pedestrian Signage and Map Program. BART’s Ferry Plaza Physical Barrier
Project, although located within the project area, would be completed before WETA’s project
construction would commence.
Page 3.7-26, Section 3.7, Noise and Vibration, Impact 3.7-6, Potential to Result in Cumulative
Impacts on Noise, insert after first paragraph on page:
The BART Ferry Plaza Physical Barrier Projects would construct physical barriers on and around
the Ferry Plaza, to protect BART facilities behind the Ferry Building, and this construction
activity may overlap with the proposed project. It is assumed that the equipment used would be
compliant with the City’s noise ordinance for construction equipment (operating noise level no
greater than 80 dBA at 100 feet); therefore, the potential cumulative noise impacts would be
similar to those discussed for the Golden Gate Transit Terminal Improvements, as discussed
above, and no cumulative noise impacts would be expected.
Page 3.10-21, Section 3.10, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Impact 3.10-5, Potential to Result
in Cumulative Impacts on Aesthetics or Visual Resources, last paragraph on page:
The America’s Cup project (for the portions in the Rincon Point Open Water Basin, 14 – 22½),
Golden Gate Transit Ferry Terminal Improvements, BART Ferry Plaza Physical Barrier Project,
and Agriculture Building Rehabilitation and Seismic Upgrades could involve similar construction
activities that could affect aesthetics or visual resources in the study area. However, none of the
projects are anticipated to be constructed concurrently; therefore, all potential impacts would be
related to the operational phases of these projects.
Page 3.10-22, Section 3.10, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Impact 3.10-5, Potential to Result
in Cumulative Impacts on Aesthetics or Visual Resources, fifth paragraph:
The BART Ferry Plaza Physical Barrier Projects would install physical barriers on the Ferry
Plaza in the project area. This project is currently under construction, and is expected to be
completed by June 2016, and would not be expected to result in an overlap in construction
schedules with the proposed project. Construction of the BART’s Ferry Plaza Physical Barrier
Projects could overlap with construction of the proposed project. Cumulatively, concurrent
construction of both projects could affect aesthetics and visual resources in the area. However,
overlap would only be temporary, and construction staging and access in the project area would
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be coordinated as a part of the Mitigation Measure TRANS-3, Construction Circulation
Management. Therefore, construction impacts would not be significant or adverse. In addition,
theThis BART projects hashave undergone separate environmental review and design review by
BCDC and the Port; it was determined that the projects would not result in significant visual
changes in the area. The improvements are generally low-profile and would not be expected to
change views of or views within the project area. In addition, the proposed project improvements
would not be on the Ferry Plaza. Therefore, the projects would not be expected to cumulatively
adversely impact aesthetics or visual resources in the project area.
Page 3.16-16, Section 3.16 Socioeconomics, Impact 3.16-7, Potential to Result in Cumulative
Impacts on Socioeconomics, first paragraph:
Construction of the proposed project improvements would temporarily disrupt the project area,
affecting circulation and site access. Four other projects listed in Table 3.1-1 would also involve
construction in the project area: the Golden Gate Ferry Terminal Improvement, Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) Ferry Plaza Physical Barrier Projects, America’s Cup Project, and Agriculture
Building Rehabilitation. Should construction occur simultaneously, cumulative adverse impacts
to the community and businesses in the project area could occur. However, overlap would only
be temporary, and construction staging and access in the project area would be coordinated as a
part of the Mitigation Measure TRANS-3, Construction Circulation Management. However,
construction activities associated with the proposed project and these other projects are unlikely
to occur at the same time. The BART Ferry Plaza Physical Barrier Project and America’s Cup
improvements would be completed prior to initiation of construction of the proposed project. The
Agriculture Building Rehabilitation has not been planned in detail yet, and due to the Agriculture
Building’s location and space constraints on site, rehabilitation of the Agriculture Building could
not occur at the same time as the proposed project improvements. The Golden Gate Ferry
Terminal Improvements could overlap with the proposed project improvements, but this project
would be expected to be small in scale and limited in duration, and would be likely to only affect
the Golden Gate Terminal. Therefore is it unlikely that cumulative adverse impacts due to
disruption of the project site during construction would occur.
The proposed project improvements would be constructed on areas under the control of the Port,
and would not affect, encroach on, or modify any property or access to property under the control
of other entities, and therefore would not interfere with the future of development of the
Agriculture Building or the Ferry Plaza. In addition, the proposed project would improve access
to regional transit in the area, which would be expected to benefit the future residential,
recreation, mixed-use, and commercial developments in the area.
1.2.11

Combined Final EIS/Record of Decision

After consideration of the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR, FTA decided to issue a single
document that combines the Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) pursuant to the Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century Act (Public Law 112-141, 126 Stat. 405, Section 1319[b]). A public notice
of FTA’s intent was posted to WETA’s website on April 8, 2014, and provided to each of the
participating, cooperating, and responsible agencies—as well as to those agencies, organizations, and
individuals that commented on the Draft EIS/EIR.
NEPA regulations require that the federal agency prepare a concise public record of its decision (40 Code
of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 1505.2). The ROD notifies the public of the agency’s selection of
an alternative to be carried forward for more detailed engineering and design, and the rationale for that
decision. The ROD serves as FTA’s federal approval of the EIS, and authorizes the state transportation
agency to proceed with the project. The ROD is included in the Final EIS/EIR as Appendix H. In

R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx

Page 1-48

September 2014

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

Response to Comments

addition, the following modifications have been made to the EIS/EIR to indicate that this is the Final
EIS/EIR and also FTA’s ROD.
Cover, Title Page, Signature Page, and Abstract:
“Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report” is replaced with “Final
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision/Environmental Impact Report.”
Signature Page:
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, §102 (42 United States Code [USC] §4332); Federal
Transit Law (49 USC §5301[e], §5323[b], and §5324[b]); Public Law 112-141, 126 Statute 405,
Section 1319(b); 49 USC §303 (formerly Department of Transportation Act of 1966 §4[f]);
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, §106 (16 USC §470f); Executive Order 11990
(Protection of Wetlands); Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management); Executive
Order 12898 (Environmental Justice); California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources
Code 21000 et seq.; and the State of California’s California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines, California Administrative Code, 15000 et seq.
Abstract, third paragraph:
The Draft EIS/EIR was published on May 31, 2013, and was available for public review for Aa
60-day period. Comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR are addressed in Appendix F of this
Final EIS/EIR. In addition, after considering the comments provided on the Draft EIS/EIR,
pursuant to Public Law 112-141, 126 Statute 405, Section 1319(b), FTA decided to issue a
combined Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD is included as Appendix H.has
been established for comments on this document. Comments may be submitted in writing, or
may be made orally at the public meeting. Written comments should be submitted to Mike
Gougherty at the address below by July 30, 2013. Information on the public meeting can be
obtained from WETA.
Page ES-1, Executive Summary, Introduction, third paragraph:
WETA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have prepared this Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) and Record of Decision (ROD) to address the
environmental effects of the proposed Ferry Terminal improvements. These agencies have
prepared this EIS/EIR and ROD in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, 42 United States Code (USC) Section 4321 et seq.; the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA, 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), Parts 1500-1508; Public Law 112-141, 126 Statute 405, Section 1319(b); the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, California Public Resources Code,
Section 21000 et seq., as amended; the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, Title 14,
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 15000 et seq.; and FTA guidelines. The FTA is
the NEPA lead agency, and WETA is the CEQA lead agency.
Page 1-1, Section 1.1, Introduction, second paragraph:
WETA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have prepared this Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) and Record of Decision (ROD) to address the
environmental effects of the proposed Ferry Terminal improvements. These agencies have
prepared this EIS/EIR and ROD in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, 42 United States Code (USC) Section 4321 et seq.; the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA, 40 Code of Federal
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Regulations (CFR), Parts 1500-1508; Public Law 112-141, 126 Statute 405, Section 1319(b); the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, California Public Resources Code,
Section 21000 et seq., as amended; the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, Title 14,
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 15000 et seq.; and FTA guidelines. The FTA is
the NEPA lead agency, and WETA is the CEQA lead agency. The project includes two
alternatives: the No Action and the Action Alternative under NEPA guidelines (No Project and
Project under the CEQA guidelines), as described in Chapter 2.0.
Page 1-18, Section 1.6, Purpose of the EIS/EIR Document, fourth paragraph:
During the review period, public comments will beare recorded, and FTA and WETA will
prepares responses to the comments, which are then incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Refer
to Chapter 5.0 for details of public and agency involvement for this project. Appendix F contains
the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR, as well as responses to those comments.
In addition to revisions in the text that correspond to the comments received, the Final EIS/EIR
identifies the lead agency's preferred alternative and the reasons for selecting this alternative. The
release of the Final EIS/EIR is announced by publishing a Notice of Availability in the Federal
Register. AThis document also serves as FTA’s Record of Decision, notifies which notifies the
public of the alternative that the agency has selected to be carried forward for more detailed
engineering and design and the rationale for that decision. WETA, the local lead agency under
CEQA, can certify the EIR after the Final EIS/EIR is published.
Appendix D has been updated to include the public notice of FTA’s consideration of the
combined Final EIS and ROD.
A new Appendix G has been added that includes the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the project.
A new Appendix H has been added that includes the ROD.
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter includes all of the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR, responses to each comment,
and, where applicable, text changes made in the Final EIS/EIR in response to the comment.
Thirteen members of the public or agency representatives submitted comments on the Draft EIS/EIR.
Each of the eleven comment letters received is included in its entirety, followed by responses to the
comments contained in that letter. In addition, the transcript from the public meeting where two members
of the public provided comment is also included in its entirety, followed by responses to the public
comments received.
Table 2-1 lists the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR. Each commenter has been assigned an
identification (ID) code, as shown in Table 2-1 (e.g., for United States Environmental Protection Agency,
the code is USEPA). In addition, each individual comment made by the commenter has been assigned a
number. Therefore each individual comment received has a commenter ID and comment number (e.g.,
USEPA-1, USEPA-2, etc.). Responses are provided for each individual comment received.
Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIS/EIR
Commenter

Commenter
ID

Commenter Type

Comment Format

United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IX

Federal Agency

Letter

USEPA

United States Departments of Interior,
Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance, Pacific Southwest Region

Federal Agency

Letter

USDOI

California State Lands Commission

State Agency

Letter

CSLC

California Department of Fish and
Wildlife

State Agency

Letter

CDFW

Bay Area Air Quality Management
District

Regional Agency

Letter

BAAQMD

Bay Conservation and Development
Commission

Regional Agency

Letter

BCDC

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit
District

Regional Agency

Letter

BART

San Francisco Historic Preservation
Commission

Local Agency

Letter

SFHPC

San Francisco Architectural Review
Committee of the Historic Preservation
Commission

Local Agency

Letter

SFARC

Morrison & Foerster, LLP on behalf of
Equity Office Properties

Public Comment

Letter

EOP

San Francisco Architectural Heritage

Public Comment

Letter

SFAH

Jane Connors, Senior Property Manager
at the Ferry Building

Public Comment

Oral Comment at
Public Meeting

CONNORS

Mailine Chew

Public Comment

Oral Comment at
Public Meeting

CHEW
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Where changes to the text of the Draft EIS/EIR have been made, the modifications are shown in the
response. Text additions are shown in double underline and text deletions are shown in strikethrough.
Text changes are referenced by the page number, paragraph on that page, and the major heading under
which the text falls.
If a figure has been revised, the figure number has been changed to include “Revised” (e.g., Revised
Figure 3.6-1), and a description of the revision is included in this appendix.
Revisions and updates to the EIS/EIR also included the modification of appendices. The modifications
are described in this appendix and the title of the Appendix has been modified to include “Revised” (e.g.,
Revised Appendix B, Air Quality).
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2.1.1

Response to Comments

USEPA
Response to USEPA-1

Dredging would occur in an area that has previously been dredged, and is in the Port’s maintenance
dredging footprint permitted with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and BCDC. Therefore, it is anticipated that the
dredging for construction would be considered “maintenance dredging,” and not “new work” for the
purpose of permitting dredging activities.
The LTMS for the management of dredged material in the San Francisco Bay region established goals of
beneficial reuse of at least 40 percent, no more than 40 percent placement at the San Francisco Deep
Ocean Disposal Site (SF-DODS), and no more than 20 percent placement at in-Bay sites. Furthermore,
the BCDC prefers beneficial reuse of dredged material, where feasible. The purpose of the Dredged
Material Management Office (DMMO) is to cooperatively review sediment quality sampling plans,
analyze the results of sediment quality sampling, and make suitability determinations for material
proposed for placement in San Francisco Bay, for placement in the ocean, or for beneficial reuse. As
described on page 2-28 and page 2-33 of the Draft EIS/EIR in Subsections titled Maintenance Dredging
Requirements and Dredging Requirements, dredging and disposal of dredged materials for the proposed
project would be coordinated with the DMMO. Requirements would include development of a sampling
plan, sediment characterization, a sediment removal plan, and disposal in accordance with the LTMS to
ensure beneficial reuse, as appropriate. Before dredging would be performed, a Sampling and Analysis
Plan would be prepared and submitted to the DMMO. Based on the results of the sediment analysis, the
alternatives for placement of dredged materials will be evaluated, including disposal at SF-DODS,
disposal at an upland facility, or beneficial reuse. Selection of the disposal site would be reviewed and
approved by the DMMO.
The feasibility of beneficial reuse of dredged material would depend on the results of the sediment
analysis and characterization, and sediment quality criteria of the permitted beneficial reuse sites available
to receive dredged material at the time of dredging. At the time of this Final EIS/EIR, permitted
beneficial reuse sites in the Bay region include Cullinan Ranch and the Montezuma Wetlands Restoration
Project. Beneficial reuse sites that are in the planning stages and may be permitted for use in the future
include Bel Marin Keys V, the South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration Project, and VA/Alameda.
If the sediment analysis identifies contaminated sediment, disposal at an upland facility may be required.
In any case, as long as a feasible disposal alternative (i.e., SF-DODS or beneficial reuse) is available,
WETA would avoid disposal at an in-Bay placement site. This would support the LTMS goal of reducing
in-Bay placement.
The process described above would be followed for both initial construction dredging and future
maintenance dredging, as required by the DMMO. As stated on page 2-27, Section 2.3.6, Operating
Elements, subsection titled Maintenance Dredging Requirements, of the Draft EIS/EIR, it is expected that
future maintenance dredging would be required at Gates F and G every 3 to 4 years, and would require
removal of approximately 5,000 to 10,000 cubic yards of material. It is not anticipated that a regular
maintenance cycle of dredging would be required at Gate A.
The following modifications have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR to clarify the process for evaluating
and selecting dredge disposal alternatives during the permitting process, including the preference to avoid
in-Bay disposal.
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Page 2-28, Section 2.3.6, Operating Elements, subsection titled Maintenance Dredging
Requirements, first paragraph on page:
Dredging and disposal of dredged materials would be conducted in cooperation with the San
Francisco Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO), to comply with the requirements of
the Dredging – Dredge Material Reuse/Disposal permit that would be issued by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers. Requirements would include development of a sampling plan, sediment
characterization, a sediment removal plan, and disposal in accordance with the Long-Term
Management Strategy for San Francisco Bay to ensure beneficial reuse, as appropriate. Based on
the results of the sediment analysis, the alternatives for placement of dredged materials will be
evaluated, including disposal at the San Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site, disposal at an
upland facility, or beneficial reuse. Selection of the disposal site would be reviewed and
approved by the DMMO.
Page 2-33, Section 2.4.3, Dredging Requirements, first paragraph after Table 2-10:
Dredging and disposal of dredged materials would be conducted in cooperation with the
DMMOSan Francisco Dredged Material Management Office, to comply with the requirements of
the Dredging – Dredge Material Reuse/Disposal permit that would be issued by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers. Requirements would include development of a sampling plan, sediment
characterization, a sediment removal plan, and disposal in accordance with the Long-Term
Management Strategy for San Francisco Bay to ensure beneficial reuse, as appropriate. Because
the project area is in an area already permitted for dredging by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board, and Bay Conservation and
Development Commission, dredging for the proposed project would be considered maintenance
dredging for permitting purposes. Based on the results of the sediment analysis, the alternatives
for placement of dredged materials will be evaluated, including disposal at the San Francisco
Deep Ocean Disposal Site, disposal at an upland facility, or beneficial reuse. Selection of the
disposal site would be reviewed and approved by the DMMO.
Page 3.11-12, Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact 3.11-1, Potential Impacts of
Maintenance Dredging on Water Quality, Action Alternative, second and third paragraphs:
In 1994, the U.S. EPA designated the “Deep Ocean Disposal Site,” which is 50 miles outside of
the Golden Gate. The U.S. EPA manages the site and has set a yearly capacity of 4.8 million
cubic yards of dredged material (BCDC, 2008). In addition, permitted beneficial reuse sites in
the region include Cullinan Ranch and the Montezuma Wetlands Restoration Project. Beneficial
reuse sites that are in the planning stages and may be permitted for use in the future include Bel
Marin Keys V, the South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration Project, and VA/Alameda.There are also
four disposal sites in the San Francisco Bay Estuary, including the Suisun Bay Channel, Alcatraz
Island, San Pablo Bay, and Carquinez Strait. The volume of dredged material that would require
disposal would be negligible compared to the total yearly capacity of these disposal sites (i.e.,
10,000 cy, compared to more than 7 million cy or approximately 0.1 percent).
Dredging and disposal of dredged materials would be conducted in cooperation with the San
Francisco DMMO. Coordination through the DMMO addresses (1) a Section 404 or Section 10
dredging authorization by the San Francisco District of the Corps; (2) an administrative dredging
permit from the BCDC; (3) the San Francisco RWQCB water quality certification or waste
discharge requirements; and (4) a dredging project lease from the CSLC (if required). The Water
Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) would either acquire and comply with the
requirements of the Dredging – Dredge Material Reuse/Disposal project-specific permit that
would be issued by the Corps, or coordinate with the Port to manage dredging and dredge spoils
disposal under an existing applicable Corps permits for the Port’s ongoing maintenance dredging.
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Requirements would include development of a sampling plan, sediment characterization, a
sediment removal plan, and disposal in accordance with the Long-Term Management Strategy to
ensure beneficial reuse, as appropriate. Based on the results of the sediment analysis, the
alternatives for placement of dredged materials will be evaluated, including disposal at the San
Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site, disposal at an upland facility, or beneficial reuse. Selection
of the disposal site would be reviewed and approved by the DMMO. The permits issued by the
DMMO will require dredging BMPs, which may include scheduling of dredging operations to
avoid adverse effects on local biological resources (e.g., during spawning periods), use of silt
curtains and/or gunderbooms, and mechanical/hydraulic dredge operation controls (e.g., reduced
cutterhead rotation speeds, increased cycle times). Therefore, the impact is not anticipated to be
adverse, and the effects to water quality would be minimal due to low volume of dredged
material, infrequent dredging operations, and in-place requirements for implementation of
dredging BMPs.
Page 3.11-19, Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact 3.11-7, Potential Impacts of
Dredging and Pile Removal and Placements Activities on Water Quality, first full bullet on
page:


Sample the sediments in accordance with the approved sampling and analysis plan, and
submit a report to the DMMO documenting the sampling event. Based on this report, the
DMMO would determine the suitable disposal method for the dredged sediments, including
disposal at the San Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site, disposal at an upland facility, or
beneficial reuse. WETA would then submit a Consolidated Dredging‐Dredged Material
Reuse-Disposal Application to the DMMO, detailing proposed disposal method and location.
The DMMO agencies would review the permit application, and approve or deny the permit.

