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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES.| INTRODUCTION

In 1 nar nacted the Defense B losure and Realienment A 1

(DBCRA 1990) (10 United States Code Annotated IU.S.C.A.l § 2687 note at 582-606

est, 19981), which was designed to provi ision-makers with an impartial process
to assist in the dlfflcult task of militarv base closure. To date, four rounds of base

r th losur th D rtment th N vV Navv has bee
directed to close and/or reahgn several of its bases.

The 1991 Defense B losure and Realignment Commission recommen the cl

|_of Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS) pursuant to the Base Realignment and Closure Act of
1988, Public Law (Pub. L.) 100-526, and DBCRA 1990. President Bush approved this

recommendation. and the One Hundr n ner ted it in 1991. HPS i

prouosed for disposal uursuant to the Militarv Construction Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1994, Pub. L. 103-160, 10 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 2834 (Division B of
the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994). This act gave the Secretary of the

Navv authoritv to convev HPS to the Citv and Countv of San Francisco (City) (or a local
reuse organization approved bv the Citv). Figures ES-1 and ES-2 show the location of
HPS.

public mvolvement urocess. The Proposed Reuse Plan represents the Citv’s
recommended use &f the HPS property. Principle objectives of communitv reuse

incl the followine: to foster emulovment. iness. an ntrepreneurial
rtunities; to stimulate and attract private investments. therebv improving th ’
i emplovment o rtunities; rovide
veloument vari lan istricts: to urovide for the development of mix

income _housine; to preserve historic structures:; to _urovide necessarv_infrastructure
improvements; to remove conditions of blight; to encourage cost- and energy-efficient

measures; and to retain existing, viable industri n in t HPS (San Franci

Redevelopment Agency, 1997).
This Environmental Imuact Statement (EIS) evaluates the potential impacts on the

environment that could result from Navv disposal and communitv reuse of HPS. This
Final EIS incoruorates and resuonds to public comments on the Revised Draft
EIS/Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Following: the close of the public comment
period on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR, the Citv elected to proceed separatelv with the
conclusion of their environmental review process in order to meet time limits on the

Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS March 2000
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Executive Summary

reuse planning process imposed bv state law. These time limits would have expired if

the process proceeded as a ioint Federal/state effort. As a result of the termination of
the ioint process, Navy is publishing a separate Final EIS. Navy has prepared this Final

EIS under the National Environmental Policv Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C.A. §§ 4321-
4370d  [West, 1994 and Supp. 19981): the Council on Environmental Quality

implementing regulati Federal Reculations Parts 1500-1 1 :Navv
idelin hief of Naval rati Instruction 5090.1B CH-1 [19981): and DI

1990, as amended. The Citv has prepared a separate Final EIR under the California

Environmental Oualitv Act (CEQA) (CaliforniaPublic Resources Code 6521000-21178.1
JWest, 1996 and Supp. 19991). The analvsis is presented at a_general level of detail

th tions t taken are the dis HPS and the implementation of a
mmunitv r Iternative (for which lan r i t neral level
tail). Additional environmental analvsi the adopted communitv reuse alternativ

could be required under state law if the proiect is tantiallv altered from that
escri herein (CEQA Guidelin 1 -

ES.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The purpose of and n for the pr Federal action is to di X F raI

reuse HPS EXCess proper ty un ggr an gggngmlggllv wab e and balanggd reuse plan that
will create iobs, support new and existing businesses, balance develonment with
environmental conservation, and integrate the new land uses with current plans for the
Bavview-Hunters Point communitv,

ES3 RELATED STUDIES

Several other proiect-related studies have been or are being: undertaken in coniunction
with ongoing: activities at HPS. The maior planning: and restoration programs are

mmariz low, includine the Environmental Baseline Surv EBS), Installation
Restoration Program (IRP), and Base Reali nt an losure (BRA leanup Plan
BCP).

The EBS identifies known areas of contamination at HPS (U.S. Navv, 1996b, revised
1998e). Two maior environmental restoration programs, the IRP and Compliance

Program, hav n_establish in r nse to rel f _hazar tances,

pollutants, contaminants, petroleum hvdrocarbons. and hazardous and solid waste.
The IRP identifi haracteriz nd clean r control ntaminants from
past hazardous waste disposal operations and hazardous material spills. The
Compliance Program addresses underground storage tanks, aboveground storage tanks,

asbestos-containing materials, polychlorinated byphenyls, radiation, and lead-based

ES-4 | Hunters Point Shipyard Einal EIS March 2000
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Executive Summary

paint. The BCP (U.S. Navv, 1995a, 1996a, and 1997c) provides information concerning
the status of, and strategies for, the cleanup of HPS.

ES4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

Introduction

The EIS process is designed to involve the public in Federal and local decision-making.
Opportunities t0 comment on and participate in the process were provided during
preparation of the initial Draft EIS/EIR in 1997. Comments from agencies and the
public were solicited to help identifv the primarv issues associated with the proposed
Federal disposal and proposed local reuse of HPS. The Citv conducted public meetings

and workshops as part of the reuse planning process. The public was encouraged to
comment on the various reuse alternatives and to identifv the most favorable elements.

The public's input. as well as feedback from applicable resource and permitting
agencies, are used to evaluate the alternatives and environmental impacts prior to final

decisions bv Navv.

Scoping Process

The purpose of scoping is to identifv potential environmental issues and concerns
reeardine the disposal and subseguent reuse in the reuse plan area. The scoping
process for the EIS/EIR included public notification via the Federal Reqister, newspaper

ads, direct mail, and a uublic meeting. Navv published a Notice of Intent/Notice of
Preuaration (NOI/NOP) (Appendix A) on June 28.1995. in the Federal Register and the

San Francisco Chronicle to inform the public of the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Information concerning th the Draft EIS/EIR was mailed to interested Federal
state, and local agencies: organized eroups: and private individuals.
Facilitv Iggatggvin the Bavview-Hunters Point neiehborhood of San Francisco.
Approximatelv 30 individuals attended. The NOI/NOP announcements encouraged
written comments from th nable to attend the scoping meeting.

ing the EIS/EIR scopin i 21 written and 8 verbal comments were receivi
from government agencies, oreanizations. and the public. These comments addressed

and _wetlands, utilities an lic _services. biological resources., an ublic
participation.

