


Preface

This document contains public Comments for the Baylands area Draft Environmental Impact Report and

subsequent planning processes. These Comments apply to the Baylands Project, the Recology expansion,

as well as successor and related projects in Brisbane and San Francisco.

We are excited by the potential of the Baylands developments. The Baylands is one of the largest unde-

veloped urban waterfront sites presently available in the Country. This site could become a paragon of

universally beneficial public and private waterfront cooperation. It could create a new standard for develop-

ment on the Peninsula, embrace and foster the natural resources and recreational activities in the vicinity,

and provide a multitude of lifestyle and income benefits for the surrounding communities.

This development could break the trend of “suburban blight” and sterile business park ghost towns that

predominate the Peninsula waterfront. To accomplish this, it will not be enough to simply intersperse to-

ken green spaces and mixed-use elements as an after-thought. The Project should place public waterfront

enjoyment, preservation, and amenities at the core of the development.

Countless examples show that real public lifestyle benefits improve real estate values, city revenues, business

incomes, and the quality of life for residents and visitors alike.

These Comments generally refer to any Project in and around the Baylands and vicinity of Candlestick Point

State Recreation Area. The intent is that they will be applied where appropriate for specific projects and

process stage. It is prohibitively costly to produce separate sets of comments for each stage of each project,

especially when the comments will be substantially the same.

These Comments are separated into three parts:

• Part I explores Baylands development alternatives and benefits of general waterfront preservation

relative to the status quo of waterfront development on the Peninsula and San Francisco

• Part II examines potential impact of the proposed Project on the recreational windsurfing Resource at

Candlestick Point State Recreation Area as well as ways in which the Resource can be preserved

• Part III distinguishes these Comments from those for which the Master Response for the 300 Airport

Boulevard project was prepared, a project that underwent a similar wind impact analysis

The general public who participate in planning and entitlement processes often do not have access to funding

or resources available to public agencies and private project sponsors. Public participation in these processes

is long, complicated, expensive, and usually entirely volunteer-based.

We have faith that the various agencies, officers, representatives, and the general public will receive these

Comments with deference to these challenges to public involvement. It is our hope that the spirit and intent

of these Comments will prevail over any discrepant details or technical omissions.

We urge all who read these Comments to consider the seriousness of underestimating risks to surrounding

natural resources. A margin-of-error in favor of preservation at this stage has been shown time and time

again to be one of the best investments a community can make for both public and private long-term interests.

It is always possible to loosen preservation restrictions later but practically impossible to reclaim natural

resources once lost.

Capitalized words and phrases are defined in Appendix A. All geographic measurements herein are as

accurate as possible but are approximate.
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