Page 3.13-12, Section 3.13, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, Impact 3.13-2, Potential Impacts to
Sediment or Geology from Maintenance Dredging, Action Alternative, second paragraph:
In 1994, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency designated the “Deep Ocean Disposal Site,”
which is 50 miles outside of the Golden Gate. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
manages the site, and has set a yearly capacity of 4.8 million cy of dredged material (BCDC,
2008). There are also four disposal sites in the San Francisco Bay Estuary, including the Suisun
Bay Channel, Alcatraz Island, San Pablo Bay, and Carquinez Strait. The volume of dredged
material that would require disposal would be negligible compared to the total yearly capacity of
these disposal sites (i.e., 10,000 cy, compared to more than 7 million cy, or approximately
0.1 percent).In addition, permitted beneficial reuse sites in the region include Cullinan Ranch and
the Montezuma Wetlands Restoration Project. Beneficial reuse sites that are in the planning
stages and may be permitted for use in the future include Bel Marin Keys V, the South Bay Salt
Ponds Restoration Project, and VA/Alameda.
2.1.2

Response to USEPA-2

WETA would procure new vessels to support the expansion of service planned in WETA’s IOP. WETA
would procure new vessels (or repowered/refurbished vessels) that meet the current marine engine
emissions standards at the time of purchase.
The current USEPA standards for marine engines require that all newly built engines (starting in 2009)
meet Tier 3 emissions standards. USEPA requirements also establish Tier 4 standards for newly built
commercial marine diesel engines above 600 kilowatts, based on the application of high-efficiency
catalytic after-treatment technology, phasing in beginning in 2014 (USEPA, 2013).
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In addition, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has standards for new marine engines (CARB,
2008). CARB requires that all new ferries acquired after January 1, 2009, with capacity for 75 or more
passengers, install on the propulsion engines the best available control technology, in addition to having
engines that meet the applicable Tier 2 or Tier 3 standards in effect at the time of acquisition.
Alternatively, ferry vessels may comply with the regulation by installing propulsion engines that meet the
Tier 4 standards.
It is likely that new vessels would be procured after 2014, when Tier 4 standards for some newly built
engines would be in effect.
2.1.3

Response to USEPA-3

The Port has confirmed that shore power is available adjacent to the construction zone. Where feasible,
shore power would be used in place of diesel generators for some tools and equipment such as table saws,
welders, and drills. In addition, as described in Mitigation Measure AQ-2, Implement BAAQMDRecommended Best Management Practices, the contractor will demonstrate that off-road equipment and
marine engines would achieve a project-wide fleet average 20 percent reduction of oxides of nitrogen
(NOX) and a 45 percent reduction of particulate matter compared to the most recent CARB fleet average,
to the extent feasible. The contractor must demonstrate how this reduction would be achieved, and could
include the use of equipment that meets Tier 4 standards for nonroad engines.
To clarify the use of shore power during construction, the following modification has been made to the
Draft EIS/EIR.
Page 2-33, Section 2.4.4, Construction Utility Requirements:
Night work is not anticipated, so minimal lighting, if any, would be required. Onsite power
would could be provided by the Port during construction, and used to power construction
equipment where feasible. Generators for equipment operation could also be required, and would
be located on the construction barges and on the landside structural improvements when
completed.
2.1.4

Response to USEPA-4

As described in detail in Section 1.2.2 of this Response to Comments Appendix, consultation with NMFS
regarding potential impacts to federally listed special-status species and their critical habitat (under
Section 7 of the FESA) and EFH (under the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act) has been completed. The Draft EIS/EIR has been updated to include the changes to the project
description and mitigation measures consistent with this consultation.
WETA and FTA have coordinated informally with both CDFW and BCDC throughout the environmental
review process, as described in Chapter 5.0, Public and Agency Involvement, and as updated in
Section 1.2.8 of this Response to Comments Appendix. WETA will continue coordination with these
agencies during the permitting process. It is anticipated that a Major Permit will be required from BCDC,
which would also include Design Review. It is also anticipated that incidental take authorization will be
required from CDFW. Both BCDC and CDFW commented on the Draft EIS/EIR, and their comments
have been addressed in this appendix, including modifications to the Draft EIS/EIR where appropriate.
2.1.5

Response to USEPA-5

WETA will consider the use of light-transmitting materials in the project’s Final Design; however,
because of the project’s proximity to historic structures and districts, other agencies have expressed
concern over design features that may impact the historic setting. The Final Design will be subject to
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review by the BCDC Design Review Board, Port Waterfront Design Advisory Committee, and San
Francisco Planning Department Historic Preservation Commission (SFHPC).
WETA and FTA have consulted with NMFS under Section 7 of FESA for impacts to special-status
species and critical habitat, and for impacts to EFH under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act. As described in Section 1.2.2 of this Response to Comments Appendix, to offset
potential shading impacts to EFH, WETA is coordinating with BCDC, the Port, and NMFS, per
Mitigation Measure LU-1, to remove shading elsewhere in San Francisco Bay to compensate for the
amount of new shading proposed (refer to Mitigation Measure LU-1 in the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.3.4,
page 3.3-19.
2.1.6

Response to USEPA-6

The analysis did consider future water transit passengers traveling to and from the south of Market area.
The transportation and circulation analysis documented in detail in the Transportation Impact Study
(WETA, 2013) and summarized in the Draft EIS/EIR was based on WETA’s ridership model. WETA’s
ridership model was developed in 2002, and is linked to the regional travel forecasting model maintained
by the MTC, and to socioeconomic data forecasts published by the ABAG. The WETA model was
updated in 2011 to include the most recent data available from the MTC and ABAG for the year 2035.
One of the outputs of the WETA model is the destination/origin of future water transit passengers by
travel analysis zone (TAZ) in San Francisco. For each TAZ, the model estimates the number of
passengers who would walk, bike, or take transit to or from the Ferry Terminal.
The pedestrian analysis for this project estimated the route that pedestrians would be likely to take when
traveling between each TAZ and the Ferry Terminal. It was assumed that pedestrians traveling between
the Ferry Terminal and areas north of Howard Street, south of Market, east of 1st Street—corresponding
to TAZs 14 and 15—would cross The Embarcadero through intersections 18A/18B. Based on the level of
service (LOS) analysis performed for these crosswalks, these crosswalks would continue to operate at
LOS A or B with the addition of project-related pedestrians, as shown in Table 3.2-19 and Table 3.2-21 of
the Draft EIS/EIR. Therefore, the analysis indicates that no additional mitigations or crosswalk
improvements are needed to accommodate the increase in pedestrians expected to use this crosswalk. The
transportation and circulation analysis was also prepared in coordination with the San Francisco Planning
Department, SFMTA and Port.
The Ferry Terminal and the area around the Ferry Building is a dynamic public space with pedestrians,
bicycles, and vehicles active in the area. As described in the Transportation and Circulation Affected
Environment section of the Draft EIS/EIR (Section 3.2.2), some areas can become congested during
periods of heavy use, leading to conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles. The causes and
severity of the congestion varies between The Embarcadero roadway and within the Ferry Terminal itself
(i.e., areas east of the roadway).
Along The Embarcadero roadway in front of the Ferry Building, there are valet parking spaces, a loading
zone, an Amtrak bus stop, two northbound traffic lanes, and a bicycle lane. As described in the Draft
EIS/EIR, this mix of uses, combined with illegal maneuvers such as double-parking or loading/unloading
that blocks a vehicle or bicycle lane, can result in conflicts between vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in
the roadway. This congestion is worse during the Ferry Building Farmer’s Market, especially on
Saturdays. 7 However, the proposed project would not require vehicular loading or unloading at the Ferry
Terminal (either for passengers or deliveries), and would not change or add to vehicular circulation in the
project area. In addition, because WETA water transit service primarily serves commuters, peak usage of
the area by water transit passengers does not coincide with the operation of the Saturday’s Farmer’s
7

The Farmers Market operates from 10:00 AM to 2:00 PM Tuesdays and Thursdays, and Saturdays from 8:00 AM to 2:00 PM.
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Market. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to or exacerbate existing issues with
vehicular circulation along The Embarcadero roadway. The proposed project would result in an increase
of water transit passenger traveling to and from the terminal by bicycling. However, the analysis of
intersections and on-street bicycle volumes presented in the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that the existing
bicycle infrastructure (i.e., bicycle lanes) can safely accommodate the additional bicycles volume to and
from the Ferry Terminal. Recent improvements in the roadway, including painting the bicycle lane green,
are intended improve the flow of vehicles and bicycles in front of the Ferry Terminal, reducing existing
congestion and ensuring that vehicle and bicycle lanes are unobstructed.
In the project area (i.e., east of the roadway), because the Embarcadero Promenade in front of the Ferry
Terminal is part of the San Francisco Bay Trail, cyclists are permitted to use the sidewalk as well as the
bicycle lane. Data collected in support of the Draft EIS/EIR on pedestrian flow in the project area
showed that overall space for pedestrians in and around the Ferry Building during weekdays was
adequate, and the overall pedestrian experience was free-flowing and open. Although several bottlenecks
affecting pedestrian circulation currently exist in project area (refer to Section 1.5.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR),
the proposed project improvements have been designed to remove these bottlenecks and improve
passenger flow. The bottlenecks likely contribute to some of the existing conflicts between bicyclists and
pedestrians observed at the Ferry Terminal, and also contribute to the congestion curbside along The
Embarcadero. As shown on Figure 1-5, the current options for circulation, especially in the South Basin,
are limited. Passengers accessing water transit gates generally use three distinct, fairly narrow corridors
between The Embarcadero and the gates. The proposed project improvements would result in the
creation of the Embarcadero Plaza in the South Basin, which would remove the current bottleneck at the
south side of the Ferry Building, and make it easier for bicyclists and pedestrians alike to access the
bicycle lanes and crosswalks from a variety of points. The addition of approximately 24,500 square feet
of open area (i.e., the Embarcadero Plaza) would substantially improve the free movement of passengers
in the project area.
In addition, in areas west of the Embarcadero Promenade, wayfinding and information signage would be
developed in consultation with the Port as a part of the project’s Final Design. The signage would
encourage cyclists to walk their bicycles and yield to pedestrians. Other options, such as pavement
markings, could also be considered in the Final Design of the project improvements to further enhance
pedestrian and bicycle flow at the Ferry Terminal.
2.1.7

Response to USEPA-7

In August 2013, Bay Area Bike Share launched a pilot bikeshare program. The bikeshare program—a
partnership among local government agencies including the BAAQMD, SFMTA, MTC, San Mateo
County Transit, Caltrain, the County of San Mateo, the San Mateo County Transportation Authority, the
City of Redwood City, and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority—includes 700 bicycles and
70 stations across the region. The program allows bikes to be rented from any station and returned to any
station in the system. One of the pilot stations is near project area, in Harry Bridges Plaza across The
Embarcadero from the Ferry Building, and holds 23 bikes. This program should improve bicycling
accessibility in the region, and could also increase bicycle use along The Embarcadero. The analysis of
Future (2035) Conditions presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, already assumed that bicycle usage in the
project area, whether from the bikeshare program or private bicycles, would continue to increase.
To recognize the implementation of the Bay Area Bike Share program, the following description of the
program has been added to the EIS/EIR.

R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx

Page 2-14

September 2014

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

Response to Comments

Page 3.2-44, Section 3.2.3, Impact Evaluation, subsection titled Reasonably Foreseeable Projects
Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis (i.e., Future 2035 Analysis), new paragraph
inserted after the paragraph titled “San Francisco Bicycle Plan”:
Bay Area Bike Share. The Bay Area Bike Share, launched in August 2013, is the region’s new
bike sharing system. The pilot program includes 700 bikes and 70 stations across the region—in
San Francisco, Redwood City, Mountain View, Palo Alto, and San Jose. The bike sharing system
consists of a fleet of specially designed, durable bikes that are locked into a network of docking
stations throughout the region. Bay Area bikes can be rented from and returned to any station in
the system. The Bay Area Bike Share is a pilot project in a partnership among local government
agencies, including the Air District, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Sam-Trans,
Caltrain, the County of San Mateo, the City of Redwood City and the Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority. A docking station is located in Harry Bridges Plaza, across The
Embarcadero from the Ferry Building.
Pedicabs currently operate along San Francisco’s waterfront, and limited approvals have recently been
given for some services to operate in an expanded geographic area. Pedicab operations generally target
tourists visiting the waterfront, Friday and Saturday night users in neighborhoods such as the Mission and
the Marina, and special events (e.g., festivals in Golden Gate Park). The operation of pedicabs along the
waterfront in the project area—in the bicycle lanes and along The Embarcadero Promenade—are a part of
the overall mix of uses in the project area, described in the Affected Environment subsection of
Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation. Pedicabs operating in project area bicycle lanes were
counted as bicycles when data were collected on the existing conditions in the project area (refer to
Table 3.2-11 of the Draft EIS/EIR), and were considered in the analysis of bicycle conditions.8
2.1.8

Response to USEPA-8

Comment is noted, and the information on the current location of San Francisco Fire Station 1 has been
updated in the EIS/EIR. Text of the Draft EIS/EIR has been modified as follows.
Page 3.2-34, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Emergency Access and Use, first
bullet:


Station 1 at 676 Howard Street at Third Street 935 Folsom Street at Fifth Street;

Page 3.15-4, Section 3.15, Utilities and Public Services, San Francisco Fire Department, first
bullet:


8

Station 1 at 676 Howard Street at Third Street 935 Folsom Street at Fifth Street
(approximately 1.2 miles away);

The methodology and analysis of transportation and circulation were developed in close coordination with the San Francisco
Planning Department, SFMTA, and Port.
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Pacific Southwest Region
333 Bush Street, Suite 515
San Francisco, CA 94104
IN REPLY REFER TO:

(ER 13/0407)

Filed Electronically
30 July 2013
Mary Nguyen
Federal Transit Administration
888 South Figueroa Street, Suite 2170
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Subject:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Department of Transportation
(DOT), Federal Transit Administration (DTA), Downtown San Francisco Ferry
Terminal Expansion Project California

Dear Ms. Nguyen:
The Department of the Interior has received and reviewed the subject document and has no
comments to offer.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.

Sincerely,

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer
cc:
Director, OEPC
OEPC Staff Contact: Lisa Chetnik Treichel

USDOI-1

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

2.2

Response to Comments

USDOI

Response to USDOI-1: Comment is noted.
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CSLC-3

CSLC-4

CSLC

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

2.3

Response to Comments

CSLC

2.3.1

Response to CSLC-1

Comments are noted. As described on page 2-28 and page 2-33 of the Draft EIS/EIR in Subsections titled
Maintenance Dredging Requirements and Dredging Requirements, dredging and disposal of dredged
materials would be coordinated with the San Francisco DMMO. Because the CSLC participates in the
DMMO, they would have the opportunity to review the coordinated dredge application. Individual
permits would be coordinated with CSLC as required.
Although the Draft EIS/EIR recognized CSLC’s role in future permitting of the project in Section 2.6
Agency Approvals Required, CSLC has not been previously listed as a responsible agency under CEQA.
The following edits have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR to clarify CSLC’s role as a responsible agency,
as requested.
Abstract:
Responsible Agencyies (CEQA):

Port of San Francisco
California State Lands Commission

Page ES-46, Executive Summary, Consultation and Coordination, third paragraph:
Additionally, the Port and the California State Lands Commission accepted WETA’s request to
serve as a are responsible agencyies under CEQA.
Page 5-6, Chapter 5.0, Public and Agency Involvement, first paragraph:
Additionally, the Port and the California State Lands Commission accepted WETA’s request to
serve as a are responsible agencyies under CEQA.
2.3.2

Response to CSLC-2

Of the in-water construction activities proposed, dredging has a greater potential to increase suspended
sediments in the project area than does pile driving. The initial dredging operation and subsequent
maintenance dredging would be small operations (approximately 30,000 cubic yards for initial dredging
during construction, and 5,000 to 10,000 cubic yards for maintenance dredging every 3 to 4 years),
generally similar to other small marina dredging operations. Deployment of silt curtains, fine screens
designed to capture sediment that are typically attached to both the Bay bottom and a floating boom, is
sometimes used on large dredging operations, particularly when sensitive habitats occur nearby.
However, dredging for the proposed project is relatively small, and would occur in the active Ferry
Terminal basin, which has been disturbed in the past and contains no particularly sensitive habitats or
species such as eelgrass. As described above in Section 1.2.1 of this Response to Comments Appendix,
WETA has committed to conducting all in-water construction activities (including dredging and pile
driving) during the LTMS dredging work windows, when the most sensitive life stage of listed fish
species and Pacific herring are absent. Initial dredging and subsequent maintenance dredging are
expected to be short-term activities. In addition, the Ferry Terminal will remain active during the
construction period, with approximately 130 weekday water transit vessels arrivals and departures.
Deployment of booms and silt curtain in an active ferry terminal basin may pose logistical and safety
issues with respect to navigation in the basin during construction. Water movement resulting from vessel
traffic would also likely make effective use of in-water turbidity control measures difficult.
As described on page 3.11-20 of the Draft EIS/EIR under Impact 3.11-8, Potential Degradation of Water
Quality Caused by Demolition and Construction Activities, a variety of best management practices would
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be implemented during construction to protect water quality as required by the USACE, RWQCB, and
BCDC construction permits. These practices would likely include the use of a floating containment boom
to capture floating debris.
WETA and FTA have also completed consultation under with the NMFS on potential project impacts to
EFH and federally listed special-status species. Please refer to Section 1.2.2 of this Response to
Comments Appendix for a description of the mitigation measures that will be implemented in accordance
with NMFS’ Biological Opinion and Incidental Take Statement.
2.3.3

Response to CSLC-3

Analysis on page 3.9-19 of the Draft EIS/EIR, under Impact 3.9-4, Potential Adverse Effects on SpecialStatus or Commercially Viable Marine Species from Dredging Activities during Construction, discusses
the potential for project construction activities (including dredging) to result in adverse effects through the
spread of invasive species. To further elaborate on this analysis, construction of the Ferry Terminal
facilities would require the use of marine construction equipment (tug boats, barges for construction
staging and delivery of equipment, and dredging equipment). It is anticipated that due to the limited size
of the project’s construction equipment needs and the availability of this type of equipment in San
Francisco Bay, the construction equipment would be sourced locally, from within San Francisco Bay
waters. Vessels and barges that home port in San Francisco undergo routine hull cleaning in accordance
with existing regulations. Should construction equipment be required from outside San Francisco Bay,
because of their size, these vessels would be required to comply with U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and/or
CSLC regulations concerning ballast water exchanges, ballast water exchange reporting, hull cleaning,
and reporting that are intended to control the introduction of invasive species from larger vessels.
Therefore, the use of marine construction equipment would not be expected to introduce new species or
exacerbate the spread of invasive species in San Francisco Bay. To clarify the existing regulations that
apply to vessels for the control of invasive species, descriptions of the National Invasive Species Act and
the Marine Invasive Species Act have been added to the Final EIS/EIR as follows.
Page 3.9-11, Section 3.9.2, Biological Resources, subsection titled Regulatory Setting, Federal:
National Invasive Species Act
Under the National Invasive Species Act of 1996, the United States Coast Guard (USCG)
established a national ballast water management program with mandatory requirements for all
vessels equipped with ballast water tanks that enter or operate in waters of the United States. The
regulations carry mandatory reporting requirements to aid in the USCG’s responsibility, under the
National Invasive Species Act, to determine patterns of ballast water movement. The regulations
also require ships to maintain and implement vessel‐specific ballast water management plans.
Page 3.9-11, Section 3.9.2, Biological Resources, subsection titled Regulatory Setting, State:
Marine Invasive Species Act
All shipping operations that involve major marine vessels are subject to the Marine Invasive Species
Act of 2003, formerly the California Ballast Water Management for Control of Non‐indigenous
Species Act of 1999 (Assembly Bill 703). The Marine Invasive Species Act is administered by the
California State Lands Commission through its Marine Invasive Species Program, and applies to all
domestic and foreign vessels over 300 gross registered tons. The Act regulates the handling of ballast
water from marine vessels arriving at California ports to prevent or minimize the introduction of
nonnative invasive species from other regions. Other requirements of the Act address hull husbandry,
the reduction of fouling, and the spread of invasive species from fouling organisms, as well as data
gathering to better understand threats to state waters and marine communities.
R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx

Page 2-26

September 2014

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

Response to Comments

Although the Quagga mussel, as mentioned in the comment, is of particular concern in California, this
mussel is a freshwater species and all project construction would be conducted in saline waters of San
Francisco Bay. Therefore, Quagga mussel would not be expected to survive in the project area, and it
would not be expected that equipment used during project construction could transport the Quagga mussel
to other waters or vice versa.
2.3.4

Response to CSLC-4

Comments are noted. The following text has been added to the EIS/EIR to (1) recognize that CSLC
retains title to all abandoned shipwrecks, archaeological sites, and historic or cultural resources on
submerged lands of California; and (2) require notification to CSLC in Mitigation Measure CUL-1:
Inadvertent Discovery Measures.
Page ES-24, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
for the Action Alternative, Mitigation Measure CUL-1, Inadvertent Discovery Measures, last
sentence of second paragraph:
The archaeological consultant will make a recommendation to WETA as to what action or
additional measure, if any, are warranted, including coordination with appropriate agencies, such
as the California State Lands Commission.
Page 3.8-26, Section 3.8.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, subsection titled Regulatory
Setting, State:
California Public Resources Code Sections 6309, 6313, and 6314
The title to all abandoned shipwrecks and all archaeological sites and historic resources on or in
the tide and submerged lands of California is vested in the state. The California State Lands
Commission administers the Shipwreck and Historic Maritime Resources Program. Through this
program, the commission has exclusive jurisdiction with respect to salvage operations over and
upon all tide and submerged lands of the state. As used in this section, “salvage operation”
means any activity, including search by electronic means, or exploration or excavation using tools
or mechanical devices, with the objective of locating, and recovering or removing vessels,
aircraft, or any other cultural object from the surface or subsurface of state submerged lands. A
person who removes, destroys, or damages, without authorization from the commission, an
archaeological site or a historic resource, that is on or in the submerged lands of, and that is the
property of, the state, is guilty of a misdemeanor.
Page 3.8-56, Section 3.8.4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Mitigation Measures,
Mitigation Measure CUL-1, Inadvertent Discovery Measures, last sentence of second
paragraph:
The archaeological consultant will make a recommendation to WETA as to what action or
additional measure, if any, are warranted, including coordination with appropriate agencies, such
as the California State Lands Commission.

R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx

Page 2-27

September 2014

CDFW

CDFW-1

CDFW

CDFW-1
(cont’d.)

CDFW-2

CDFW-3

CDFW

CDFW-3
(cont’d.)