Hunters Point Shipyard finat EIS March 2000
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Public Review Processforthe Draft EISIEIR

The Draft EIS/EIR was published for agency and public review on November 14,1997.
Navy published a Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register on November 21,

1997, and held a public hearing on December 10, 1997. The hearing; was advertised in

the San Francisco Chronicle and Sun Francisco Examiner on November 30 and December 1,
1997. The Citv held three public hearings on December 11,1997 and Tanuarv 13 and 15

1998. Substantial written and verbal comments were received by the end of the
comment period on January 20,1998. Public and agency comments focused on issues
related to hazardous waste and existing contamination at HPS, ongoing contaminant
remediation activities, and potential cumulative impacts related to traffic and air
quality. As a result of public testimony, Navy, the City, and the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency prepared and circulated the Revised Draft EIS/EIR in November
1998. Comments received on the November 1997 Draft EIS/EIR and additional
information and analvsis that had become available were considered during the

development of the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. Because the Revised Draft EIS/EIR was made
available for public comment, the comments on the November 1997 Draft EIS/EIR were
not responded to individually.

Public Review Processforthe Revised Draft EISIEIR

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR was published for agencv and public review on November 3,
1998. Navv published an NOA in the Federal Reqgister on November 6. 1998. Public

notices were mailed to those on the mailing list, and a Notice of Completion was filed
with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearing House on

November 2,1998.

omment | ] extended ove anksqgiving A ar’s holida ason, Na
and the Citv scheduled a 60-day public comment period that ended on Tanuarv 5,1999.

Two public hearings were held and written comments received during the public
comment period for the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. The first public hearing was held at HPS
on December 9, 1998. The second hearing was held jointly by the San Francisco
Planning Commission and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Commission in
downtown San Francisco_on December 17, 1908 Newspaper advertisements for the
public hearings were published in the San Francisco Chronicleand San Francisco Examiner

In_response t li mments m t the December 1 lic_hearing, th

Redevelopment Agen nd Planning Department Commissioners extended th li

Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS March 2000
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Executive Summarv

comment period for an additional 14 days (to January 19, 1999). Public and agency

comments focused on issues related to hazardous waste and existing contamination at

HPS, ongoing contaminant remediation activities, traffic and air gqualitv_impacts,
potential storm water and wastewater imuacts on San Francisco Bav, and environmental

justice issues.

After the close of the public comment period on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR, Navv and

the Citv decided to prepare separate final documents.

Public Review Process forthe Final EIS

The Final EIS, incorporating and responding to comments received on the Revised Draft
EIS/EIR, is furnished to persons on the distribution list. provided in Chapter 9, and to

others requesting a copy. _Navv published an NOA of the Final EIS in the Federal
Register and in public notices and press releases.

As required under NEPA, there will be a 30-day comment period after the publication
of the Final EIS. After the 30-day comment period, Navy will issue a NEPA Record of
Decision (ROD).

Comments on the Final EIS can be sent to the following:;address:

SouthwestDivision

BRAC Operations Office
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132-5190
Attn: Melanie Ault

Phone: (619) 532-0954
Fax: (619) 532-0950

ES.5 ALTERNATIVES

Navv can either dispose of HPS excess property for subseauent reuse (Proposed Reuse

Plan Alternative or Reduced Development Alternative) or retain the property in Federal

ownership (No Action Alternative).

The Navy disposal action is considered to be a component of each reuse alternative.
Direct impacts of reuse are indirectimpacts of disposal.

Hunters Point Shipyard Final E1S March 2000
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Navy Disposal Action

The Federal action is the transfer of title (Navy disposal) of HPS from Federal
ownership.

Communitu Reuse Alternatives
Two reuse alternatives are evaluated: the Proposed Reuse Plan and the Reduced

Development Alternative. The Proposed Reuse Plan is the preferred alternative.

Development is analvzed at two points in time (2010and 2025).

Both reuse alternatives are mixed land-use development. Uses include industrial,
maritime industrial, research and development, educational and cultural, institutional,

residential, mixed use, and open space. _The reuse alternatives would be implemented
by the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan, which was adopted bv the San

Francisco Board of Supervisors in Tulv 1997 (Ordinance No. 285-97). A companion

Design for Development (City and Countv of San Francisco Planning Department and the
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997¢), containing development controls and

standards, was later adopted bv the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Commission.
These documents are implementing tools, intended to facilitate redevelopment of HPS
in a manner that is consistent with the Proposed Reuse Plan. The Redevelopment Plan

and the Design for Development will be amended to reflect Navy transfer conditions,

adopted CEOA mitigation measures, and/or changes in the Proposed Reuse Plan.

Land uses under both community reuse alternativeswould be arranged as illustrated on
Figure ES-3. In general, the south-central portion of the property would contain about
96 acres (39 hectares fhal) of industrial uses. To the east of the industrial use area, 85

acres (34 ha) are proposed for maritime industrial land uses. To the north and east of
the industrial area. 70 acres (28 ha) are proposed for research and development uses.

Interspersed with the r rch an velopment I res (22 ha mixed-

development, including artist studios, live/work units, retail commercial, and 25 acres
(10 ha) of education _and cultural uses. To the northwest of the industrial use

designation, about 38 acres (15 ha) are proposed for residential development, which

would include 1,300 units of housing (apartments, single-family units, and duplexes).

To the west and along most of the waterfront (except for the shoreline area designated

for maritime industrial uses). about 124 acres (50 ha) are proposed for open space uses.

Pr R Plan Alternativ

The March 1995 Land Use Alternatives and Provosed Draft Plnn. Hunters Point Shipyard,

which was revised in Tanuarv 1997, is the land use plan for HPS and provides the basis
for _the Proposed Reuse Plan alternative. (The 1995 Draft Plan and Tanuarv 1997

correspondenceamending the Draft Plnn are available for review at the San Francisco

ES-8

Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS March 2000



Proctuction./141-15HP figdanlii1 4 115FAP_3.t8 0)/24UNayu

4

AN
/ |z

Bdyicational
Industrial

Ressarch &
Development

Source: City & County of San Francisco, Planning Department and the San FranciscoRedevelopment Agency, 1997a.

DRYDOCK 2

DRYDOCK 3

Figure ES-3: Distribution of Land Uses




215
216
217
218
219
220

221
222
223

224
225
226

227
228

229
230
231
232

233

236
237
238
239
240
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Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street.) The amount of development activity

expected under the Proposed Reuse Plan is based on a detailed market studv and would

result in _about 6,400 new iobs bv 2025 (Citv and Countv of San Francisco, Planning

Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1995). Table ES-1 provides

a breakdown of the potential maximum moss square feet of development that would be

reasonable to expect under the Proposed Reuse Plan in 2010 and 2025.