CDFW-4

CDFW

CDFW

CDFW

CDFW

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

2.4

Response to Comments

CDFW

2.4.1

Response to CDFW-1

Comments are noted. The protected and important commercial and recreational fisheries identified in the
comment were also noted in the description of the Biological Resources Affected Environment for the
project area (refer to Section 3.9.2). For clarification, the section of the Draft EIS/EIR that identifies fish
species that may occur in the project area has been modified as follows.
Page 3.9-4, Section 3.9.2, Biological Resources, subsection titled Environmental Setting, Site
Fauna, Fish, second paragraph:
Fish reported to be, or to have potential to be, in the project area include white croaker, northern
anchovy, shiner perch, starry flounder, speckled sanddab, American shad (Alosa sapidissima), bat
ray, brown rockfish (Sebastes auriculatus), leopard shark, and striped bass (NOAA, 2007); and
green sturgeon and Pacific herring (SFEP, 1992). California halibut (Paralichthys californicus),
surfperches (Embiotocidae), and rockfish (Sebastes spp.) may also occur in the project area.
2.4.2

Response to CDFW-2

CDFW’s authority and jurisdiction over state-listed special-status species is noted in several places in the
EIS/EIR (refer to Section 3.9.2, Regulatory Setting, State, page 3.9-11 of the Draft EIS/EIR; Impact
3.9-1, page 3.9-13; and Impact 3.9-4, page 3.9-17). The Draft EIS/EIR, in the above-referenced sections,
states that authorization of potential incidental take of state-listed species would be required, and that
WETA and FTA would be required to consult with CDFW prior to project construction. The requirement
for consultation with CDFW for impacts to state-listed species would also apply to potential impacts from
underwater sound generated during construction is acknowledged in the Draft EIS/EIR under
Impact 3.9-5, Potential Adverse Effects to Special-Status Fish and Marine Mammals from Underwater
Sound Generated During Pile Driving.
In addition, the Draft EIS/EIR referenced Fish and Wildlife Code Section 2080.1, which sets forth the
requirements and procedures for a Consistency Determination between the federal incidental take permit
and the requirements under California Endangered Species Act. However, the EIS/EIR has been revised
to clarify that for impacts to longfin smelt, a state-listed species, consultation would be required with
CDFW for a State Incidental Take Permit under Fish and Wildlife Code Section 2081(b), not Code
Section 2080.1.
To clarify CDFW’s authority over state-listed special-status species—and that WETA and FTA would
also consult with CDFW, in addition to NMFS, on the development of the Hydroacoustic and Biological
Monitoring Plan described in Mitigation Measure BIO-2—the following edits have been made to the
Draft EIS/EIR.
Page ES-32, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
for the Action Alternative, Mitigation Measure BIO-2:
Hydroacoustic and Biological
Monitoring and Avoidance Measures, first paragraph:
WETA will minimize sound level exposure from the project to marine mammals and fish. The
performance standards for these minimization efforts are described later in this measure. To
provide the final implementation level details, WETA will develop a Hydroacoustic and
Biological Monitoring Plan in consultation with NMFS and CDFW, prior to the start of
construction.
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Page 3.9-13, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-1, Potential Adverse Effects of
Maintenance Dredging on Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species, Action
Alternative, last paragraph:
Green sturgeon and longfin smelt are present in San Francisco Bay all year; therefore, regardless
of when maintenance dredging is conducted, authorization of potential incidental take of these
species would be required. WETA and FTA are consulting with NMFS, under Section 7 of
FESA (for green sturgeon); and would be required to consult with CDFW, under Fish and Game
Code Section 2080.1 2081(b) (for longfin smelt prior to construction).
Page 3.9-18, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-4, Potential Adverse Effect on
Special-Status or Commercially Valuable Marine Species from Dredging Activities during
Construction, fourth paragraph:
Green sturgeon and longfin smelt are present in San Francisco Bay all year; therefore, regardless
of when maintenance dredging is conducted, authorization of potential incidental take of these
species would be required. WETA and FTA have initiated consultation with NMFS, under
Section 7 of FESA (for green sturgeon); and would be required to consult with CDFW, under
Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1 2081(b) (for longfin smelt) prior to construction.
Page 3.9-26, Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact 3.9-5, Potential Adverse Effects to
Special-Status Fish and Marine Mammals From Underwater Sound Generated During Pile
Driving, CEQA Determination: 9
Underwater sound levels from pile driving during construction could exceed thresholds for both
injury and behavioral effects on fish and marine mammals. Injury thresholds would be exceeded
primarily during impact driving of steel piles (impact driving of concrete pile would only exceed
criteria for whales and dolphins, over a small distance [15 feet] from the pile). Mitigation
Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would be implemented. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 includes
measures such as use of bubble curtains to minimize noise during pile driving. In addition,
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires that hydroacoustic and biological monitoring for fish and
marine mammals be conducted during construction, and that corrective measures be
implemented, in coordination with NMFS and CDFW, if underwater sound levels exceed the
threshold in this analysis. WETA and FTA would be required to consult with CDFW, under Fish
and Game Code Section 2081(b) for potential impacts to state-listed species such as longfin
smelt. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, and adherence
to the requirements of NMFS’ Biological Opinion, and the CDFW incidental take authorization,
impacts to fish and marine mammals from underwater sound would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.
Page 3.9-28, Section 3.9.4, Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Measure BIO-2, Hydroacoustic and
Biological Monitoring and Avoidance Measures, first paragraph:
WETA will minimize sound level exposure from the project to marine mammals and fish. The
performance standards for these minimization efforts are described later in this measure. To
provide the final implementation level details, WETA will develop a Hydroacoustic and
Biological Monitoring Plan in consultation with NMFS and CDFW, prior to the start of
construction.

9

Refer to Section 1.2.1 of this Response to Comments Appendix for a description of other changes made to this text regarding
work within the approved LTMS windows.
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Response to CDFW-3

As described above in Section 1.2.1 of this Response to Comments Appendix, WETA has committed to
conducting all in-water construction activities (including dredging and pile driving) during the LTMS
dredging work windows, when the most sensitive life stage of listed fish species and Pacific herring are
absent. Therefore, a waiver from CDFW is not expected to be needed. Should something unexpected
occur, and construction would be required outside the work window, WETA would initiate consultation
with CDFW at least 30 days prior to the close of the work window.
2.4.4

Response to CDFW-4

No nighttime lighting would be required during construction, because nighttime construction is not
expected to be required. As described on page 2-28 of the Draft EIS/EIR, in Section 2.3.6, Operating
Elements, in the subsection on Lighting and Utility Requirements, the proposed project facilities would
include lighting for the safety and security of passengers. This would also include some pedestrian-scale
lighting similar to that which currently exists in the project area. To ensure that the lighting is installed in
such a way as to minimize nighttime lighting of San Francisco Bay waters, the following clarification has
been made in the Final EIS/EIR.
Page 2-28, Section 2.3.6, Operating Elements, subsection titled Lighting and Utility
Requirements, end of first paragraph:
Some additional pedestrian-scale lighting would also be provided within the Embarcadero Plaza.
The lighting would be similar in fixture size and light levels to what is currently used in the Ferry
Building area, minimizing artificial lighting of San Francisco Bay waters by using shielded, low‐
mounted, and low light intensity fixtures and bulbs.

R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx

Page 2-39

September 2014

BAAQMD

BAAMQD-1

BAAMQD-2

BAAQMD

BAAMQD-3

BAAMQD-4

BAAMQD-5

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

2.5

Response to Comments

BAAQMD

2.5.1

Response to BAAQMD-1

The comment requests that the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) be revised to adjust several of the input
parameters, as recommended in BAAQMD’s “Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local
Risks and Hazards” (herein referred to as “BAAQMD Recommended Methods”). The Draft EIS/EIR
HRA methodology and results are described in detail in Appendix B, Section 3.0, and summarized and
presented in Impact 3.6-2 and Impact 3.6-5 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
In response to the requested revisions, the HRA analysis presented in the EIS/EIR has been revised.
Specifically, the revised HRA incorporates the age sensitivity factor, daily breathing rate (DBR) values,
and conversion rate factor, as requested in BAAQMD’s comment letter.
The Draft EIS/EIR HRA was conducted using a “Tier 1” screening modeling approach using the SCREEN3
model. When the HRA was revised to account for the adjustment of input parameters described above, the
screening-level assessment indicated that a more detailed assessment should be conducted for the nearby
residences and school. Therefore, a more detailed assessment of carcinogenic risks was conducted for these
sensitive receptors for construction and operation. The detailed HRA uses US. EPA’s AERMOD model and
Tier 2 and Tier 3 methodologies described in the BAAQMD Recommended Methods, and incorporates more
site-specific detail than the screening level method, such as hourly wind data, locations of emissions sources,
locations of receptors, terrain data, and nearby building dimensions.
The revised parameters used in the HRA are summarized below.


A conversion factor of 0.1 was used to convert the screening hourly concentrations to annual
concentrations.



Age sensitivity factors were incorporated into the analysis. The age sensitivity factor accounts for the
increased susceptibility of infants and children to carcinogens, compared to adults. The analysis used
an age sensitivity factor of 10 for first trimester until age of two; an age sensitivity factor of 3 for
children over the age of two; and an age sensitivity factor of 1.7 for a lifetime exposure.



A DBR of 581 liters per kilogram per day (L/kg-day) was used for exposed children for the construction
analysis. Per BAAQMD guidance, a DBR of 302 L/kg-day was used for the operations analysis.



Wind data were obtained from the BAAQMD and incorporated into the AERMOD model for the
detailed analysis.



As described in the Draft EIS/EIR, for the purposes of the analysis, it was assumed that the closest
residential receptor was 300 feet to northwest, which is the boundary of the nearest residentially zone
property but currently does not contain residential structures. The closest current residential structure
is 700 feet to the northwest of the project area. However, a new residential development,
8 Washington, is proposed on the portion of this property where there are currently tennis courts (i.e.,
300 feet from the proposed project). The Final EIR for the 8 Washington development indicates that
air filtration systems will be incorporated into the design in such a way that at least 80 percent of fine
particulates would be removed from the air in the habitable areas. 10 Because the health risks for the

10

From the 8 Washington Final EIR. Available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=
8540: “Mitigation M-AQ-7: Building Design and Ventilation Requirements. The project sponsor shall submit a ventilation plan
for the proposed buildings. The ventilation plan shall show that the building ventilation systems remove at least 80 percent of the
PM2.5 pollutants from habitable areas. The ventilation system shall be designed by an engineer certified by ASHRAE, who shall
provide a written report documenting that the system offers the best available technology to minimize outdoor to indoor
transmission of air pollution. In addition to installation of an air filtration system, the project sponsor shall present a plan that
ensures ongoing maintenance for the ventilation and filtration systems. The project sponsor shall also ensure the disclosure to
buyers and renters regarding the findings of the analysis and inform occupant’s proper use of any installed air filtration system.”
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proposed project are driven by diesel particulate matter (DPM), the filtration system at 8 Washington
is reasonably assumed to decrease calculated risk by 80 percent at this residence. Therefore, this was
incorporated into the detailed analysis of carcinogenic risks from construction to the residences at the
8 Washington site. Existing residences, 700 feet to the northwest, were assumed to be present and
with no air filtration systems.
The revised analysis results in health risks to residences, schools, medical facilities, and commercial land
uses that are below the BAAQMD’s significance thresholds for both operations and construction.
The Draft EIS/EIR has been revised to include the results of the updated HRA modeling as follows:
Page ES-19, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
for the Action Alternative, Impact 3.6-5, Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial
Construction-Related Pollutant Concentrations, last two columns:
NEPA Determination
Not adverse for DPM.
Not adverse for PM2.5 after
implementation of mitigation.

CEQA Determination
Less than significant for DPM.
Less than significant with
mitigation for PM2.5.

Page 3.6-10, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, subsection titled Sensitive
Receptors:
Sensitive receptors refer to those segments of the population most susceptible to poor air quality:
children, the elderly, and those with pre-existing serious health problems affected by air quality.
Examples of receptors include residences, schools and school yards, parks and play grounds,
daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical facilities. Consistent with BAAQMD guidelines,
the health risk assessment for the project considered the closest sensitive receptors (within
1,000 feet of the project construction area), as shown on Figure 3.6-1 (BAAQMD, 2011). For the
purposes of this analysis, the closest residential receptor was considered the closest edge of a
residentially zoned property. The closest such property is approximately 300 feet to the
northwest of the project area, as shown on Figure 3.6-1; however, it should be noted that this
portion of the residentially zoned property does not contain any residential structures. The
distance to the nearest existing residences is 700 feet from the project area. However, new
residential development (i.e., 8 Washington) is proposed on the residentially zoned property
300 feet from the project area. , and the distance to the nearest residences is 700 feet from the
project area. The nearest school is approximately 300 feet to the south. In addition, commercial
areas with outdoor seating and open spaces used for recreation in the vicinity of the project area
were considered in the health risk analysis; those areas are located immediately adjacent to the
project construction zone.
Page 3.6-11, Figure 3.6.1 has been revised to show the location of the nearest existing residential
receptors, as well as the location of the proposed new residential development.
Page 3.6-21, Section 3.6.3, Impact Evaluation, second full paragraph on page:
It is the BAAQMD’s policy that the adopted new risk and hazards thresholds apply to projects for
which a Notice of Preparation is published, or environmental analysis begins, on or after the
effective date of May 1, 2011 (BAAQMD, 2011). Even though the Notice of Preparation for this
project was published in April 2011, a screening-level A health risk assessment, consistent with
the BAAQMD’s “Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and
Hazards”the new risk and hazards thresholds, was performed for the proposed project. The First,
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consistent with BAAQMD’s Tier 1 modeling recommendations, a screening-level risk assessment
was performedconducted, using the U.S. EPA’s Screen 3 model, to evaluate the potential risk to
existing sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the proposed project’s construction and operation
areas. For all risks that were below thresholds using the screening modeling approach, no further
analysis was performed. If the screening assessment indicated that risks for a sensitive receptor
could exceed a threshold, a more detailed analysis was conducted using USEPA’s AERMOD,
consistent with BAAQMD’s Tier 2 and 3 modeling recommendation. Further details regarding
the methodology of this analysis are provided in Appendix B.
Page 3.6-26, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Impact 3.6-2, Expose
Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations, Action Alternative:
As described above under Impact 3.6-1, the proposed project would increase exhaust emissions of
criteria pollutants and precursors (ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5) in comparison to the No Action
Alternative. However, the proposed project’s operational emissions would not exceed the
applicable BAAQMD thresholds (Tables 3.6-4 and 3.6-5).
BAAQMD’s daily operational emission thresholds for criteria pollutants were developed to
indicate whether a project’s emissions would have the potential to expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. The project’s operational emissions would be less than
BAAQMD’s thresholds, and consequently would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.
The primary TAC of concern from diesel-powered equipment is diesel particulate matter (DPM),
which is considered to be carcinogenic and poses a chronic health risk. In addition, PM2.5 is also
considered a health risk. DPM emissions include all PM10 exhaust emissions generated by diesel
vehicles. A screening analysis was performed, consistent with the BAAQMD’s guidelines, to
determine whether the project’s operational emissions of DPM and PM2.5 would exceed
recommended screening thresholds. The screening-level analysis methods and thresholds are
designed to be substantially conservative. If a project exceeds screening thresholds, then a more
detailed analysis would be required. The screening-level risk analysis is described in more detail
in Appendix B.
The screening-level risk analysis takes into consideration both the project’s estimated emissions
and the distance to the air quality sensitive receptors from construction and operations activities.
The sensitive receptors nearest to the proposed project are shown on Figure 3.6-1. The closest
existing residential structure is 700 feet to the northwest of the project area, and a planned future
residential development (i.e., 8 Washington) is 300 feet to the northwest.The nearest residential
area is approximately 700 feet to the northwest. The nearest school is approximately 300 feet to
the westsouth. The nearest commercial uses are located adjacent to and/or within the area where
construction and operation activities would occur. The nearest medical facility is approximately
4,000 feet from the project area.
Table 3.6-6 summarizes the screening-level health risk analysis results, by sensitive receptor type.
The operation of the proposed project would result in minor net DPM emissions (less than
0.1 lbs/day), as shown in Table 3.6-5. The screening-levelhealth risk analysis shows chronic or
carcinogenic health risks to the nearest sensitive receptors would be substantially less than the
BAAQMD’s thresholds (Table 3.6-6).
In addition, the project’s net increase in PM2.5 at sensitive receptors would also be well below the
BAAQMD’s significance threshold.
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Table 3.6-6
Summary of Health Risks on Sensitive Receptors from the Proposed Project’s
Operational Emissions
Net Operational Risksa

Chronic Risk
from DPM
Emission

Carcinogenic
Risk from DPM
Emission
(Expected Risk
Per Million)

PM2.5
Concentrations
(µg/m3)

Residential

0.00150.0012

4.0b2.45

0.0070.006

Schools (including day cares)

0.0013 0.0010

3.5b2.68

0.0060.005

Commercial

0.00160.0013

4.42.12

0.0080.006

0.0002

0.60.37

0.001

1

10 per million

0.3 µg/m3

Sensitive Receptor Type

Medical Facility
BAAQMD Significance
Thresholdc
Notes:
a

Detailed risk estimates and methodology are included in Appendix B. Net Operational Risks represent the risk of the
proposed project in comparison to the No Action Alternative.
Risks were estimated for the nearest maximally impacted sensitive receptors to the project area for the above-listed
sensitive receptor categories.

b

The screening level assessment indicated that more detailed analysis of risks for construction should be conducted for these
sensitive receptors. The detailed assessment looked at both construction and operation risks, and considered wind direction
and more detailed information on the residential receptors. The results of the screening-level analysis of carcinogenic risks
from DPM emissions for residential and schools are presented here. The detailed analysis indicated that risks for
residential and schools would be 0.6 and 2.4 per million, respectively. Modeling details are presented in Appendix B.

c

The BAAQMD thresholds are from the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2011).

BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District
DPM = diesel particulate matter
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
PM2.5 = particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

NEPA Determination. The project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations would not be adverse.
CEQA Determination. The project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations would be less than significant.
Page 3.6-28, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Impact 3.6-5, Expose
Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Construction-Related Pollutant Concentrations:
TACs described for Impact 3.6-4, the exhaust emissions from construction activities, could expose
sensitive receptors to an increase in pollutant concentrations. BAAQMD’s daily construction
emission thresholds for criteria pollutants were developed to demonstrate whether a project’s
emissions have the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
In addition to the criteria pollutants, construction activities could expose sensitive receptors to
TACs. The primary TACs of concern for the project would be DPM and PM2.5 generated by
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diesel-powered construction equipment. A screening health risk analysis was performed,
consistent with the BAAQMD’s guidelines, to determine whether the project’s construction
emissions of DPM and PM2.5 would exceed recommended screening thresholds. The screeninglevel health risk analysis analyzed the chronic, carcinogenic, and PM2.5 risks at nearby sensitive
receptors from the project’s construction emissions, as shown in Table 3.6-8.
Construction-related chronic and carcinogenic risks of the project’s DPM emissions would not
exceed the BAAQMD’s thresholds, as shown in Table 3.6-8. Furthermore, the potential chronic
and carcinogenic risks shown in Table 3.6-7 would be even lower with implementation of
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, which would further reduce average daily DPM (i.e.,
PM10) emissions to 1.3 lbs/day.
Table 3.6-8
Summary of Health Risks on Sensitive Receptors from the Proposed Project’s
Construction Emissions
Construction Risksa
Carcinogenic Risk
Unmitigated
Chronic Risk from DPM Emission
PM2.5
Sensitive
from DPM
(Expected Risk Per Concentrations
(µg/m3)
Receptor Type
Emission
Million)

Mitigated PM2.5
(µg/m3)b

Residential

0.100.08

9.3c4.77

0.500.403

0.170.140

Schools (including
day cares)

0.090.07

4.9c4.12

0.440.348

0.150.121

Commercial

0.110.09

6.55.21

0.550.440

0.190.153

Medical Facility

0.020.012

0.90.71

0.080.060

0.030.021

1

10 per million

0.3 µg/m3

0.3 µg/m3

BAAQMD
Significance
Thresholdd
Notes:
a

Detailed risk estimates and methodology are included in Appendix B.
Risks were estimated for the nearest maximally impacted sensitive receptors to the project area for the above-listed sensitive
receptor categories.

b

Mitigated PM2.5 emissions assume implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1, mitigated emissions assume no overlap of the two construction periods (38 months of construction
under mitigated conditions versus 24 months for the unmitigated scenario). Mitigated emissions also assume a 45 percent
reduction in PM2.5 below the fleetwide average for offroad and marine emissions. This 45 percent reduction can be achieved
using one or more of the options described in Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (e.g., use of late-model engines, or installation of
DPM filters, retrofitting engines).

c

The screening level assessment indicated that more detailed analysis of risks for construction should be conducted for these
sensitive receptors. The detailed assessment considered wind direction, implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1
and AQ-2, and more detailed information on the residential receptors. The results of the detailed analysis of carcinogenic risks
from DPM emissions for residential and schools are presented here. Modeling details are presented in Appendix B.

d

The BAAQMD thresholds are from the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2011).

BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District
DPM = diesel particulate matter
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
PM2.5 = particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
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As indicated in Table 3.6-8, the project’s construction emissions could result in PM2.5
concentrations that exceed BAAQMD’s significance thresholds. However, with implementation
of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, the PM2.5 concentrations and health risks would be
reduced, and would be less than BAAQMD’s significance threshold.
NEPA Determination. The project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations from construction would not be adverse for DPM. PM2.5 emissions have
the potential to be adverse; however, with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1
and AQ-2,; therefore, emissions would be reduced and therefore would not be adverse.
CEQA Determination. The project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations from construction would be less than significant for DPM, and less than
significant for PM2.5 with Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2.
2.5.2

Response to BAAQMD-2

The comment requests that the cumulative HRA (Impact 3.6-8 of the Draft EIS/EIR) be revised to also
include roadways with traffic more than 10,000 trips per day. Within 1,000 feet of the project area, there
are three roadways—The Embarcadero, Mission Street, and Market Street—that have more than 10,000
average daily trips. In response to this comment, the cumulative HRA has been revised to include risks
from these roadways.
An existing source of cumulative health risks in the project area (i.e., Equity Office/Ferry Building),
which was previously included in the cumulative analysis, was also revised. According to BAAQMD
methodologies for cumulative HRAs, the potential contribution of an existing emission source can be
adjusted based on the distance between the existing source and the maximally impacted receptor. For this
project, the receptor that would be maximally impacted by project emissions, based on the results of the
HRA, are the residences approximately 700 feet to the northwest of the project area. Therefore, for the
Equity Office/Ferry Building, a tool on the BAAQMD methodologies website was used to refine the risks
and the concentrations of particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5). The
BAAQMD stationary source distance screening tool indicates that at distances greater than 164 feet, the
risks from the existing emergency generator at the Ferry Building can be reduced by a factor of two.
Therefore, the expected contribution to cumulative health risks for the Equity Office/Ferry Building
generator was reduced from 68.9 to 34.5.
In addition, the project’s construction and operation health risks were updated based on the revised HRA
results, described in Response to BAAQMD-1.
The revised analysis indicates that cumulative health risks at nearby residences would still be below the
BAAQMD’s significance thresholds. In addition, the cumulative cancer risk has been reduced from
91.24 to 71.7, as shown in the revised Table 3.6-9, below.
The Draft EIS/EIR has been revised to include the results of the updated cumulative impact assessment as
follows:
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Page 3.6-31, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Table 3.6-9, Cumulative
Health Risks:
Table 3.6-9
Cumulative Health Risks for Maximally Impacted Receptor (Residential)

Cancer Risk

Chronic Hazard
Index

Maximum Annual
PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3)

2.689.3

0.00130.1

0.0060.17

Proposed Project Operation

0.6

0.0015

0.007

AMB Property

9.29

0.00328

0.00214

Paramount One

0.09

0.001

0.176

Hotel Vitale

2.79

0.01067

0.00289

Davis Cleaners

7.49

0

0

34.568.9

0.0120.024

0.0610.122

6.59

< 0.02

0.276

0.51

< 0.02

0.016

0.51

< 0.02

0.016

71.791.24

0.190.040

0.730.309

100 per million

10

0.8 µg/m3

No

No

No

Cumulative Health Risks
Proposed Project Construction

Equity Office/Ferry
The Embarcadero

2,3

Market Street2,4
2,4

Mission Street

Total Cumulative Impact
Significant Threshold
Total Cumulative Impact Exceed
Significance Threshold?

Sources: BAAQMD, 2011; BAAQMD, 2012b.
1
Ferry Building risk scaled using BAAQMD “Diesel Internal Combustion (IC) Engine Distance Multiplier Tool” and
assuming the residences are more than 164 feet from the Ferry Building.
2
Roadway volumes estimated as recommended by BAAQMD from: http://www.ehib.org/traffic_tool.jsp.
3
The Embarcadero is assumed to be a north-south roadway, and more than 10 feet from the residences northwest of the
project area.
4
Market Street and Mission Street are assumed to be north-south roadways, and more than 700 feet from the residences
northwest of the project area.
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
PM2.5 = particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

2.5.3

Response to BAAQMD-3

Refer to Section 1.2.4 of this Response to Comments Appendix for additional information on the Program
EIR and its relationship to the proposed project. The analysis in the Program EIR assessed the cumulative
emissions from the Program and other modes of travel, and compared them to the cumulative emissions
that would occur in the absence of the Program. The conclusions presented in the air quality analysis in
the Program EIR examined whether emissions of various pollutants would be higher or lower if water
transit was expanded regionally, versus the expected regional emissions without an expanded water transit
system (refer to Section 3.6.2.1 of the Program EIR).
As described in the Program EIR, emissions of both particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in
diameter (PM10) and PM2.5 would be less for the Program EIR proposed project (i.e., expansion of water
transit service) than for the No Project Alternative. Therefore, even though the USEPA lowered the PM2.5
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thresholds and designated the Bay Area as nonattainment, implementation of the Program would result in
a cumulative reduction of PM2.5 emissions in the region. The Draft EIS/EIR for the proposed facility
improvements at the Ferry Terminal evaluated the effects of PM2.5 (as well as reactive organic gas [ROG],
NOX, and PM10) emissions from water transit vessels at the Ferry Terminal at a project level in Section 3.6,
Air Quality and Global Climate Change. This evaluation was based on current ambient conditions for the
criteria pollutants, and considered current air quality regulations.
Two criteria pollutants that would increase with implementation of the Program EIR proposed project, as
compared to the No Project Alternative, were sulfur dioxide (SO2) and ROG. ROG is of concern as an
ozone precursor. Ozone is created when ROG reacts with NOX in the presence of sunlight. However, as
noted in the Program EIR, even though ROG would increase by 0.02 percent with the implementation of the
Program, NOX would decrease. Therefore, the sum of ROG plus NOX emissions (i.e., ozone precursors)
would be less with implementation of the Program.
With respect to SO2 emissions, since the certification of the Program EIR, California adopted an ultra-low
sulfur diesel fuel standard. The ultra-low sulfur diesel standard, adopted in 2004, required the reduction of
sulfur in fuels from 500 parts per million to 15 parts per million (CARB, 2003). This new regulation will
substantially reduce the sulfur emissions from water transit vessels, bringing them below the emission levels
analyzed in the Program EIR.
In addition, the Program EIR assumed that all WETA water transit vessels would be Tier 2–compliant
clean diesel with add-on control devices such as selective catalytic reduction and particulate traps to
further reduce NOX and PM10 to 10 percent and 5 percent, respectively, of Tier 2 standards. Since 2003,
the USEPA and CARB requirements for marine diesel engines have changed, requiring cleaner engines.
By 2014, Tier 4 standards will begin phasing in for all new and repowered marine diesel engines over
600 kilowatts (USEPA, 2013). As described under Response to USEPA-2, WETA would procure new
vessels (or repowered/refurbished vessels) that meet the current marine engine emissions standards for
owners at the time of purchase, which would likely be Tier 4 engines, further reducing emissions of
WETA water transit vessels from what was projected in the Program EIR.
Therefore, the conclusions in the Program EIR that implementation of the IOP would reduce emissions of
criteria pollutants remain valid. This conclusion is further supported by the fact that the Ferry Terminal
Expansion is included in the Regional Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program,
which conform to the emissions budget for transportation projects in the Bay Area Air Quality
Management Plan (MTC, 2013).
2.5.4

Response to BAAQMD-4

Impact 3.6-10, starting on page 3.6-32 of the Draft EIS/EIR, assesses the project’s greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions. The assessment considers (1) the BAAQMD’s proposed thresholds for operation-related GHG
emissions as well as (2) consistency with San Francisco’s Climate Action Plan (see Table 3.6-10). The project
would be consistent with plans and policies adopted to reduce statewide GHG emissions, as set forth in
Executive Order S-3-05 and Assembly Bill 32.
For clarity, the following text edits have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Page 3.6-21, Section 3.6.3, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, Impact Evaluation, second
to last paragraph:
Because the project would be located within the geographic boundaries of the CCSF, and because
CCSF has a BAAQMD-approved GHG Reduction Strategy, the project has been evaluated for
compliance with the CAP (2004), and CCSF’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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(CCSF, 2010b) (refer to Impact 3.6-10). The proposed project has also been evaluated for
consistency with the Port’s CAP (Port, 2011b).
2.5.5

Response to BAAQMD-5

As described in Responses to BAAQMD-1 through BAAQMD-4, the analysis presented in the EIS/EIR
has been updated and revised, as appropriate. The proposed project’s air quality impacts would remain
less than significant or less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures identified in the
Draft EIS/EIR; therefore, no further mitigation is necessary.
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2.6

Response to Comments

BCDC

2.6.1

Response to BCDC-1

Comments are noted. Although the Draft EIS/EIR recognized BCDC’s role in future permitting of the
project in Section 2.6, Agency Approvals Required, BCDC has not been previously listed as a responsible
agency under CEQA. The following edits have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR to clarify BCDC’s role
as a responsible agency.
Abstract:
Responsible Agencyies (CEQA):

Port of San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission

Page ES-46, Executive Summary, Consultation and Coordination, third paragraph:
Additionally, the Port and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission accepted
WETA’s request to serve as a are responsible agencyies under CEQA.
Page 5-6, Chapter 5.0, Public and Agency Involvement, first paragraph:
Additionally, the Port and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission accepted
WETA’s request to serve as a are responsible agencyies under CEQA.
2.6.2

Response to BCDC-2

Comments are noted. The Draft EIS/EIR, under Impact 3.3-2, Conflict with Applicable BCDC Plans and
Policies, analyzed the project’s consistency with BCDC plans and policies, including policies of the
Special Area Plan (SAP) that specifically address Bay fill (refer to the subsection titled Bay Fill). The
EIS/EIR concludes that with the implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1, the project would be
consistent with BCDC’s policies. As stated in Mitigation Measure LU-1 (refer to page 3.3-19 of the Draft
EIS/EIR), the location and amount of fill removal will be determined in coordination with BCDC during
the Major Permit and Design Review process.
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 2.3.3, page 2-19, additional features and design treatments such as
seatwalls, steps, benches, planters and other furnishings will be incorporated into the project’s Final
Design. The features would be placed and designed to enhance public access, guide pedestrian
movements, and limit vehicular access to the public access areas. The Final Design of the project will be
developed in cooperation and coordination with the Port, BCDC, and SFHPC, as described in Section 2.6,
Agency Approval Required, of the Draft EIS/EIR, to ensure that the design and management of the areas
within BCDC’s jurisdiction are consistent with the purpose, need, and benefit for new fill.
2.6.3

Response to BCDC-3

The proposed project includes both improvements required for water transit service (i.e., water transit
gates) and improvements to the project area that would improve circulation for WETA water transit
passengers, as well as provide general public access and additional public spaces in the project area.
These public access improvements have been proposed to both address BCDC’s plans and policies and in
recognition that the Ferry Building area is an important public space along San Francisco’s waterfront.
Public access improvements included in the project description include:


Construction of the Gate A Access Pier. The Gate A Access Pier would be generally accessible to
the public, and would provide approximately 8,000 square feet of public space in an area to which the
public currently does not have access.
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North Basin Marginal Wharf Improvements. Approximately 2,500 square feet (85 linear feet) of
deck would be rebuilt, and new railings would be installed along the north basin marginal wharf.
These improvements would provide a contiguous publically accessible edge between the Ferry
Building and the new Gate A Access Pier. The design of the area (e.g., benches and steps) would be
consistent with the improvements made by the Port in this area recently.



Construction of the East Bayside Promenade. After the removal of Pier 2 and the restaurant on
Pier 2, the East Bayside Promenade would provide a continuous promenade from the Ferry Building
along the western edge of the South Basin to the end of the Agriculture Building. The Promenade
would connect Gates E, F, and G, and allow for public access that provides views of Treasure Island
and the Bay Bridge, as well as the Ferry Building, Agriculture Building, and downtown San
Francisco. The East Bayside Promenade would provide approximately 14,000 square feet of
publically accessible new deck area.



South Apron of the Agriculture Building Improvements. Construction of steps, an Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA)-accessible ramp, and new railings along the south side of the Agriculture
Building would substantially improve this area for pedestrian access and circulation.



Creation of the Embarcadero Plaza. A new 24,500-square-foot Embarcadero Plaza would be
created in the South Basin; the majority of this area would be created by filling the open water area in
the South Basin. The plaza would transform this portion of the project area, removing circulation
bottlenecks and creating a cohesive aesthetic.

These improvements would result in 37,600 square feet of public access space in the project area, the
majority of which would be new public access.11 In addition, the North Basin Marginal Wharf
Improvements and the South Apron of the Agriculture Building Improvements would improve an additional
5,000 square feet in the project area. In addition to the increase in publicly accessible area along the
waterfront, the inclusion of seatwalls, planters, benches, lighting, and railings would substantially enhance
the public’s experience in the project area. Although the proposed project would result in approximately
20,000 additional public transit passengers passing through the project area, the proposed project would
improve or create approximately 42,600 square feet of public access space in the project area.
Data collected in the project area indicate that in the morning when water transit passengers arrive, they
exit their vessels and pass, in platoons, across the Embarcadero or north or south along The Embarcadero
to their final destinations. Few passengers were observed entering the Ferry Building or lingering in the
project area. Similarly, passengers departing San Francisco in the afternoon generally arrive 10 to
15 minutes prior to departure, and tend to queue in an orderly, linear fashion in front of their gate.
Because WETA would offer primarily commuter service, the queuing period for commuter vessels is only
2½ hours in the late afternoon on weekdays.
The improvements proposed as a part of the project would all be in areas that are not under a long-term
lease or control by another entity (e.g., Bay Area Rapid Transit [BART] or the Equity Office Properties
[EOP]). The improvements proposed as a part of the project are all on areas under the management and
jurisdiction of the Port, outside the boundaries of other leases or areas under the control of others, and
would be in areas where WETA would have the authority to make improvements as a part of their future
lease agreement with the Port.

11

All of the pier deck constructed in the North and South Basins would be available for public access. As shown in Table 2-2 of
the Draft EIS/EIR, the new deck features include the Gate A Access Pier (8,000 square feet), and a total of 29,600 square feet
of new deck that would be constructed in the South Basin, for a total construction of 37,600 square feet. In the South Basin,
while the total square footage of the Embarcadero Plaza and East Bayside Promenade is 38,350 feet, this also includes the
existing access to Gate E; therefore; only 29,600 square feet of deck and piles would need to be constructed to create the
Embarcadero Plaza and East Bayside Promenade.
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WETA recognizes that the project area is an important public space in San Francisco, and that additional
improvements in the area could generally improve circulation, public access, uses of space, and aesthetics.
For this reason, as described in detail in Section 1.4.5, Ferry Building Area Planning and Development
Program, WETA and the Port entered into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) to ensure that planning
efforts for the area were coordinated. As detailed in this MOU, WETA would have responsibility over
those elements of facility improvements that would be necessary to support the development of WETA’s
water transit service in the project area. For other long-term projects and improvements in the project area
that the Port has envisioned, such as the rehabilitation of the Agriculture Building and Ferry Plaza
improvements, the Port has the responsibility of defining and developing the project, and undertaking
separate environmental review and permitting at the appropriate time of that project’s development.
Although WETA has defined and presented what it believes to the maximum feasible public access that is
consistent with the proposed project, WETA will consider additional improvements in the project area
that could be feasibly implemented, and that are generally consistent with the types and location of the
improvements analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR. During the Major Permit and Design Review process,
public access improvements that would be considered could include features such as additional railing
and seatwall improvements along the southern edge of the Ferry Plaza, or installation of additional
planters, lighting, and/or signage to improve the public’s experience in the project area. However, any
improvements outside of the “Construction Zone” boundary shown on Figure 2-9 of the Draft EIS/EIR
would be in areas that would be beyond WETA’s control, and would be subject to the cooperation and
approval of the other agencies that have control or long-term leases in those areas.
To confirm WETA’s commitment to providing public access improvements in the project area, as
described in the description of the proposed project and as developed in coordination with BCDC, the
following modifications have been made to the Draft EIS/EIR, including the inclusion of Mitigation
Measure REC-1, Public Access Improvements, as described below.
Page ES-19, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
for the Action Alternative, Impact 3.4-2: Conflict with Recreation and Public Access Plans and
Policies:
Impact 3.4-2: Conflict with
Recreation and Public Access
Plans and Policies
With implementation of
Mitigation Measure REC-1, the
project would be consistent with
applicable recreation and public
access plans and policies.
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No mitigation necessary.
Mitigation Measure REC-1: Public Access
Improvements
To demonstrate that the proposed project includes public
access improvements consistent with BCDC’s plans and
policies, WETA will develop a public access
improvements plan in coordination with BCDC as a part
of the Major Permit and Design Review process. The
public access improvements plan will detail the public
access features included in the project’s Final Design,
including details on the location, square footage, and
expected benefit of the improvements. Public access
improvements described in the plan would include, at a
minimum, the Gate A Access Pier, North Basin Marginal
Wharf Improvements, East Bayside Promenade,
Embarcadero Plaza, and South Apron of the Agriculture
Building Improvements. Other minor improvements
such as seatwalls, planters, lighting, minor resurfacing,
and/or railing replacements, not described here but in the
project area, may be considered in this public access
improvement plan. The feasibility of additional
improvements outside of the Construction Zone shown on
Figure 2-9 will be determined at the time of permitting,
because feasibility will be dependent on the cooperation
of other entities that have control or long-term leases (and
therefore jurisdiction) over these other areas.
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WETA would construct public access improvements in
accordance with applicable regulatory permits (as
described in this EIS/EIR). Mitigation measures and
regulatory requirements described in this EIS/EIR for
proposed project activities (i.e., surface improvements)
would also apply to the construction of public access
improvements elsewhere in the project area. These
would include Mitigation Measures AQ-2, Implement
BAAQMD-Recommended Best Management Practices;
TRANS-3, Construction Circulation Management;
NOISE-1, Construction Notification; NOISE-4, General
Construction Equipment Measures to Minimize
Vibration; CUL-4, Plan for Protection Against, and
Response to, Inadvertent Damage; HAZ-1, Prepare a
Hazardous Materials Management Plan.

Page 3.4-1, Section 3.4, Parklands and Recreation, Section 3.4.1, Introduction to the Analysis:
This section describes the existing parks and recreation environment, including recreation
resources in the project area; discusses applicable regulations; and evaluates the potential impacts
of implementation of the No Action Alternative and the Action Alternative. In addition to parks
and open space areas, public access to San Francisco Bay, provided by both trails and viewing
areas of San Francisco Bay, are key components of the parks and recreation analysis because they
serve an important recreation function in the immediate project area. As described below, with
the implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed project’s impacts on parklands and
recreation would not be adverse, and would be less than significant.
Page 3.4-12, Section 3.4, Parklands and Recreation, Impact 3.4-2, Conflict with Recreation and
Public Access Plans and Policies, subsection titled Action Alternation, discussion under BCDC,
last two paragraphs:
The proposed project would be generally consistent with the public access and recreation policies
of the Bay Plan, because it supports public access to San Francisco Bay. Public access would
provide views of San Francisco Bay and San Francisco, and would be designed to provide
amenities consistent with the public access and siting/design policies of the SAP.
The proposed project would not conflict with the policies of the McAteer-Petris Act, the Bay
Plan, or the SAP. The proposed project would require review and approval by the BCDC Design
Review Board, which would ensure project consistency with BCDC policies, including BCDC’s
Public Access Design Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with BCDC
plans and policies.
Pursuant to the policies of the McAteer-Petris Act, the Bay Plan, and the SAP, BCDC would be
required to make a finding that WETA has provided the maximum feasible public access
consistent with the proposed project. Implementation of Mitigation Measure REC-1 requires that
WETA prepare a public access improvements plan in coordination with BCDC during the Major
Permit and Design Review Process. The plan will detail the public access features included in the
project’s Final Design, including details on the location, square footage, and expected benefit of
the improvements. Public access improvements described in the plan would include, at a
minimum, the Gate A Access Pier, North Basin Marginal Wharf Improvements, East Bayside
Promenade, Embarcadero Plaza, and South Apron of the Agriculture Building Improvements.
Other minor improvements, such as seatwalls, planters, lighting, minor resurfacing, and/or railing
replacements not described here and outside of the “Construction Area” but in the project area,
may be considered in this public access improvement plan. However, such additional
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improvements would be in areas under control or long term leases by other entities, and could
only be considered with the cooperation and approval of those agencies.
Page 3.4-13, Section 3.4, Parklands and Recreation, Impact 3.4-2, Conflict with Recreation and
Public Access Plans and Policies, NEPA Determination:
NEPA Determination. The project would not conflict with ABAG, City and County of San
Francisco, or Port of San Francisco applicable plans and policies pertaining to parks and
recreation. The proposed project would be consistent with the applicable BCDC public access
plans and policies with implementation of Mitigation Measure REC-1, and therefore impacts
would not be adverse.
Page 3.4-13, Section 3.4, Parklands and Recreation, Impact 3.4-2, Conflict with Recreation and
Public Access Plans and Policies, CEQA Determination:
CEQA Determination. The proposed project would have less-than-significant direct impacts
related to conflicts with ABAG, City and County of San Francisco, or Port of San Francisco
applicable plans and policies pertaining to parks and recreation. The proposed project would be
consistent with the applicable BCDC public access plans and policies with implementation of
Mitigation Measure REC-1; therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.
Page 3.4-16, Section 3.4.4, Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation measures are not required for parks and recreation.
Mitigation Measure REC-1: Public Access Improvements
To demonstrate that the proposed project includes public access improvements consistent with
BCDC’s plans and policies, WETA will develop a public access improvements plan in
coordination with BCDC as a part of the Major Permit and Design Review process. The public
access improvements plan will detail the public access features included in the project’s Final
Design, including details on the location, square footage, and expected benefit of the
improvements. Public access improvements described in the plan would include, at a minimum,
the Gate A Access Pier, North Basin Marginal Wharf Improvements, East Bayside Promenade,
Embarcadero Plaza, and South Apron of the Agriculture Building Improvements. Other minor
improvements such as seatwalls, planters, lighting, minor resurfacing, and/or railing
replacements, not described here but in the project area, may be considered in this public access
improvement plan. The feasibility of additional improvements outside of the Construction Zone
shown on Figure 2-9 will be determined at the time of permitting, because feasibility will be
dependent on the cooperation of other entities that have control or long-term leases (and therefore
jurisdiction) over these other areas.
WETA would construct public access improvements in accordance with applicable regulatory
permits (as described in this EIS/EIR). Mitigation measures and regulatory requirements
described in this EIS/EIR for proposed project activities (i.e., surface improvements) would also
apply to the construction of public access improvements elsewhere in the project area. These
would include Mitigation Measures AQ-2, Implement BAAQMD-Recommended Best
Management Practices; TRANS-3, Construction Circulation Management; NOISE-1,
Construction Notification; NOISE-4, General Construction Equipment Measures to Minimize
Vibration; CUL-4, Plan for Protection Against, and Response to, Inadvertent Damage; HAZ-1,
Prepare a Hazardous Materials Management Plan.
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Response to BCDC-4

As described in Section 1.2.3 of this Response to Comments Appendix, WETA has decided not to include
the weather protection canopy proposed at Gate B in the project’s Final Design. As noted in Section 2.6,
Agency Approvals Required, and under Impacts 3.3-2, 3.4-4, 3.10-1, and 3.10-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR,
WETA and FTA recognize that the Final Design of the project elements, including the weather protection
canopies, would be subject to the Port and BCDC’s Design Review processes. Compliance with the
Design Review process will ensure that the Final Design of the project elements is consistent with BCDC
policies related to public access and protection of views of San Francisco Bay.
The potential effects of the weather protection canopies on the project area—including effects on historic
resources, public spaces, visual character and aesthetics—were analyzed and described in several parts of
the Draft EIS/EIR. Section 3.8, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, assessed whether the addition of
the weather protection canopies to the project area would likely result in a significant impact to the
historic resources in the project area (i.e., the buildings individually listed on the National Register of
Historic Places [Pier 1, Ferry Building and Agriculture Building] as well as the Port Embarcadero
Historic District and the Central Embarcadero Piers Historic District). This analysis, described in
Impact 3.8-5, Potential Indirect Effects of Visual or Noise and Vibration Elements on Historic Properties
and Resources, concluded that, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-6, NOISE-3, and
NOISE-4, the proposed project elements would not be likely to adversely affect the historic properties or
districts in the project area. The assessment concludes that, based on the preliminary design, the project
elements would not be likely to adversely affect the historic properties in the project area; however, to
ensure that the Final Design of the weather protection canopies is consistent with Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, Standards for Rehabilitation, WETA has
committed to Mitigation Measure CUL-6. Mitigation Measure CUL-6 requires that the Final Design of
the canopies be developed in consultation with both the Port’s Waterfront Design Advisory Committee
and the SFHPC, consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) concurred with this assessment pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (refer to Appendix D of the Draft EIS/EIR).
In addition, Section 3.10, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, assessed the project’s potential to
significantly affect aesthetics and views in the project area, including public views of San Francisco Bay
(refer to Impact 3.10-1, Potential to Substantially Alter or Block Views of Scenic Vistas or Resources).
Although from some specific vantage points views of San Francisco Bay could be altered, due to the
limited width, height, and massing of the new features and the abundance of adjacent views, this change
would not be substantial. In addition, the proposed project improvements would result in additional
public access areas in the project area (e.g., Gate A Access Pier, Embarcadero Plaza, rehabilitated North
Basin Marginal Wharf), which would generally provide the public with more places from which to enjoy
the views of San Francisco Bay.
One of the purposes of the weather protection canopies is to organize passenger queuing in the Ferry
Terminal to avoid obstructing general public access or pedestrian circulation in the area. The canopies
would provide an organizational structure for queuing, keeping other areas free for circulation. Currently,
water transit passengers generally arrive 10 to 15 minutes prior to departure, and tend to queue in an
orderly, linear fashion in front of their gate. Because WETA would offer primarily commuter service, the
queuing period for commuter vessels is only 2½ hours in the late afternoon on weekdays. Because the
design of the canopies/queuing areas is minimal and would not require railings, gates, or other features
that would obstruct circulation, pedestrians and the general public would be able to freely circulate in
these areas during all other times of the day and week.
Several other options for providing queuing areas and weather protection were considered both during
Phase I of the Ferry Terminal Improvement Project in 2003 and in the development of the proposed
project (refer to Section 2.7.5 of the Draft EIS/EIR). Because water transit passengers tend to arrive just
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before departure of their vessel and ticketing is done on-board, a centralized waiting and queuing area,
which would likely increase queuing and waiting times for WETA passengers, was not considered
desirable. Phase I improvements considered several options to allow queuing for individual gates that
included covered arcades or canopies outside of the Ferry Building, including canopies extensions from
the Ferry Building to the gates. These were not implemented due to funding limitations at the time. In
2035, during the PM peak period, approximately 8,700 passengers would be expected to depart from the
Gates A, B, E, F, and G. Distributed queuing with the weather protection canopies was selected because
this configuration would interfere the least with the current operation of the Ferry Building, and
circulation by Ferry Building patrons and the general public; would develop WETA facilities in areas
outside of other long-term control or leaseholds in the project area; and would continue to allow WETA
passengers to arrive shortly before departure of their vessels, and efficiently queue at their gates.
As described in Section 2.3.6, Operating Elements, in the Site Maintenance subsection (refer to page 2-28
of the Draft EIS/EIR), WETA has committed to working with the Port to develop a Site Maintenance
Plan that designates responsibility and a schedule for regular maintenance and cleaning of the new
facilities (e.g., canopies), as well as general site maintenance.
2.6.5

Response to BCDC-5

The Draft EIS/EIR discusses the built elevation of the proposed facilities on page 2-20 (in Chapter 2.0,
Alternatives, subsection titled Sea Level Rise) and pages 3.11-16 and 3.11-17 (in Section 3.11, Hydrology
and Water Quality, Impact 3.11-5, Potential Flooding Impacts to New Project Facilities). Per BCDC’s
policies on sea level rise, the proposed project has been designed to take into account the sea level rise of
16 inches by 2050. As described in the subsections of Draft EIS/EIR referenced above, the proposed
facilities would be constructed at least 1.7 feet above the still water level of a 100-year storm, should it
occur in 2050 with 16 inches of sea level rise. During the permitting phase of the project, pursuant to
BCDC policies, a risk assessment will be prepared for the project, documenting that the project’s Final
Design is consistent with these flood estimates and BCDC policy.
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR under Impact 3.11-5, Potential Flooding Impacts to New Project Facilities,
the Agriculture Building currently experiences flooding during storm events, and the Agriculture Building
and the apron around it are mapped as Special Flood Hazard Areas on preliminary Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) flood maps (refer to page 3.11-16 of the Draft EIS/EIR). No changes to
the Agriculture Building are proposed as a part of the project. However, because the Agriculture Building
is in the project area, and is a building of local and national historical significance, potential future
rehabilitation of the Agriculture Building was considered in the project’s preliminary design. The South
Basin Ferry Terminal improvements, including the Embarcadero Plaza and East Bayside Promenade
extension, have been preliminarily designed (i.e., built elevations, grading, and stormwater management)
so they do not exacerbate flooding of the existing Agriculture Building prior to its future renovation. The
project has also been designed to accommodate the future renovation and elevation of the Agriculture
Building, and to direct stormwater flows away from the building.
2.6.6

Response to BCDC-6

Refer to Response to USEPA-1.
2.6.7

Response to BCDC-7

As described above in Section 1.2.1 of this Response to Comments Appendix, WETA has committed to
conducting all in-water construction activities (including dredging and pile driving) during the LTMS
dredging work windows when the most sensitive life stage of listed fish species and Pacific herring are
absent.
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Because green sturgeon (federally listed) and longfin smelt (state-listed) are present in San Francisco Bay
all year, consultation under the California Endangered Species Act and FESA would be required, as
would authorization of incidental take. WETA and FTA completed consultation with NMFS under
Section 7 of the FESA for impacts to federally listed special-status species and critical habitat, and for
impacts to EFH under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. NMFS issued
its Biological Opinion, as described in Section 1.2.2 of this appendix. In addition, WETA and FTA
would consult with CDFW under Fish and Game Code Section 2081(b) to obtain incidental take
authorization.
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2.7
2.7.1

Response to Comments

BART
Response to BART-1

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR, in Section 2.4.5, Construction Staging (page 2-33), and under
Impact 3.3-1 (page 3.3-12), the proposed project improvements would not be located on, encroach on, or
modify any property or access to property under the control of other entities. Project improvements
would be on areas under the control of the Port, and outside the boundaries of BART’s jurisdiction in the
project area. As a result, the project would not require any approvals or authorizations from BART.
WETA and the Port would enter into a lease agreement for the construction of WETA’s proposed
facilities and ongoing use of the area.
The proposed project does not include any modifications to or encroachments into the fire lane/access
road. As described in further detail in Responses to BART-6 through BART-10, during construction
and operation, the fire lane/access road would remain unobstructed and WETA would work with BART
on final project design features (e.g., placements and design of seatwalls, benches, or bollards) to ensure
that increased pedestrian activity in the project area does not inhibit BART’s ability to access its facilities.
Therefore, as stated in the Draft EIS/EIR and in WETA’s emails dated January 30, 2012, and October 30,
2012, the proposed project does not include components that require BART approval, and therefore for
the purposes of CEQA, BART is not considered a Responsible Agency.
As described in Response to BCDC-3 and in Mitigation Measure REC-1, a detailed Public Access
Improvements Plan will be developed as a part of the permitting process for the proposed project. The
plan would be coordinated with BART and EOP, as necessary, if improvements in areas under their
control are considered. Additional improvements that could be considered would not affect BART’s
ability to access its facilities, including the fire lane/access road.
2.7.2

Response to BART-2

The Transportation Impact Study for the project was prepared in accordance with the City and County of
San Francisco’s (CCSF’s) Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (CCSF,
2002). The guidelines include methodology and thresholds for assessing transit impacts in San Francisco.
The analysis presented in the Transportation Impact Study for the project (WETA, 2013) was prepared in
close coordination with the San Francisco Planning Department. The guidelines for assessing transit
impacts focus on ridership of the system and whether additional passengers would be expected to result in
overcrowding of transit lines, or groups of transit lines (i.e., screenlines). As presented in the Draft
EIS/EIR under Impacts 3.2-2 and 3.2-7, the proposed project would not result in the overcrowding of
BART trains.
The expansion of water transit at the Ferry Terminal would result in water transit passenger use of the
Embarcadero Station, either exiting this station during the afternoon peak period to walk to the Ferry
Terminal or entering the station during the morning peak period to take a transit connection to their final
destination. Because of the direction of travel, water transit passengers are typically traveling in the
opposite direction of the majority of commuters in San Francisco (e.g., entering the Embarcadero Station
in the morning while most commuters are exiting). In 2035, during the AM peak hour, it was estimated
that 214 water transit passengers would be entering the Embarcadero Station to access BART. 12 The
comment notes that this station currently operates with 11,500 BART rider exits during the AM peak
hour, which is 88 percent of the station’s capacity. According to the BART Silicon Valley Rapid Transit

12

An additional 84 water transit passengers would be accessing Muni subways (J, K, L, M, N, and T) at the Embarcadero
Station during the AM peak hour.
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Core Modification Study Technical Appendix E, the total BART riders (including both entries and exits)
for the AM peak hour in 2030 would be expected to be 16,120 (VTA, 2010).
WETA water transit passengers would only be 1.3 percent of the total riders using the BART at the
Embarcadero Station in 2030-2035, 13 i.e., 214 passengers out of 16,120 in the AM peak hour. The
project’s contribution to future use of the Embarcadero Station would be a small percentage of total future
ridership (i.e., 1.3 percent of future users). Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts on the Embarcadero
Station would not be significant, and no mitigation is required.
In addition, the expansion of water transit services at the Ferry Terminal would provide an alternative
mode of transit in the San Francisco Bay Area, resulting in passengers arriving to and departing from San
Francisco through the Ferry Terminal, instead of arriving or departing using the Bay Bridge (by bus or by
car), other area highways, or by transit (e.g., BART). As noted in the Program EIR for WETA’s
Implementation and Operation Plan (refer to page 3.12-5 of the Program EIR), a portion of the future
water transit passengers (0.5 percent) would be expected to have made a shift from riding BART to taking
water transit, and thus would reduce demand on the BART system. (See also Response to BART-3).
The following modifications have been made to EIS/EIR to include this assessment of the Embarcadero
Station:
Page 3.2-50, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact 3.2-2, Potential Impacts to
Transit in Existing Conditions, inserted after first paragraph on page:
The proposed project would result in WETA water transit riders accessing BART at the
Embarcadero Station. The Embarcadero Station is one of the busiest stations in the BART
system, and currently operates at 88 percent of its capacity, with approximately 11,500 exits
during the AM peak hour (BART, 2013). Approximately 219 and 238 WETA water transit
passengers would be expected to use the Embarcadero Station to access BART in the AM peak
hour and PM peak hour, respectively. This is roughly 1.9 to 2.1 percent of total riders using the
station. The addition of water transit passengers to Embarcadero Station would not result in the
station exceeding its capacity, and would only add a small percentage of users to the station
(approximately 2 percent). Therefore, the WETA water transit passengers would not significantly
or adversely affect the operation and safety of the Embarcadero Station.
In addition, the expansion of water transit services at the Ferry Terminal would provide an
alternative mode of transit in the San Francisco Bay Area, resulting in passengers arriving to and
departing from San Francisco through the Ferry Terminal, instead of arriving or departing using
the Bay Bridge (by bus or by car), other area highways, or transit (e.g., BART). As noted in the
Program EIR for WETA’s Implementation and Operation Plan (refer to page 3.12-5 of the
Program EIR), a portion of the future water transit passengers (0.5 percent) would be expected to
have made a shift from riding BART to taking water transit, and thus would reduce demand on
the BART system.
Page 3.2-63, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact 3.2-7, Potential Cumulative
Impacts to Transit in Future (2035) Conditions, inserted after fourth paragraph:
The proposed project would result in WETA water transit riders accessing BART at the
Embarcadero Station. The Embarcadero Station is one of the busiest stations in the BART
system, and in 2030 would be expected to operate at 114 percent of its capacity (BART, 2013).
Approximately 214 and 231 WETA water transit passengers would be expected to use the
13

BART future ridership data are for 2030, whereas WETA future ridership data are for 2035.
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Embarcadero Station to access BART in the AM peak hour and PM peak hour, respectively.
BART data indicate that in 2030, between 16,100 and 16,400 riders would use Embarcadero
Station during the AM peak hour and PM peak hour, respectively (VTA, 2010). Although the
station would be expected to operate over its capacity, WETA water transit passengers would
make up a small percentage of future riders (1.3 to 1.4 percent of total future riders). Therefore,
the WETA water transit passengers would not significantly or adversely affect the operation and
safety of the Embarcadero Station.
In addition, the expansion of water transit services at the Ferry Terminal would provide an
alternative mode of transit in the San Francisco Bay Area, resulting in passengers arriving to and
departing from San Francisco through the Ferry Terminal, instead of arriving or departing using
the Bay Bridge (by bus or by car), other area highways, or transit (e.g., BART). As noted in the
Program EIR for WETA’s Implementation and Operation Plan (refer to page 3.12-5 of the
Program EIR), a portion of the future water transit passengers (0.5 percent) would be expected to
have made a shift from riding BART to taking water transit, and thus would reduce demand on
the BART system.
2.7.3

Response to BART-3

The analysis for the project did allocate local transit trips (i.e., trips for passengers whose destinations and
origins were within San Francisco) to both BART and the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni). As
described in the Transportation Impact Study (WETA, 2013) for the project, the transportation analysis
for the project was based on a ridership model developed by Cambridge Systematics for WETA in 2002,
and updated in 2011. The WETA ridership model includes (1) mode splits estimating the percentage of
WETA passengers who would walk, bike, or use transit in San Francisco; and (2) origins and destinations
for water transit riders in San Francisco for each TAZ. Using the mode split data for each TAZ, based on
the transit availability in that TAZ, the analysis allocated riders to individual BART and Muni lines. It
was assumed that transit riders going to or leaving from a destination in San Francisco (i.e., TAZ) within
¼ mile of a BART station would use BART. For TAZs where BART was not available, riders were
allocated to the Muni lines (trains and buses) that would serve that area.
For example, referring to the Existing Conditions Plus Project analysis of the Draft EIS/EIR, Table 3.2-13
indicates that during the AM Peak Hour, 1,320 WETA water transit passengers would use transit to travel
to their destination from the Ferry Terminal. Of the 1,320 transit riders in the AM peak hour, 219 were
assumed to use BART, 84 were assumed to use Muni subway trains (i.e., J, K, L, M, N, and T), and the
remaining 1,017 passengers would use Muni buses or the F Market and Wharves. The same methodology
was applied to the analysis of the Future (2035) Conditions. This allocation of local riders between
BART and Muni using Embarcadero Station is consistent with the data, including the ratio of Muni to
BART riders, reported by the commenter. In addition, Muni offers WETA passengers a $0.50 transfer
discount on tickets, so that in local trips where passengers could choose between BART or Muni, Muni
fares would be $1.50, compared to $1.75 for BART; considering this, the analysis for the project may
overestimate the number of passengers who would use BART.
Therefore, no change to the estimated number of riders is necessary.
2.7.4

Response to BART-4

Refer to Response to BART-2 and Response to BART-3.
2.7.5

Response to BART-5

The expected completion date of BART’s Ferry Plaza Physical Barrier Projects has been updated to June
2016, as described in Section 1.2.10 of this Response to Comments Appendix. This change means that
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now there is a possibility that WETA’s construction schedule could overlap with BART’s work at the
Ferry Plaza. Therefore, the cumulative impact analysis presented in the Draft EIS/EIR has also been
updated as necessary, as shown in Section 1.2.10 of this Response to Comments Appendix.
2.7.6

Response to BART-6

Refer to Response to BART -7 and Response to BART-11.
2.7.7

Response to BART-7

All project construction activities would be confined to the areas in the Construction Zone, shown on
Figure 2-9 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The Construction Zone does not encroach on the fire lane/access road
on which BART relies for its operations.
To recognize BART’s interest in the project area and to clarify WETA’s intent to coordinate construction
staging and circulation in the project area, Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 has been updated as follows, to
include additional aspects of construction staging coordination.
Page ES-13, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
for the Action Alternative, Mitigation Measure TRANS-3, second column:
Mitigation Measure TRANS 3: Construction Circulation Management
WETA will meet with the Traffic Engineering Division of SFMTA, the SFFD, Muni, and the San
Francisco Planning Department to determine the best methods and avoidance measures to
minimize traffic congestion and potential negative effects to pedestrian or bicycle circulation in
the project area during construction of the proposed project. Additional avoidance measures that
could be implemented include encouraging carpooling and transit use for construction workers,
managing construction traffic on Mission Street to avoid peak-period congestion, informing the
public of construction schedules and activities, and posting of wayfinding signage in the project
area for pedestrians and bicycles.
WETA will also develop a construction staging plan that will be coordinated with the Port of San
Francisco and other entities with interest in the project area (e.g., BART and Equity Office
Partners). The construction staging plan will ensure that ingress and egress to the existing gates
and businesses would be maintained; vehicular access along the fire lane would be maintained;
water side and land side access to other facilities on the Ferry Plaza would not be impeded; and
construction would not block or prevent passage along The Embarcadero. Wayfinding signage
would be posted as necessary.
Page 3.2-67, Section 3.2.4 Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Measure TRANS-3:
Mitigation Measure TRANS 3: Construction Circulation Management
WETA will meet with the Traffic Engineering Division of SFMTA, the SFFD, Muni, and the San
Francisco Planning Department to determine the best methods and avoidance measures to
minimize traffic congestion and potential negative effects to pedestrian or bicycle circulation in
the project area during construction of the proposed project. Additional avoidance measures that
could be implemented include encouraging carpooling and transit use for construction workers,
managing construction traffic on Mission Street to avoid peak-period congestion, informing the
public of construction schedules and activities, and posting of wayfinding signage in the project
area for pedestrians and bicycles.
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WETA will also develop a construction staging plan that will be coordinated with the Port of San
Francisco and other entities with interest in the project area (e.g., BART and Equity Office
Partners). The construction staging plan will ensure that ingress and egress to the existing gates
and businesses would be maintained; vehicular access along the fire lane would be maintained;
water side and land side access to other facilities on the Ferry Plaza would not be impeded; and
construction would not block or prevent passage along The Embarcadero. Wayfinding signage
would be posted as necessary.
2.7.8