TABLEES-1: LAND USE DEVELOPMENT
FOR THE YEARS 2010 AND 2025
UNDER THE PROPOSED REUSE PLAN

' |
POTENTIAL GROSS ! POTENTIALGROSS  APPROXIMATE ACRES

SQUARE FEET SQUARE FEET YEAR 2025

LAND USE . YEAR 2010 YEAR 2025 :
Industrial ] 385,000 775,000 | %
Maritifne Industrial 175,000 360,000 | 85
Reseaich & Development 65,000 312000 20
Cultugal/Education 335,000 555,600 25
Mixed| Use 570,000 1,150,000 55
Live/Work (in Mixed Use 300,000 (300 units) 500,000 (500 LNIts) Note 2
Areas) (Note 1)
Residgntial (Notes 1 and 3) | 1,300,000 (1,300 units) 1,300,000 (1,300 units) 38
Open Space NA NA 124

Source: City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment
Agency, 1995,and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1998a.

Notes:

| (1) Residential units and live/work unitsare assumed to average 1,000 square feet per unit._The numbers

of units are rounded.

l (2) Live/work unitsare included in “Mixed Use,”’so there is no separate acreage for live/work.

(3) Under the Proposed Reuse Plan for both 2010 and 2025, residential units include 800 single family and
duplex dwelling units and 500 apartments over commercial space.

NA Not Applicable

Reduced Development Alternative
The Reduced Development Alternative has the same objectives and includes the same

lan and ar th in the Pr R Plan, but with developmentr
in scale. Development within each land use type would be less intensive and would

consist of smaller or fewer buildinas. This alternative would result in the potential
creation of up to 2,700 jobs bv 2025. Table ES-2 provides an estimated breakdown of

potential moss square footage of development in both 2010 and 2025 under the Reduced

ES-10
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Executive Summary

Develoument Alternative. This alternative would include development controls or

limitations to ensure that reuse remains at the reduced levels shown in Table ES2. It

would allow for more deliberate selection of new users and staged implementation of

improvements.

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action_Alternative, HPS would remain a closed Federal property under

caretaker status and would not be reused or redeveloued. Environmental cleanup
would continue and be comuleted. No new leases woul tered i

Action Alternative. Existing: leases (listed in Appendix C) would continue until they
exuire or are terminated. Navy could decide to renew or extend some or all of these
leases. _Environmental impacts associated with the renewal or extension of existing
leases would be evaluated before making such decisions.

JABLEES-2 LAND USE DEVEI. OPMENT FOR THE YEARS 2010 AND 2025
UNDER THE REDUCED DEVEL OPMENT AL TERNATIVE

Notes:

of units are rounded.

NA Not Applicable

(1) Residential units and live/work units are assumed to average 1

Source: City and County of Sari Francisco, Planning Department and the San Francisco

POTENTIAL POTENTIAL APPROXIMATE
GROSS SQUARE GROSS ACRES
LAND USE FEET SQUARE FEET YEAR 2025
YEAR 2010 YEAR 2025

Industrial 192,000 377,000 96
Maritime Industrial 88.000 173,000 85
Research & Develoyment 30.000 100,00 70
Cultural/Education 165,000 345,000 25

| Mixed Ue 130,000 300,000 55
Live/Work (in mixed-use 65,000 {65 units 100,000 {100 units) {Note 2)
areas) {Note 11
Residential (Note 1 300,000 (300 units) 300,000 {300 units) 38
ggen Syace NA __NA 124

0

Agency, 1995 and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1998a.

uare

(2)_“Live/work units are included in ""Mixed Use,"*so there is no separate acreage for live/work.

ES-11
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Executive Summary

ES.6 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This document assesses effects on natural and community resources, including
transportation, traffic, and circulation; air quality; noise; land use; visual resources and
aesthetics; socioeconomics; hazardous materials and waste; geology and soils; water
resources; utilities; public services; cultural resources; &biological resources. Chapter

3 describes the existing conditions of these resources at HPS and in the surrounding
region of influence.

ES.7 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This EIS evaluates the potential environmental conseauences of the decision to dispose

of Navv property_and the proposed reuse of HPS bv the City. The EIS compares
potential environmental impacts with NEPA factors for impact significance for each

environmental resource category mentioned in the foregoing "'Affected Environment

section. Direct environmental conseauences are those associated with Navv's disposal

action and the No_ Action Alternative, and indirect environmental conseauences are
those associated with reuse of HPS propertv.

Table E S3 summarizes the environmental conseauences of the Navv disposal action,
the twi mmunitv r Iternativ nd the No Action Alternative.

ES.8 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

his section of f d : | : ired|

Cumulative Imvacts

Federal guidelines implementing NEPA define a cumulative impact as one that would
result from the incremental impact of an action when added to other past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable actions (40 CFR. § 1508.7). Because build-out of either reuse

alternative would occur over about 25 vears, it is appropriate to evaluate cumulative

; 1 the build-out of the City Bl

ne significant and unmiticable cumulative impact woul r_for_transportation
traffic and circulation under both communitv reuse alternatives. Other resource areas

would not result in cumulatively significant impacts.
Significant Unmitiaable Adverse Effects

A significant unmitigable adverse effect under NEPA is one for which either no

mitigation or onlv partial mitieation is feasible. Both communitv reuse alternatives

Hunters Point Shipyard Finaf EIS March 2000
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TABLE ES-3
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS
NAVY ACTIONS ¥ L. SAN FRANC ... nuwou an____VATIVES _
Resource Category Disposal No Action Alternative Proposed Reuse Plan Reduced Development Alternative
Transportation, No significant impacts are | No significantimpacts are | Significant Unmitigable Impact Significa_ntUnmitigabIe Impacts
Traffic, and 1% N0 mitigation xpected; no mitigation Increased Trafficat Third Street/Cesar Chavez Street Intersection. Operation Impact 1 is the same as under the
Circulation measures are required, measures ate required. of the signalized Third Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection would, Proposed Reuse Plan.
rsen j iti
of profect-rated trafficwould contribute to lone delavs fi.e.. over 60
seconds per vehicle) at #isintersection. This is considered a sienificant
impact.
‘The following measureg would reduce, but not eliminate, cumulative
trafficcongestion, which would remain significant. _Adopta
Transportation Demand Management (TRM) approach, Form an HPS
Transportation Management Association (TMA),which would develop
and implement a Transportation System Management Plan (TSMP). The
TSMP would include transit pass sales; transit, pedestrian, and bicycle
information; employee transit subsidies; expanded transit services and
monitoring of transit demand; secure bicycle parking; parking
management guidelines; flexible work time/ telecommuting; shuttle
service; monitoring of physical transportation improvements; ferry
service studies; and local hiring practices.
Significant and Mitigable Impacts Significant and Mitigable Impacts
Impact 1: Increased Traffic at Third Street/Evans Avenue Intersection. This impact is less than significant
i _ under the Reduced Development
would worsen in both the A.M. and P.M. oeak hours from LOSC to LOS | Alternative._No mitigation is
Ei . The ition of project-related traffic w. contribute to lon reauired.
ie. i i jon, This would be a
significant impact.
Mitigation 1. Eliminate the southbound left-turn lane and re-route turns
via Phelps Street to Evans Street. Signalize the Phelps/Evans intersection
and remove parking along Phelps and Evans Streets. In addition, adopt a
DM approach as described under the Significant Unmitigable Impact.
Impact 2: Increased Trafficat Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street Intersection. This impact is less than significant
Operation of the signalized Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street under the Reduced Development
intersection would worsen in the P.M. peak hour from LOS D to LOSEby | Alternative._No mitieation is
2025. The addition of proiect-related traffic would increase delavs at this | reauired.
int ion from 39. nds per vehicle to 43. onds per vehicle.
This would be a significant imoact.
ES-13 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS March 2000




TABLE ES-3

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS (CONTINUED)

Resource Category

NAVY ACTIONS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCQ REUSE ALTERNATIVES

Disposal

No Action Alternative

Proposed Reuse Plan

Reduced Development Alternative

Transportation,
Trraffic, and
Circulation
('continued)

Mitigation 2. Restripe the existing northbound shared left/right-turn lane
on Evans Avenue to create an exclusive left-turn lane and an exclusive
right-turn lane. Widen the Evans Avenue northbound approach at Cesar
Chavez Street. The southeastcorner curb return would require structural
modifications to the existing viaduct Change the existing signal timing
plan to include the exclusiveleft-turn and right-turn lanes. _In addition,

adopta TDM approach as described under the Significant Unmitieable

Impact 3: Increased Demand for Public Transportation Exceeding Planned or

Anticipated Capacity. Although transportation planning has been done for
HPS in the Hunters Point Shipyard Transportation Plan. there are no
formallv adopted plans to provide transit service to HPS at this time.

Therefore. the urojected increase in demand for public transportation isa
sienificant imuact.. )

Mitigation 3. Form an HPS TMA and implement a TSMP. as.described
under the Significant Unmitigable Impact.

Impact 4: Increased Demand for Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Exceeding
Planned or Anticiaated Capacities. Until facilitiesare constructed, increased
pedestrian and bicycle activity may not be accommodated.

Mitigation 4. Require planning and implementation of pedestrian and
bicycle facilitiesas part of development. Monitor and ensure completion
of these facilitiesas part of the TSMP described under the Significant
Unmitigable Impact.

This impact is less than significant
under the Reduced Development
Alternative.

This impact is less than significant
under the Reduced Development
Alternative._No mitigation is

required.

Air Quality Nosignificant impacts are | iNo significant imuactsare | No significant imuacts are expected, no mitieation measures are reauired. § No significant imuacts are
expected: no mitigahoq gxpected; no mitigation exuected: no mitigation measures
measures are reawed, measures are requi are reauired.
iNoise No sienificant imuacts are | Neo sienificant imuacts are { Significant and Mitigable Impact Significant and Mitigable Impact
expected; no mitieatioq expected: N0 mitigation Impact 1: On-site Traffic Noise (East  Donahue Street). Properties within Impact 1 is similar to that under the
measures are reawed. imeasures are required. 100 feet (30 meter [m])of the roadway centerline of Donahue Street Proposed Reuse Alternative, except
would be exposed to Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) above that CNELs are projected at 62 dBA
65dBA (A-weighted decibel scale) at build-out of the Proposed Reuse in 2025.
Plan in 2025. These noise levels would have a significantimpact on
residential properties proposed for development on the east side of
Donahue Street.
ES-14 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS March 2000
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TABLE ES-3

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS (CONTINUED)

Resource Category

NAVY ACTIONS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO REUSE ALTERNATIVES

Disposal

l No Action Alternative

Proposed Reuse Plan

IReduced Development Alternative

Noise (Continued)

Mitigation 1. To reduce noise impacts on proposed residential properties
east of Donahue Street, orient and design new or renovated buildings

such that future noise intrusion would be minimized to within acceptable
levels. Physical barriers also could be constructed to reduce noise
transmission to these residential areas.

IMitigation | is the same as under
the Proposed Reuse Plan.

Land Use

No sienificantimuacts are

expected; no mitieation

No sienificant imyactsare
exuected: no mitivation

o sienificant imuacts are exuected. itigati i

Nosigail -
expected; N0 mitigation measures

measures are reawed, measures are gequired. are required,

Visual Resources No sienificantimpactsare | No significant impacts are sienificant impacts are ex . N0 mitigation INo significant i_m_pag_;s are

and Aesthetics expected: no mitigation sxpected: no mitjgation gxpected; N0 mitigation measures
measures are required. measures are required. arereguired.

Socioeconomics No sienificantimuactsare o sienificant imuacts Nosienificant imuacts are
expected; N0 mitization expected: no mutigation expected:no mitigation measures
measures are required. measures are required. are required.

Hazardous No significantimuacts are | No significant impacts are | No sienificant impacts arg expected: no mitieation measures are reguired. | :Nosignificant impacts are

IMaterialsand Waste | expected: no mitigation expected; no mitigation gxuected: no mitigation measures
measures arereauired. | measures are required. arereguired.

Geology and Soils No significant i are ignificant im are | Significant and Mitigable Impacts Significant and Mitigable Impacts
expected: no mitigation expected: no mitigation Impact 1: Seismic Hazards Associated with Older Buildings.—Unconsolidated | ‘This impact and its mitigation are
measures are required. measures are required. sediments and fill materials underlying the site would be subject to the same as under the Proposed

liquefaction, densification, and differential settlement in the event of a
sustained earthquake. These effectscould damage or destroy older
buildings that have not been adeguately retrofitted. Seismicactivity
could increase risks to the public if the occupancy of older buildings is
increased during reuse.