Response to BART-8

Figure 2-6 of the Draft EIS/EIR reflects the proposed project improvements in the South Basin. As
shown on this figure, and consistent with the rest of the Draft EIS/EIR, no modifications or changes
would be made to the fire lane/access road as a part of the proposed project. Figure 2-6 conceptually
depicts the new project features (e.g., the Embarcadero Plaza and new Gates F and G), and shows the fire
lane as it existed at the time the Draft EIS/EIR was prepared (with bull rails). The “Slide 10” referred to
in the comment is an outdated version of a conceptual rendering of the project area that was used to
gather public input during the preliminary design phase of the project, and does not represent the
proposed project improvements as described in the Draft EIS/EIR. Figure 2-7 of the Draft EIS/EIR
appears to contradict the circulation patterns shown on Figure 2-6. As shown on the labels of the gates on
Figure 2-7, this figure was intended to depict “desire lines,” not actual circulation patterns. These lines
depict the routes that pedestrians would desire to travel. The actual circulation patterns in the project
areas will be based on physical improvements and features, such as bull rails, seatwalls and benches,
which will guide pedestrian movements. This clarification has been made to Figure 2-7 by adding a note
to the figure and changing the figure title to “Pedestrian Desire Lines.”
Data collected in support of the Draft EIS/EIR on pedestrian flow in the project area determined that
passengers exiting from water transit vessels as they arrive in the morning generally travel along direct
routes from their gate to The Embarcadero. Several existing bottlenecks affecting pedestrian circulation
were observed in the project area (refer to Section 1.5.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR), including along the fire
lane/access road (refer to Figures 1-5 and 1-6 of the Draft EIS/EIR). The proposed project improvements
have been designed to remove these bottlenecks and improve passenger flow. As shown on Figure 1-5,
the current options for circulation—especially in the South Basin—are limited; passengers accessing
water transit gates generally use three distinct, fairly narrow corridors between The Embarcadero and the
gates. The proposed project improvements would result in the creation of the Embarcadero Plaza in the
South Basin, which would remove the current bottleneck at the southern side of the Ferry Building, and
also make it easier passengers to access The Embarcadero from Gates E, F, and G from a variety of points
without affecting the fire lane/access road (and vice versa). In addition, the improvements along the
South Apron of the Agriculture Building would improve this southern route for passenger use. The
addition of approximately 24,500 square feet of open area (i.e., the Embarcadero Plaza) would
substantially improve the movement of passengers in the project area, and provide passengers direct
routes to their gates that would not affect the fire lane/access road.
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 2.3.3, page 2-19, additional features and design treatments such as
seatwalls, steps, benches, planters and other furnishings will be incorporated into the project’s Final
Design. The features would be placed and designed to guide pedestrian movements, to ensure that the
fire lane/access road is unobstructed; and also could be placed to limit vehicular access across the
Embarcadero Plaza (refer to Response to BART-10). BCDC also has an interest in ensuring that the
Final Design prevents vehicular access to public access areas (refer to Response to BCDC-2). The Final
Design of the project will be developed in cooperation and coordination with the Port, BCDC, and
SFHPC, as described in Section 2.6, Agency Approval Required, of the Draft EIS/EIR; and in Mitigation
Measure CUL-6. No further mitigation is necessary.
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The following modifications have been made to the text of the Draft EIS/EIR to clarify how the project
improvements would be expected to affect circulation in the South Basin.
Page 2-20, Section 2.3.4, Circulation Improvements, third paragraph:
In the South Basin, the East Bayside Promenade and associated canopy would organize passenger
queuing and reduce use conflicts. The creation of the Embarcadero Plaza would greatly enhance
passenger circulation to Gates E, F, and G, allowing free movement, and eliminating the current
pedestrian bottlenecks and use conflicts at the southeastern corner of the Ferry Building.
Figure 2-7 depicts the paths of anticipated pedestrian circulation through the project area depicts
the desired paths of pedestrian circulation with the project improvements. The actual circulation
patterns in the project areas will be based on physical improvements and features, such as bull
rails, seatwalls, and benches, which will guide pedestrian movements. The details of project
elements placed to guide pedestrian flow and limit vehicular access would be determined during
the project Final Design. The Final Design details will be developed in coordination with the
Port, BCDC, and the SFHPC. Because BART has facilities in the project area, the design of
circulation improvements would also be coordinated with BART. Because tThe project would
improve pedestrian flow,; therefore, pedestrian congestion in the fire lane would be reduced,
ensuring that emergency access is maintained.
2.7.9

Response to BART-9

As described in Response to BART-8, the proposed project would not modify the current fire lane and
access road. Data collected on water transit passenger use of the project area indicate that when
passengers arrive in the morning, they exit their arriving water transit vessels and walk directly toward
The Embarcadero (refer to Figure 1-5). Few passengers were observed entering the Ferry Building or
lingering in the project area. In addition, when water transit passengers arrive for their afternoon water
transit departure, they tend to arrive 10 to 15 minutes before departure and queue directly in front of their
gates. Passengers using WETA’s existing gates (Gates B and E) generally were not observed accessing
the Ferry Plaza area. Based on these observed patterns of water transit passenger circulation, on the
expected circulation patterns for future passengers (described in detail in Response to BART-8), and on
the fact that the project improvements have been designed to alleviate the current circulation bottleneck
that exists at the southeast corner of the Ferry Building, no significant increase in pedestrian flow would
be expected in this area. The Draft EIS/EIR concluded that increases in pedestrian circulation in the
project area would not significantly impede access or public safety for emergency purposes; therefore,
further analysis of the pedestrian flow in this area is not warranted.
2.7.10

Response to BART-10

WETA’s operation activities would not require regular vehicle access at the project site. Should WETA
require vehicular access to their gates, such access would be coordinated with the Port, as determined in
the lease agreement between WETA and the Port. The proposed project improvements would not provide
for parking or vehicular access anywhere in the South Basin. A vehicle accessing the Embarcadero Plaza
would do so illegally. As described in Response to BART-8, project features and design treatments such
as seatwalls, steps, benches, planters, and other furnishings will be incorporated into the project’s Final
Design. WETA will incorporate the placement of such features to limit vehicular access across the
Embarcadero Plaza, as necessary, in cooperation and coordination with the Port, BCDC, and SFHPC.
BCDC also has an interest in ensuring that the Final Design prevents vehicular access to public access
areas (refer to Comment and Response to BCDC-2).
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Response to BART-11

As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, WETA’s new facilities in the Ferry Terminal area would not impede the
ability of other users and leaseholders in the project area to access their facilities. The proposed project
would ensure that access is maintained from both the land side and water side, during operations as well
as construction. As shown on Figure 2-9 of the Draft EIS/EIR, due to the limited area for construction
staging in the project area, the majority of WETA’s project construction would be conducted from barges.
The barges, tugboats, and other equipment would also be operated within the “construction zone”
boundary shown on Figure 2-9, allowing BART to maintain waterside access to its facilities. WETA
would also request an anchor waiver from the USCG for the temporary anchoring of construction barges
(refer to Section 2.6 Agency Approvals Required).
To recognize BART’s interest in the project area, and to clarify WETA’s intent to coordinate construction
staging and circulation in the project area, Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 has been updated to include
additional aspects of construction staging coordination, as described under Response to BART-7.

R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx

Page 2-81

September 2014

SFHPC

SFHPC-1

SFHPC-2

SFHPC-3

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

2.8
2.8.1
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SFHPC
Response to SFHPC-1

Please refer to Responses to the Architectural Review Committee’s letter (Responses to SFARC-1
through SFARC-5)
2.8.2

Response to SFHPC-2

WETA has committed to ongoing coordination with the SFHPC on the project’s Final Design. As
described in Section 2.6, Agency Approvals Required, of the Draft EIS/EIR, the project’s Final Design
will be subject to the Port and BCDC’s design review process. In addition, the design review process will
be coordinated with the SFHPC. Mitigation Measure CUL-6 also specifically requires that final design of
the weather protection canopies be developed in consultation with the Port’s Waterfront Design Advisory
Committee and the SFHPC.
2.8.3

Response to SFHPC-3

As described in Section 1.2.3 of this Response to Comments Appendix, WETA has decided not to include
the weather protection canopy proposed at Gate B in the project Final Design. Therefore, Figure ES-2
and Figure 2-1 accurately depict the extent of the improvements proposed for the project.
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SFARC

ȱ
DATE:ȱ

Aprilȱ25,ȱ2013ȱ

TO:ȱ

MikeȱGougherty,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱBayȱAreaȱWaterȱEmergencyȱ
TransportationȱAuthorityȱ(WETA)ȱ

FROM:ȱ

RichȱSucré,ȱHistoricȱPreservationȱTechnicalȱSpecialist,ȱȱ

ȱ

(415)ȱ575Ȭ9108ȱ

REVIEWEDȱBY:ȱ

ArchitecturalȱReviewȱCommitteeȱofȱtheȱȱ
HistoricȱPreservationȱCommissionȱ

RE:ȱ
ȱ
ȱ
ȱ

MeetingȱNotesȱȬȱȱ
ReviewȱandȱCommentȱatȱtheȱAprilȱ17,ȱ2013ȱARCȬHPCȱHearingȱȱ
forȱtheȱDowntownȱFerryȱTerminalȱExpansionȱȱ
CaseȱNo.ȱ2013.0100Fȱ

Atȱ theȱ requestȱ ofȱ theȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ andȱ Portȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Francisco,ȱ theȱ Architecturalȱ Reviewȱ
Committeeȱ (ARC)ȱ wasȱ askedȱ toȱ reviewȱ andȱ commentȱ onȱ theȱ Downtownȱ Ferryȱ Terminalȱ
ExpansionȱProject.ȱȱ
ȱ
Currently,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ undergoingȱ environmentalȱ reviewȱ pursuantȱ toȱ theȱ Californiaȱ
EnvironmentalȱQualityȱActȱ(CEQA)ȱandȱtheȱNationalȱEnvironmentalȱPolicyȱActȱ(NEPA).ȱ
ȱ
ARCȱRECOMMENDATIONS/COMMENTSȱ
ȱ
NewȱFerryȱTerminalȱBerthingȱFacilitiesȬGateȱA,ȱGateȱFȱandȱGateȱG:ȱȱ
Overall,ȱ theȱ ARCȱ concursȱ withȱ theȱ staffȱ determinationȱ thatȱ theȱ newȱ ferryȱ terminalȱ berthingȱ
facilitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ generallyȱ compatibleȱ withȱ theȱ adjacentȱ historicȱ resourcesȱ andȱ theirȱ
characterȬdefiningȱ features.ȱ ȱ Theȱ locationȱ andȱ designȱ ofȱ theseȱ newȱ berthingȱ facilities,ȱ includingȱ
theirȱ floats,ȱ gangways,ȱ andȱ accessȱ ramps,ȱ areȱ locatedȱ awayȱ fromȱ nearbyȱ historicȱ resources,ȱ andȱ
areȱconsistentȱwithȱpreviouslyȬdeterminedȱcompatibleȱdesigns.ȱȱ
ȱ
NewȱPhotovoltaicȱCanopies:ȱȱ
TheȱARCȱconcursȱwithȱtheȱstaffȱrecommendationsȱregardingȱtheȱdesignȱofȱtheȱnewȱcanopiesȱandȱ
eliminationȱofȱtheȱcanopyȱextendingȱinȱfrontȱofȱtheȱnorthȱfaçadeȱofȱtheȱFerryȱBuilding.ȱOverall,ȱtheȱ
ARCȱagreesȱwithȱtheȱstaffȱdeterminationȱthatȱtheȱdesignȱofȱallȱnewȱcanopiesȱshouldȱbeȱrefinedȱtoȱ
betterȱ relateȱ toȱ theȱ adjacentȱ historicȱ resourcesȱ andȱ theȱ surroundingȱ historicȱ district.ȱ Specifically,ȱ
theȱ ARCȱ questionedȱ theȱ functionȱ andȱ efficiencyȱ ofȱ theȱ newȱ photovoltaicȱ panelsȱ onȱ theȱ canopiesȱ
givenȱtheirȱlocationȱandȱorientation.ȱFurther,ȱtheȱARCȱfoundȱthatȱtheȱnewȱcanopyȱdesignȱwouldȱ
notȱ appearȱ toȱ sufficientlyȱ shieldȱ passengersȱ fromȱ windȱ andȱ rain,ȱ dueȱ toȱ theȱ currentȱ design’sȱ
heightȱ andȱ upslope.ȱ ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ theȱ ARCȱ commentedȱ onȱ theȱ numberȱ ofȱ canopiesȱ andȱ theirȱ
impactȱuponȱtheȱviewȱofȱtheȱFerryȱBuildingȱandȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱBay.ȱȱTheȱARCȱquestionedȱtheȱ

SFARC-1

SFARC-2

SFARC
numberȱ ofȱ varyingȱ designȱ expressionsȱ introducedȱ intoȱ theȱ area,ȱ whichȱ wouldȱ beȱ causedȱ byȱ theȱ
newȱ photovoltaicȱ canopiesȱ inȱ combinationȱ withȱ theȱ existingȱ Eastȱ Baysideȱ Promenade,ȱ entryȱ
portalsȱ toȱ theȱ newȱ berthingȱ facilities,ȱ andȱ otherȱ existingȱ siteȱ elements.ȱ ȱ Theȱ ARCȱ alsoȱ requestedȱ
additionalȱinformationȱonȱtheȱqueueȱtimeȱforȱtheȱvariousȱferryȱterminalsȱandȱtheȱjustificationȱforȱ
permanentȱcanopies.ȱȱTheȱARCȱquestionedȱwhetherȱtheȱdestinationsȱwithȱlongerȱqueuesȱcouldȱbeȱ
movedȱtoȱoneȱofȱtheȱotherȱberthingȱfacilitiesȱwithȱlongerȱcanopyȱelements.ȱȱUltimately,ȱtheȱARCȱ
foundȱthatȱtheȱcurrentȱdesignȱisȱnotȱcompatibleȱwithȱtheȱsurroundingȱhistoricȱresources.ȱȱ
ȱ
EmbarcaderoȱPlaza:ȱȱ
Generally,ȱtheȱARCȱconcursȱwithȱtheȱstaffȱdeterminationȱthatȱtheȱinfillȱofȱtheȱlagoonȱbetweenȱtheȱ
Agricultureȱ Buildingȱ andȱ Ferryȱ Buildingȱ wouldȱ beȱ generallyȱ compatibleȱ andȱ wouldȱ notȱ impactȱ
adjacentȱ historicȱ resourcesȱ andȱ theirȱ characterȬdefiningȱ features.ȱ ȱ Theȱ ARCȱ questionedȱ theȱ
elevationȱofȱtheȱEmbarcaderoȱPlazaȱandȱrequestedȱmoreȱdetailȱonȱtheȱfloodingȱofȱtheȱsurroundingȱ
areaȱ andȱ Agricultureȱ Building.ȱ ȱ Theȱ ARCȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ likeȱ additionalȱ informationȱ onȱ theȱ plazaȱ
design,ȱmaterialsȱandȱfinishesȱbeforeȱissuingȱaȱfinalȱopinionȱonȱthisȱaspectȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱȱȱ
ȱ
FutureȱReview:ȱ
Theȱ ARCȱ appreciatesȱ theȱ opportunityȱ toȱ reviewȱ theȱ initialȱ conceptsȱ forȱ theȱ Downtownȱ Ferryȱ
TerminalȱExpansion,ȱandȱwelcomesȱfutureȱreviewȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱ
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(cont’d.)
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SFARC-4
SFARC-5
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2.9
2.9.1

Response to Comments

SFARC
Response to SFARC-1

Comment is noted.
2.9.2

Response to SFARC-2

As described in Section 1.2.3 of this Response to Comments Appendix, WETA has decided not to include
the weather protection canopy proposed at Gate B in the project’s Final Design.
Mitigation Measure CUL-6 requires that the Final Design of the canopies be developed in consultation
with both the Port’s Waterfront Design Advisory Committee and the SFHPC, consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Currently, water transit passengers generally arrive 10 to
15 minutes prior to departure, and tend to queue in an orderly, linear fashion in front of their gate. The
queuing area was designed to accommodate one vessel’s capacity (i.e., 299 passengers) at each gate.
Therefore, the queuing requirements for each gate are the same (i.e., 3,500 square feet per gate; refer to
Section 2.3.3, Passenger Boarding and Circulation Areas and Amenities). The canopy in the South Basin
would be longer than the canopy for Gate A, but the canopy in the South Basin is designed to
accommodate the queuing of three gates (Gates E, F, and G). The canopies have been designed to
provide an organizational structure for queuing, as well as to provide weather protection, while keeping
other areas free for pedestrian circulation. Detailed information on the canopy height, upslope, and ability
to provide effective weather protection, as well as photovoltaic configuration and efficiency, will be
included in the Final Design.
See also Response to BCDC-4.
2.9.3

Response to SFARC-3

Comment is noted.
2.9.4

Response to SFARC-4

Refer to Response to BCDC-5.
2.9.5

Response to SFARC-5

Detailed information on the design, materials, and finishes of project elements will be included in the
Final Design. WETA will coordinate with SFHPC/SFARC during the Final Design, as described in
Response to SFARC-2.

R:\14 WETA\DTFX\Final RTC\Final RTC.docx

Page 2-89

September 2014

EOP

EOP-1

EOP

EOP-1
(cont’d.)

EOP

EOP-1
(cont’d.)

EOP-2

EOP

EOP-2
(cont’d.)

EOP

EOP-3

EOP-4

EOP-5

EOP

EOP-5
(cont’d.)

EOP-6

EOP

EOP-7

EOP-8

EOP-9

EOP
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(cont’d.)
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EOP-13

EOP-14

EOP-15

EOP

EOP-16

EOP-17

EOP-18

EOP

EOP-18
(cont’d.)

EOP-19

EOP

EOP-19
(cont’d.)

EOP-20

EOP-21

EOP

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project EIS/EIR

2.10
2.10.1

Response to Comments

EOP
Response to EOP-1

Refer to Responses to EOP-2 through EOP-21.
2.10.2

Response to EOP-2

Comments noted. The Draft EIS/EIR recognized the history of the Ferry Building, the history of
planning in the Ferry Building area, and its importance as an iconic building and public space in San
Francisco (refer to Sections 1.4.4 and 1.4.5 of the Draft EIS/EIR). The Draft EIS/EIR also describes the
site’s history as a ferry terminal since 1887, in Section 3.8, Cultural and Paleontological Resources; and
Section 3.12, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledged that there are several
other entities with long-term leases or control in the project area, including BART, EOP, and Golden Gate
Transit, who would have an interest in the project (e.g., refer to Section 3.2, Pedestrian Conditions;
Section 3.2.3, Impact Evaluation; Impact 3.2-5, Potential Impact of Construction-Related Activities on
Transportation and Circulation; Section 3.3.2, Project Area; Impact 3.3-1, Substantially Affect Existing
Land Uses and Land Use Patterns; Impact 3.16-1, Potential to Cause Adverse Changes in the Character
and Cohesion of or Physically Divide or Disrupt an Established Neighborhood; Impact 3.16-3, Potential
to Indirectly Economically Impact the Businesses in the Project Area; and Impact 3.16-4, Potential to
Impact Businesses in the Project Area and Regional During Construction).
2.10.3