Mitigation 1. Before increasing the occupancy of existing buildings,
survey buildings that may be unsafe in the event of an earthquake, and
take appropriate steps to prevent injury. These steps could include
interior modifications, bracing, retrofits, and/or access restrictions.

Impact 2: Naturally Occurring Asbestos. Because asbestos-containing
serpentinite rock occurs at HPS, chrysotile asbestos could become
airborne due to construction-related excavation activities. Even with
imyulemen xisting regulations, there isa still a potentially
significant risk to public health and safety.

Reuse Plan.

This impact and its mitigation are
the same as under the Proposed
Reuse Plan.

| ES15
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TABLEES-3

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS (CONTINUED)

NAVY ACTIONS CITY OF SAN FRANCISCOREUSE ALTERNATIVES
Resource Category Disposal No Action Alternative Proposed Reuse Plan Reduced Development Alternative
Geology and Soils Mitigation 2. Continuously wet serpentinite involved in excavation or
| (Continued) drilling operations. Wetand cover stockpiled serpentinite. Cap
serpentinite used as fill material with at least one foot (0.3m) of clean
non-serpentinite fill material, and implement institutional controls to
prevent future exposure from excavation activities.

Water Resources No significant impacts are | No significant im are | Significantand Mitigable Impact 3 and t ]
expected: no mitivation expected: no mitivation Impact 1: Discharges d Treated Combined Sewer Overflows. Redeveloping This impact  dits itig are
measures are required, measures are reawed. HPS with a combined sewer system would increase combined sewer thesameas A thePr

overflow (CSO) volumes on the Baysideby 4.5 percent and contribute to a | Reuse Plan.
potential cumulative Bayside increase of 11percent.

The cumulative increase in CSO volumes at outfalls in the Yosemite basin
(38percent) would have the potential to negatively affect beneficial uses
at nearby Candlestick Point State Recreation Area if it would increase the
number of days that water-contact recreation and other activities are
prohibited.

Mitigation 1. Eliminate projected increases in CSO volumes caused by
storm water discharges to the City's combined system by upgrading or
replacing the separated system at HPS or by adding substantial storage
to a new combined sewer system. Also consider ways to offset
nonsignificant increases attributable to sanitary flows. Arranee for the
PUC to condition permits issued for groundwater discharge to the City’s
combined sewer svstem. so that discharges do not occur in wet weather
when overflows are anticiuated to occur.

Diilities Ne significant impacts are | Nasignificant impacts are | No significant impacts are expected: no mitieation measures are reauired. | No sienificant impacts are
expected: no mitigation expected: no mitigation pxuected; no mitieation measures
measuresare reawed. measures are required, are required.

Public Services =0 significant impacts are | No significant imoacts are | No significant impacts are expected: no mitivation measures are reauired. | No significant impacts are
expected: N0 mitigation expected: no mitigation exuected; no mitieation measures
measures are required. measures are required. are required.

Cultural Resources No significant impacts No significant impacts are | No significant impacts are expected; no mitigation measures are required.. | No significantimpacts are
are expected: no expected: no mitigation expected; N0 mitigation measures
mitigation measures are measures are reawed. are reauired.
required.

| Es-16
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] TABLE ES-3
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS (CONTINUED)
N AW ACTIONS CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO REUSE ALTERNATIVES
Resource Category Disposal No Action Alternative Pro d Reuse Plan Reduced Development Alternative
Biological Resources | No sienificant impacts are } INo significant impacts are | Significant and Mitigable Impacts :Significantand Mitigable Impacts
gxpected: N0 mitigation expected; N0 mitigation Impact L Increased Human Activity Near Sensitive Habitats.-The Proposed This impact and its mitigation are
.measures are required. imeasures ar ired, Reuse Plan would develop the Bay Trail along the HPS shoreline. This the same as under the Proposed

accesswould increase human and domestic animal activity along the HPS | Reuse Plan.
shoreline, The increased activitv could reduce wetland habitat value for
waterfowl and shorebirds and potentiallv cause inadvertent take of

Bird Treatv Act of 1972). An increase in the number of people using these
areas also could increase disturbances to sensitive wetland habitats, both
directly from individuals going off-trailand indirectly from noise and
movement. Similarly,an increase in uncontrolled domestic animal
activity could directly impact wetlanddependent speciesby increasing
loss from predation.

Mitigation 1. Place barriers along the Bay side of trails to reduce human
and domestic animal disturbances to sensitive wetland habitats. Design
barriers so that wildlife cannot hear or see people from foraging areas and
so that people cannot easily leave the trail to enter sensitive wildlife areas.
Develop and implement a public access program to include fencing
sensitive areas, posting signs, and imposing leash requirements to further

] reduce disturbance to wetland areas.
Impact 2. Increased Litter. Developing the Bay Trail along the HPS This impact and its mitigation are
shoreline would increase human activity along the shoreline and could the same as under the Proposed

increase the likelihood of litter. Litter blown or thrown into wetlands or Reuse Plan.
the Bay would pose a choking and feeding hazard to aquatic wildlife and
shorebirds.

Mitigation 2. Provide adequate trash receptacles along public access
areas. Ensure pick-up and trash receptacle maintenance on a regular
basis.

ES-17 Hunters Point Shipyard Einal EIS March 2000
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would contribute to one significant unmitigable transportation, traffic and circulation
imvact. HPS reuse would result in congested traffic conditions with long delavs at the
Third Street/Cesar Chavez intersection in the vears 2010 and 2025. This _impact would
be unmitigable because proposed measures that could be implemented in coniunction
with either reuse alternative would reduce, but not eliminate. the traffic congestion,
which would remain significant.

Irreversiblel/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

NEPA reauires that an EIS analvze the extent to which the primarv and secondarv
ffects of the alternatives under considerationwoul mmit nonrenewable r rces t

uses that future generations would be unable to reverse. Navv disposal of HPS
incr tions for sit nd for r nsible long-term r rce management an

makes no resource commitments. Implementing either the Proposed Reuse Plan or the
Reduced Development Alternative would reauire a significant commitment th
renewable and nonrenewable ener nd material r I for demolishing an

constructing: structures and infrastructure. Developing the site under either alternativ
woul mmit HPS t neral set forthe for able future.

Short-Terns Uses and Long-Term Productivity
An EIS must ribe the relationshi tween short-term the environment an

the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivitv. Special attention is given

long-term risks to health an fi

incr emplovment in _the ar n ther _improvements in nomi tivitv

housinn. and infrastructure. n ntlv. the proiect’s short-term impacts on th

natural environment would be minimal in relation to the positive effects on long-term
human productivitvin the area.

Environmental Justice
Executiv rder 12 Environmental TJustice in _Minori n Low-Incom

Populations, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (1994), requires addressing the relative impacts of

ES-18
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The Proposed Reuse Plan would contribute to an unmitigable traffic impact on the

Third Street and Cesar Chavez Street intersection. HPS reuse would contribute about 19
percent to the overall traffic volumes projected at this intersection, which is in census

tract 609. According to 1990 census data, of the eight census tracts that make up the

South Bavshore planning area, census tract 609 had the most diverse racial composition

and the smallest proportion of African Americans (19 percent) and other minoritv

groups (36 percent). Therefore, traffic congestion at this intersection would not have a

disproportionatelv high and adverse effect on minoritv and low-income populations.

Traffic associated with HPS reuse would contribute to cumulativelv significant

increased traffic congestion along: U.S. 101 at the countv line and along 1-280 south of

U.S. 101. This impact is considered unmitigable. However, because of the regional
character of these transportation facilities, the range of communities that use these

facilities,and the small Contribution of traffic generated bv HI'S reuse to these corridors

regional traffic impacts would not disproportionatelv affect minoritv and low-income
populations.

Protection ofChildren from Environmental Health Risks and Safetu Risks

Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and
Safetv_Risks, 62 Fed. Reg. 19885 (1997), reauires assessment of child-specific

environmental health risk and safetv risk issues. There could be uotential on-site health

and safetv impacts resulting from exposure to environmental contamination/hazardous

materials on the site during reuse, but there is no indication that anv such potential
impacts would disuroportionatelv_affect children. Therefore, no disproportionate

impacts from environmental health risks and/or safetv risks to children are likelv under
either of the reuse alternatives.

ES.9 SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENTAGENCY COORDINATION

Federal, state, and local agencies were consulted before and durine the preparation of
this EIS. Agencies were notified of ulans for closure and disposal activities bv mailings;
bv scheduled public meetings associated with the reuse planning process; by
publication of an NOI/NOP announcing preparation of the initial Draft EIS/EIR and

the Revised Draft EIS/EIR, as reauired bv NEI'A: bv a public scoping meeting; and by

public hearings on the initial Draft EIS/EIR and the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. The

agencies' viewpoints were solicited with regard to activitieswithin their jurisdiction.

ES-19
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1—Purpose and Need

1. PURPOSE AND NEED

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates the potential sigruficant
impacts on the natural and human environment that could result from the disposal of
Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS) from Federal ownership and subsequent reuse of the
property by the City and County of San Francisco (hereafterreferred to as the City). The
Final EIS incomorat nd r nds t li mments on the Revi Draft
EIS/Environmental Im Report (EIR). Followine the cl th li mment
riod on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR, the Citv elected to pr separatelv with th
conclusion of their environmental review process in order to meet time limits on the
r lanning pr im tate law. These time limits would have expired if
the process proceeded as a ioint Federal/state effort. As a result of the termination of
the ioint process, Navv is publishing a separate Final EIS. Navv prepared this Final EIS
under the National Environmental Policv Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code
Annotated [U.S.C.A. 4321-4370d [West, 1994 and Supp. 199811 and the Citv h

prepared a final EIR under the California Environmental Qualitv Act (CEQA)
alifornia Public R r 21000-21178.1[West, 1996 and Supp. 19991).

HPS was selected for closure pursuant to the Base Realignmentand Closure (BRAC) Act
of 1988, Public Law (Pub. L.} 100-526, and Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act
of 1990 (DBCRA 1990), 10 US.C.A. § 2687 _note at 582-606 (West. 1998). The 1991
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommended the closure of HPS.
This recommendation was roved bv President Bush an t v _th
Hundred Second Congress in 1991. HPS is proposed for disposal pursuant to the

Military Construction Authorization Act, Pub. L. 103-160, 10 United States Code (U.S.C.)
§ 2834.

The Federal action subject to NEPA is Navy disposal of HPS to facilitate economic
redevelopment.

11 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

For the past several years, the Department of Defense (DOD) has gone through a
process of reducing the number of its bases. The decision to transfer HPS out of Federal
ownership is a result of that base closure process. Legislation included as part of the
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, Pub. L. 101-510§ 2824, initially required
Navy to lease not less than 260 acres (105hectares [ha]) of HPS to the City at fair market
value for at least 30 years (*'Pelosi Legislation™). Finding that the facilitv had low

militarvy_value because of gr_uflcant encroachment that would result from
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38

39

40

41
12

45
46
17

49

60

1 —Purpose and Need

continued occupancy of space bv the Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and
Repair; Planning;, Engineering, Repair and Alterations Detachment; and a contractor-
ouerated test facilitv.

The Department of Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994, Pub. L. 103-160, §
2834, amended § 2824 (a) of Pub. L. 101-510to give the Secretarv of the Navv authoritv
to convey the Hunters Point facilitv to the Citv (or a local reuse organization approved
by the Citv) for such consideration and under such terms as the Secretarv considers
appropriate in lieu of entering into a fair market value lease, as reauired bv § 2824(a) of
the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Pub. L. 101-510). Navv_has
determined that it will use this coneressional authoritv_for the proposed disposal of
HPS. This leqislative grant of convevance authoritv is_independent of the Federal
Propertv and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 40 U.S.C.A. §8% 471-544 (West, 1986
and Supp. 1998).and its implementing regulations, the Federal Propertv Management
Regulations, 41 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 101-47.as well as DBCRA 1990
§ 2906.

The closure decision is exempt from NEPA under the Defense Authorization Act, Pub.

L. 101-510 § 2906. _Analvsis of the environmental effects of Navv disposal of the

propertv _and potential reuse are not exempted from analvsis under NEPA.
Reauirements under DBCRA 1990 and its amendments relevant to the disposal of HPS
include the following::

e Compliancewith NEPA and related laws.

e Environmental restoration of the propertv, as soon as possible, with funds made
available for such restoration.

e Consideration df the local community's reuse plan prior to disposal of the property.

e Compliancewith specific Federal propertv disposal laws and regulations.