Response to EOP-3

As described in Section 1.2.4 of this Response to Comments Appendix, the EIS/EIR has been revised to
clarify the project purpose and need, and the relationship of the proposed project to WETA’s IOP and the
Regional Transportation Plan (Plan Bay Area). The purpose and need for the proposed project is to
support the implementation of WETA’s IOP by improving water transit facilities in San Francisco, to
accommodate the increase in water transit service to San Francisco. Based on the purpose and need for
the proposed project, two alternatives were considered in the EIS/EIR.
Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered, describes other alternatives considered for a water transit facility in
San Francisco to accommodate future service expansion. Section 2.7.1 describes alternatives withdrawn
from detailed consideration, including a ferry terminal in San Francisco at alternative locations.
As stated in Section 2.7.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR, development of a ferry terminal at another location would
not reduce any of the significant environmental impacts of the project. Only three significant impacts
were identified for the Action Alternative. All three impacts were related to transportation and circulation
issues. The Draft EIS/EIR concluded that the addition of pedestrians to the project area could result in
significant impacts to two area crosswalks (Impact 3.2-3 and Impact 3.2-8). In addition, the Draft
EIS/EIR concluded that the addition of WETA passengers to the F Market and Wharves in the PM peak
hour under Existing Conditions could be significant. The Ferry Terminal is well served by public transit,
with local and regional public transit in walking distance. The Ferry Terminal is also centrally located,
near employment centers in San Francisco, allowing the majority of water transit passengers to walk to
and from their destinations in San Francisco. A Ferry Terminal either farther north or south along San
Francisco’s waterfront would reduce transit options available to passengers, and would likely result in
either further reliance on the F Market and Wharves (if north), or could result in potential overcrowding
of other transit lines, like the T Third Street or N Judah (if south). The sidewalks, promenades, and
crosswalks adjacent to the project area are designed for large numbers of pedestrians (e.g., Embarcadero
Promenade, Harry Bridges Plaza, Justin Herman Plaza, and Market Street). There are five crosswalks
crossing The Embarcadero directly in front of the project area. Should the Ferry Terminal be situated at
another location along San Francisco’s northeastern waterfront, pedestrians crossing The Embarcadero
could result in overcrowding of other crosswalks.
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In addition, construction and operation of a Ferry Terminal at another location in San Francisco would
likely result in new, significant environmental impacts associated with the additional landside and
waterside improvements that would be required. Other locations would likely require significant
demolition or repair of piers and pier sheds, additional dredging, and development of additional
transportation and circulation infrastructure. This would potentially result in greater impacts related to
Air Quality, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, as well as Transportation and Circulation, and Land Use and Land Use Planning. In addition,
locating the Ferry Terminal where it is not adjacent to a navigable channel would conflict with the San
Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan). Transportation Policy 5 of the Bay Plan states that “Ferry terminals
should be sited at locations near navigable channels…wherever possible, terminals should be located near
higher density, mixed use development served by public transit” (BCDC, 2008).
As stated in Section 2.7.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR “[d]evelopment and expansion of water transit service at
the Ferry Terminal is consistent with CCSF’s and BCDC’s vision and plan for waterfront development,
and is the culmination of decades of waterfront and transit planning.” In addition, the project area has
served as a hub for water transit and water transportation since 1887 (refer to Section 3.12, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, page 3.12-1, of the Draft EIS/EIR). In fact, the Ferry Building, constructed from
1895 to 1903, was one of the busiest transportation points on the Pacific Coast until the decline of water
transit traffic following the completion of the Bay Bridge in 1937 (refer to Section 3.8, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, page 3.8-21, of the Draft EIS/EIR). One of the reasons that the Ferry Building
qualified for the National Register of Historic Places was its role in water transportation.
For all of these reasons, alternatives at other locations in San Francisco were withdrawn from
consideration.
The following clarifications have been made to the text of the Draft EIS/EIR regarding the alternatives
considered.
Page 2-43, Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered, insert after second paragraph: 14
As described in Section 1.3, the Action Alternative supports regional transit mobility in the region
and the Regional Transportation Plan. Section 1.4.3 and Appendix E describe the alternatives for
regional water transit service that were considered during the development of the IOP and the
Program EIR for the IOP. In addition, as described in Section 1.4.4, the proposed project is
included in the Regional Transportation Plan, Plan Bay Area, and its EIR considered a variety of
regional mobility alternatives.
The following sections summarize the other alternatives that were considered for a Ferry
Terminal facility in San Francisco consistent with these regional plans.
Page 2-43, Section 2.7.1, Alternative Locations:
The Ferry Terminal is centrally located and adjacent to the City’s Downtown hub of transit
services (e.g., Bay Area Rapid Transit and Muni). This is the historic location of water transit
service in San Francisco because of its proximity to both employment centers downtown and
open water channels in San Francisco Bay. The Ferry Terminal is well served by public transit,
with local and regional public transit in walking distance. The Ferry Terminal is also centrally
located, near employment centers in San Francisco, allowing the majority of water transit
passengers to walk to and from their destinations in San Francisco. Development of expanded
14

Sections 1.4.3 and 1.4.4, referenced below, refer to new sections of the EIS/EIR, detailed in Section 1.2.4 of this Response to
Comments Appendix.
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water transit either farther north or south along San Francisco’s waterfront would reduce transit
options available to passengers, and would likely result in either further reliance on the F Market
and Wharves (if north); or could result in potential overcrowding of other transit lines, like the
T Third Street or N Judah (if south). The sidewalks, promenades, and crosswalks adjacent to the
project area are designed for large numbers of pedestrians (e.g., Embarcadero Promenade, Harry
Bridges Plaza, Justin Herman Plaza, and Market Street). There are five crosswalks crossing The
Embarcadero directly in front of the project area. Should the Ferry Terminal be situated at
another location along San Francisco’s northeastern waterfront, pedestrians crossing The
Embarcadero could result in overcrowding of other crosswalks. Development of expanded water
transit service in another location (i.e., at another pier along the waterfront north or south of the
Ferry Terminal) would require substantially more improvements to both the landside (e.g.,
development of transit connections or shuttle services, demolition/reconstruction of pier sheds)
and water side (e.g., more dredging) than are proposed for this project, increasing the potential for
environmental impacts. In addition, construction and operation of a Ferry Terminal at another
location in San Francisco would likely result in new, significant environmental impacts
associated with the additional landside and waterside improvements that would be required.
Other locations would likely require significant demolition or repair of piers and pier sheds,
additional dredging, and development of additional transportation and circulation infrastructure.
This would potentially result in greater impacts related to Air Quality, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Transportation and Circulation, and Land Use and Land Use Planning. In addition, locating the
Ferry Terminal where it is not adjacent to a navigable channel would conflict with the San
Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan). Transportation Policy 5 of the Bay Plan states that “Ferry
terminals should be sited at locations near navigable channels…wherever possible, terminals
should be located near higher density, mixed use development served by public transit” (BCDC,
2008).
Development and expansion of water transit service at the Ferry Terminal is consistent with
CCSF’s and BCDC’s vision and plan for waterfront development, and is the culmination of
decades of waterfront and transit planning, as described in Section 1.4. Therefore, consideration
of alternative locations would not meet the purpose and need for the project and would not be
considered feasible.
2.10.4

Response to EOP-4

As described in detail in Section 1.4.5, Ferry Building Area Planning and Development Program, of the
Draft EIS/EIR, WETA and the Port entered into an MOU to ensure that planning efforts for the area were
coordinated. As detailed in this MOU, WETA would have responsibility over those elements of facility
improvements that would be necessary to support the development of WETA’s water transit service in the
project area. For other long-term plans and improvements envisioned by the Port for the area near the
Ferry Building, such as the rehabilitation of the Agriculture Building, the Port would have the
responsibility of defining and developing their plans for their facility improvements, and undertaking
separate environmental review at the appropriate time of those developments. At the time of filing the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for WETA’s proposed project, the Port had not developed any specific plans
for improvements in the area.
The Port manages the entire project area in the Public Trust; and WETA’s project was designed to not
encroach on or interfere with the other leaseholds in the project area. As described in Section 1.2.3 of this
Response to Comments Appendix, the proposed project design has been revised to remove the weather
protection canopy that was proposed for Gate B. Therefore, the project improvements would be on an
area under the control of the Port, and outside the boundaries of EOP’s lease. Therefore, the project
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would not require any approvals or authorizations from EOP. WETA and the Port would enter into a
lease agreement for the construction of WETA’s proposed facilities and ongoing use of the area.
As described in Response to BCDC-3, BCDC has requested that WETA consider additional public
access improvements in the project area. WETA recognizes that all areas outside of the “Construction
Zone” shown on Figure 2-9 of the Draft EIS/EIR (i.e., the area where all project improvements would be
located) are under long-term leases by other entities, including EOP. See Response to BCDC-3 and
Mitigation Measure REC-1, regarding public access improvements in the project area; these
improvements would be implemented in cooperation with EOP, ensuring that they do not interfere with
EOP’s activities in the project area.
2.10.5

Response to EOP-5

The level of detail contained in Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, for the No Project Alternative and the Action
Alternative is consistent with Preliminary Design, and contains information on the proposed design,
footprint, projected operations, construction methods, and materials that is adequate to assess
environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA and NEPA. The content of Chapter 2.0 meets the requirements
of Section 15124(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, which states “a general description of the project’s
technical, economic, and environmental characteristics considering the principal engineering proposals if
any and supporting public service facilities” should be provided in an EIR project description.
2.10.6

Response to EOP-6

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, WETA certified a Program EIR that assessed the potential
environmental impacts from implementation of WETA’s IOP. The CEQA Guidelines authorize agencies
to prepare a Program EIR evaluating the impacts of a series of actions (CEQA Guidelines, § 15168).
Agencies may use the Program EIR to, among other uses, focus an EIR on a subsequent project to permit
discussion solely of new impacts. The Program EIR approach, as described in Section 15168 (b) of the
CEQA Guidelines, provides the opportunity for comprehensive consideration of effects and alternatives
than would be practical for an EIR on an individual action; to ensure comprehensive consideration of
cumulative impacts; and to “avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations.” The
California courts have held that these provisions of the CEQA Guidelines authorize agencies to narrow
the scope of the analysis of impacts in site-specific EIRs (Rio Vista Farm Bureau v. County of Solano
(1992) 5 Cal. App. 4th 351, 372; citing Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the Univ. of
Calif. (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 399).
For each new route or expanded water transit terminal project developed to implement the IOP, projectlevel environmental review (CEQA and NEPA, as applicable) is undertaken. These project-level, sitespecific environmental reviews are consistent with CEQA guidance on the use of Program EIRs to narrow
the scope of project-specific environmental evaluations. As each project is developed, the specific
location, size, and design of the origin terminal is evaluated and the environmental document assesses the
site-specific impacts associated with that new route and the water transit terminal at the origin.
Both NEPA and CEQA encourage the incorporation of previous analysis by reference in environmental
documents to reduce redundancy and reevaluation of project issues. The NEPA Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require federal agencies “to the fullest extent possible to reduce
duplication between NEPA and state and local requirements” (40 CFR Section 1506.2(b). CEQ
regulations (40 CFR Sections 1500.4 and 1502.21) also state that agencies shall incorporate material by
reference when the effect will be to reduce bulk without impeding agency and public review of the project
alternatives. The incorporated material shall be cited, and its content summarized. Under CEQA,
incorporation by reference is authorized (California Public Resources Code, Sections 21093 and 21094;
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15150). As described in Section 1.2.4 of this Response to Comments
Appendix and clarified in the EIS/EIR for the proposed project, portions of the Program EIR that are
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relevant to the Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project are incorporated by reference
and summarized in Appendix E. The relevant portions of the Program EIR incorporated by reference
include alternatives considered and a summary of impacts and mitigation identified for the Program. The
relationship of the Program impacts to this project is indicated in Appendix E.
All of the new routes envisioned in the IOP would provide service to San Francisco (destination
terminal); therefore, the proposed project that is the subject of this EIS/EIR is a facility improvement
project. The proposed project includes the facility improvements that would be required at the Ferry
Building to accommodate the LOS described in WETA’s IOP, as shown in Table 1-2 of the Draft
EIS/EIR and described in more detail in Section 1.2.4 of this Response to Comments Appendix. As also
described in Section 1.2.4, the improvements at the Ferry Terminal would be constructed using a phased
approach that would be based on the actual growth in ridership and approval and construction of future
water transit routes. The Program EIR evaluated the regional impacts of the IOP, including ferry service
expansion and alternatives to the expansion of ferry service. Therefore, the combination of the Program
EIR and project-level environmental evaluation in this EIS/EIR provides a comprehensive assessment of
the potential impacts of the Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project, including the
cumulative impacts of the IOP projects.
2.10.7

Response to EOP-7

Refer to Response to EOP-6 for further discussion of the Program/Project approach under CEQA.
The analysis presented in the Draft EIS/EIR is based on current regulatory requirements and existing
conditions in the project area, including pedestrian circulation and traffic patterns, when the
environmental analysis began (i.e., March 2011). In addition, the operations and ridership forecasts
presented in the Draft EIS/EIR have been updated since the Program EIR. The analysis in the Draft
EIS/EIR includes updated estimated 2035 water transit ridership data, including headways, and daily and
peak-period ridership.
WETA’s IOP includes planned routes and frequencies of the routes based on WETA’s ridership forecast
model. WETA’s ridership model was developed in 2002 by Cambridge Systematics, and is linked to the
regional travel forecasting model maintained by the MTC, and to socioeconomic data forecasts published
by ABAG. The WETA model was updated in 2011 to include the most recent data available from the
MTC and ABAG for the year 2035. The updated projections incorporated into WETA’s ridership model
are consistent with the data that were used by the MTC in the development of the most recent RTP (Plan
Bay Area) (ABAG and MTC, 2013). This project EIS/EIR used the information included in the 2011
update to the WETA model. The updated ridership model estimates take into account changes in
demographics and commuting patterns that have occurred since 2002, as well as updated projections for
future trends. In the 2002 ridership model, it was estimated that future (2025) weekday daily ridership at
the Ferry Terminal (for all services, including non-WETA–operated services) would be approximately
35,000 passengers. The updated ridership model estimates that in 2035, average weekday daily ridership
at the Ferry Terminal would be approximately 32,000 passengers. These estimates are presented in
Table 1-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The future ridership estimates for some services decreased from what
was predicted in 2002, and the projected ridership of other services increased from the 2002 estimates.
As described in more detail in Section 1.2.4 and Appendix E to the Final EIS/EIR, where the proposed
project could contribute to impacts identified in the Program EIR, the impacts have been analyzed in this
EIS/EIR with project-specific information, current regulations, and current baseline data.
2.10.8

Response to EOP-8

As described in Response to EOP-3, Response to EOP-6, and in Section 1.2.4 of this Response to
Comments Appendix, the CEQA Guidelines authorize the use of Program EIRs to narrow the scope of
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subsequent project-specific environmental evaluations. The Program EIR evaluated five water transit
options at a regional scale that would “increase Bay Area regional mobility and transportation options by
providing new and expanded water transit services and related ground transportation terminal access in
the San Francisco Bay Area” (refer to Section 1.2 of the Program EIR). In addition, the Program EIR
(Program EIR, Section 2.5) describes six alternatives to water transit service that were evaluated but
eliminated from further evaluation based on considerations that included cost, feasibility, and
environmental effects.
The MTC is the regional transportation planning agency responsible for regional mobility analysis. Plan
Bay Area is the primary state and federal transportation plan governing the evaluation of transportation
alternatives at a regional scale (ABAG and MTC, 2013). The expansion of WETA’s services, and
specifically the Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project, are included in the RTP, and
were included in the analysis in the EIR for the RTP. 15
FTA regulations link regional transportation planning efforts and environmental assessment requirements
to ensure consistency and reduce redundancy in the evaluation of regional alternatives in transportation
plans and project-level NEPA documents (23 CFR § 430.318; 23 CFR Part 450, Appendix A.) These
regulations authorize the use of regional transportation planning studies as part of the overall project
development process consistent with NEPA. The RTP evaluated transportation alternatives at a regional
level to address the mobility needs of the region, and concluded that the expansion of water transit service
as reflected in the IOP was necessary to achieve the region’s mobility and land use objectives. The
inclusion of the Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project and WETA’s other projects
(e.g., new Berkeley to San Francisco and Richmond to San Francisco water transit service) in the RTP
demonstrates that the project is consistent with the mobility goals for the region, and has been assessed
against other regional alternatives.
As WETA continues to implement its IOP, careful consideration is given to each new route individually,
weighing the environmental impacts of developing the route against operational considerations, such as
ridership. For each new route, at the time it is evaluated, the public would have the opportunity to weigh
in on the purpose and need for that individual service.
2.10.9

Response to EOP-9

As described in Response to EOP-4, WETA and the Port entered into an MOU to coordinate planning
efforts in the project area. WETA is responsible for those project elements that would be required to
expand WETA water transit services in the project area. Other planning objectives for the Port, like
rehabilitation of the Agriculture Building, are independent of and would serve a separate purpose and
need than the Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project. Should the Port move
forward with development plans in the area, the Port would be responsible for conducting environmental
analysis for those plans.
Reasonably foreseeable projects occurring within the vicinity of the Downtown San Francisco Ferry
Terminal Expansion Project were examined in the cumulative impacts analysis. At the time of the Draft
EIS/EIR for WETA’s project, the Port had not proposed improvements or projects in the area that would
be considered reasonably foreseeable so as to be considered in the cumulative impact analysis for the
Draft EIS/EIR. However, because of its location in close proximity to WETA’s proposed berthing
facilities, and its local and national historical importance, potential future rehabilitation of the Agriculture
Building was considered in the cumulative impact analysis for the proposed project (refer to Table 3.1-1,
Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis). This consideration was

15

The Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project is project 22006 in the RTP.
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made to ensure that WETA’s proposed improvements would not preclude future rehabilitation of the
Agriculture Building.
2.10.10 Response to EOP-10
Refer to Response to EOP-3 for additional discussion of the alternatives WETA considered. Section 2.7,
Alternatives Considered, of the Draft EIS/EIR describes the alternatives to the proposed project that have
been considered; and contains an explanation, as required by CEQA and NEPA, of why each alternative
was not included as a part of the proposed project or was not carried forward for detailed analysis as an
alternative to the proposed project. In most cases, the alternative would not reduce significant
environmental impacts, and/or would result in new or greater environmental impacts than the proposed
project.
Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIS/EIR summarizes the comments that were received during the scoping
process that were considered in the development of the Draft EIS/EIR, including comments received on
the range of alternatives to be considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. In December 2011, EOP provided a letter
outlining a proposal for alternatives to be included in the Draft EIS/EIR. These comments were
considered in the Draft EIS/EIR, and are summarized in Table 5-1. The suggested improvements to the
Port facilities may assist EOP with meeting some of their desired development goals of the project area;
however, the suggested improvements go beyond the purpose and need of the project. In addition, the
Action Alternative would result in only three significant impacts, all related to transportation and
circulation. None of the alternatives suggested by the commenter would alleviate these impacts, but
would rather increase the project footprint and construction activity required, and therefore the
construction impacts and environmental impacts of the project.
As noted below, several of the suggestions contained in EOP’s December 2011 letter were incorporated
into the proposed project. The only element of EOP’s proposed alternatives that has not been included in
the proposed project is the inclusion of parking in the project area. As described in Section 1.5.2, Water
Transit Operations, Circulation, and Access Constraints at the San Francisco Ferry Terminal, and in
Section 3.2.3, Conditions for Analysis of the Draft EIS/EIR, WETA’s ridership model, updated in 2011,
provides estimates of ridership and mode splits for WETA’s water transit services. The model is based on
regional forecasts as well as passenger surveys and observed travel patterns. The model indicates that
that WETA water transit services at the Ferry Terminal do not generate any new parking demand in the
project area. All passengers would depart from or arrive to the Ferry Terminal by walking, biking, or
taking transit (refer to Tables 3.2-13 and 3.2-17 of the Draft EIS/EIR). In addition, the proposed project
would enhance accessibility to transit in the project area which could reduce EOP’s parking demand. In
response to the commenter’s specific suggestions:


Activation of the Ferry Plaza for Farmer’s Market, public events, and valet parking. The
proposed project improvements include several enhancements to other public areas in the project
area, such as construction of the Gate A Access Pier, improvement of the North Basin marginal
wharf, and creation of the East Bayside Promenade and Embarcadero Plaza in the South Basin. The
public access improvements included in the project description are those improvements that would
enhance public access but would also serve to support WETA’s water transit service and emergency
response objectives. As described in Response to BCDC-3, in coordination with BCDC, WETA will
develop a public access improvements plan that includes improvements that are feasible, consistent
with WETA’s proposed project, and meet the requirements of BCDC’s plans and policies. These
improvements will generally activate the project area and provide public benefit.



More clearly defined public access areas and pedestrian routes. The proposed project includes
several improvements that would increase public access in the project area (e.g., creation of the
Gate A Access Pier, the East Bayside Promenade, and the Embarcadero Plaza). In addition to these
physical improvements, as described in Section 2.3.4, Circulation Improvements, the proposed
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project includes a passenger wayfinding and information signage program, which would be designed
in detail during the Final Design of the project. The wayfinding signage program would serve to
provide clear information for passengers arriving at and departing from Downtown San Francisco.


Restoration of Pier ½ area. Pier ½ has already been removed. The removal of Pier ½ was
completed as a part of the America’s Cup project pursuant to the San Francisco BCDC’s SAP
amendments adopted in April 2012 (refer to page 2-2, Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, of the Draft
EIS/EIR). The project enhances pedestrian circulation and access to water transit, including
providing areas for passenger queuing and emergency staging. The project would not generate any
new parking demand in the project area, and provision of parking is therefore beyond the purpose and
need for the project.



Use of the area south of the Ferry Building as an extension of public access to the waterfront.
The proposed project would create the Embarcadero Plaza in the South Basin. This area would serve
as a public space (likely to include features like benches); would create open pathways for water
transit passenger circulation, allowing unconstrained access to Gates E, F, and G; and would be
critical in emergency staging in the event that emergency service is required.



Creation of a new, unified waterfront promenade to promote access to San Francisco Bay. The
proposed project includes several improvements that would increase public access in the project area,
create a cohesive aesthetic, and improve circulation in the project area (e.g., creation of the Gate A
Access Pier, the East Bayside Promenade, and the Embarcadero Plaza). The improvements would
encourage public access, and provide both physical and visual connections with San Francisco Bay.
WETA has coordinated extensively with BCDC throughout this process to ensure that the public
access provided meets their plans and policies for providing connections to San Francisco Bay. The
new project elements would be a continuation of the design elements that were constructed in the
Port’s first phase of the project in 2003. The new gates would match the design of the existing
Gates B and E, and would include features such as seat walls, steps, and planters.