The r Iternativ nalvzed in the EIS are the City’s Pr R Plan _an

Reduced Development Alternative. The analvsis is presented at a general level of detail,

because the actions to be taken are the disposal of HPS and the implementation of a
mmuni reuse aIternatlve for which Iand uses are designated at a general Ievel of

could be reauwed under state Iaw |f the DroteC’t is substantlallv aItered from that
ribed herein (CEQA lin 15162-151

The Citv devel ar lan, termed the Pr R Plan, through an extensiv
ublic process (Section 1.6);the Proposed Reuse Plan provides an economicallv viable

and balanced plan to reuse excess Federal prouertv. The Proposed Reuse Plan would be

Hunters Point Shipyard Einal E1S March 2000
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1—Purpose and Need

implemented by the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan, which was adopted by
the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 1997 (Ordinance No. 285-97). A
companion Design for Development (City and County of San Francisco Planning
Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997c¢), containing
development controls and standards, was later adopted by the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency Commission. These documents are implementing tools,
intended to facilitate redevelopment of HPS in a manner that is consistent with the
Proposed Reuse Plan. The Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development may be
amended to reflect Navy transfer conditions, adopted CEOA mitigation measures,
and/or _changes in the Proposed Reuse Plan.__Additional environmental analvsis of
these amendments could be reauired under state law (CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15162-15153).

1.2 LOCATION AND HISTORY

| HPS is located within the City and covers about 493 acres (200 ha) of dry land and 443

submerged acres (179 ha) on San Francisco's southeast waterfront (Figure 1.2-1). HPS is
bordered by San Francisco Bay to the north, south, and east. The City's
Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood borders the site to the west (Figure 1.2-2).

Maritime use of Hunters Point dates back to the 1850s, when privately-owned docking
facilitiesand a timber pier were established. Commercial ship maintenance, repair, and
dismantling began at the site in 1868, when the first drydock was built. In 1903, a
second drydock was constructed. A third drydock, incorporating part of the first

| drydock, was built in 1918. Commercial activities near the drydock area in the late

1800s and early 1900s included fishing camps, packing houses, and a coal-gasification
plant.

In 1939, Navy purchased the Hunters Point property and subsequently leased it to the
Bethlehem Steel Company until late 1941. At that time, Navy took possession of the
property, acquired additional land, and began using it as an annex to the Mare Island

facility for ship repair. Between 1940 and 1945, the shipvard was expanded through

extensive cut and fill operations. The property served as a major ship repair and
construction facility and was officially designated a U.S. Naval Shipyard on November

| 30, 1945. _The shipyard was used primarily as a Navy industrial operation for the

modification, maintenance, and repair of ships (US. Navy, 1995a). The mission of HPS

| before deactivation in 1974 was to perform work in connection with the construction,

conversion, overhaul, repair, alteration, drydocking, and outfitting of assigned ships
and service craft (U.SNavy, 1998c).

Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS March 2000
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1 —Purpose and Need

During World War 11, the shipyard was one of the single largest employers in San
Francisco, with nearly 17,000 employees. Ship repair activities from 1939 to the 1950s,
with the resulting employment, transformed the Bayview-Hunters Point community
from a semi-rural to an urban area. In 1974, the shipyard was deactivated. From 1976to
1986, Navy leased the property to Triple A Machine Shop for ship repair activities.
Triple A, in turn, subleased to small businesses, artisans, and others. Under
Congressional legislation, many of Triple A’s tenants subseauentlv acquired leases with

Navy.

During the period of 1986 to 1990, Navy docked and repaired several Navy ships at the
shipyard. In 1990, the shipyard came under the jurisdiction of Naval Station Treasure
Island and was redesignated Hunters Point Annex (US. Navy, 1996¢). In 1994,
jurisdiction over Hunters Point Annex was transferred to Naval Facilities Engineering
Command, Engineering Field Activity, West (EFA West), San Bruno, California; at that
point, the property became known as HPS._The facilitv is currently in caretaker status.

1.3 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

Thh Final EIS consists of two volumes. Volume 1 contains the main text and

appendices, and Volume 2 contains the responses to public comments. The
organization and contents of these volumes are described below.

Volume 1. Main Textand Appendices

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need A discussion of project purpose and need, intended to
provide the reader with an overview of the reasons for disposal and reuse of HPS,
including a description of the public involvement process used to solicit input on
potentially significant environmental impacts.

Chapter 2, Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action: A description of the proposed
action (disposal of HPS and community reuse pursuant to the Proposed Reuse Plan) and
alternativesto that action, including a table that summarizes the sigruficantimpacts and
mitigations in the document.

Chapter 3, Affected Environment: A description of the baseline environmental setting
in which the transfer and commencement of reuse will occur.

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences: An analysis of the environmental impacts of
Navv disposal, the communitv reuse alternatives, and the No Action Alternative. This
chapter also identifies mitigation measures that would reduce or eliminate effects found
to be sigruficantunder any of the alternatives.

Hunters Point Shipyard Final EZS March 2000
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Chapter 5, Other Considerations: Cumulative impacts; identification of unavoidable
adverse impacts on the environment; irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources; short-term uses and long-term productivity; and issues related to
environmental justice and the protection of children from environmental health risks
and safety risks.

Chapters 6 through 9: Background information, including consultations with interested
and responsible agencies, list of preparers, references, glossary, and EIS distribution list.

Lastly, appendices provide factual support for much of the analysis contained in the
| main body of the EIS. Additional supporting materials are referenced and are available

for review at various locations. These locations include the project case files at the San

Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, as well
| as Navy’s Installation Restoration Program (IRP) information repository in the Hunters
Point neighborhood at the San Francisco Public Library, Anna E. Waden Branch, 5075
Third Streetand at the Main Library at Larken and Grove Streets.

Volume 2, Resvonse to Comments

This volume contains responses to comments bv Federal, state, and local agencies;
public interest groups; one individual; and commentors at the two public hearings on
the Revised Draft EIS/EIR.

14 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

141  ScopingProcess
Scoping is the process used to identify potential significant environmental issues related
to the proposed action. The scoping period was from June 27,1995 to July 31,1995.

As part of the scoping process, a Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation (NOI/NOP)
was published on June 28,1995, in the Federal Register and the Sun Francisco Chronicle to
inform the public of the preparation of a Draft EIS/EIR (Appendix A). Interested
Federal, state, and local agencies; organized groups; and private individuals were
mailed information concerning the scope of the Draft EIS/EIR.

A public scoping meeting was held on July 12, 19% at the Southeast Community

| Facility located in the Bayview-HuntersPoint neighborhood of the City. Approximately
30 individuals attended. The NOI/NOP announcementsencouraged written comments
from those unable to attend the scoping meeting.

142 Summary of Scoping Issues
During the EIS/EIR scoping period, 21 written and 8 verbal comments were received
from government agencies, organizations, and the public. These comments are
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1—Purpose and Need

summarized below and available for review in the administrative record at EFA West in
San Bruno, California. The portions of thisdocument that address these comments are
indicated.

Transportation: The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) requested that
the EIS/EIR idenbfy the assumptions and methodology used for the traffic and
transportationimpact analysis. See Section 3.1 and Appendix B.

Air Quality: The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) requested that the
EIS/EIR address air quality issues. See Section 3.2.

Land Use: The San Francisco Bay Conservationand Development Commission (BCDC)
commented that remediation and planning activities must be consistent with the
California Coastal Commission's Coastal Zone Management Program. The San
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department expressed concern that the open space
components of the project should adhere to local plans and national standards, be
adequately funded, and consider existing contamination and ongoing remediation
activities. See Section 34.

Hazardous Materials: The U.S. EPA requested that the EIS/EIR idenbfy the hazardous
materials storage, disposal, and contaminationhistory at HPS. See Section 3.7.

Water Quality and Wetlands: The BCDC maintained that the project should adhere to
state and regional water quality and wetlands policies, recommendations, and
decisions. See Sections 3.9.and 313.

Utilities and Public Services: The U.S.EPA requested that the EIS/EIR include a
survey of landfill capacity available to accommodate HPS; discuss pollution prevention
and energy conservation; and analyze the adequacy of existing police, fire, ambulance,
hospital, and health care services for the Hunters Point community. See Sections 3.10,
311, and 4.11.

Biological Resources: The U.S.EPA requested that all appropriate Federal and state
agencies be consulted in determining the range of plant and animal species that could
be affected by the action. Other commentors expressed concern over species living at
HPS and supplied lists of species observed at HPS. See Section3.13.

Public Participation: One commentor suggested additional review by the public prior
to issuing the Draft EIS/EIR. Actions to involve the public in the EIS/EIR process at
HPS have included the following:
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¢ Notifying and requesting comments from a range of neighborhood associations and

| minority organizations that may be affected by, or be interested in, the proposed

action.
e Coordinating media coverage and press releases.

143 Public Review Process for the Draft EISEIR
The Draft EIS/EIR was published for agency and public review on November 14,1997.

The Notice of Availabilitv (NOA) was published in the Federal Register on November

21, 1997. Navv held a public hearing: on December 10, 1997. The hearing was
advertised in the San Francisco Chronicle and San Francisco Examiner on November 30

and December 1,1997. The Citv held three public hearings on December 11,1997 and

Januarv 13and 15,1998. substantial written and verbal comments were received by the

end of the comment period on January 20,1998. Public and agency comments focused
on issues related to hazardous waste and existing contamination at HPS, ongoing
contaminant remediation activities, and potential cumulative impacts related to traffic
and air quality. As a result of public testimony, Navy, the City, and the San Francisco

Redevelopment Agency prepared and circulated the Revised Draft EIS/EIR in November
1998 Comments recelved on the November 1997 Draft EIS/ EIR a.nd_a.dd.ltj_o.naj

development of the Rewsed Draft EIS/ EIR Because the Revised Draft EIS/ EIR was made
available for public comment, the comments on the November 1997 Draft EIS/EIR were
not responded to individually.

144 Public Review Process for the Revised Draft EISEIR

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR was Dublished for agency and public review on November 3,
1998. An NOA was Dublished in the Federal Register on November 6, 1998. Public

notices were mailed to th n the mailing: list, an Noti Completion was fil
with th vernor’ ffi Plannin nd R rch Stat learing: H n
November 2.1

NEPA an EOA requi ublic comment period 4 VS: the public

comment period extended over the Thanksgiving—New Year’s holidav season, Navy

and the City scheduled the public comment period to last 60 davs, ending:on January 5,
1999

Two public hearings were held during the public comment period for the formal

hearing of comments and receipt of written comments on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR.

The first hearing was held at HPS on December 9,1998. The second hearing was held

jointly by the San Francisco Planning Commission and the San Francisco

Redevelopment Agency Commission in downtown San Francisco.on December 17,1998.
w r advertisements for the public hearings were published in the San Franci

19 , Hunters Point Shipyard Finaf EIS March 2000
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Chronicle and San Francisco Examiner (November 30 and December 1, 1998), The

Independent (December 1 and December 5, 1998). and the San Francisco Bay View

[December 2, 1998). Copies of the NOA, mailing list, Notice of Comuletion, and

newspaper advertisement are provided in Appendix A.

In _response to oral comments at the public hearings, the Redeveloument Agency

Commissioners and the Planning: Department Commissioners extended the uublic
comment period on the EIR an additional 14 davs (to January 19, 1999) at the second

public hearing; on December 17, 1998. Public and agency comments focused on issues

related to hazardous waste and existing contamination at HPS, ongoing contaminant
remediation activities, traffic and air aualitv impacts. potential storm water and
wastewater impacts on San Francisco Bav, and environmental iustice issues.

Following; the close of the public comment period on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR, Navv
and the Citv decided to prepare seuarate final documents.

Final EIS

The Final EIS, incorporating and responding to comments received on the Revised Draft
EIS/EIR, is furnished to persons on the distribution list. urovided in Chapter 9, and to

others requesting a copy. An_NOA o the Final EIS was published in the Federal
Register and in public notices and press releases.

As required under NEPA, there will be a 30-day comment period after the publication
of the Final EIS. After the 30-day comment period, the Navy will issue a NEPA Record
of Decision (ROD).

mments on the Final El n nt to the following: r

SouthwestDivision
BRAC Operations Office

1220 Pacific Hichway
nDiego, CA 92132-51

Attn: Melanie Ault
Phone: (619) 532-0954
Fax: (619) 532-0950

1.5 RELATED STUDIES

Several other project-related studies have been or are being; undertaken in coniunction

with ongoing activities at HPS. The maior planning and restoration programs are
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summarized below, including;the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), IRP, and BRAC

Cleanup Plan (BCP).

Known areas of contamination have been identified in the EBS for HPS (U.S. Navy,

1996¢, revised 1998e). Two maior environ