2.10.11 Response to EOP-11
As described in Section 3.1, Introduction, the Draft EIS/EIR uses the “list approach” in assessing
cumulative impacts. The list of projects that were considered were those reasonably foreseeable projects
that were known at the time the NOP was filed. The NOP for this project was filed on March 24, 2011.
Projects that had been defined and would have been considered reasonably foreseeable at that time that
were also in geographic proximity or that were likely to result in similar environmental impacts were
considered in the cumulative impact analysis, and are shown on Figure 3.1-1 and listed in Table 3.1-1 of
the EIS/EIR. WETA consulted with the Port and the San Francisco Planning Department in development
of this list.
The MOU between WETA and the Port does not specifically commit either agency to the implementation
of specific projects. Rather, the MOU sets the framework for which the two agencies would coordinate
planning and project development efforts. At the time of filing the NOP for WETA’s proposed project,
the Port had not proposed any specific projects or improvements in the project area. However, to
recognize the Port and EOP’s 2013 discussion of a plan to activate the Ferry Plaza, updates have been
made to Table 3.1-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and to the cumulative analysis, to include this as a potential
future project. As shown on Figure 2-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed project improvements would
not be located on the Ferry Plaza. Pedestrian circulation patterns in the project area also indicate that
WETA water transit passengers would neither use nor pass through the Ferry Plaza (refer to page 3.2-27,
Ferry Terminal Pedestrian Conditions, third paragraph; and to page 3.2-52, second paragraph). Therefore,
WETA’s proposed project improvements would not impede access to the Ferry Plaza, and would not
preclude future improvements to the Ferry Plaza. Modifications to the EIS/EIR are shown in
Section 1.2.10 of this Response to Comments Appendix.
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At the time that the environmental analysis began for the proposed project, the 75 Howard Street project,
Warrior’s Complex, and the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project had not been adequately
defined for specific inclusion in the cumulative analysis (i.e., listed in Table 3.1-1). The NOPs for
75 Howard Street project and the Warrior’s Complex (referred to as Event Center and Mixed Use
Development) were not filed until December 2012. An NOP for the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 MixedUse Project was issued in December 2013. The most likely cumulative impact that would result from the
implementation of the proposed project and these three projects would be cumulative impacts to
transportation and circulation. The transportation analysis for the proposed project was developed in
close coordination with the San Francisco Planning Department and SFMTA. The methodology used to
project future circulation in the project area includes projected future growth in transit use and vehicular
traffic. These projections are not limited to the projects listed in Table 3.1-1, but rather developed by the
San Francisco Planning Department based on a variety of plans, policies, and growth trends. Therefore,
future projects that would cumulatively affect the transportation and circulation network were considered
in the Future (2035) Conditions analysis presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. For other resource areas, it
would not be expected that an adverse cumulative impact would result from the implementation these
projects in combination with the proposed project. In fact, the proposed project would increase access to
transit for new developments in the study area, benefiting the development of nearby projects. However,
because environmental review is now underway for these projects, updates were made to Table 3.1-1 of
the Draft EIS/EIR, and to the cumulative analysis, to include these as potential future projects. Refer to
Section 1.2.10 of this Response to Comments Appendix for updates to the cumulative impact analysis.
2.10.12 Response to EOP-12
As described in Response to EOP-10, WETA passengers are anticipated to depart from and arrive to the
Ferry Terminal by walking, bicycling, or transit, as shown in Table 3.2-13 and Table 3.2-17 of the Draft
EIS/EIR. In Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, the subsection titled Conditions for Analysis, on
page 3.2-40 (first paragraph) of the Draft EIS/EIR, explains that some passengers may occasionally use
taxis; however, the volume and regularity of this type of access/egress is small. In addition, because there
are no legal pick-up or drop-off zones adjacent to the Ferry Terminal, designated taxi stands on Market
Street would likely be used occasionally by taxis. Taxis stopping along the curb in front of the Ferry
Terminal would be stopping illegally. As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, if the curbside restrictions continue
to be strictly enforced, stopping of private vehicles along the curb could be minimized.
2.10.13 Response to EOP-13
Refer to Response to USEPA-6.
2.10.14 Response to EOP-14
As described on page 3.2-5 of the Draft EIS/EIR in Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, Affected
Environment subsection, the intersection of Steuart and Market is unsignalized; therefore, a quantitative
evaluation of the intersection using level-of-service calculations was not performed. However, the
intersection was analyzed and the impacts of additional pedestrians were considered in coordination with
the San Francisco Planning Department and SFMTA. Based on data collected for this project, the
intersection does not experience a large volume of vehicle traffic (only 212 and 250 vehicles per hour in
the AM and PM peak hours, respectively). Because the road makes a 90-degree turn in this location,
vehicle, bicycle, and transit traffic through this intersection moved slower. The existing volume of
pedestrians passing through this intersection is relatively high: 800 to 1,250 pedestrians during the peak
hour. Conflicts at this intersection were rarely observed during data collection. Although the project
would be expected to add between 1,300 and 1,450 pedestrians to this intersection during the peak hour,
because the crosswalk is 42 feet wide; the crossing is short (i.e., the crossing is only approximately
50 feet long); the vehicle volumes are low; and vehicles are traveling at slow speeds, this would not be
expected to result in significant impact to vehicle flow.
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2.10.15 Response to EOP-15
As described in Section 1.2.3 of this Response to Comments Appendix, the weather protection canopy
proposed for Gate B (on the northern side of the Ferry Building) has been removed from the project
design. Therefore, the proposed project improvements would not change the design or use of the area on
the northern side of the Ferry Building.
The existing gate on the northern side of the Ferry Building—Gate B—provides service to Vallejo. Blue
and Gold also currently uses Gate B to provide service to Tiburon. Water transit passengers using Gate B
currently queue along the railing at the northern side of the Ferry Building. Passenger queuing typically
occurs only 10 to 15 minutes before scheduled departure of the ferry. The proposed project would not
change these existing queuing patterns. Passengers accessing the new gates—Gates A, F, and G—would
not queue near the Ferry Building, and would not interfere with the circulation of pedestrians accessing
the Ferry Building. The WETA ridership model predicts that by 2035, ridership on WETA services is
projected to increase from 5,100 to 25,700 passengers per weekday. The proposed project improvements
would also result in approximately 28,000 square feet of additional pedestrian circulation area to
accommodate this increase, and to ensure that pedestrian circulation and access to the businesses in the
project area is unimpeded. The increase in the number of passengers using the project area is likely to
benefit businesses in the project area, entailing an increase in visibility and foot traffic for businesses.
Additionally, because WETA water transit primarily provides commuter service, bringing passengers
who live in the East and South bays to San Francisco for work, the peak queuing times would be between
4:00 PM and 6:30 PM Monday through Friday. This does not overlap with Farmers Market hours of
operation (i.e., 10:00 AM to 2:00 PM Tuesdays and Thursdays; and Saturdays from 8:00 AM to
2:00 PM). Refer to Response to BCDC-4 for additional discussion of pedestrian circulation and queuing
at the Ferry Terminal.
In addition, the proposed project includes several components to enhance WETA’s ability to respond in
an emergency. The Embarcadero Plaza that would be created in the South Basin would provide open
pathways for water transit passenger circulation, allowing unconstrained access to Gates E, F, and G; and
would be critical in emergency staging in the event that emergency service is required. In the North
Basin, both the Gate A Access Pier and North Basin marginal wharf could also accommodate waiting and
queuing of a substantial number of people in the event of an emergency. These improvements would not
physically affect the Ferry Building or its uses. In the event of a large-scale evacuation due to an
emergency situation, it is anticipated that normal operations at the Ferry Building would also be disrupted
due to the emergency, and that all businesses operating in the area would coordinate to facilitate the safe
and orderly management of the emergency.
2.10.16 Response to EOP-16
Section 3.8, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of the Draft EIS/EIR evaluated the potential for the
proposed project to impact historic architectural resources in the project area, including the Ferry
Building. The analysis concludes that there would be no direct impact to the Ferry Building (refer to
Impact 3.8-3: Cause a Direct Adverse Effect or Impact to Historic Properties or Resources, pages 3.8-33
through 3.8-37 of the Draft EIS/EIR). The analysis also concludes that indirect impacts (visual, noise,
and vibration) would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation (refer to Impact 3.8-5
Potential Indirect Effects of Visual or Noise and Vibration Elements on Historic Properties or Resources,
pages 3.8-38 through 3.8-54). Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the
SHPO also concurred with these findings (refer to Appendix D of the Draft EIS/EIR).
The analysis was based on the Preliminary Design as described in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIS/EIR,
which includes details on the project components, such as expected location, height, and scale. As
described in Section 1.2.3 of this Response to Comments Appendix, WETA has decided to remove the
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weather protection canopy at Gate B from the project’s Final Design; therefore, no new project elements
would be constructed adjacent to the northern side of the Ferry Building.
The Draft EIS/EIR also recognizes that the Final Design of the proposed project improvements would be
subject to the design review process and requirements of the Port’s Waterfront Design Advisory
Committee; BCDC’s Design Review Committee; and the SFHPC (refer to page 2-41). The public is
welcome to participate in the design review meetings. This process would further ensure that the
aesthetic and historic setting of the Ferry Building is not adversely impacted.
2.10.17 Response to EOP-17
Refer to Response to EOP-16 for a discussion of the analysis of the project’s potential impacts to the
historic integrity of the Ferry Building. Refer to Response to EOP-15 for a discussion of the project’s
queuing needs and proposed circulation improvements.
In addition, as noted in Response to EOP-3, the project area has served as a hub for water transit and
water transportation since 1887. One of the reasons that the Ferry Building qualified for the National
Register of Historic Places was its role in water transportation. Passenger queuing and use of the Ferry
Terminal are activities associated with the historical water transportation uses in the project area, and are
not activities that would impact the historic setting of the Ferry Building. Section 3.3 and Section 3.4 of
the Draft EIS/EIR further discuss the project’s compatibility with local and regional plans that promote
economic activity, access to transit, and enhanced enjoyment of the Ferry Building area and northeastern
waterfront.
2.10.18 Response to EOP-18
The Draft EIS/EIR addressed safety and security in several places. As stated on page 3.1-1 of the Draft
EIS/EIR:
Safety and Security is not addressed separately and in detail in this chapter because the proposed
project would be located at the existing Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal (Ferry
Terminal), and would not require new or additional onsite safety and security measures beyond
what is described for the project in Chapter 2.0 (e.g., locked gates, Americans with Disabilities
Act-accessible ramps, and lighting of floats and circulation areas). The potential for the project to
affect police and fire service is evaluated in Section 3.15, Utilities and Public Services. In
addition, a discussion of emergency access is included in Section 3.2, Transportation and
Circulation.
One of the purposes of the project is to construct facility improvements that would support WETA’s
emergency operations (refer to Section 2.3.7, Emergency Planning). The new deck and piles would be
constructed to Essential Facilities standards, 16 creating approximately 50,000 square feet of area for
passenger staging and waiting in the event of a large-scale evacuation. In addition, with the existing and
new gates (five gates total), WETA would have the capacity to evacuate up to 9,000 passengers per hour.
The proposed facilities have been designed to meet with ADA accessibility requirements (e.g., site slopes
and railings). The proposed berths will be also designed in a manner consistent with other berths operated
by WETA at the Ferry Terminal, and will likewise adhere to provisions and regulations set forth by the

16

As defined by the California Building Code 2010 and the International Building Code 2009, Essential Facilities are buildings
and other structures that are intended to remain operational in the event of extreme environmental loading from flood, wind,
snow, or earthquakes.
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USCG, ADA, and CCSF’s Mayor’s Office on Disability, to ensure the safety of ferry passengers boarding
and disembarking from berths.
In addition, the Transportation and Circulation analysis also addressed pedestrian and bicycle safety under
Impacts 3.2-3, 3.2-4, 3.2-8, and 3.2-9.
2.10.19 Response to EOP-19
The Draft EIS/EIR concluded that the addition of pedestrians to the project area could result in significant
impacts to two area crosswalks (Impact 3.2-3 and Impact 3.2-8). Feasible mitigation measures to reduce
these potential impacts have been identified, and were presented in the Draft EIS/EIR; WETA and FTA
have committed to implementing these measures.
The analysis indicates that an increase in pedestrian traffic in the area could result in a decrease in
pedestrian LOS at two crosswalks (Impacts 3.2-3 and 3.2-8).: The Embarcadero Midblock at the Ferry
Building (Intersection Nos. 15A and 15B); and The Embarcadero and Market Street Southbound
(Intersection No. 17). Refer to Figure 3.2-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR for their locations. As stated in the last
paragraph of page 3.2-52 of the Draft EIS/EIR:
[M]itigation measures could reduce project impacts. For The Embarcadero Midblock at the Ferry
Building Southbound and Northbound (No. 15A/15B), Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires
that WETA enter into an agreement with SFMTA to modify the pedestrian crosswalk timing,
which would improve pedestrian flow without resulting in a drop in intersection LOS. For The
Embarcadero and Market Street Southbound (No. 17), Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 requires
that WETA enter into an agreement with SFMTA to widen the crosswalk to 72 feet, which would
improve pedestrian flow. Both of these mitigation measures are discussed in more detail in
Section 3.2.4, Mitigation Measures. Implementation of these measures could reduce the potential
impacts at these crosswalks to a not adverse and less-than-significant level. However, SFMTA
and the San Francisco Department of Public Works (SFDPW) would need to examine the signal
timing progression, pedestrian crossing time requirements, and plans for crosswalk widening in
greater detail prior to implementation of the mitigation measures, to determine if the impacts
would be fully mitigated. Due to this uncertainty, for the purposes of the EIS/EIR, these impacts
would still be considered significant and adverse.
In addition, the effect of implementation of these mitigation measures was evaluated. As stated above
and in Section 3.2.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR, implementation of these changes would not result in a drop in
vehicular LOS. WETA is committed to implementing Mitigation Measures TRANS-1 and TRANS-2,
which require WETA to enter into an agreement with SFMTA to implement these changes, because
SFMTA has discretion over the specific signal timing adjustments, and over the timing of implementation
of any changes affecting the transportation network. WETA has coordinated with the San Francisco
Planning Department and SFMTA on these impacts and the mitigation measures identified in the
EIS/EIR.
As described in Section 1.2.7 of this Response to Comments Appendix, the analysis of potential impacts
to transit has been updated. The updated analysis indicates that there would be no significant or adverse
impacts to transit, and no mitigation is necessary.
2.10.20 Response to EOP-20
Comment is noted.
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2.10.21 Response to EOP-21
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) states that recirculation of an EIR is required when significant new
information is added that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial
adverse environmental effect of a project, or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect.
Section 15088.5(a) further clarifies that “significant new information” requiring recirculation includes
(1) a new significant environmental impact; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact requiring mitigation measures; or (3) a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure
considerably different from what was previously analyzed. Section 15088.5(b) states that “recirculation
is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes
insignificant modification to an adequate EIR.”
Similarly, Section 1502.9(c) of the CEQ regulations for NEPA states that a federal agency should prepare
supplements to a draft EIS when the agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are
relevant to environmental concerns, or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action and its impacts.
The information provided to address comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR have not altered the
conclusions presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. The information added to the Final EIS/EIR in response to
comments received serves to clarify the project description, expected effects, and analysis described in the
Draft EIS/EIR. No new significant impacts have been identified for the proposed project; there is no
substantial increase in the severity of identified impacts. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to
the proposed project, or new circumstances resulting in increased environmental impacts. As described in
Section 1.2 of this Response to Comments Appendix, updates to the project description (i.e., removal of
weather protection canopy at Gate B and commitment to perform in-water construction activities within
the LTMS work window) have reduced the potential impacts from the proposed project from what was
described in the Draft EIS/EIR. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIS/EIR is not necessary.
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August 28, 2013
Sent by email
Mike Gougherty
San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Pier 9, Suite 11, The Embarcadero
San Francisco, CA 94111
gougherty@watertransit.org
BOARD OF
DIRECTORS
David P. Wessel
President

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the
Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project (SCH #2011032066)
Dear Mr. Gougherty,

Alicia N. Esterkamp Allbin
Bruce Bonacker
Kathleen Burgi-Sandell
David Cannon
Jeff Gherardini
Nancy B. Gille
Scott Haskins
Nancy Goldenberg
Carolyn Kiernat
Frederic Knapp
Benjamin F. Ladomirak
Arnie Lerner

San Francisco Heritage, a non-profit 501(c)(3) membership organization charged to preserve
and enhance San Francisco’s unique architectural and cultural identity, reviewed the
Preliminary Design Concept Plan for the Downtown Ferry Terminal Expansion Project on
March 15, 2011 and subsequently submitted comments to the project sponsor. Enclosed you
will find our original letter submitted to the project sponsor in May of 2011. While we
acknowledge the deadline for the public comment period on the DEIS/DEIR has passed, we ask
that our letter dated May 5, 2011 be included in the final EIS/EIR for the project. Should you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (415) 441-3000 x15 or
mbuhler@sfheritage.org.

Chandler W. McCoy
Patrick M. McNerney

Sincerely,

Willett Moss
Charles R. Olson
Mark Paez
Mark P. Sarkisian
Neil Sekhri
Zander Sivyer
Douglas Tom

Mike Buhler
Executive Director

Mike Buhler
Executive Director

SFAH

May 5, 2011
Sent by email
Boris Dramov
ROMA Design Group
1527 Stockton Street
San Francisco, CA 94133
borisd@roma.com
BOARD OF
DIRECTORS
Charles R. Olson
President

Re:

Preliminary Design Concept Plan for the Downtown San Francisco Ferry
Terminal Expansion Project

David Cannon
Vice President

Dear Boris:

Scott Haskins
Vice President

On behalf of San Francisco Architectural Heritage, thank you for your March 15
presentation to the Issues Committee on the proposed Downtown San Francisco Ferry
Terminal Expansion Project. San Francisco Architectural Heritage (“Heritage”) is a nonprofit 501(c)(3) membership organization charged to preserve and enhance San
Francisco’s unique architectural and cultural identity. Based on the committee’s
review, we offer comments on the following three aspects of the project: the new
terminal layout and expansion, design of the new public area structures, and possible
future changes to the Agricultural Building.
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At the outset, we have no issue with the new terminal layout and expansion as
proposed. We understand that the ferry terminal operation requires changes to meet
emergency management needs. Because Piers ½ and 2 are not contributors to the Port
SFAH-1
of San Francisco Embarcadero National Register Historic District, their proposed
removal and infill to build additional gates will not adversely impact the integrity of the
district. We also agree that the expansion of authentic ferry terminal activity will
reinforce the historic meaning and role of the Ferry Building area as a transportation
hub.
With regard to the proposed new canopy structure at the north end of the Ferry
Building, we question the need to locate this element so close to the historic building.
As a contributor to the historic district, and one of the city’s most iconic landmarks, the
utmost attention should be given to the canopy’s interaction with the Ferry Building. It
is our opinion that the structure as currently designed is too substantial and detracts
SFAH-2
from the historic building. While the canopy would provide shade and enable orderly
queuing, its proposed location would further constrict an area that is already often
crowded. Accordingly, we urge the design team to relocate this structure and/or reevaluate its design so as not to encroach on the Ferry Building.
While the committee does not object to a contemporary canopy structure, we
encourage the design team to explore possible cues that can be taken from historic
features within the district and existing precedents for shade structures along the

SFAH
waterfront. Our main recommendations are that the structure be light in massing and
better incorporated into the historic nature of the area.
While the Agriculture Building is not part of this ferry terminal expansion program, the
committee appreciates the consideration given to the potential effects on this historic
resource. We are comfortable with the general concept of lifting the building with
plinth. However, because no project has been proposed, and the scope of work has yet
to be determined, the committee is unable to comment on the potential removal of
historic fabric if the building were to be raised. We encourage the design team to
continue to treat the Agriculture Building with great sensitivity, and reference it
stylistically, as new design and circulation features are introduced in the vicinity.
Heritage welcomes the opportunity to review this phase of the project when
undertaken by the Port.
Because this project was presented to the Issues Committee prior to environmental
review under the California Environmental Quality Act, Heritage may issue additional
comments should new information be revealed about the project’s potential impacts
on historic resources.
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on Preliminary Design Concept Plan
for the Downtown Ferry Terminal Expansion Project. It is our hope that the project will
meet the needs of residents and accomplish the goals set forth by the Port of San
Francisco and the Water Emergency Transportation Authority, while complementing
the waterfront’s existing historic character.
Sincerely,

Mike Buhler
Executive Director

cc:
Mike Gougherty, Water Emergency Transportation Authority
Mark Paez, Port of San Francisco
Jay Turnbull, Page & Turbnull
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2.11
2.11.1

Response to Comments

SFAH
Response to SFAH-1

Comment is noted.
2.11.2

Response to SFAH-2

As described in Section 1.2.3 of this Response to Comments Appendix, WETA has decided not to include
the weather protection canopy proposed at Gate B in the project’s Final Design.
Refer to Response to BCDC-4 and Response to SFARC-2.
2.11.3

Response to SFAH-3

No changes to the Agriculture Building are proposed as a part of the project. However, because the
Agriculture Building is in the project area, and is a building of local and national historical significance,
potential future rehabilitation of the Agriculture Building was considered in the project’s preliminary
design. The proposed project has been designed to accommodate the future renovation and elevation of
the Agriculture Building, and to direct stormwater flows away from the building. In addition, The Draft
EIS/EIR considered potential impacts of the proposed project improvements on the historic integrity of
the Agriculture Building, and concluded that impacts would be less than significant with the
implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIS/EIR (refer to Impact 3.8-5).
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2.12.1

Response to Comments

PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPT
Response to CONNORS-1

Comments are noted.
2.12.2

Response to CHEW-1

Comments are noted.
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